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Abstract 
 

This dissertation includes three papers that address various aspects of the 

economics of labour and the family. The dissertation integrates the discussion on the 

following issues: (1) the allocation of housework and childcare in Canadian two-earner 

households (2) the effect of family policy reform on time allocation and labour supply in 

two-parent families (3) effect of anticipated divorce and divorce duration on male and 

female labour supply. 

The first paper Time Allocation Gender Gap in Native-born and Foreign-born 

Families in Canada focuses on the difference between the housework and childcare 

share produced by foreign-born husbands compared to Canadian-born husbands. This 

empirical analysis employs the data from the Canadian General Social Survey. The 

results show that foreign-born husbands have a lower share of housework and childcare 

compared to their Canadian-born counterparts.  

The second paper The effect of Quebec childcare policy change on the labour 

market outcomes and time distribution in the family analyzes the effect of the childcare 

policy change that took place in Quebec in 1997-2000. The results show that the 

introduction of “$5 per day” daycare subsidized by the Quebec government increased the 

labour supply of married mothers and also affected the allocation of time husbands and 

wives spend on housework and childcare. The data from this project were drawn from 

1996 and 2001 Canadian Census.  

The third paper Labour supply of Australian men and women before and after 

divorce studies the changes in the labour supply of men and women before and after 

divorce. The data for empirical analysis employs 12 waves of Household, Income and 
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Labour Dynamics in Australia Survey (HILDA). The outcome suggests that men and 

women do not change labour participation and weekly working hours in anticipation of 

divorce. Women increase labour force participation and weekly hours worked as a result 

of divorce. Men’s labour supply does not change in response to divorce.  
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Chapter 1. Introduction 

 

This dissertation is composed of three papers in the field of family economics. 

Two issues are discussed throughout the dissertation. First, the research studies the time 

allocation of husbands and wives to unpaid labour within household. Second, the research 

analyzes the changes of labour supply of men and women based on external factors, such 

as an introduction of a childcare subsidy, and internal factors such as marital dissolution. 

The empirical results of the dissertation aim to provide a better understanding of the 

balance between economic and non-economic activities that in turn can aid in the 

formulation of public policies on welfare improvement. 

The first paper (chapter 2) of this dissertation studies the determinants of the share 

of unpaid housework and childcare produced by husbands in Canadian households. In 

particular, the paper aims to capture the difference between housework and childcare 

input of Canadian-born husbands and their foreign-born counterparts while controlling 

for personal and household characteristics of respondents. The study also analyzes if 

immigrants from different regions of origin have similar patterns in housework and 

childcare time allocation and if immigrants change their housework and childcare 

preferences while living and Canada.  

There is a large body of empirical literature on the determinants of household 

time allocation, housework in particular. In general, the literature shows that such factors 

as age of partners, their education and pre-marital endowment play important role in 

distribution of housework. The level of housework produced by husbands depends on 

household income and relative income earned by husbands and wives (Brayfield 1992; 

McFarlane, Beaujot, and Haddad 2000; Fernandez and Sevilla-sanz 2006; A. Parkman 



 

  2 

 

2004; Alvarez and Miles 2003). The presence of children positively affects the volume of 

housework in households and the distribution of housework produced between husbands 

and wives (Douthitt 1989; McFarlane, Beaujot, and Haddad 2000; Fernandez and Sevilla-

sanz 2006; Greenstein 1996; Alvarez and Miles 2003; Brayfield 1992). 

There are two major gaps in the literature on household time allocation. First, the 

amount of research that focuses on household time allocation in families from different 

nations is rather limited due to the lack of data about foreign-born individuals and their 

immigration histories. The small number of existing studies showed that in immigrant 

families men are less involved in housework activities (Brayfield 1992; Frank and Hou 

2013; Klaveren 2006). The literature found that ethnicity has an insignificant effect on 

the time spent by mothers on childcare, but did not focus on fathers’ participation in 

childcare (Zaiceva and Zimmermann 2013). Second, due to the lack of data, many works 

studied childcare as a part of housework. Whenever housework and childcare were 

analyzed separately, the housework and childcare equations were estimated without 

recognition of the interdependence between them (McFarlane, Beaujot, and Haddad 

2000; Fernandez and Sevilla-sanz 2006).  

This paper contributes to the time use literature by incorporating a wider range of 

immigration parameters, including the region of origin of immigrants and the number of 

years immigrants live in Canada. Moreover, the absolute and relative time allocation to 

housework and childcare by husbands and wives is estimated using simultaneous 

estimation techniques. The results of this paper will be interesting to scholars and policy 

analysts who study household microeconomic decisions related to household production  
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The second paper (chapter 3) extends the study of time allocation within 

households by looking at the changes in time use brought by the reforms in government 

family policy. In particular, this study analyzes the impact of the Quebec universal 

childcare policy on the allocation of the housework and childcare time of Quebec 

mothers and fathers. The issues of parental labour supply are also covered in this paper in 

the context of family policy reform by comparing labour market outcomes in two-parent 

families in Quebec and the Rest of Canada.  

In 1997-2000 the government of Quebec introduced a universal childcare policy 

reform which included the provision of subsidized daycare for zero- to four-year old 

children, the provision of subsidized pre- and after-school daycare for school-age 

children and full-time kindergarten for five-year-old children. As a result, this policy had 

a significant positive impact on the labour supply of mothers with small children (Baker, 

Gruber, and Milligan 2005; Lefebvre and Merrigan 2008; Lefebvre, Merrigan, and 

Verstraete 2009; Kottelenberg and Lehrer 2013). The labour supply of fathers did not get 

much attention from researchers.  

The increase in the labour supply of mothers may affect the distribution of time 

spent on various activities not only by these women, but also by their husbands. The 

literature showed that parental roles in the family were redistributed in a more egalitarian 

manner. Researchers suggested that the departure from more traditional task allocation in 

families negatively affected parental well-being in Quebec (Stalker and Ornstein 2013; 

Brodeur and Connolly 2013). However, the literature did not study the effect of the 

childcare policy reform on the allocation of housework and childcare between husbands 

and wives explicitly.  
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This study aims to close the gap in the literature by analyzing the effect of the 

Quebec childcare policy reform on parental labour supply of both mothers and fathers. 

Moreover, the paper focuses on the effect of the policy on the allocation of housework 

and childcare between mothers and fathers of zero- to five-year-old children.  

Similar to the second paper, the third paper of this dissertation (chapter 4) looks at 

the labour supply of men and women. In this paper, the labour supply is studied in the 

context of internal changes in family structure, in particular, marital disruption leading to 

divorce. First, the research is focused on those men and women who anticipate divorce in 

one to four years. Second, the research analyzes labour supply outcomes of those men 

and women who adjust to divorce during the one to five year period after divorce.  

Existing literature showed that, in general, economic reasons play an important 

role in decisions about marital separation and divorce (GS Becker, Landes, and Michael 

1977; d’Amico 1983; Ono 1998; Hoffman and Duncan 1995; Burgess, Propper, and 

Aassve 2003a; S. Bianchi et al. 2000). Research also found that men and women 

experience a negative impact of divorce on household and per-person income which is 

more severe for women than men (de Regt, Mortelmans, and Marynissen 2012; Smock 

1993; Smock 1994; Poortman 2000; S. M. Bianchi, Subaiya, and Kahn 1999). Studies of 

the labour market reported that divorced women tend to spend more time on paid work 

(de Regt, Mortelmans, and Marynissen 2012; Parr 2012; de Vaus et al. 2014; Duncan and 

Hoffman 1985), while divorced men tend not change their labour supply preferences in 

response to divorce (Jarvis and Jenkins 1999; Finnie 1993; Mueller 2005). 

There are several limitations of the previous studies of pre- and post-divorce 

periods. First, the data used in empirical analysis was taken from the surveys of 1980-
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1990s (Özcan and Breen 2012). Second, the research employed cross-sectional or short-

term longitudinal data sets and did not allow for the study of divorce in a dynamic 

context (for example, Schoen et al. 2002; Sayer and Bianchi 2000; de Regt, Mortelmans, 

and Marynissen 2012; Smock 1993; Smock 1994; Poortman 2000). Third, to our 

knowledge there is no research that combines analysis of labour market outcomes of 

individuals both before and after divorce.  

This study adds to the literature by updating existing research using twelve waves 

of 2001-2012 Australian data. This paper analyzes the labour supply of individuals who 

divorce within the next one to four years and of those individuals who go through the 

divorce adjustment phase for one to five years. The estimations are used to identify if 

men and women change labour supply in anticipation of divorce and as a consequence of 

divorce.  

The empirical approach in this dissertation uses a variety of econometric 

techniques based on the cross-sectional data of the Canadian General Social Survey and 

Canadian Census and longitudinal data of the Australian Household, Income and Labour 

Dynamics Survey.  As a result, this dissertation addresses the issues of paid and unpaid 

labour supply in Canadian and Australian households. The key concepts include the 

difference of housework and childcare allocation in foreign-born families compared to 

Canadian-born families, the effect of the family policy reforms on the paid and unpaid 

labour supply in two-parent families and the effect of marital dissolution on the labour 

supply of men and women.  
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Chapter 2. Time Allocation Gender Gap in Native-born and Foreign-born Working 

Couples in Canada 

 

Abstract 

In this paper the Canadian Time Use Survey (CTUS) is used to study the 

allocation of time in Canadian two-earner households, with special emphasis on the role 

of the family’s immigration history and ethnic background. Regression results show that 

immigrant men have a lower share of hours spent on household work compared to 

Canadian-born men. Moreover, this pattern of time allocation in first generation 

immigrant families affects the time allocation in second generation immigrant families. 

The joint estimation of the husband’s housework share and child care share leads to the 

loss of significance of the immigration variable in both equations.  

JEL-Codes: D13, J2 

Keywords: Unpaid work, intra-household allocation of time 
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2.1. Introduction 

Increasing female participation in the labour market since the 1950s (Blau, 

Ferber, and Winkler 2010) affected the time allocation patterns between husbands and 

wives in three ways. First, the increase in time wives spend working reduced their time 

available for household chores, childcare and leisure, which resulted in wives’ “own time 

substitution” (Deding and Lausten 2006). For example, in the United States married 

women increased their labour market participation by 16.3 hours from 1978 to 2000. 

Higher hours of work in the labour market were offset by a decrease in household 

production of 11.2 hours per week during the same period (Blau, Ferber, and Winkler 

2010).  

Second, the increase in female market work led to “cross-spouse/same activity 

substitution” as male labour market participation declined (Deding and Lausten 

2006).For example, between 1980 and 2006 in Australia, Austria, Ireland, Italy and Spain 

12-20% more women participated in the labour force, while men’s participation 

decreased by 2-9% (Blau, Ferber, and Winkler 2010). Finally, the increase in female 

labour market participation resulted in the “cross-spouse/different activity substitution” 

when husbands adjusted the amount of time spent on household work (Deding and 

Lausten 2006). Empirical evidence suggests that factors such as relative wages, relative 

educational attainment, advanced technologies, a tendency for smaller families and the 

opportunity to substitute housework with the purchase of market goods and services 

explains the change in total hours of housework and the share of husbands’ housework 

hours. At the same time, cultural norms about gender roles influence the bargaining 

power of wives and affect the absolute and relative hours husbands and wives spend 

doing housework. The extent to which these norms can be exported from the country of 
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origin of immigrants and then assimilated in the host country would affect the gap 

between the time allocating preferences of immigrants compared to native-born 

individuals.  

This study adds to the existing literature on the allocation of household time use 

in three ways. First, the analysis of the four latest Canadian Time Use Surveys (CTUS) 

cycles determines personal and household characteristics, in particular immigration 

background, that affect the proportion of unpaid work produced by Canadian husbands. 

Second, the husband’s share of child care is estimated jointly with the housework share. 

Third, controlling for the period of immigration and time allocation in second generation 

families, the persistence of traditional time allocation norms is considered. The empirical 

findings of the paper could assist in formulation of public policies on adaptation and 

social welfare of immigrants. 

The paper is organized as follows: Section 2.2 includes an overview of theoretical 

and empirical literature on determinants of housework time allocation. Section 2.3 

presents sample selection strategy and summary statistics. Section 2.4 explains model 

specification and provides a variables description. Section 2.5 reports regression results. 

Section 2.6 makes a summary of empirical findings.  

2.2. Background and literature review 

Theoretical Background of Family Distribution Models 

Family economics covers a wide scope of time allocation and income distribution 

models.  In the early literature, unitary models considered a household consisting of 

several individuals cohabitating together and having similar preferences. As a result, 

these individuals maximized joint preferences subject to a pooled family budget 
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constraint (Gary Becker 1974; Samuelson 1956). Samuelson (1956) constructed a 

household utility function consisting of the individual utility functions of family 

members. The agreement among household members allowed maximizing their joint 

utility and pooling their incomes together. Solutions led to family demand functions that 

depended on prices and pooled incomes and analyzed the consumption behavior of the 

family as a whole. Becker (1974) introduced a slightly different analysis of household 

utility maximization. He assumed a head of the family who would take into account the 

preferences of the rest of the family members and on the basis of his knowledge and who 

would make decisions for the entire household.  

There are several problems associated with the unitary approach. First of all, the 

unitary approach ignores the fact that individual preferences of family members may 

differ from each other. Income pooling did not allow the analysis of how the distribution 

of income affects bargaining power and decision-making processes within families. 

Moreover, such factors as financial well-being, the level of education and family status of 

both partners before marriage, market and non-market labour distribution,  and the 

number of children could significantly shift the bargaining and decision-making power 

among individuals within the family. The unitary approach did not study the effect of a 

change in personal incomes of family members, as well did not consider the possibility of 

divorce in families decision making. At the same time empirical estimates  showed that 

the change in a spouse's income is important and affects consumption distribution within 

families (Manser and Brown 1980; Browning and Chiappori 1998; Lundberg and Pollak 

1993). 
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Cooperative games of family behavior were introduced by  Manser and Brown 

(1980) and McElroy and Horney (1981) and were characterized by joint maximization of 

the household utility function through Nash bargaining by spouses. Individual utilities 

inside and outside the marriage were compared. Manser and Brown introduced a divorce 

as a threat point. Husband and wife considered separation if a bargaining solution could 

not be found. Mutual love and care about each other were expressed as extra surplus that 

people get in marriage. McElroy and Horney went the other way and considered a 

decision to get married as a threat point. The surplus obtained from marriage was 

assumed and was not expressed directly.  

Cooperative models were criticized by Lundberg and Pollak (1993) mainly 

because they lead to the anonymity result: income distribution within a family did not 

affect individual consumption decisions. Thus Lundberg and Pollak introduced the model 

of “separate spheres bargaining” allowing each individual to face his/her own budget 

constraint. The authors claimed that family behavior is heavily affected by “gender roles” 

assigned by society. Lundberg and Pollak also added exogenous social norms to 

emphasize gender specialization within the family and, in particular, the role of the 

husband as a primary income earner and the wife as a housekeeper. The authors claimed 

that the result of non-cooperative behavior within the marriage could be a good 

alternative to a costly divorce. The distribution of public goods depended not only on the 

total resources of the family, as in the cooperative game model, but also on who controls 

these resources. As a result, the spouse’s utility depended positively on the resources held 

by his or her partner and the provision of public goods by the husband or wife. There 

were two possible equilibria: partners could choose a positive amount of the public good 
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to supply to the household, or they could choose a corner solution in which the public 

good was provided by only one family member while the other free-rides. Thus, the 

Lundberg and Pollak model leads to two types of equilibria – with and without 

anonymity. 

Chen and Woolley (2001) explicitly included a caring parameter to the non-

cooperative model. They studied the effect of a monetary transfer between spouses on the 

bargaining results and equilibria. They concluded that the equilibrium outcome would 

depend on the threshold levels of the transfer amount, the man’s caring factor about his 

wife, and the woman’s bargaining power. 

Thus, in non-cooperative games the members of the household make their 

decision independently from each other but take into account the action of a partner. As a 

result, they achieve a Cournot-Nash solution. Non-cooperative bargaining models 

presented the internal threat points other than costly divorce (Leuthold 1968; Chen and 

Woolley 2001; Konrad and Lommerud 1995; Konrad and Lommerud 2000; Lundberg 

and Pollak 1993). 

Empirical literature on housework and childcare time distribution 

There is a large empirical literature on the determinants of household time 

allocation, housework in particular. In two-earner families such factors as personal and 

household income, spouses’ age and education, number and age of children were found 

to be important factors in husbands’ and wives’ housework time allocation decisions. In 

general, the literature showed that increases in household income leads to a higher share 

of housework produced by husbands (McFarlane, Beaujot, and Haddad 2000). Women 

who earn more than their husbands decrease the absolute and proportional amount of 
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time spent on housework compared to their husbands (Brayfield 1992; Fernandez and 

Sevilla-sanz 2006; A. M. Parkman 2004). Similarly, higher husbands’ earnings share 

negatively affects male participation in housework (Alvarez and Miles 2003; Brayfield 

1992; Greenstein 1996). Studies of the labour force status of respondents do not entirely 

agree on how this affects the allocation of domestic work in the family.  Hamdad (2003) 

estimated that working women reduce housework production compared to their 

unemployed counterparts, while their employed husbands increase household production 

compared to unemployed husbands.  Some studies found no significant influence of 

labour force status of the respondent or spouse on the allocation of household chores 

(Brayfield 1992). Other studies showed that women reduce the amount of non-paid 

domestic labour when they are employed, while husbands’ employment did not have 

significant impact (Douthitt 1989). Bianchi (2011) showed that both part-time and full-

time employment reduces housework participation of husbands and wives.  

It was also found that with age women do more household chores compared to 

their husbands (Bayudan 2006; McFarlane, Beaujot, and Haddad 2000; Fernandez and 

Sevilla-sanz 2006; Frank and Hou 2013; Brayfield 1992) while men with age do less 

housework (S. Bianchi 2011). At the same time, the hours spent on a particular activity 

might vary. For example, Parkman (2004) showed that as women age, they increase 

cooking and outdoor activities, while both spouses reduce number of hours spent on 

indoor cleaning. The literature showed that more educated husbands do a larger 

proportion of the total housework, but there is no clear conclusion about effect of higher 

educational attainment on the absolute amount of time spent on housework by husbands 
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and wives (Fernandez and Sevilla-sanz 2006; A. M. Parkman 2004; Alvarez and Miles 

2003; Frank and Hou 2013; Brayfield 1992; S. Bianchi 2011).  

An increase in family size positively affects the volume of housework to be done; 

therefore, the number of housework hours allocated by both husband and wife increases 

(Douthitt 1989). At the same time it was found that the husband’s share of housework 

decreases in larger families (McFarlane, Beaujot, and Haddad 2000; Fernandez and 

Sevilla-sanz 2006; Greenstein 1996; Alvarez and Miles 2003; Frank and Hou 2013; 

Brayfield 1992). 

Previous studies showed that immigration history and the country of origin play 

an important role in the time allocation within households. Immigrant couples share 

housework differently compared not only to their native born counterparts, but also to 

immigrants from other source countries depending on the gender roles perceptions in the 

society. Married women who emigrated from countries with high female-male education 

rates and female-male labour market participation rates produced a lower share of 

housework after immigration (Frank and Hou 2013). Klaveren (2006) found that Dutch 

immigrants have different attitudes towards labour market and housework distribution 

between husbands and wives based largely on the source country. For those who 

emigrated from Turkey, household production had the strongest negative effect on male 

utility while the strongest positive effect on female utility compared to the immigrants 

form Surinam or Dutch Antilles and native Dutch. Moreover, labour income had the 

largest positive impact on Turkish immigrant men’s utility. This difference in preferences 

showed that the attitude towards traditional gender task allocation between the husband 

and the wife varies from country to country and remains persistent after immigration.  
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Many immigrant men and women adjust their attitude towards gender roles in 

paid and unpaid labour markets after arrival in Canada. For example Haddad and Lam 

(1988) interviewed 117 Canadian men who immigrated to Canada from Asia, South and 

West Europe, West India and the Middle East and asked about their attitude towards 

housework chores allocation between husband and wife. The authors concluded that 75% 

of the immigrant men supported the division of gender roles in the home country. 

However, only 12% of respondents did not change their traditional attitude towards 

domestic labour sharing upon coming to Canada. In addition, 32% of immigrants 

responded that they did only a minimal amount of household chores due to some 

“situational constraints”, such as the social influence of the immigrant community in 

Canada. The rest of the immigrants (more than 55%) adjusted their share of household 

production after arriving in Canada according to their and their wives’ labour market 

status.  

Years since immigration affect housework time allocation in immigrant families 

as well. Frank and Hou (2013) showed that women who immigrated in the 1970s and the 

beginning of the 1980s did a higher share of housework than their husbands, although 

every year of living in Canada reduced their absolute involvement in domestic 

production. In contrast, Craig (2007) found that women increased both paid and unpaid 

hours upon immigration, including childcare and had to reduce personal care and leisure 

time. Ribar (2012) found that first generation American immigrant males did less 

domestic work compared to the third generation males and American-born, while first 

generation females did more housework compared to the third generation females and 

American-born.  
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Many data sets do not contain information about immigration history and the 

country of origin of respondents. Therefore language proficiency was often included as a 

proxy for ethnicity and immigration status. For example, it was found that Canadian men 

who spoke a language other than English or French did a significantly lower proportion 

of feminine tasks such as cooking and in-door cleaning; moreover, French speaking 

husbands had a lower share of housework compared to their English-speaking 

counterparts (Brayfield 1992). Women who immigrated to Canada from English or 

French speaking countries and those who were married to non-immigrant husbands did 

significantly less household work (Frank and Hou 2013).  

The time use literature that investigates the relationship between hours spent by 

spouses on childcare and housework is scarce. Very often child care is included as a part 

of unpaid work along with housework (R. Beaujot 2005; Craig 2007; Bonke and Jensen 

2012). 

At the same time, the presence of children affects time distribution of full-time 

working couples between household chores, childcare and leisure. First, larger families 

have a higher demand for household production, and both fathers and mothers spend 

more time on cooking, indoor and outdoor cleaning and other chores. Second, children, 

especially at a young age, require care from their parents. The parents have to reduce 

housework, leisure and personal care activities to spend more time with children. 

McFarlane, Beaujot, and Haddad (2000)showed that both fathers and mothers spend 

more time on household production and child care compared to respondents without 

children. They found that mothers with more children older than 5 years old increase 

housework time, but reduce child care time, while fathers’ housework time is affected 
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neither by the number nor by the age of children, but child care time is negatively 

affected by these variables. Haddad (1994) also concluded that men with older children 

are less likely to participate in child care and housework. Fernandez and Sevilla-sanz 

(2006) showed that mothers with younger children have a higher share of child care in 

the family. 

Not only personal and household characteristics weakly affect the amount of time 

parents spend on childcare. Haddad (1994 and McFarlane, Beaujot, and Haddad (2000) 

found that only longer hours of paid work negatively affect child care time of fathers. 

Bianchi (2011) also showed that labour force status of both mothers and fathers plays 

significant role in child care time distribution. An increase in female labour force 

participation between 1965 and 2008 led to a decline in hours mothers spend looking 

after children, while fathers increased child care time. Fathers do more child care when 

they have missing incomes or better education (Haddad 1994; Deding and Lausten 2006). 

Fernandez and Sevilla-sanz (2006) and Sevilla-Sanz, Gimenez-Nadal, and Fernandez 

(2010) showed that better education of mothers negatively affects their share of child care 

in the family. Older mothers and those with lower educational attainment (high school 

graduates) tend to do less child care (Bonke and Deding 2008; Bayudan 2006). 

The works discussed above in the majority of cases analyze the absolute amount 

of time parents spend on childcare. Besides that, child care and housework equations are 

estimated separately (Tony Haddad 1994; McFarlane, Beaujot, and Haddad 2000; 

Fernandez and Sevilla-sanz 2006) and do not take into account the fact that these two 

decisions depend on each other. This work will jointly estimate the relative allocation of 
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time between fathers and mothers and study whether the immigration parameter has a 

significant impact on the child care share.  

2.3. Sample Selection and Summary Statistics 

The data for empirical analysis was drawn from the Canadian Time Use Survey 

(CTUS) conducted as a part of the Canadian General Social Survey (GSS) in 1986, 1992, 

1998, 2005, and 2010 by Statistics Canada and available through the Manitoba Research 

Data Center (RDC). The GSS was introduced in 1985 with its primary purpose to collect 

data about living conditions of the population over time as well as study the effect of 

public policies. Every year the GSS focuses on some specific aspect of life, such as 

health, victimization, education, work and retirement, social support, engagement and 

time use. The CTUS is conducted in the form of a telephone interview and collects 

information about time allocation of the respondent and his or her partner as well as 

personal and household characteristics. The time use data is collected with the help of a 

time use diary (the record of respondents’ activity during a 24-hour period) and questions 

asking the respondent to estimate time spent on unpaid work activities during the 

previous week. The sample sizes in the CTUS in 1992, 1998, 2005 and 2010 were 9,815, 

10,749, 19,597 and 15,390 respondents respectively.  

Two subsamples were constructed to analyze the allocation of time spent on 

household chores and childcare by partners
1
. The first subsample is used to analyze time 

allocation of couples on housework. The second subsample is used to study time 

allocation of the couple between housework and child care. Both subsamples include 

                                                 
1
 In the paper the term partner is used to identify individuals living in marital or common-

law relationships. The terms husband and wife are used here to highlight the difference 

between male and female partners.  
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pooled cross sectional data sets based on the 1992, 1998, 2005 and 2010 CTUS cycles. 

The 1986 CTUS cycle was not used in the research due to lack of data about the personal 

characteristics and time use of the respondent’s partner. In each CTUS cycle the sample 

size was restricted to married or common-law couples, aged 20-64 years, working full-

time and declaring employment as a major income source. The first subsample was 

limited to couples without children or nuclear families with single children younger than 

25. As a result of these restrictions, the size of the first pooled subsample was reduced to 

4,012 families. The second subsample consisted of couples with children and included 

2,274 households.  

The restrictions above, first, rule out the situations in which partners in one-earner 

households might specialize in paid and unpaid work. Second, the sample does not 

include couples who live with parents or other adults. Their inclusion may alter the 

household chores allocation between partners and may increase the probability that the 

household income is supplemented by incomes of other household members. The cases in 

which some respondents or their partners declared full-time employment, but did not 

work during the time of the survey (for example due to vacation, health or maternity 

leave) were controlled by the inclusion of dummy variables in the regression analysis.  

Even though the CTUS is a rich data set, it is limited in several ways. First, the 

cross sectional CTUS design does not allow for a dynamic analysis of time allocation. 

Second, while CTUS collects very detailed data about respondents, questions about other 

household members were limited to some spousal personal characteristics and time use. 

The data on spousal time use is not only limited, but also might be misreported, since this 

information is collected from the answers of the respondent. In addition, the immigration 



 

  23 

 

history of the partner was not recorded until 2010. Given that, in this study “immigrant 

family” or “foreign-born family” had to be defined as one in which at least one partner 

(the respondent) was born outside of Canada. This definition of immigrant families 

ignores the possibility the foreign-born (FB) respondents may marry Canadian-born 

respondents (CB) individuals, CB respondent may marry FB individuals and FB husband 

and wife may be from different countries (regions) of origin. 

The pooled sample included data from 4,012 families combined from the 1992, 

1998, 2005 and 2010 GSS data sets (table 2.1). The subsample of immigrants included 

578 (14.4%) families. On average, FB husbands and wives were two years older 

compared to CB. Immigrant husbands and wives had higher educational attainment 

compared to their CB counterparts. CB husbands and wives reported higher personal 

incomes compared to immigrant husbands and wives. Lower personal incomes of FB 

men and women resulted in $2,000 smaller household incomes in immigrant households, 

by $2,000 on average. Husbands’ income share was 57% in CB families, while it was 

56% in FB families. The average number of children in CB and FB families was 1.83 and 

1.85, respectively. 

Insert Table 2.1 here 

Table 2.2 provides summary statistics of time use data for the pooled sample. 

Estimated share of housework done by husbands was 38.8% in the CB sample and 36.8% 

in the FB sample.  These estimates were very close to the housework shares estimated on 
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the basis of six waves of the Canadian Census (Frank and Hou 2013)
2
. In CB families, 

the husbands’ share of time spent on housework was 2% higher than the same ratio in the 

immigrant families. Both Canadian-born and foreign-born wives allocated at least 5 hours 

more on household production compared to their husbands. The difference does not seem 

to be very large; however, the housework in the present context includes not only 

traditionally feminine activities, but also house, car and yard maintenance, which 

overestimates the husbands’ every day involvement in housework. While house, car and 

yard maintenance are important housework tasks, they are not done on a regular ongoing 

basis similar to cooking and indoor cleaning.   

Insert Table 2.2 here 

 

Family size positively affects the absolute amount of housework that needs to be 

produced. Mothers and fathers also have to allocate time on looking after their children. 

To do so, parents may reduce time spent on labour market activities, leisure, personal 

care, and housework. Table 2.3 below compares hours spent on housework by husbands 

and wives with children and hours spent on housework by husbands and wives without 

children. First, it is observed that the total hours of housework is higher in CB and FB 

families with children. Both husbands and wives with children spend more hours on 

domestic work than those without children. CB mothers do six hours more housework 

and FB mothers do five hours more housework compared to their childless female 

counterparts. The difference in housework hours of husbands with and without children is 

                                                 
2
 Frank and Hou (2013), using Canadian CENSUS data, estimated wives’ share of 

housework as 66.9% for CB compared to 68.2% for FB in 1996 and 62.2% for CB 

compared to 64.6% for FB in 2006. 
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more modest: two hours per week for CB fathers and one and a half hours for FB fathers.  

As a result, the fathers’ share of housework was 37% in Canadian families and 35% in 

FB families.  

Insert Table 2.3 here 

CB and FB families spent on average 60 and 50 weekly hours caring for children. 

CB mothers reported 17 hours per week more childcare compared to CB fathers, while 

FB mothers reported only 9 childcare hours more than FB fathers. The husbands’ share of 

childcare was 38% in CB families compared to 32% in FB families. Overall, the average 

share of time husbands spent on housework and childcare together was 35% in CB 

households, and 33% in FB households.  

Figure 2.1 below displays the allocation of time between CB and FB husbands 

and wives in 1992, 1998, 2005 and 2010. In general, in every year wives spent a 

significantly larger number of hours on housework compared to husbands in both the CB 

and FB samples. Wives and husbands in the FB sample did less housework compared to 

their counterparts in the CB sample. Both men and women reduced the number of 

housework hours from 1992 until 2005, but in 2010 the time spent on household 

production increased in both CB and FB families. This increase in household production 

may reflect the outcomes of the 2009 financial crises and possible reduction of household 

incomes compared to the pre-2009 period. The household income comparison showed 

that household income on average was growing by $10,000 per period until 2005 (1992-

1998, 1998-2005), while it increased by $3,000 between 2005 and 2010
3
.  

                                                 
3
 Source: authors calculations, not reported in the paper. 
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Figure 2.1. Housework in Canadian-born and foreign-born samples 

The analysis of absolute time shows that FB husbands did fewer hours of 

housework compared to their CB counterparts. Moreover, the husbands’ housework share 

was smaller for immigrants. Only in 1998, due to a sharp decrease in immigrant wives’ 

hours of domestic labour, did FB husbands produce a larger share of housework 

compared to CB husbands. In 1992 CB husbands had a 37.2% share of housework 

compared to a 33.7% share for FB husbands. In 1998 CB husbands produced 35.6% of 

housework, while FB husbands produced 36% of the housework. In 2005 the husbands’ 

share of domestic work was 39% in both the CB and FB samples. In 2010 CB husbands 

increased their domestic work share to almost 41% and immigrant husbands reduced the 

share to 36.7%. 

Figure 2.2 illustrates the pattern of absolute household time allocation for CB and 

FB husbands and wives by income group. Those CB men who were in the lowest 

household income group (income below $40,000), had the lowest domestic production. 

They increased domestic household hours at higher income levels, but did not change 

them dramatically. Foreign-born  men increased housework participation with the higher 
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levels of income (still producing less than CB husbands), but at income levels of $80,00 

and higher, they reduced housework hours. CB wives from lower income groups tended 

to spend the most hours on domestic work, but when household incomes increased  above 

$60,000, they decreased household production by about 3-4 hours. Immigrant women 

spent the most hours on housework when their household income was in the range 

between $40,000 and $80,000. The richest FB wives worked the least hours at home. 

 
Figure 2.2. Housework in Canadian-born and foreign-born samples: by household 

income. 

2.4. Model Specification 

Data analysis was carried out using the two-limit TOBIT model since the 

dependent variable, the share of husband’s housework   , is a censored variable that 

takes values from 0 to 1. Two model modifications were used in empirical estimation. 

The first model modification aims to analyze the factors affecting husbands’ share of 

unpaid work including housework and house maintenance in families with or without 

children. The two-limit TOBIT model is specified as the following: 
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 is the share of time the husband spends on housework in 

household i.      here is the number of hours the husband spent doing unpaid housework 

last week. Housework included cooking, cleaning, grocery shopping and laundry for the 

household and any unpaid work to maintain or improve the house, yard or automobile. 

     represents time spent on similar activities done by the wife. The definition of 

housework includes not only traditionally feminine activities such as cooking and 

cleaning, but also traditionally masculine activities such as house, yard, and automobile 

maintenance. The inclusion of the latter activities positively affects husbands’ housework 

hours and may not capture the specialization of husbands and wives in “masculine” and 

“feminine” jobs. More specific composition of housework can be calculated using the 24-

hour CTUS time-use diary, but this data is available only for one partner. Since the study 

aims to analyze the relative allocation of housework between the partners, more general 

definition of housework was used in this paper.  

The second model modification aims to analyze how partners with children 

allocate their time when they have to do household chores and childcare. The 

simultaneous two-limit TOBIT model is specified as the following: 
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Equation [2.2] is identical to the equation [2.1] in the model 1. In equation [2.3], 

  
   

     

           
 is the share of time the husband spends on childcare in household i. 

      is the number of hours the husband spent on childcare last week.       represents 

the time spent on similar activities by the wife. These variables were constructed from the 

following CTUS questions: Last week, how many hours did you spend looking after one 

or more children living in your household, without pay? and Last week, how many hours 

did your spouse spend looking after one or more children living in your household, 

without pay?
4
 

In both models     represents a set of personal characteristics of husbands and 

wives such as age, education and personal incomes,     represents a set of household 

characteristics including household income, number of children and their age;     

represents the set of variables indicating the immigration background of respondents. 

Three different model specifications were used based on the immigration 

variables. The first set of models was controlled for respondent who were not born in 

Canada. The regressions included the various combinations of personal and household 

characteristics, such as age, education and labour force status of partners, absolute and 

relative household income and the number of children. In the second set of regressions, 

                                                 
4
 Childcare is defined in the CTUS as the activities including household work for zero- to 

five-year-old children living in the household. The definition of childcare in this paper is 

more broad and includes time spent looking after zero- to fourteen-year-old children 

living in households. 
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immigration status was included as categorical set of dummy variables indicating years 

since immigration. The third set of regressions controlled for the region of origin of 

immigrants. A more explicit description of explanatory variables is presented below. 

As described earlier, immigrant is a dummy variable which takes the value of 1 if 

the person was not born in Canada. Official immigration status is not taken into account, 

so immigrants in the present context are individuals who were born outside Canada and 

resided in Canada during the time of survey. These individuals could be landed 

immigrants, permanent residents or temporary residents.  

Years since immigration is constructed as a set of dummy variables to indicate 

those immigrants who came to Canada within the past 3 years, 4-8 years ago, 9-18 years 

ago or more than 19 years ago. The reference group is the Canadian-born population.  

The region of origin of the immigrant differentiates Canadian-born respondents 

from immigrants who came from North America, South and Central America, Europe 

(including USSR), Africa and Asia (including the Middle East). The limitation of this 

variable is that the region of origin could include countries with very different cultural 

backgrounds and attitudes toward male – female task allocation. A country of origin 

variable was not used since in some cases the number of respondents from a specific 

country did not exceed the minimum limit set by the RDC. 

The second generation dummy variable indicates individuals who were born in 

Canada, but at least one of their parents was born outside of Canada. The inclusion of this 

variable tests if second generation immigrants mimic the time allocation behavior of their 

parents or share housework similarly to Canada-born couples.  
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The age of partners is reflected in two variables:  the husband’s age and the age 

difference. The latter variable was included to test if women older than their husbands 

have more bargaining power and therefore do less household work. Similarly, older 

husbands are expected to do a lower proportion of the household work in comparison to 

their wives.   

Education variables available in the GSS reflect the highest level of education 

obtained by the respondent and partner. The husband’s education group identifies 

whether the husband obtained undergraduate or graduate education or not. The 

difference in education variable identifies if both partners have the same educational 

level, if the wife is more educated or if the husband is more educated.  

The log of household income was included to control the ability of households at 

higher income levels to substitute household work for market-produced goods. The 

husband’s share of household income was included since earlier research showed that a 

higher income share reduces the amount of the household work done by the husband. 

Personal and household income data available in the GSS is given in categorical format, 

indicating the income groups of the respondent and his or her household. The personal 

and household incomes were approximated by taking the midpoint between the lower 

and higher boundaries of each income group. Therefore, the income share earned by the 

husband variable reflects not the actual income proportion, but the fact that the partners 

are in different income groups. As a robustness check, a set of difference in income 

dummy variables was created to indicate families in which the husband earned more 

than the wife and families in which the wife earned more than the husband. The 

regression results that employ husband’s income share and income difference variables 
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give consistent results.  

As discussed above, the dummy variables husband didn't work last week and 

wife didn't work last week were included to account for partners who declared full-time 

employment labour force status, but did not work last week. 

Number of children was included to account for the higher amount of housework 

to be done in larger families and possibly extra housework help received from the 

children. The model of housework and childcare time allocation based on the second sub-

sample was controlled for the presence of zero- to four-, five- to twelve-, and thirteen- to 

fourteen-year-old children. Finally, dummy variables controlling for the year of the 

survey were added. 1992 was chosen as the base year. 

2.5. Regression Results 

2.5.1. Husbands’ share of housework  

Table 2.4 below presents the set of TOBIT results for the first model specification 

(equation [2.1]). In this model specification the dummy variable immigration was used to 

distinguish CB husbands and wives from FB husbands and wives. Columns from 1 to 7 

include various model specifications to track if there is any change in the significance of 

the immigration variable due to inclusion of personal or household characteristics. The 

main result showed that FB husbands had a 2.03-2.56 percentage point lower share of 

household work compared to CB husbands. The results remained robust to the 

modifications in the control variables.  

Insert Table 2.4 here 

In general, all coefficients exhibited the expected signs. The husband’s age 

negatively affected his proportion of housework, while the age difference between 
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husband and wife was not significant. The husband’s education had a robust positive and 

significant effect only in the case of a graduate degree. Husband’s undergraduate degree 

positively affected his share of housework only when the model did not control for 

personal and household income levels. Once income variables were added to the model, 

the undergraduate degree of a husband became insignificant (Columns 2-7, table 2.4).  

Columns 2-7 in table 2.4 show that the log of household income appeared to be an 

important variable. Increasing household income by 1% increased the husband’s 

housework share by 6.0 percentage points. Housework share included such activities as 

house, automobile and yard maintenance. Richer households own more property, hence, 

men may participate more in these masculine activities adding to their share of total 

household production. As expected, an increase in the husband’s income share by 1% 

reduced his participation by 8.7-8.9 percentage points, while the dummy variables 

indicating if husband or wife had higher earnings were found to be statistically 

insignificant.  

Although all respondents and their partners declared full-time employment, some 

of them did not work during the week before the survey. The dummy variables husband 

didn't work last week and wife didn't work last week were found to be a significant 

determinant of housework time allocation. Full-time working husbands who were not 

engaged in paid work increased their share of domestic labour by 4.02-4.32 percentage 

points, while their share fell by 5.56-6.37 percentage points when their wives did not go 

to work.  

An increase in the number of children negatively affected the husbands’ 

housework share (Columns 5 and 7, table 2.4). The age of children had a slightly 
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different effect on husbands’ housework. The presence of 0-4 year-old children in the 

household did not change time allocation between husband and wife, while the presence 

of at least one child over 5 decreased husbands’ share of domestic work by 3.4-4 

percentage points (Column 6, table 2.4). 

Another interesting result was found by including a dummy variable indicating 

second generation Canadians, those respondents who were born in Canada, but for whom 

at least one of their parents moved to Canada at some point in time. Second generation 

husbands had a 2 percentage points smaller share of household work compared to their 

CB counterparts (Columns 4 and 7, table 2.4). This result showed that immigrant 

husbands not only did a lower proportion of domestic housework than CB husbands, but 

also their children mimicked the time allocation patterns of their parents, although at 

lower rates. This result was consistent with previous studies that showed that parental 

behavior and attitudes significantly affect their children’s participation in household 

activities and their attitudes towards gender roles (Cunningham, 2001). 

Table 2.5 presents the results of the regressions in which immigration was 

controlled by the number of years since immigration to Canada and the region of origin 

of immigrants. In this model specification, personal and household characteristics 

variables had similar coefficients as in the models in table 2.4 and are not reported here. 

Columns 1 and 2 in table 2.5 report that the years since immigration coefficient was 

significant only for the case of immigrants who came to Canada nine to eighteen years 

ago. This cohort of FB men had a housework share 4.3-4.35 percentage points less 

compared to their CB counterparts. Columns 3-5 in table 2.5 show that the region of 

origin variables were found to be significant and negative only for immigrants who came 
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to Canada from Asia or the Middle East. North American immigrants had 5.68 

percentage points higher housework share when the regression included controls for the 

age of children.  

Insert Table 2.5 here 

 

2.5.2. Husbands’ share of housework and childcare  

Previous discussion suggests that presence of children in the family negatively 

affects the relative time husbands spend on housework and house maintenance. Frank and 

Hou (2013) showed that the presence of children significantly increases the share of 

housework and house maintenance done by women. Tables 2.6 and 2.7 present findings 

based on the simultaneous two-limit Tobit regressions with the husband’s share of 

housework and the husband’s share of childcare as dependent variables (equations [2.2] 

and [2.3]). The results indicated that in a sample that excludes couples without children, 

immigration parameters lose their significance. Any indicators of FB husbands such as 

immigrant, second generation and region of origin were insignificant. Immigrant fathers 

who came to Canada nine to eighteen years ago had a 3.78 percentage point lower share 

of housework, but otherwise the years since immigration coefficient remained 

insignificant.  

Table 2.6 reports the results of simultaneous Tobit estimation on the housework 

share of husbands in families with children. The husbands’ share of housework was 

affected by the same personal and household characteristics in families with and without 

children, except for the husband’s education. The log of household income had a stronger 

effect on the husband’s share of housework compared to the model reported in table 2.4. 

The increase in household income by 1% resulted in a 7.87-7.98 percentage points 
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increase in father’s relative housework participation. The increase in the father’s share of 

household income reduced his participation in housework by 9.64-9.91 percentage points. 

Fathers who did not work last week increased their housework share on average by 7.80 

percentage points. Fathers reduced their share of housework by 5.8 or 6.5 percentage 

points whenever mothers were not engaged in paid employment. Columns 1, 3 and 5 of 

table 2.6 report that the number of children in the family reduced the share of housework 

produced by fathers by 2.28-2.30 percentage points. The children’s age had a negative 

effect on the fathers’ share of housework only in case of the presence of five- to twelve-

year-old children in the family. 

Insert Table 2.6 here 

The fathers’ share of childcare was not affected by immigration parameters. At 

the same time, all personal and household characteristics except for the parental age 

difference had significant coefficients. In general, older fathers, educated better than their 

wives, did a smaller share of childcare. Husbands with undergraduate and graduate 

degrees had 3.83 and 5.88 percentage point higher shares of childcare, respectively, 

compared to high school graduates (Column 1 in table 2.7). Both household income and 

husband’s share of household income positively affected the fathers’ share of childcare. 

Children’s age played an important role in the allocation of childcare time between 

fathers and mothers. Fathers with five- to twelve-year-old children had a 14.8 percentage 

point higher childcare share, and fathers with zero- to four-year-old children had 9.8 

percentage point higher childcare share, compared to fathers with children older than 

fifteen (Columns 2, 4 and 6 in table 2.7). 

Insert Table 2.7 here 
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2.6. Conclusion 

In this paper I studied the time allocation of Canadian households with the 

emphasis on the difference between Canadian-born and foreign-born couples. The results 

are as follows. First, the factors affecting husband’s unpaid work share include age and 

education of the husband, his income and labour market status and number and age of 

children. It seems that wives’ education level and the difference of educational attainment 

between husbands and wives are insignificant factors of relative housework allocation. 

The share of housework of husbands in larger families was found to be smaller compared 

to the families with fewer children. However, when the shares of housework and 

childcare were estimated simultaneously, the smaller husbands’ share of housework was 

offset by the larger husbands’ share of childcare.    

Second, it was found that immigrant husbands report lower share of housework 

compared to their CB counterparts. The dummy variables controlling for the region of 

origin of immigrant and the years since immigration were only partially significant. In 

general, immigrant husbands did about 2% less housework than their Canadian-born 

counterparts. The housework share of Asian husbands and those who immigrated nine to 

eighteen years ago was found to be lower compared to Canadian-born husbands.  

Moreover, second generation Canadians showed a pattern of housework time allocation 

similar to that of their first generation immigrant parents, which implied that the children 

of immigrants mimic their parents in the household chores time distribution. This 

similarity between the second generation Canadian husbands and immigrant husbands 

may indicate that immigrant families preserve their social norms and traditions in Canada 
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and pass them to their children. The joint estimation of the husband’s housework share 

and child care share leads to the loss of significance of immigration parameters.  

The empirical findings of this paper may suggest that some immigrant families 

may have only partial adaptation to Canadian living style. The preservation of cultural 

values and traditions remain important to foreign-born men and women and may have a 

positive effect on their social welfare. At the same time, immigrant families with children 

seem to allocate their housework and childcare time similar to Canadian-born families. 

The presence of children creates more opportunities for immigrant men and women to 

interact with their CB counterparts and share the information about household resource 

allocation experiences. Those immigrants without children may reside in Canada, but 

remain in their traditional communities and have less opportunity to adopt Canadian 

culture of household practices. The results of this paper may aid in formulation of public 

policies on adaptation and welfare of immigrants, including provision of information 

about balanced allocation of time between paid and unpaid work in families. 
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2.7. Tables 

Table 2.1. Sample statistics for couples in the CTUS (pooled sample) 

 

Families with / without children Families with children 

 

Canadian-born Foreign-born Canadian-born Foreign-born 

  Mean Std.Dev. Mean Std.Dev. Mean Std.Dev. Mean Std.Dev. 

Husband’s age 39.09 9.15 41.92 9.02 39.19 6.79 41.48 6.68 

Wife’s age 37.06 8.86 39.59 8.76 37.17 6.46 39.05 6.19 

Husband’s education (in years) 13.84 2.53 14.94 2.48 13.8 2.54 14.92 2.62 

Wife’s education (in years) 14.09 2.38 14.85 2.27 13.96 2.44 14.87 2.32 

Household income 74,494 21,287 72,417 22,868 75,310 20,733 70,768 22,636 

Husband’s personal income 42,299 20,597 40,592 22,322 43,162 20,784 39,461 21,444 

Wife’s personal income 32,194 19,396 31,825 21,044 32,148 19,744 31,307 21,501 

Husband’s share of earnings 0.57 0.21 0.56 0.23 0.58 0.21 0.56 0.23 

Husband did not work last week 0.04 0.2 0.04 0.19 0.04 0.18 0.04 0.19 

Wife did not work last week 0.08 0.27 0.04 0.2 0.1 0.31 0.04 0.19 

Number of children ... ... ... ... 1.83 0.75 1.85 0.79 

Number of observations 3,434 578 1,926 348 

 



 

  40 

 

Table 2.2. Sample statistics: Housework for couples in the CTUS (pooled sample) 

 

Families with / without children 

 

Canadian-born Foreign-born 

 

Mean Std.Dev. Mean Std.Dev. 

Husband’s hours of 

housework 9.81 9.75 8.40 8.89 

Wife’s hours of housework 15.30 12.91 14.31 11.45 

Total hours of housework 25.11 18.32 22.71 15.87 

Husband’s share of 

housework 0.39 0.22 0.37 0.23 

Number of observations 3,434 578 
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Table 2.3. Sample statistics: Housework and childcare for couples in the CTUS (pooled sample) 

 

Families without children Families with children 

 

CB FB CB FB 

 

Mean Std.Dev. Mean Std.Dev. Mean Std.Dev. Mean Std.Dev. 

Husband’s hours of housework 8.38 8.39 7.46 6.77 10.93 10.57 9.03 10.01 

Wife’s hours of housework 11.77 9.96 11.24 9.16 18.06 14.23 16.33 12.34 

Total hours of housework 20.16 14.96 18.71 12.96 28.99 19.73 25.36 17.04 

Husband’s share of housework 0.41 0.22 0.39 0.23 0.37 0.21 0.35 0.23 

Husband’s hours of childcare ... ... ... ... 21.71 19.85 18.11 18.64 

Wife’s hours of childcare ... ... ... ... 38.85 29.39 32.01 26.72 

Total hours of childcare ... ... ... ... 60.57 40.18 50.12 37.62 

Husband’s share of childcare ... ... ... ... 0.33 0.23 0.31 0.24 

Number of observations 1,508 230 1,926 348 
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Table 2.4. TOBIT results: Husband’s share of housework, all families. Model specification 1 

 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

Immigrant -0.03** -0.02* -0.02** -0.03** -0.02* -0.02* -0.02** 

 

(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

Husband's age -0.00*** -0.00*** -0.00*** -0.00*** -0.00*** -0.00*** -0.00*** 

 

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 

Age difference: husband is older 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 

 

(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

Age difference: wife is older 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 

 

(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

Husband's education: undergraduate 0.03*** 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 

 

(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

Husband's education: graduate 0.07*** 0.05*** 0.05*** 0.05*** 0.05*** 0.05*** 0.05*** 

 

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 

Husband is more educated -0.03*** -0.02* -0.02* -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 

 

(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

Wife is more educated 0.02* 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 

 

(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

log of household income 

 

0.06*** 0.06*** 0.06*** 0.06*** 0.06*** 0.06*** 

  

(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

Husband earns more 

 

-0.02 -0.02 

    

  

(0.01) (0.01) 

    Wife earns more 

 

0.01 0.01 

    

  

(0.01) (0.01) 

    Husband didn't work last week 

  

0.04** 0.04** 0.04** 0.04** 0.04** 

   

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 

Continued on the next page 
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Table 2.4 - continued 

       

 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

Wife didn't work last week 

  

-0.06*** -0.06*** -0.06*** -0.06*** -0.06*** 

   

(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

Husband's share of household 

income    

-0.09*** -0.09*** -0.09*** -0.09*** 

    

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 

Second generation 

   

-0.02* 

  

-0.02** 

    

(0.01) 

  

(0.01) 

Number of children 

    

-0.02*** 

 

-0.02*** 

     

(0.00) 

 

(0.00) 

Children: 0-4 year old 

     

-0.02 

 

      

(0.01) 

 Children: 0-14 year old 

     

-0.04*** 

 

      

(0.01) 

 Children: 5-14 years old 

     

-0.03*** 

 

      

(0.01) 

 Observations 4,012 4,012 4,012 4,012 4,012 4,012 4,012 

Standard errors in parentheses, * p<0.1 ** p<0.05 *** p<0.01 
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Table 2.5. TOBIT results: Husband’s share of housework, all families. Model specifications 2-4. 

 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

Second generation 

    

-0.02** 

     

(0.01) 

Years since immigration: less than 4 0.03 0.03 

   

 

(0.04) (0.04) 

   Years since immigration: 4-8 -0.03 -0.03 

   

 

(0.02) (0.02) 

   Years since immigration: 9-18 -0.04** -0.04** 

   

 

(0.0) (0.0) 

   Years since immigration: more than 19 -0.01 -0.01 

   

 

(0.01) (0.01) 

   Region of origin: North America 

  

0.05 0.06* 0.05 

   

(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) 

Region of origin: South / Central America 

  

-0.03 -0.03 -0.03 

   

(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) 

Region of origin: Europe (including USSR) 

  

-0.02 -0.02 -0.02 

   

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 

Region of origin: Africa 

  

-0.04 -0.04 -0.05 

   

(0.04) (0.04) (0.04) 

Region of origin: Asia (Including Middle East) 

  

-0.03* -0.04** -0.04** 

   

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 

Controlled for number of children and their age No  Yes No  Yes No 

Observations 4,012 4,012 4,012 4,012 4,012 

Standard errors in parentheses, * p<0.1 ** p<0.05 *** p<0.01 
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Table 2.6. Simultaneous TOBIT results: Husband’s share of housework, families with children. 

 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

Immigrant -0.02 -0.02         

  (0.01) (0.01)         

Second generation -0.01 -0.02     -0.01 -0.02 

  (0.01) (0.01)     (0.01) (0.01) 

Husband's age -0.00*** -0.00** -0.00*** -0.00** -0.00*** -0.00* 

  (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 

Age difference: husband is older -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 

  (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

Age difference: wife is older -0.01 -0.00 -0.01 -0.00 -0.01 -0.00 

  (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 

Husband's education: undergraduate -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 

  (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

Husband's education: graduate 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

  (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 

Husband is more educated -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 

  (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

Wife is more educated -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 

  (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 

log income HH 0.08*** 0.08*** 0.08*** 0.08*** 0.08*** 0.08*** 

  (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 

Husband's share of household income -0.10*** -0.10*** -0.10*** -0.10*** -0.10*** -0.10*** 

  (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 

Husband didn't work last week 0.08*** 0.08*** 0.08*** 0.08*** 0.08*** 0.08*** 

  (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) 

Wife didn't work last week -0.06*** -0.07*** -0.06*** -0.07*** -0.06*** -0.07*** 

  (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 

Continued on the next page 
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Table 2.6 - continued 

      

 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

Children: 0-4 year old    

 

0.01   

 

0.01   

 

0.01 

    (0.01)   (0.01)   (0.01) 

Children: 5-12 year old    -0.02*   -0.02*   -0.02* 

    (0.01)   (0.01)   (0.01) 

Children: 13-14 year old    -0.00   -0.00   -0.00 

    (0.01)   (0.01)   (0.01) 

Number of children -0.02***   -0.02***   -0.02***   

  (0.01)   (0.01)   (0.01)   

Years since immigration: less than 4     0.07 0.07     

      (0.05) (0.05)     

Years since immigration: 4-8     -0.04 -0.04     

      (0.03) (0.03)     

Years since immigration: 9-18     -0.04* -0.04*     

      (0.02) (0.02)     

Years since immigration: more than 19     -0.01 -0.01     

      (0.02) (0.02)     

Region of origin: North America         0.05 0.05 

          (0.05) (0.05) 

Region of origin: South / Central America         -0.01 -0.01 

          (0.03) (0.03) 

Region of origin: Europe (including USSR)         -0.01 -0.01 

          (0.02) (0.02) 

Region of origin: Africa         -0.07 -0.07 

          (0.05) (0.05) 

Region of origin: Asia (Including Middle East)         -0.03 -0.03 

          (0.02) (0.02) 

Observations 2,274 2,274 2,274 2,274 2,274 2,274 

Standard errors in parentheses, * p<0.1  ** p<0.05  *** p<0.01 
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Table 2.7. Simultaneous TOBIT results: Husband’s share of childcare, families with children. 

 

 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

Immigrant -0.01 -0.01 

    

 

(0.01) (0.01) 

    Second generation -0.00 

     

 

(0.02) 

     Husband's age -0.01*** -0.01*** -0.01*** -0.01*** -0.01*** -0.01*** 

 

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 

Age difference: husband is older 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 

 

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 

Age difference: wife is older -0.00 0.00 -0.00 0.00 -0.00 0.00 

 

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 

Husband's education: undergraduate 0.04** 0.03* 0.04** 0.03* 0.04** 0.03* 

 

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 

Husband's education: graduate 0.06** 0.04 0.05* 0.04 0.06** 0.04 

 

(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) 

Husband is more educated -0.03** -0.03** -0.03** -0.03** -0.03** -0.03** 

 

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 

Wife is more educated 0.05*** 0.04** 0.05*** 0.04** 0.05*** 0.04** 

 

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 

log income HH 0.06*** 0.06*** 0.06*** 0.06*** 0.06*** 0.06*** 

 

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 

Husband's share of household income 0.13*** 0.14*** 0.13*** 0.14*** 0.13*** 0.14*** 

 

(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) 

Husband didn't work last week 0.13*** 0.13*** 0.13*** 0.13*** 0.13*** 0.13*** 

 

(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) 

Wife didn't work last week -0.13*** -0.13*** -0.13*** -0.13*** -0.13*** -0.13*** 

 

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 

Continued on the next page 
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Table 2.7 - continued 

      

 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

 

Children: 0-4 year old 

 

 

0.10*** 

 

 

0.10*** 

 

 

0.10*** 

  

(0.01) 

 

(0.01) 

 

(0.01) 

Children: 5-12 year old 

 

0.15*** 

 

0.15*** 

 

0.15*** 

  

(0.01) 

 

(0.01) 

 

(0.01) 

Children: 13-14 year old 

 

0.10*** 

 

0.10*** 

 

0.10*** 

  

(0.01) 

 

(0.01) 

 

(0.01) 

Number of children 0.02*** 

 

0.02*** 

 

0.02*** 

 

 

(0.01) 

 

(0.01) 

 

(0.01) 

 Years since immigration: less than 4 

  

-0.01 -0.03 

  

   

(0.05) (0.05) 

  Years since immigration: 4-8 

  

0.00 -0.01 

  

   

(0.04) (0.03) 

  Years since immigration: 9-18 

  

0.02 0.02 

  

   

0.03) (0.02) 

  Years since immigration: more than 19 

  

-0.03 -0.03 

  

   

(0.02) (0.02) 

  Region of origin: North America 

    

0.015 0.015 

     

(0.05) (0.05) 

Region of origin: South / Central America 

    

0.03 0.03 

     

(0.04) (0.04) 

Region of origin: Europe (including USSR) 

    

-0.03 -0.03 

     

(0.03) (0.03) 

Region of origin: Africa 

    

0.00 -0.02 

     

(0.05) (0.05) 

Region of origin: Asia (Including Middle East) 

    

-0.00 -0.01 

     

(0.02) (0.02) 

Observations 2,274 2,274 2,274 2,274 2,274 2,274 

Standard errors in parentheses, * p<0.1  ** p<0.05  *** p<0.01 
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Chapter 3. The Effect of Quebec Childcare Policy Change on Labour Market 

Outcomes and Time Distribution in Families 

 

 

Abstract 

This paper uses both a difference-in-difference and a triple difference approach 

to estimate the effect of the 1997 universal childcare reform in Quebec on the absolute 

and relative supply of paid and unpaid labour in Quebec families. The results show that 

the introduction of the universal childcare subsidy led to an increase in the labour force 

participation, weekly hours and annual weeks worked of mothers. The policy change did 

not have a significant effect on the labour supply outcomes of fathers of zero- to five-

year-old children and earnings of mothers and fathers. The mothers and fathers whose 

zero- to five-year-old children were eligible for subsidized daycare decreased the amount 

of time spent on housework, but did not change the amount of time spent on childcare.  

JEL-Codes: D1, J2, H2 

Keywords: Labour supply, paid and unpaid work, intra-household allocation of 

time, childcare policy 
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3.1. Introduction 

Universal childcare policies implemented in Quebec in from 1997 to 2000 

included the provision of subsidized “$5 per day” daycare for pre-school children, full-

time kindergarten enrollment for five-year-old children and subsidized “$5 per day” pre- 

and after- school daycare for five- to twelve-year-old children. As a result, this policy can 

be expected to have had a significant impact on the labour supply of mothers of small 

children, the amount of time mothers spend on childcare, as well as child development. 

The supply of paid labour and childcare are two essential components of time use for 

many parents. An increase in time spent by mothers in the paid market takes away hours 

for childcare, household chores, personal care and leisure. The decrease in the supply of 

female unpaid housework in the family could be replaced by an increase in the husband’s 

housework and childcare participation. In addition, families experience higher incomes 

that could be allocated towards the purchase of household production goods and services 

that substitute for time, which in turn would reallocate time spent by mothers and fathers 

on various activities.  

The objective of this paper is to study the impact of the Quebec universal 

childcare policy, “$5 per day” daycare in particular, on the labour supply and allocation 

of the time of Quebec mothers and fathers. The first goal was to estimate labour supply 

outcomes such as labour force participation, weekly hours and annual weeks worked, and 

annual earnings of Quebec mothers affected by the family policy reform. The paper also 

estimated the probability of Quebec mothers reporting not-working, part-time 

employment or full-time employment status after the policy change. The second goal of 

the paper was to estimate similar labour market outcomes for Quebec fathers affected by 

the introduction of subsidized daycare. While mothers’ labour supply has been studied by 
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many authors before (Baker, Gruber, and Milligan 2005; Lefebvre, Merrigan, and 

Verstraete 2009; Lefebvre and Merrigan 2008), the labour supply of fathers has not been 

studied by the literature
5
. The third goal of the paper was to analyze if there were changes 

in the absolute and relative time allocated to housework and childcare by mothers and 

fathers living in Quebec as a result of the policy reforms. The labour supply and time 

allocation outcomes of Quebec mothers and fathers of zero- to five-year-old children 

were compared to their counterparts living in the Rest of Canada (ROC) and Ontario, as 

well as those mothers and fathers who had six- to seventeen-year-old children.  

The paper is organized as follows: Section 3.2 describes the Quebec childcare 

policy, its goals and outcomes and provides an overview of previous research. Section 3.3 

describes sample selection and provides summary statistics. Section 3.4 focuses on 

empirical strategy and model specification. Section 3.5 reports the regression analysis 

results and section 3.6 summarizes findings. 

3.2. Background and literature review 

In 1997 the government of Quebec introduced a flat $5 per day charge for pre-

school daycare and additional subsidies to eligible low-income families. In 2004 the cost 

of daycare was increased to $7 per day. The introduction of the daycare subsidy was done 

in four phases. In 1997 only four-year-old children were eligible for the daycare subsidy. 

Eligibility was expanded to three-year-old children in 1998, two-year-olds in 1999 and 

new born and one-year-olds in 2000. The parents had to commit to 261 days of daycare 

per year and could use daycare for up to 11 hours per day. 

                                                 
5
 Although it was mentioned in the descriptive analysis in Haeck, Lefebvre, & Merrigan 

(2013), but not estimated in a regression analysis 
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Quebec’s Universal Daycare Plan also included $5 per day before- and after- 

school daycare for school-age children and the introduction of voluntary full-time 

kindergarten for five-year-old children. Ninety-eight percent of five-year-olds in Quebec 

attended full-time kindergarten starting in 1997 and more than half of them used 

subsidized before- and after-school daycare (Lefebvre, Merrigan, and Verstraete 2009).  

The provision of the daycare subsidy increased the demand for daycare services, 

but the number of daycare spots increased only in 1999. Therefore, in the beginning, the 

$5 subsidy benefitted only those families whose children were in daycare at that time. 

Haeck, Lefebvre, and Merrigan (2013) reported that the number of daycare spots 

increased by 211 percent between 1997 and 2012, totaling 245,107, of which the daycare 

subsidy was provided in 89 percent of cases. Lefebvre and Roy-desrosiers (2011) 

reported that the total cost of funding of the direct daycare subsidies increased from $288 

million in the 1996-1997 fiscal year to $2.0 billion in the 2010-2011 fiscal year. The 

government daycare subsidy increased from $3,888 per space in the 1996-1997 fiscal 

year to $9,061 in 2009-2010
6
. 

Baker, Gruber, and Milligan (2005) provided the first comprehensive study of the 

effect of the Quebec daycare policy change. They showed that the policy had a short-run 

positive effect on mothers’ labour participation and labour supply and a negative effect 

on child behavioral outcomes, child health and parenting practices. Kottelenberg and 

Lehrer (2013) expanded the study of Baker et al. and estimated the long-term effect of the 

policy on child outcomes and child and parental health. The authors concluded that the 

introduction of daycare subsidies and the expansion of daycare provision had a 

                                                 
6
 All dollar figures are in nominal terms. 
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significant negative effect in the longer term on child outcomes, including test scores, 

behavioral variables and health. 

Lefebvre and Merrigan (2008) estimated a strong positive impact of the 

subsidized daycare policy on the labour supply of mothers of zero- to- five-year-old 

children. The authors showed that Quebec mothers increased their annual labour force 

participation, weeks and hours worked. The authors found weaker effects for mothers 

with lower levels of education compared to their more educated counterparts, but noted 

that these mothers also could benefit not only from increases in their working income but 

also from the relaxed liquidity constraint. In addition, the positive effect on labour supply 

was caused not only by the decrease in the cost of daycare, but also by the expansion of 

daycare spots. Lefebvre, Merrigan, and Verstraete (2009) showed that the daycare 

subsidy policies had a positive effect on mothers’ labour supply in the long run. 

Specifically, the mothers affected by the policy had higher labour market outcomes when 

their children reached the age of five compared to those who never benefitted from 

daycare subsidies. Furthermore, mothers without high school education benefitted more 

from the policy change compared to high school graduates and mothers with a post-

graduate degree.  

Haeck, Lefebvre, and Merrigan (2013) showed that the daycare subsidies had a 

positive impact on mothers’ income share in two-parent households. In addition, the 

higher income share of Quebec mothers had a positive effect on some expenditure items, 

such as eating out and household operational expenses, providing evidence for 

substitution of home-produced items by goods and services purchased from the market. 
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Haeck et al. reported that the Quebec universal childcare policy did not affect fathers’ 

labour supply outcomes such as weeks worked and total earnings. 

Although Barrington-Leigh (2013) found Quebecers experienced a substantial 

increase in life satisfaction in general , Brodeur and Connolly (2013) showed a negative 

impact on parental life satisfaction for more educated mothers and fathers. The authors 

suggested that the decline in family well-being was determined by fathers who had to 

adjust to changes of gender roles within a family. The redistribution of parental roles was 

analyzed by Stalker and Ornstein (2013) who showed that the childcare subsidy policy 

affected the probability of both Quebec parents having a job increased compared to the 

ROC. Specifically, stronger results were found for common-law couples who allocated 

market work and childcare responsibilities in more egalitarian manner. 

Non-cooperative models in household economics suggest that household 

members make independent decisions taking into account the actions of a partner, 

relative resources brought to the family by the husband and the wife, as well as spouses’ 

pre-marriage endowment. Individuals facing a time constraint allocate their time between 

paid and unpaid labour, personal care and leisure. The presence of children in the family 

adds childcare to the list of activities and redistributes time among all other activities. On 

top of that, social norms emphasize gender specialization within the family and, in 

particular, the role of the husband as a primary income earner and the wife as a 

homemaker. Therefore in non-cooperative models husbands and wives, while caring 

about each other’s wellbeing, bargain about their resource allocation including paid and 

unpaid labour supply and expenditures (Leuthold 1968; Chen and Woolley 2001; Konrad 

and Lommerud 1995; Konrad and Lommerud 2000; Lundberg and Pollak 1993). 
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Empirical studies reported various research outcomes on the relationship between 

labour force status of individuals and their participation in housework. Hamdad (2003) 

reported that employed women spent less time on housework compared to their 

unemployed counterparts, while their employed husbands spent more time on housework 

compared to unemployed husbands. Douthitt (1989) reported similar outcomes for 

women, but did not find any impact of labour force status on husbands’ housework. 

Bianchi (2011) showed that both part-time and full-time employment negatively affected 

housework participation of husbands and wives. Brayfield (1992) found no significant 

influence of labour force status of the respondent or the spouse on the allocation of 

household chores.  

The analysis of the effect of labour market participation on childcare brought 

more consistent results in the literature. Fathers who worked longer hours tended to do 

less childcare, while those fathers who reported zero incomes did more childcare 

(Haddad 1994; McFarlane, Beaujot, and Haddad 2000).  Bianchi (2011) also showed that 

an increase in female labour force participation between 1965 and 2008 led to a decline 

in hours mothers spent looking after children, while fathers increased childcare time. 

The presence of children affects the time distribution of full-time working couples 

between household chores, childcare and leisure. The amount of cooking and indoor and 

outdoor cleaning is positively related to the number of family members (McFarlane, 

Beaujot, and Haddad 2000). Besides that, children, especially under the age of five, 

require additional care that could include such activities as playing and educating the 

child and taking care of behavioral and emotional development. Both mothers and fathers 

reallocate their time from such activities as paid work, housework, leisure and personal 
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care towards childcare (McFarlane, Beaujot, and Haddad 2000) . The age of children 

plays an important role in family resource allocation. Mothers with children less than five 

years of age have a higher share of childcare in the family (Fernandez and Sanz 2006) 

and decrease childcare time when children grow up (McFarlane, Beaujot, and Haddad 

2000) . Children’s ages negatively affect the participation of fathers in housework and 

childcare (McFarlane, Beaujot, and Haddad 2000) . The present research took into 

account personal and household characteristics to estimate the effect of government 

childcare policies on the labour supply and housework and childcare hours of Quebec 

mothers and fathers. The methodology and results are presented below.  

3.3. Sample Selection and Summary Statistics 

The data for the empirical analysis was drawn from the 1996 and 2001 Canadian 

Census. The choice of the 1996 and 2001 Census cycles captured the effect of the policy, 

which started in 1997 and was fully adopted in 2000. The econometric difference-in-

difference (DD) estimation was carried out using the sample of two-parent married or 

common-law couples with zero- to five-year-old children and no children older than five. 

The sample was restricted to families with twenty-four- to fifty-five-year-old mothers and 

twenty-four- to sixty-five-year-old fathers. After excluding observations with missing 

information, the 1996 and 2001 Census samples were pooled. The 1996 subsample 

included 14,717 families, and the 2001 subsample included 13,089 families, giving in 

total of 27,806 observations. The proportion of Quebec families was 25% in 1996 and 

22% in 2001. 

The DD analysis estimates the effect of the childcare subsidy provision on parents 

of pre-schoolers. However, the family policy reform included other aspects such as an 
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introduction of full-time kindergarten and subsidized pre- and after-school daycare for 

school-age children. As an extension, the triple difference (DDD) model was estimated to 

compare parents of zero- to five-year-old children (and no children older than five) and 

parents of six- to seventeen-year-old children (and no children younger than six). For this 

purpose, the parents of six- to seventeen-year-old children and no zero- to five-year-old 

children were added to the original data set. The significance of the DDD coefficients 

would indicate that the “$5 per day daycare” policy had an effect only on parents of pre-

schoolers, but did not affect the parents of school-age children. However, if the joint 

policy affected labour supply and time allocation of the parents of school-age children, 

the results of DDD estimation will remain insignificant. 

The original sample was modified in several ways for the robustness check of the 

results. First, the original sample was modified to include families with at least one zero- 

to five-year-old child who also could have six- to seventeen-year-old children. The 

inclusion of families with six- to seventeen-year-old children controlled for additional 

policy implications such as introduction of full-time kindergarten for five-year-olds and 

$5 per day pre- and after- school daycare for five- to twelve-year-olds. In addition, the 

1997 family policy reforms in Quebec substituted a universal child allowance for children 

less than eighteen years of age with a child tax benefit for families with children less than 

eighteen. This reform created incentives to increase labour supply for families with lower 

incomes, but made work less attractive for already working parents. Therefore the 

inclusion of families with six- to eighteen-year-old children controlled the estimation for 

a wider scope of the family policy reform. Second, the sample was restricted to have 

Ontario as a single comparison group for Quebec. This modification was done to 
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minimize the regional differences between the target group and the control group. 

Ontario was chosen because economies of Quebec and Ontario are similar and are 

affected by similar business cycle fluctuations (Lefebvre, Merrigan, and Verstraete 

2009). Sampling weights were not used in summary statistics and regression analysis. 

The main limitation of the data is that it is impossible to differentiate families 

with children in public or private daycare from families with children without daycare. 

Following the literature, Quebec residence was used as a proxy to identify families 

eligible to receive the uniform childcare subsidies (Kottelenberg and Lehrer 2013). The 

Quebec universal policy change included other aspects such as introduction of full-time 

kindergarten and provision of pre- and after- school subsidies, and the present analysis 

overestimated the effect of the introduction of the childcare subsidy for preschoolers. 

While Lefebvre et al. (2009) showed that the introduction of the before- and after- school 

childcare subsidy did not affect the labour supply of mothers, the effect of full-time 

kindergarten could be captured in the reported results. This paper estimated the overall 

impact of Quebec universal childcare policy; however, the introduction of $5 childcare 

fee for zero- to four-year-old children had a major impact on the time redistribution and 

labour market outcomes of mothers and fathers. 

Summary statistics of the personal and household characteristics of mothers and 

fathers of zero- to five-year-old children and no children older than five residing in 

Quebec, the ROC and Ontario are presented in table 3.1. 
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Insert Table 3.1 here 

 

Table 3.1 shows that the proportion of mothers older than forty-five years of age 

did not exceed 1% of mothers and the proportion of fathers older than forty-five years of 

age did not exceed 5% of fathers in Quebec, the ROC and Ontario. The tendency of 

having children at a later age was reflected in the decrease in the proportion of twenty-

five- to thirty-four-year-old parents and the increase in the proportion of thirty-five to 

forty-four-year-old parents between 1996 and 2001. The proportion of twenty-five- to 

thirty-four-year-old parents was larger in Quebec compared to the ROC and Ontario in 

both years, which could reflect more flexible attitudes towards cohabitation and out-of-

marriage childbirth in Quebec. Women in Quebec on average enter a marriage or 

common-law union two or more years earlier than women in the ROC, and therefore, 

have children at younger age (Bélanger, Morency, and Spielauer 2010). Studies showed 

that Quebec had an increased fertility rates in response to the Allowance for Newborn 

Children policy which was in effect from 1988 to 1997 (Milligan 2005). 

The nation-wide increase in education levels during the given time period was 

consistent with the higher proportion of mothers and fathers in the older age group 

(thirty-five to forty-four-year-old).The levels of education of the ROC and Ontario 

mothers and fathers showed similar trends, but differed from the Quebec trend. The 

implementation of childcare reform in Quebec may have made education more affordable 

and reduced the time constraint for Quebec mothers and fathers and may have had a 

positive effect on post-secondary education participation. For example, the proportion of 

high-school graduates dropped in the ROC and Ontario from 17-18% in 1996 to 13-14% 
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for fathers and to 10-12% for mothers in 2001. In Quebec the proportion of high-school 

graduates was 22% in 1996 and declined to the national levels in 2001.  

The proportions of college graduates among the ROC and Ontario fathers 

increased by two percentage points and did not change for mothers. At the same time, the 

proportions of college graduates in Quebec increased by seven percentage points for 

fathers and by four percentage points for mothers. While the number of university 

graduates among Quebec fathers fell by four percentage points and increased among 

Quebec mothers by one percentage point, the number of respondents with unfinished 

university degrees increased from 1% in 1996 to 9-11% in 2001.  

The composition of Quebec residents by immigration status was different from 

the ROC due to the language constraint faced by immigrants  (Lefebvre, Merrigan, and 

Verstraete 2009). In 1996 only 11% of fathers and 9% of mothers living in Quebec 

reported that they were born outside of Canada. In the ROC the proportions of foreign-

born mothers and fathers were 25% and 23% respectively. These numbers increased in 

2001 in Quebec to 13% of foreign-born fathers and 12% of foreign-born mothers, but 

remained the same in the ROC. The proportion of foreign-born mothers and fathers in 

Ontario exceeded the ROC average and increased from 27% to 30% for fathers and from 

27% to 29% for mothers over the given period.  

The majority of Quebec families consisted of two Canadian-born partners (87% in 

1996 and 84% in 2001). Only 7% of Quebec families were formed by two foreign-born 

partners in 1996. This proportion increased to 9% in 2001, but remained only half that of 

the ROC and Ontario.  
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In the families with zero- to five-year-old children and no children older than five, 

the average number of children was similar in Quebec, the ROC and Ontario in 1996 

(1.51, 1.52 and 1.53 respectively). In 2001 the average number of children declined in all 

provinces, but the change was more pronounced in Quebec (to 1.45 compared to 1.49 in 

the ROC and 1.48 in Ontario). In the sample of families with zero- to five-year-old 

children who also could have six- to seventeen-year-old children, there were, on average, 

two children per family in both 1996 and 2001. 

The proportion of Quebec couples living common-law increased from 40% in 

1996 to 48% in 2001, while in the rest of the country and in Ontario the proportion of 

common-law unions did not exceed 10% in both years. Common-law unions are widely 

accepted in Quebec and are treated as an equal alternative to marriage, while in the ROC 

cohabitation is considered as a way to test the relationships before marriage (Beaujot, Du, 

and Ravanera 2013). My estimates stay in line with the literature which showed that 35% 

of Quebec couples lived common-law (compared to 13% in the ROC) (Bélanger, 

Morency, and Spielauer 2010; Girard 2008). 

Urban population in Quebec was 67% in 1996 and 69% in 2001, which was two 

percentage points above the ROC, but 8-9 percentage points below Ontario. Urban 

population was defined as metropolitan areas with 100,000 population7.  

Previous research showed that the provincial family policy reform, in particular 

implementation of the subsidized daycare, positively affected labour force participation 

rates of Quebec mothers (Baker, Gruber, and Milligan 2005; Lefebvre, Merrigan, and 

Verstraete 2009). Table 3.2 showed that the labour force participation of mothers of zero- 

                                                 
7
 Quebec cities that qualified as metropolitan areas were Quebec City, Montreal, 

Sherbrook and Trois-Rivieres. 
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to five-year-old children increased from 70% in 1996 to 75% in 2001. Female labour 

force participation was 69% in the ROC in 1996 and did not change over the given 

period. The Ontario mothers decreased their labour force participation from 71% in 1996 

to 69% in 2001. The proportion of mothers employed full-time increased from 59% in 

1996 to 66% in 2001, while the proportion of mothers employed part-time declined from 

20% in 1996 to 17% in 2001. At the same time, the proportion of the ROC full-time 

working mothers increased by two percentage points (from 55% in 1996 to 57% in 2001) 

and the proportion of the ROC part-time working mothers decreased by less than one 

percentage point. Ontario mothers reported full-time employment status in 60% of cases 

in 1996 (with an increase by one percentage point in 2001) and part-time employment 

status in 21% of cases (without change over the given period). 

Quebec and Ontario mothers reported an increase in weekly hours worked from 

33.38 to 34.78 in 2001 (compared to 1996). The ROC mothers worked one hour a week 

less, on average, in both years compared to their Quebec and Ontario counterparts. 

Number of weeks worked by Quebec and the ROC mothers increased by one (to forty 

one weeks) and Ontario mothers did not change the number of weeks worked over the 

period.  

Table 3.2 reports that the labour force participation of Quebec fathers of zero- to 

five-year-old children was similar to those of the ROC and Ontario fathers and was 92-

93%. Ninety four percent of Quebec fathers reported having a full-time job for at least 30 

hours a week in the previous year in both 1996 and 2001. The proportion of full-time 

working fathers was 94% in the ROC and Ontario in 1996, but increased in 2001 by two 

and one percentage points respectively. The proportion of fathers with part-time 
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employment did not exceed 4% in any year in Canada. The number of weekly working 

hours of Quebec fathers was 2-3 hours below the ROC and Ontario averages in both 

years, but did not change much between 1996 and 2001. Over the period, Quebec fathers 

increased labour supply by one week per year, but the number of working weeks 

remained below the ROC and Ontario averages.  

Insert Table 3.2 here 

Beaujot et al. (2013) reported that on average incomes in Quebec were below the 

national average, but the development of socio-economic trends showed parallel 

dynamics with the rest of the country. The 1996 and 2001 Census data also illustrated 

that both Quebec mothers and fathers had lower earnings compared to the ROC and 

Ontario. Quebec fathers increased their earnings from $35,124 to $41,622 over the 

period, while the ROC fathers’ earnings increased from $39,557 in 1996 to $47,732 in 

2001. Ontario fathers had average income of $50,625 in 2001, which was above the 

national average. The earnings of Quebec, the ROC and Ontario mothers increased on 

average by $5,000, with the lowest earnings in Quebec and the highest earnings in 

Ontario. The data showed a negative trend in the fathers’ share of total earnings in 

Quebec (it declined by two percentage points) and the ROC (it declined by one 

percentage point), but the earnings share of Ontario fathers increased by one percentage 

point over the period. On average, Canadian fathers earned 71-73% of total family 

earnings in 1996 and 70-72% in 2001.  

Table 3.3 reports the housework and childcare time allocation data of Canadian 

mothers and fathers of zero- to five-year-old children and no children older than five. The 

time spent on unpaid housework and childcare was recorded in the Census as interval 
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data. The hours of housework and childcare of mothers and fathers in this paper was 

calculated as the interval midpoint. 

Insert Table 3.3 here 

The summary statistics analysis revealed that in both 1996 and 2001 fewer 

Quebec mothers and fathers reported non-zero hours of housework compared to the ROC 

and Ontario mothers and fathers. While in the ROC and Ontario the proportion of fathers 

reporting positive hours increased from 71% in 1996 to 73% in 2001, in Quebec this 

proportion declined by 0.18 percentage points over the period. The proportion of mothers 

reporting positive hours of housework fell in Quebec, the ROC and Ontario, but this 

decline was more pronounced in Quebec. Overall, data showed that both mothers and 

fathers reduced the amount of housework over the period. However, while fathers in all 

three regions cut their housework by less than one hour, Quebec mothers reduced 

housework by two hours (compared to one hour in the ROC and Ontario). The fathers’ 

housework share was the highest in Quebec in both years, and increased from 39% in 

1996 to 41% in 2001. The housework share of fathers in the ROC and Ontario also 

increased by two percentage points over the period, but did not exceed 38% in both years. 

The proportion of fathers in Quebec, the ROC and Ontario who reported positive 

hours of childcare increased over the period, but the proportion of mothers reporting 

positive hours of childcare did not change. Mothers and fathers in all three regions 

increased their childcare time by 1-2 hours a week and the fathers’ share of childcare 

increased by one percentage point.  

It is unclear if changes in absolute and relative housework and childcare hours of 

mothers and fathers in Quebec were caused by the provincial $5 daycare subsidy policy. 
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The descriptive statistics showed similarities in housework and childcare time allocation 

trends in Quebec, the ROC and Ontario. The next section of the paper focuses on the 

multivariate regression results and explores the effect of the Quebec family policy on the 

variables of interest.  

3.4. Model Specification 

The difference-in-difference (DD) and triple difference (DDD) models were 

employed to analyze the effect of the Quebec childcare policy change on the labour 

market outcomes of coupled mothers and fathers, as well as their time allocation between 

housework and childcare. In the DD model the treatment group was represented by the 

families with zero- to five-year-old children residing in Quebec, while the control group 

consisted of the families with zero- to five-year-old children residing in the ROC. The 

effect of the policy change was captured through the comparison of the labour market and 

time allocation outcomes in 1996 (the year before the policy was implemented) and 2001 

(the year after the policy was implemented fully). The standard estimation equation is 

represented as: 

                                       [3.1] 

Yipt here is a set of variables of interest, including the fathers’ and the mothers’ 

labour-market outcomes (labour force participation, full-time vs. part-time employment, 

hours worked last week, weeks worked last year, and wages earned last year) and the 

absolute and relative amount of their time spent on housework and childcare. In the 

model, Qp is a dummy variable which takes the value of 1 if the respondents were the 

residents of Quebec, and it controls for fixed provincial effects. τt is a dummy variable 

that takes the value of 1 if the respondents answered the Census questionnaire in 2001, 
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and it controls for the time-specific effects of the policy. Parameter β3 is the main variable 

of interest in the model and represents the effect of the Quebec policy change on 

dependent variables over time. Xipt is the set of control variables that includes personal 

and household characteristics of mothers and fathers.  

The DDD model extends the analysis by including coupled mothers and fathers 

with six- to seventeen-year-old children as an additional control group. The DDD model 

takes the general form: 

                                                         

                         [3.2] 

As in the DD model (equation [3.1]), the DDD model controls for fixed-time and 

fixed-province effects and their interaction. The dummy variable Ch05 is added to the 

equation [3.1] to identify mothers and fathers of zero- to five-year-old children as a 

treatment group. The equation [3.2] is also controlled for the time effect on the treatment 

group (      ) and fixed-province effect on the treatment group (      ). The 

parameter of interest    in the DDD model captures the policy effect on the labour supply 

and time allocation outcomes specific to the mothers and fathers of zero- to five-year-old 

children residing in Quebec during the policy implementation period.  

In both equations [3.1] and [3.2] the dependent variable      represents various 

labour market and time allocation outcomes. The Probit model was used to estimate the 

probability of mothers’ and fathers’ labour force participation. The Ordered Probit model 

was used to estimate the effect of the policy reform on mothers’ and fathers’ labour force 

status recorded as not-employed, part-time employed and full-time employed. These 

three employment states represent a natural order through the increase of labour hours 
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supplied: zero hours for not working, 1-29 hours for part-time and 30 and more hours for 

full-time workers (Powell 1998; Gustafsson and Stafford 1992). For easier interpretation, 

the predicted probabilities were computed in the Ordered Probit model by holding all 

variables at their means and varying the policy variable ((   ) in the DD model and 

           in the DDD model). A one-limit Tobit model was appropriate in the 

estimation of weeks and hours worked by mothers and fathers and hours spent by them 

on childcare and housework. The use of the Tobit model allowed accounting for those 

mothers and fathers who reported zero hours or weeks of employment, housework and 

childcare. Finally, the two-limit Tobit model was used to estimate fathers’ share of 

earnings, housework and childcare in the family since these dependent variables are 

censored by zero from below and by one from above. While DD and DDD models 

suggest the linear functional form, they also could be estimated in non-linear setting 

(Puhani 2012). The treatment effect is estimated as the coefficient of the group and time 

interaction variable and will be reported here. Marginal effects are reported. 

Labour market and time allocation outcome regressions were explained in both 

DD and DDD models in four ways. The first model did not control for any personal or 

household characteristics and reported the net effect of the policy. The second model 

included personal characteristics such as age group, education level, immigrant status and 

number of children. The third model controlled for additional family characteristics such 

as official marital status (married vs. common-law), place of residence (urban vs. rural) 

and mobility (reallocation to Quebec from the other provinces or abroad). The forth 

model controlled for partners’ personal characteristics by inclusion of such variables as 

age difference, education difference between partners, their immigration status and 
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father’s proportion of household earnings (only in housework and childcare time 

allocation equations).
 8

 

There are some model specification issues that have to be accounted for. First, the 

policy has to be unexpected to be considered exogenous. Lefebvre & Merrigan (2008) 

pointed out that the details of the policy change were available to the public only a few 

months before implementation. Pre-policy labour supply trends were controlled in this 

paper since the data were collected from the 1996 Census. Second, the introduction of the 

childcare subsidy may stimulate interprovincial migration to Quebec. This endogeneity 

issue was controlled by mobility variables. The mobility variables identified respondents 

who moved to Quebec from another province or another country during last year or in the 

previous five years
9
.  

3.5. Regression Results 

3.5.1. Labour market outcomes 

Tables 3.4 and 3.5 present the DD and DDD estimated TOBIT marginal effects of 

the policy on labour supply dependent variables. OLS results are reported as well. Table 

3.4 reports the results for the sample in which the ROC was a control group. Table 3.5 

reports the results for the sample in which Ontario was a control group.  

Insert Table 3.4 here 

                                                 
8
 The results of estimations are robust to the model specifications. Therefore only the 

model specification that controls for personal and household characteristics is reported 

further.  

9
 In the sample used for this paper the level of interprovincial migration to Quebec one 

year before the survey was 0.4% in 1996 and 1.1% in 2001. The level of interprovincial 

migration to Quebec during last five years before the survey was 1.6% in both 1996 and 

2001. The level of migration to Quebec from another country during the last year before 

the survey was 0.2%. Only 2-3% of respondents moved to Quebec in the last five years. 
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Insert Table 3.5 here 

In tables 3.4 and 3.5, columns 1 and 2 report the DD effect of the policy on labour 

market outcomes of Quebec parents of zero- to five-year-old children and with no 

children older than five years of age. The model reported in columns 3 and 4 expanded 

the original sample to include mothers and fathers of zero- to five-year-old children who 

also could have six- to seventeen–year-old children. Accounting for the presence of six- 

to seventeen–year-old children allowed controlling for other aspects of the Quebec family 

policy changes such as the provision of pre- and after-school daycare and the substitution 

of the child allowance by the child tax benefit. The presence of six- to seventeen–year-

old children in families creates additional incentives for parents to participate on the 

labour market and increase total family income. Parents also have to spend more time on 

housework and childcare in larger families. At the same time, older children can take 

over some housework and childcare responsibilities and affect the time distribution 

between mothers and fathers. The results in columns 5 and 6 present the DDD extension 

to the original DD model. DDD specification estimated the effect of the policy on parents 

of zero- to five-year-old children and with no children older than five with an additional 

control group consisting of parents of six- to seventeen-year-old children and no children 

younger than six. The coefficients were controlled for own age and education of mothers 

and fathers, the difference in their age and education level, immigration and mobility 

status, official marital status (marriage vs. common-law) and place of residence (urban 

vs. rural).  

Table 3.6 reports the results of the Ordered Probit predicted probabilities 

estimation for the labour force status of mothers and fathers. The results were very robust 
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for various model specifications and the choice of control group. Therefore results are 

reported here for the original sample, with the inclusion of personal and household 

characteristics, and only for the ROC as a control group. Column 1 reports the estimates 

of the DD model and Column 2 reports the estimates of the DDD model.  

Insert Table 3.6 here 

 

The regression analysis suggests that Quebec mothers of zero- to five-year-old 

children who were eligible for “$5 per day” daycare increased their labour supply.  The 

top panel of table 3.4 reports the effect of the policy on mothers’ labour supply. The DD 

model (columns 1 and 3) showed that the odds of labour force participation of Quebec 

mothers of zero- to five-year-old children and with no children older than five years of 

age (affected by the policy) was 12% higher compared to their ROC counterparts. These 

Quebec mothers worked 1.38 hours and 1.73 weeks more than the ROC mothers. The 

only labour supply indicator which was not affected by the policy was the amount of 

wages earned by Quebec mothers during the year previous to the Census interview. The 

lack of effect of the policy on wages could be explained by the short-run nature of the 

investigation.   

The top panel of table 3.5 reports similar outcomes for Quebec mothers of zero- 

to five-year-old children and with no children older than five years of age relative to their 

Ontario counterparts. The choice of Ontario mothers as a control group did not affect the 

significance of the policy coefficient, but the magnitude of the policy effect was higher 

compared to the ROC. For example, the labour force participation of Quebec mothers of 

zero- to five-year-old children and with no children older than five years of age (columns 
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1 and 3)  was found to be 16% higher compared to Ontario mothers; Quebec mothers 

worked 1.94 hours and 2.49 weeks more than Ontario mothers.  

The inclusion of those mothers of zero- to five-year-old children who also could 

have six- to seventeen-year-old children to the sample (column 3) led to a slight decline 

in coefficients, but the coefficients remained significant with both control groups (tables 

3.4 and 3.5).  

Further, the DDD estimated parameters of labour force participation, weekly 

hours and annual weeks reported by Quebec mothers of zero- to five-year-old children 

lost their significance when they were compared to the mothers of six- to seventeen-year-

old children, and the control group consisted of the ROC mothers (columns 5 and 6 in 

table 3.4). When Ontario was the control group the labour force participation coefficient 

remained significant, but the weekly hours and annual weeks worked variables lost 

significance (columns 5 and 6 in table 3.5). This evidence suggested that mothers of six- 

to seventeen-year-old children were affected by the policy changes in a similar way as 

mothers of children eligible for the daycare subsidy. First, mothers of six- to nine-year-

old children were eligible for the daycare subsidy in 1997-2000. Second, the Quebec 

family policy reform introduced the subsidy for pre- and after-school daycare for five- to 

twelve-year-old children, Third, the policy reform substituted tax benefits for child 

allowance for families with children younger than eighteen. This finding supports the 

results of Lefebvre et al. (2009) who observed that mothers of six- to eleven-year-old-

children significantly benefitted from the new policy. 

The bottom panel of table 3.4 (columns 1 and 2) reports DD estimates which 

indicate that the Quebec childcare policy did not have a significant impact on the labour 
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force participation, hours worked per week, annual weeks worked and annual wages of 

fathers of zero- to five-year-old children when Quebec is compared to the rest of the 

country. Fathers of zero- to five-year-old children who also could have six- to seventeen-

year-old children worked 0.47 hours per week more compared to their ROC counterparts 

(column 3 in table 3.4).  

The bottom panel of table 3.5 reports the DD model with Ontario as a single 

control group; the fathers affected by the policy change worked 0.68-0.81 weeks per year 

more compared to those who were unaffected by the policy change. The rest of the 

coefficients remain insignificant, which is a likely outcome when the subsidized daycare 

affects mostly mothers’ labour supply. 

The results of the DDD estimation were more robust to the model specifications 

and the choice of control groups. Tables 3.4 and 3.5 (columns 5 and 6) show that the 

policy did not have a significant effect on the labour force participation, annual weeks 

worked and annual wages earned by Quebec fathers. However, Quebec fathers had 

smaller weekly hours worked compared to their ROC and Ontario counterparts. 

While the changes in family policy, the provision of daycare subsidies in 

particular, targeted poverty reduction, both DD and DDD models did not reveal any 

effect of the policy change on annual wages earned by mothers and fathers when Quebec 

was compared to the ROC. In models with Ontario as a single control group, showed that 

Quebec mothers of zero- to five-year-old children had $1,928 higher annual wages 

compared to mothers of six- to seventeen-year-old children. Quebec fathers experienced a 

decline in their annual wages by $1,921 compared to Ontario fathers of zero- to five-

year-old children. The effect of the policy on the share of fathers’ earnings was not found 
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to be significant in models with the ROC as a control group. Fathers’ earnings share were 

found to be 2-3 percentage points lower in families affected by the policy change in 

models with Ontario as a control group.  

Overall the reform of Quebec family policy had a positive effect on labour force 

participation and labour supply of mothers of zero- to five-year-old children. The effect 

of the reform on fathers’ labour force participation and labour supply was either neutral 

or negative. Table 3.6 summarizes the computed predicted probabilities of three labour 

force status groups of mothers and fathers
10

. Both DD and DDD models showed that the 

probability of Quebec mothers reporting non-working and part-time employment statuses 

is lower compared to the ROC mothers. Quebec mothers were more likely to report full-

time employment compared to the ROC mothers (62% vs. 57% in the DD model).  

The probability that fathers reported non-working status was similar in the DD 

model between Quebec fathers and the ROC fathers, but increased from 2% to 4% in the 

DDD model. The odds that fathers reported part-time employment was higher in Quebec, 

while the odds that fathers reported full-time employment was lower in the ROC. All 

coefficients in this estimation were significant at 1% significance level.  

                                                 
10

 The estimation results were very robust to various model specifications. The 

coefficients reported in Column 1 of table 3.6 include only estimation of the Ordered 

Probit DD model for Quebec mothers and fathers of zero- to five-year-old children. The 

coefficients reported in Column 2 of table 3.6 include estimation of the Ordered Probit 

DDD model for Quebec mothers and fathers of zero- to five-year-old children relative to 

mothers and fathers of six- to seventeen-year-old children. In both columns reported 

results compare Quebec with the ROC as a control group.  
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3.5.2. Housework and childcare time allocation outcomes 

Tables 3.7 and 3.8 present the DD and DDD estimated effect of the policy on the 

hours of housework and childcare dependent variables
11

. Table 3.7 reports the results for 

the sample in which the ROC was the control group. Table 3.8 reports the results for the 

sample in which Ontario was the control group. The structure of tables 3.7 and 3.8 is 

similar to the structure of tables 3.4 and 3.5.  

Insert Table 3.7 here 

Insert Table 3.8 here 

The DD model reported in tables 3.7 and 3.8 shows a negative and strongly 

significant effect of the policy on the time spent by Quebec mothers and fathers on 

housework. Mothers of zero- to five-year-old children spent 0.85 hours less on 

housework after the policy was implemented. The coefficient of the policy effect became 

smaller when parents of zero- to five-year-old children who also could have six- to 

seventeen-year-old children were added to the sample (column 3). Fathers affected by the 

policy spent 0.66 hours less on housework compared to fathers unaffected by the policy. 

This negative effect became smaller when parents of zero- to five-year-old children who 

also could have six- to seventeen-year-old children were added to the sample. In the 

DDD model, the parameters showing the policy effect on mothers’ and fathers’ 

housework hours were found to be insignificant (columns 5 and 6 in tables 3.7 and 3.8). 

In the DD model, the share of housework time spent by fathers was found to be 2 

percentage points lower in the families affected by the policy, but the coefficient lost its 

significance when when families with six- to seventeen-year-old children were added to 

                                                 
11

 The detailed estimation outcomes of the DD regression are reported in appendices 3.1-

3.3. 
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the sample. In the DDD model, fathers of zero- to five-year-old children had 3 percentage 

points lower housework share compared to fathers of six- to seventeen-year-old children. 

The estimation results lead to the following conclusions. First, the policy had a 

negative effect on housework time spent by mothers and fathers, with a larger magnitude 

for mothers. This outcome could be a result of twin substitution effects for mothers – they 

have an arranged daycare for children, supply more hours to the labour market and 

reduce housework. Also, the income effect created by cheaper daycare and additional 

family income allows mothers and fathers to substitute household production with market 

goods and services. Second, the inclusion of personal and household characteristics in the 

estimation weakened the effect of the policy for both parents. Such personal 

characteristics as age, education, immigration status, and marital status affect the time 

distribution of parents on housework
12

. These results are consistent with previous 

literature that showed that mothers with lower education levels were more affected by the 

policy compared to mothers with higher education (Lefebvre and Merrigan 2008; 

Lefebvre, Merrigan, and Verstraete 2009).  

Third, the inclusion of families with six- to seventeen-year-old children weakened 

the policy effect for mothers, but increased it for fathers. Family size positively affects 

the amount of housework and housework allocation. It had been shown that a larger 

number of children increases housework produced by both mothers and fathers, but more 

so for mothers, especially in families with younger children (Mcfarlane, Beaujot, and 

Haddad 2012; Fernandez and Sevilla-sanz 2006). Fourth, the policy coefficient lost 

significance in the DDD model, when parents of zero- to five-year-old children were 

                                                 
12

 The full estimation results are presented in appendices 3.1-3.3. 
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compared to parents of six- to seventeen-year-old children. This result suggested the 

Quebec family policy reform affected not only parents of pre-schoolers eligible for 

daycare but also parents of six- to seventeen-year-old children. Finally, while the daycare 

availability and affordability allowed both mothers and fathers to reduce the absolute 

amount of time spent on housework, fathers’ share of housework was found to be 2 

percentage points lower in families affected by the policy. 

The results of the DD model did not reveal any significant effect of the policy 

reform on the amount of time spent by mothers and fathers on childcare (tables 3.7 and 

3.8). However, the outcomes of the DDD model showed that childcare hours of Quebec 

mothers and fathers of zero- to five-year old children were found to be lower compared to 

mothers and fathers of six- to seventeen-year-old children (by 1.09 hours for fathers and 

by 1.50 hours for mothers). More affordable daycare increased incentives for parents to 

put their of zero- to five-year old children into public or private daycare, increase labour 

supply and cut hours spent on housework and childcare. It is likely that the daycare 

decisions were made by the parents of six- to seventeen-year-old children before the 

policy was implemented. As a result, the policy reforms did not change childcare time 

allocation for parents with school-age children and had only an income effect by relaxing 

a financial constraint. In both DD and DDD models the share of childcare done by fathers 

was found to be 2-3 percentage points lower in families affected by the policy change.  

3.6. Conclusion 

The Quebec universal childcare policy reform was implemented from 1997 to 

2000 and introduced subsidized “$5 per day” daycare for zero- to four-year-old children, 

full-time kindergarten for five-year-old children and subsidized pre- and after school 
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daycare for five- to twelve-year-old children
13

. In addition, the child allowance was 

substituted by the child tax benefit for families with zero- to eighteen-year-old children. 

The policy positively affected the labour market outcomes of mothers of small children, 

but negatively affected health and behavioural outcomes of children (Baker, Gruber, and 

Milligan 2005; Haeck, Lefebvre, and Merrigan 2013; Lefebvre, Merrigan, and Verstraete 

2009). This paper focused on the effect of the Quebec policy reforms, more specifically 

the introduction of “$5 per day” daycare, on the labour supply outcomes of both mothers 

and fathers. Also the paper investigated if there was a change in the absolute and relative 

amount of time spent by mothers and fathers on housework and childcare as a result of 

the policy change.  

The estimation results stayed in line with the previous literature (Baker, Gruber, 

and Milligan 2005; Lefebvre and Merrigan 2008; Lefebvre, Merrigan, and Verstraete 

2009; Haeck, Lefebvre, and Merrigan 2013) and showed a positive impact of the policy 

reform on labour force participation, weekly hours and annual weeks worked for mothers 

of zero- to five-year-old children. However, when mothers of zero- to five-year-old 

children were compared to mothers of six- to seventeen-year-old children the policy 

coefficients lost significance for labour force participation, weekly hours and annual 

weeks worked. The probability of mothers working full-time was higher in the groups 

affected by the policy change; the probability of mothers not-working or working part-

time was lower in the in the groups affected by the policy change. 

The estimation did not reveal a significant response of fathers’ labour supply 

outcomes to the policy reform. However, the probability that fathers affected by the 

                                                 
13

 The fee stayed the same throughout the study period and was not raised to $7 per day 

until 2004. 
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policy held a full-time job was found to be lower compared to those fathers who were 

unaffected. The fathers of zero- to five-year-old children supplied fewer weeks of 

employment compared to fathers of six- to seventeen-year-old children. The Quebec 

policy reform did not have a significant impact on the mothers’ and fathers’ earnings, but 

reduced the fathers’ share in total family earnings.  

In the DD model the comparison of mothers and fathers of zero- to five-year-old 

children before and after daycare subsidy was introduced showed that the policy reform 

negatively affected housework hours, but did not childcare hours. In the DDD model the 

policy reform reduced childcare time of mothers and fathers of pre-schoolers compared to 

the parents of school-age children in the ROC and Ontario. The effect of the policy 

reform on housework was not significant in the DDD model for both mothers and fathers 

implying that housework hours of Quebec, the ROC and Ontario parents changed in the 

same direction simultaneously.  

The descriptive comparison of Canadian fathers’ share of time spent on 

housework and childcare in 1996 and 2001 showed that fathers on average increased 

participation in household production activities, especially in Quebec. However, 

regression analysis reported that in the absence of the Quebec childcare policy, the 

fathers’ share of household activities would be 1-3 percentage points higher. 

Overall, this analysis suggested that the 1997-2000 reforms of the family policy in 

Quebec created incentives for mothers of zero- to five-year-old children to increase their 

labour market participation, while it did not affect the labour supply of fathers. In 

addition, the policy reform affected the allocation of time spent on housework and 
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childcare. Mothers and fathers reduced hours spent on domestic production activities, but 

mothers ended up doing higher proportion of housework and childcare.    
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3.7. Tables 

Table 3.1. Sample statistics: Parents in the Census, 1996 and 2001 

  Quebec The Rest of Canada Ontario 

  1996 2001 1996 2001 1996 2001 

Mothers' age group             

25 to 34 years of age 0.80 0.74 0.77 0.70 0.76 0.68 

35 to 44 years of age 0.19 0.25 0.22 0.29 0.23 0.30 

45 to 54 years of age 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 

Fathers' age group             

25 to 34 years of age 0.64 0.57 0.60 0.52 0.60 0.51 

35 to 44 years of age 0.32 0.39 0.36 0.43 0.37 0.44 

45 to 54 years of age 0.03 0.04 0.03 0.05 0.03 0.05 

Mothers’ education group             

High-school graduate 0.22 0.10 0.17 0.12 0.18 0.12 

College graduate 0.35 0.39 0.36 0.36 0.37 0.37 

Some university 0.01 0.11 0.04 0.12 0.04 0.10 

Bachelor degree or higher 0.30 0.31 0.30 0.31 0.30 0.32 

Father's education group             

High-school graduate 0.22 0.13 0.17 0.13 0.18 0.14 

College graduate 0.32 0.39 0.34 0.36 0.34 0.36 

Some university 0.01 0.09 0.04 0.11 0.04 0.10 

Bachelor degree or higher 0.29 0.25 0.28 0.27 0.29 0.29 

Family composition 

      Foreign born mother 0.09 0.12 0.23 0.25 0.27 0.29 

Foreign born father 0.11 0.13 0.23 0.25 0.27 0.30 

Both spouses Canadian born 0.87 0.84 0.70 0.68 0.65 0.63 

One spouse is Foreign born 0.06 0.08 0.14 0.14 0.15 0.15 

Both spouses Foreign born 0.07 0.09 0.16 0.18 0.20 0.22 

Number of children 1.51 1.45 1.53 1.49 1.52 1.48 

Common-law couple 0.40 0.48 0.08 0.10 0.06 0.09 

Urban residents 0.67 0.69 0.65 0.67 0.76 0.77 

N 3,695 2,890 11,022 10,199 5,767 5,488 

Source: 1996 and 2001 Canadian census (DLI) 

T 
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Table  3.2. Sample statistics: Labour market outcomes of parents age 5 or younger  

  Quebec The Rest of Canada Ontario 

  1996 2001 1996 2001 1996 2001 

 
Percentage distribution 

Mother is in labour force 70.47 74.95 68.86 68.69 70.57 69.37 

Mother worked mostly part-time 

last year 20.03 17.3 25.43 24.79 21.59 21.05 

Mother worked mostly full-time 

last year 58.89 65.99 55.14 56.72 59.62 60.62 

Father is in labour force 91.83 92.94 92.92 93.29 93.6 94.17 

Father worked mostly part-time 

last year 3.71 3.25 3.68 2.64 3.4 2.15 

Father worked mostly full-time 

last year 94.24 94.39 94.31 95.8 94.54 96.28 

 

Non-

zero, 

% Mean 

Non-

zero, 

% Mean 

Non-

zero, 

% Mean 

Non-

zero, 

% Mean 

Non-

zero, 

% Mean 

Non-

zero, 

% Mean 

Mother's hours worked last week 60.00 33.38 61.52 34.78 60.31 32.57 60.26 33.06 61.42 33.87 60.46 34.45 

Mother's weeks worked last year 78.92 40.26 83.29 41.53 80.58 39.88 81.51 40.83 81.20 41.06 81.67 41.51 

Mother's wages earned last year 76.86 20,784 79.97 25,031 77.36 21,973 78.29 26,460 78.20 24,534 78.46 29,103 

Father's hours worked last week 89.20 43.59 90.24 43.13 90.45 45.58 90.97 46.28 91.40 45.28 92.24 45.81 

Father's weeks worked last year 97.94 46.24 97.65 47.79 97.99 47.33 98.44 48.14 97.94 48.11 98.43 48.67 

Father's wages earned last year 93.21 35,124 94.19 41,622 92.81 39,557 93.30 47,732 92.91 41,604 93.77 50,625 

N 3,695 2,890 11,022 10,199 5,767 5,488 

Source: 1996 and 2001 Canadian census (DLI) 

 

Table 3.3. Sample statistics: Housework and childcare time allocation of parents age 5 or younger 
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  Quebec The Rest of Canada Ontario 

 

1996 2001 1996 2001 1996 2001 

 

Non-

zero, 

% Mean 

Non-

zero, 

% Mean 

Non-

zero, 

% Mean 

Non-

zero, 

% Mean 

Non-

zero, 

% Mean 

Non-

zero, 

% Mean 

Mother's hours of housework 91.04 13.8 87.58 11.76 93.84 17.36 92.29 16.23 93.13 16.24 91.60 15.06 

Father's hours of housework 67.14 6.93 66.96 6.5 70.95 7.74 73.27 7.69 70.07 7.38 73.07 7.23 

Mother's hours of childcare 96.37 24.41 96.37 25.12 95.19 30.48 95.17 31.58 94.59 29.3 94.66 30.25 

Father's hours of childcare  84.38 12.14 86.78 13.65 82.67 14.22 84.67 15.66 81.58 13.61 84.48 15.13 

Father's share of housework 67.14 0.39 66.96 0.41 70.95 0.35 73.27 0.37 70.07 0.36 73.07 0.38 

Father's share of childcare 84.38 0.34 86.78 0.35 82.67 0.31 84.67 0.32 81.58 0.31 84.48 0.32 

N 3,695 2,890 11,022 10,199 5,767 5,488 

Source: 1996 and 2001 Canadian census (DLI) 
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Table 3.4. Regression results: Policy effect on labour market outcomes (Quebec 

vs. the Rest of Canada) 

  DD model DDD model 

Children by age 0-5 0-17 0-5 vs. 6-17 

  TOBIT OLS TOBIT OLS TOBIT OLS 

  Mothers' labour market outcomes 

In labour force 0.12*** 0.04*** 0.10*** 0.03*** 0.07 0.02 

  (0.04) (0.01) (0.03) (0.01) (0.05) (0.01) 

Hours worked last week 1.38 1.00* 1.31** 0.91** 0.23 0.34 

  (0.87) (0.53) (0.63) (0.40) (0.89) (0.64) 

Weeks worked last year 1.73** 1.36** 1.31** 0.95** 0.91 0.67 

  (0.70) (0.57) (0.57) (0.44) (0.82) (0.69) 

Wages earned last year 380.37 172.46 87.21 -114.11 1,105.83 993.68 

  (628.00) (502.85) (492.42) (376.36) (774.10) (632.72) 

  Fathers' labour market outcomes 

In labour force 0.06 0.01 0.06 0.01 -0.07 -0.01 

  (0.05) (0.01) (0.04) (0.01) (0.07) (0.01) 

Hours worked last week -0.69 -0.72 -0.66 -0.69* -1.60** -1.44** 

  (0.55) (0.50) (0.43) (0.38) (0.69) (0.62) 

Weeks worked last year 0.40 0.42 0.47* 0.48* -0.64 -0.62 

  (0.32) (0.32) (0.25) (0.24) (0.42) (0.41) 

Wages earned last year -1012.18 -1,043.18 -869.47 -924.33 45.40 22.20 

  (808.36) (758.47) (624.48) (584.52) (1,060.20) (984.55) 

Observations 27,806 27,806 50,370 50,370 80,108 80,108 

Standard errors in parentheses 

* p<0.1  ** p<0.05  *** p<0.01 

Source: Authors’ calculations, reported fully in appendices 3.1 and 3.2.  
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Table 3.5. Regression results: Policy effect on labour market outcomes (Quebec 

vs. Ontario) 

 

DD model DDD model 

Children by age 0-5 0-17 0-5 vs. 6-17 

 

TOBIT OLS TOBIT OLS TOBIT OLS 

 

Mothers' labour market outcomes 

In labour force 0.16*** 0.05*** 0.12*** 0.04*** 0.12** 0.04** 

 

(0.04) (0.01) (0.03) (0.01) (0.05) (0.02) 

Hours worked last week 1.94** 1.31** 1.55** 1.00** 1.37 1.19* 

 

(0.95) (0.58) (0.69) (0.43) (0.98) (0.70) 

Weeks worked last year 2.49*** 2.03*** 1.85*** 1.43*** 1.32 1.00 

 

(0.76) (0.63) (0.62) (0.49) (0.91) (0.76) 

Wages earned last year 708.72 353.92 -57.24 -336.07 1,927.70** 1699.69** 

 

(710.98) (571.35) (561.77) (429.78) (886.01) (724.23) 

 

Fathers' labour market outcomes 

In labour force 0.05 0.01 0.08* 0.01* -0.06 -0.01 

 

(0.06) (0.01) (0.05) (0.01) (0.07) (0.01) 

Hours worked last week -0.68 -0.69 -0.51 -0.54 -1.46** -1.33** 

 

(0.57) (0.52) (0.43) (0.40) (0.71) (0.65) 

Weeks worked last year 0.68* 0.70** 0.81*** 0.82*** -0.55 -0.53 

 

(0.35) (0.35) (0.27) (0.26) (0.45) (0.44) 

Wages earned last year -1921.95** -1904.67** -2039.74*** -2031.86*** -731.30 -706.45 

 

(888.26) (835.54) (691.94) (648.72) (1178.96) (1097.23) 

Observations 17,840 17,840 31,807 31,807 49,721 49,721 

Standard errors in parentheses 

* p<0.1  ** p<0.05  *** p<0.01 

Source: Authors’ calculations, reported fully in appendices 3.1 and 3.2.  
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Table 3.6. Regression results: Policy effect on the predicted probabilities of 

mothers’ and fathers’ labour force participation in Quebec (Quebec vs. the Rest of 

Canada). 

 

(1) (2) 

 

DD model DDD model 

 

Mothers from Quebec and the Rest of Canada 

Not working, control group 0.18*** (0.00) 0.16*** (0.00) 

Not working, treatment group 0.15*** (0.01) 0.13*** (0.01) 

Working part-time,  control group 0.25*** (0.00) 0.26*** (0.00) 

Working part-time, treatment group 0.23*** (0.01) 0.24*** (0.01) 

Working full-time, control group 0.57*** (0.00) 0.58*** (0.00) 

Working full-time, treatment group 0.62*** (0.02) 0.63*** (0.02) 

  Fathers from Quebec and the Rest of Canada 

Not working, control group 0.02*** (0.00) 0.02*** (0.00) 

Not working, treatment group 0.02*** (0.00) 0.04*** (0.01) 

Working part-time,  control group 0.03*** (0.00) 0.03*** (0.00) 

Working part-time, treatment group 0.04*** (0.00) 0.05*** (0.01) 

Working full-time, control group 0.96*** (0.00) 0.95*** (0.00) 

Working full-time, treatment group 0.94*** (0.01) 0.92*** (0.01) 

Control variables yes yes 

N 27,806 80,108 

Standard errors in parentheses 

* p<0.1  ** p<0.05  *** p<0.01 
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Table 3.7. Regression results: Family policy effect on housework and childcare 

(Quebec vs. the Rest of Canada) 

 

 

DD model DDD model 

Children by age 0-5 0-17 0-5 vs. 6-17 

 

TOBIT OLS TOBIT OLS TOBIT OLS 

 

Mothers' housework and childcare 

Hours of housework -0.85** -0.56 -0.81** -0.64** -0.30 -0.27 

 

(0.41) (0.41) (0.32) (0.30) (0.47) (0.44) 

Hours of childcare -0.30 -0.06 0.19 0.21 -1.50** -1.06** 

 

(0.47) (0.50) (0.35) (0.34) (0.60) (0.53) 

 

Fathers' housework and childcare 

Hours of housework -0.66** -0.39* -0.74*** -0.57*** -0.58 -0.35 

 

(0.31) (0.24) (0.24) (0.18) (0.38) (0.27) 

Hours of childcare 0.00 -0.23 -0.10 -0.14 -1.09* -0.30 

 

(0.44) (0.41) (0.34) (0.28) (0.58) (0.43) 

 

Relative housework and childcare 

Father's share of 

housework -0.02** -0.00 -0.01* -0.01* -0.03** -0.02** 

 

(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

Father's share of 

childcare 0.00 -0.02** -0.00 -0.00 -0.03** -0.01 

 

(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.00) (0.01) (0.01) 

Observations 27,806 27,806 50,370 50,370 80,108 80,108 

Standard errors in parentheses 

* p<0.1  ** p<0.05  *** p<0.01 

Source: Authors’ calculations, reported fully in appendices 3.1 and 3.2.  
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Table 3.8. Regression results: Family policy effect on housework and childcare 

(Quebec vs. Ontario) 

 

 

 

DD model 

 

DD model 

 

DDD model 

 Children by age 0-5 

 

0-17 

 

0-5 vs. 6-17 

 

 

TOBIT OLS TOBIT OLS TOBIT OLS 

 

Mothers' housework and childcare 

Hours of housework -0.74* -0.56 -0.81** -0.68** -0.13 -0.11 

 

(0.44) (0.41) (0.34) (0.31) (0.51) (0.47) 

Hours of childcare -0.08 -0.06 0.39 0.40 -1.45** -1.01* 

 

(0.52) (0.50) (0.39) (0.37) (0.66) (0.58) 

 

Fathers' housework and childcare 

Hours of housework -0.67** -0.39* -0.80*** -0.60*** -0.30 -0.19 

 

(0.32) (0.24) (0.25) (0.18) (0.39) (0.29) 

Hours of childcare -0.31 -0.23 -0.14 -0.15 -1.22** -0.41 

 

(0.47) (0.41) (0.36) (0.30) (0.62) (0.46) 

 

Relative housework and childcare 

Father's share of 

housework -0.02** -0.02** -0.02* -0.01* -0.02 -0.01 

 

(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

Father's share of 

childcare -0.00 -0.00 -0.01 -0.00 -0.03*** -0.02** 

 

(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

Observations 17,840 17,840 31,807 31,807 49,721 49,721 

Standard errors in parentheses 

* p<0.1  ** p<0.05  *** p<0.01 

Source: Authors’ calculations, reported fully in appendices 3.1 and 3.2.  
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Appendix 3.1. TOBIT regression results: Family policy effect on labour market 

outcomes of mothers (Quebec vs. the Rest of Canada) 

 

  In labour force 

Hours 

worked last 

week 

Weeks 

worked last 

year 

Wages 

earned last 

year 
Resident of Quebec -0.06* -0.65 -2.36*** -2,387.75*** 

  (0.03) (0.66) (0.54) (482.53) 

Year 2001 -0.03* -0.41 0.71** 3,044.63*** 

  (0.02) (0.42) (0.34) (307.05) 

Affected by QB policy 0.12*** 1.38 1.73** 380.37 

  (0.04) (0.87) (0.70) (628.00) 

Age group: 35-44 years 

old 
0.10*** 4.72*** 1.82*** 5,248.66*** 

  (0.02) (0.46) (0.38) (338.59) 

Age group: 45-54 years 

old 
0.13 8.55*** 3.92** 7,546.76*** 

  (0.09) (2.00) (1.66) (1,476.23) 

Husband is in older age 

group 
0.02 1.64*** -0.19 1,681.07*** 

  (0.02) (0.44) (0.36) (317.83) 

Wife is in older age 

group 
-0.06 -1.15 -0.14 -37.62 

  (0.04) (0.93) (0.76) (676.84) 

High school graduate 0.26*** 5.22*** 6.53*** 4,710.04*** 

  (0.03) (0.75) (0.60) (541.92) 

College graduate 0.39*** 6.09*** 8.75*** 7,988.87*** 

  (0.03) (0.67) (0.54) (484.64) 

Some university 0.36*** 5.00*** 9.06*** 9,761.20*** 

  (0.04) (0.92) (0.74) (665.46) 

Bachelor degree or 

higher 
0.55*** 7.08*** 11.16*** 17,587.23*** 

  (0.03) (0.72) (0.58) (519.01) 

Husband is more 

educated 
-0.05** -2.52*** -1.93*** -765.54** 

  (0.02) (0.52) (0.42) (374.78) 

Wife is more educated 0.06*** 1.67*** 0.86** -1,209.20*** 

 
(0.02) (0.44) (0.36) (318.46) 

Foreign born husband -0.10*** -1.01* -2.26*** -2,095.47*** 

  (0.03) (0.58) (0.47) (423.20) 

Foreign born wife -0.30*** -4.82*** -6.25*** -6,561.90*** 

  (0.03) (0.59) (0.48) (425.16) 

Continued on the next page 

  



 

  92 

 

Appendix 3.1 - continued 

  

 

In labour force 
Hours 

worked last 

week 

Weeks 

worked last 

year 

Wages earned 

last year 

Number of children -0.25*** -6.50*** -6.41*** -5,062.53*** 

  (0.01) (0.31) (0.25) (222.73) 

Moved to Quebec in 

last 5 years 
-0.34** -0.97 -10.24*** -9,593.83*** 

  (0.15) (3.59) (2.93) (2,659.37) 

Moved to Quebec in 

last year 
-0.81*** -16.19*** -15.32*** -10,611.19*** 

  (0.20) (5.21) (4.03) (3,656.65) 

     Common law couple -0.10*** -0.67 -1.77*** -2,351.39*** 

  (0.03) (0.76) (0.61) (550.01) 

Common law couples 

in Quebec 
0.23*** 1.25 3.31*** 2,633.32*** 

  (0.05) (1.06) (0.86) (772.68) 

Urban resident 0.09*** 1.59*** 2.22*** 4,753.82*** 

  (0.02) (0.41) (0.33) (297.59) 

N 27,806 27,806 27,806 27,806 

Standard errors in parentheses 

* p<0.1  ** p<0.05  *** p<0.01 

Marginal effects reported  
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Appendix 3.2. TOBIT  regression results: Family policy effect on labour market 

outcomes of fathers (Quebec vs. the Rest of Canada) 

  

In labour 

force 

Hours 

worked 

last week 

Weeks 

worked 

last year 

Wages 

earned last 

year 

Father's 

earnings 

share 
Resident of Quebec -0.13*** -2.64*** -1.42*** -4,898.28*** 0.01 

  (0.04) (0.42) (0.25) (618.79) (0.01) 

Year 2001 0.03 1.17*** 1.10*** 7,551.84*** 0.01** 

  (0.03) (0.27) (0.16) (395.61) (0.01) 

Affected by QB policy 0.06 -0.69 0.40 -1,012.18 -0.01 

  (0.05) (0.55) (0.32) (808.36) (0.01) 

Age group: 35-44 years old -0.03 -1.19*** -0.07 5,951.86*** -0.04*** 

  (0.03) (0.32) (0.19) (466.74) (0.01) 

Age group: 45-54 years old -0.21*** -2.69*** -0.55 8,475.74*** -0.04** 

  (0.07) (0.70) (0.41) (1,027.88) (0.01) 

Age group: 55-64 years old -0.77*** -

14.05*** 
-5.04*** 5,267.92* -0.12*** 

  (0.15) (2.06) (1.19) (2,970.13) (0.04) 

Father is in older age group 0.02 0.45 -0.03 -2,201.44*** 0.02*** 

  (0.04) (0.37) (0.22) (543.09) (0.01) 

Mother is in older age group 0.01 -1.28** 0.31 1,513.83* -0.04*** 

  (0.06) (0.56) (0.33) (814.12) (0.01) 

High school graduate 0.32*** 3.09*** 2.99*** 4,583.44*** -0.01 

  (0.04) (0.42) (0.25) (618.71) (0.01) 

College graduate 0.39*** 3.34*** 3.67*** 9,533.22*** -0.03*** 

  (0.03) (0.38) (0.22) (553.98) (0.01) 

Some university 0.46*** 4.18*** 3.98*** 11,596.78*** -0.08*** 

  (0.06) (0.57) (0.33) (831.32) (0.01) 

Bachelor degree or higher 0.66*** 5.87*** 5.11*** 23,455.02*** -0.06*** 

  (0.04) (0.43) (0.25) (626.64) (0.01) 

Father is more educated -0.07** -0.36 -0.41** -3,061.13*** 0.08*** 

  (0.03) (0.31) (0.18) (454.30) (0.01) 

Mother is more educated 0.07** 0.90*** 0.25 402.07 -0.07*** 

  (0.03) (0.30) (0.18) (442.39) (0.01) 

Foreign born father -0.19*** -2.09*** -2.22*** -7,775.44*** -0.02*** 

  (0.04) (0.37) (0.22) (544.88) (0.01) 

Foreign born mother -0.16*** -2.24*** -1.95*** -5,881.56*** 0.06*** 

  (0.04) (0.37) (0.22) (545.71) (0.01) 

Continued on the next page 
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Appendix 3.2 - continued 

     

 

In labour 

force 

Hours 

worked 

last week 

Weeks 

worked 

last year 

Wages earned 

last year 

Father's 

earnings 

share Number of children 0.05** 0.83*** 0.44*** 2,556.61*** 0.08*** 

  (0.02) (0.19) (0.11) (283.25) (0.00) 

Moved to Quebec in last 5 years -0.09 2.19 0.04 6,172.46* 0.16*** 

  (0.21) (2.26) (1.33) (3,301.02) (0.05) 

Moved to Quebec in last year -0.96*** -9.35*** -5.62*** -1,919.08 0.09 

  (0.22) (3.09) (1.79) (4,449.70) (0.06) 

Common law couple -0.39*** -4.60*** -4.07*** -7,417.61*** -0.02** 

  (0.04) (0.48) (0.28) (708.81) (0.01) 

Common law couples in 

Quebec 0.30*** 2.71*** 2.78*** 4,420.97*** -0.01 

  (0.06) (0.68) (0.40) (995.26) (0.01) 

Urban resident 0.19*** -0.14 1.64*** 6,912.99*** -0.02*** 

  (0.03) (0.26) (0.15) (383.58) (0.01) 

N 27,806 27,806 27,806 27,806 27,806 

Standard errors in parentheses 

* p<0.1  ** p<0.05  *** p<0.01 

Marginal effects reported 
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Appendix 3.3. TOBIT regression results: Family policy effect on housework and 

childcare (Quebec vs. the Rest of Canada) 

 

  Housework Childcare 

  
Father's 

hours 

Mother's 

hours 

Father's 

share 

Father's 

hours 

Mother's 

hours 

Father's 

share 
Resident of Quebec -1.27*** -3.31*** -0.01 -2.31*** -5.91*** 0.02*** 

  (0.24) (0.32) (0.01) (0.34) (0.36) (0.01) 

Year 2001 0.32** -1.23*** 0.03*** 1.83*** 1.41*** 0.01*** 

  (0.15) (0.20) (0.00) (0.22) (0.23) (0.00) 

Affected by QB policy -0.66** -0.85** -0.02** 0.00 -0.30 0.00 

  (0.31) (0.41) (0.01) (0.44) (0.47) (0.01) 

Age group: 35-44 years old 1.08*** 0.64*** 0.03*** -0.25 -2.18*** 0.02*** 

  (0.18) (0.22) (0.01) (0.26) (0.25) (0.00) 

Age group: 45-54 years old 1.76*** 1.29 0.04*** -0.85 -6.25*** 0.02*** 

  (0.39) (0.98) (0.01) (0.57) (1.12) (0.01) 

Age group: 55-64 years old 1.89* ... 0.02 -3.37** ... 0.01 

  (1.12) ... (0.04) (1.65) ... (0.03) 

Father is in older age group -0.57*** 0.01 -0.01* 0.38 -1.23*** -0.01 

  (0.20) (0.21) (0.01) (0.30) (0.24) (0.00) 

Mother is in older age group 1.24*** 0.17 0.03*** 1.20*** 1.03** 0.03*** 

  (0.31) (0.45) (0.01) (0.45) (0.51) (0.01) 

High school graduate 0.06 -0.56 0.03*** 1.01*** 1.15*** 0.02*** 

  (0.24) (0.35) (0.01) (0.34) (0.40) (0.01) 

College graduate 0.31 -0.11 0.04*** 1.37*** 2.59*** 0.03*** 

  (0.21) (0.31) (0.01) (0.31) (0.36) (0.00) 

Some university 0.04 -0.65 0.05*** 1.94*** 3.06*** 0.04*** 

  (0.32) (0.43) (0.01) (0.46) (0.49) (0.01) 

Continued on the next page 
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Appendix 3.3 - continued 

  

 

Housework 

Childcare 

Housework 

Childcare 

Housework 

Childcare 

 

Father's 

hours 

Mother's 

hours 

Father's 

share 

Mother's 

hours 

Father's 

hours 

Father's 

share 

Bachelor degree or higher -0.23 -1.96*** 0.06*** 1.20*** 2.92*** 0.04*** 

  (0.24) (0.34) (0.01) (0.35) (0.38) (0.01) 

Father is more educated -0.44** 0.44* -0.03*** -0.31 1.51*** -0.01*** 

  (0.17) (0.24) (0.01) (0.25) (0.28) (0.00) 

Mother is more educated -0.24 0.70*** 0.01 0.24 0.11 0.00 

  (0.17) (0.21) (0.01) (0.24) (0.24) (0.00) 

Foreign born father -0.96*** -0.64** -0.04*** -2.52*** -2.82*** -0.03*** 

  (0.21) (0.28) (0.01) (0.30) (0.32) (0.00) 

Foreign born mother -0.91*** -0.86*** -0.03*** -3.25*** -4.39*** -0.03*** 

  (0.21) (0.28) (0.01) (0.30) (0.32) (0.00) 

Number of children 0.99*** 4.51*** -0.02*** 0.45*** 2.59*** -0.01*** 

  (0.11) (0.14) (0.00) (0.16) (0.17) (0.00) 

       Father's salary share -1.88*** 9.12*** -0.15*** -5.56*** 9.50*** -0.15*** 

  (0.23) (0.31) (0.01) (0.33) (0.35) (0.01) 

Moved to Quebec in last 5 years 1.46 2.18 0.03 0.89 0.20 0.01 

  (1.24) (1.69) (0.04) (1.82) (1.93) (0.03) 

Moved to Quebec in last year -0.98 -4.23* -0.06 1.76 1.88 0.02 

  (1.76) (2.34) (0.06) (2.45) (2.59) (0.04) 

Continued on the next page 
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Appendix 3.3 - continued 

     

 

Housework 

Childcare 

Housework 

Childcare 

Housework 

Childcare 

Childcare 

Childcare 

Housework 

Childcare 

Housework 

Childcare 

 

Father's 

hours 

Mother's 

hours 

Father's 

share 

Mother's 

hours 

Father's 

hours 

Father's 

share 

Common law couple 0.60** 0.34 0.01 0.25 -0.40 -0.00 

  (0.27) (0.36) (0.01) (0.39) (0.41) (0.01) 

Common law couples in 

Quebec 
-0.80** -2.06*** 0.01 0.25 -0.59 0.02*** 

  (0.38) (0.51) (0.01) (0.55) (0.58) (0.01) 

Urban resident -1.14*** -2.18*** -0.01** -0.10 -1.37*** 0.01*** 

  (0.14) (0.19) (0.00) (0.21) (0.22) (0.00) 

N 27,806 27,806 27,806 27,806 27,806 27,806 

Standard errors in parentheses 

* p<0.1  ** p<0.05  *** 

p<0.01 Marginal effects reported 
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Chapter 4. Labour supply of Australian men and women before and after divorce 

 

Abstract 

Marital dissolution leads to the emotional and financial distress of men and 

women and negatively affects their well-being. Using rich longitudinal data from twelve 

waves of an Australian Household, Income and Labour Dynamics Survey (HILDA) we 

estimated if the expectations of upcoming divorce create incentives for men and women 

to change their labour supply. We also evaluated the changes in the labour supply of 

divorced men and women over the years after marital dissolution. The estimation results 

showed that men in general tend not to change labour force participation and weekly 

hours worked before and after divorce. Women’s expectations of divorce are positively 

correlated to their labour supply. Moreover, in the year of divorce women increase 

labour participation and hours worked and continue to do so in subsequent years.          

JEL-Codes: J12, J20, J21 

Keywords: Labour supply, labour force and employment, marital dissolution 
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4.1. Introduction 

The key question in this study is related to the labour force supply of men and 

women before and after divorce. Existing literature shows that in general, economic 

reasons play an important role in decisions about marital separation and divorce. 

Research also found that men and women experience a negative impact of divorce on 

household and per-person income, which is more severe for women rather than men. 

Studies of the labour market reported that divorced women tend to work more, while 

divorced men tend to work less compared to their married counterparts. This study 

employs rich Australian longitudinal household survey data to analyze the dynamic effect 

of divorce on the labour supply of men and women. The twelve waves of the Australian 

Household, Income and Labour Dynamics Survey (HILDA) allow us to identify a 

substantial number of men and women affected by divorce and follow their labour force 

participation decisions before and after marital dissolution. Panel data techniques are 

used to focus on the following question: Do men and women change their labour supply 

when expecting marital disruption, during the legal divorce procedure or after divorce? 

In Australia both the procedure and timing of divorce are regulated by the Family 

Law Act of 1975 and administered by the Family Court of Australia
14

. To be able to 

apply for divorce Australian couples are required to be separated for at least twelve 

months before the application. Separation is defined when a married couple experiences 

the disruption of the relationship including the management of finances and housework 

duties, social interactions and physical contact. After at least twelve months of marital 

                                                 
14

 

http://www.familylawcourts.gov.au/wps/wcm/connect/FLC/Home/Separation+and+Divo

rce/Divorce/ 
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separation, the couple may choose to enter the second stage of marital dissolution by 

making an official application for divorce. The procedure of divorce takes a minimum of 

four months in cases of agreement between the parties and may take longer under some 

circumstances
15

. After the Court finalizes a divorce there exists a one month waiting 

period for the divorce order to take effect. The divorce order does not determine the 

issues of child custody, property division, and spousal and child maintenance. The 

necessary applications have to be done within one year after the court divorce decision 

becomes final.  

We use the knowledge about legal divorce procedures to make several 

assumptions about the timing of separation, divorce and post-divorce adjustment stages. 

We use the panel nature of the data to investigate the labour supply decisions of those 

individuals who are going to divorce (expecting to divorce) within the next year and the 

next one to two, two to three and three to four years. The individuals are defined as 

“expecting divorce at time t” if they reported that they were married at time t and 

divorced at subsequent time periods. The time period of one to two years before divorce 

is assumed to be a separation stage according to the requirements of Australian Family 

Law. We also determine the time periods of post-divorce adjustment, and estimate 

individual labour supply in the year of divorce and one to two, two to three, three to four, 

four to five and more than five years after divorce. The individuals are defined as 

“divorced for n years at time t” if they reported that they were married at time (t-n-1) and 

divorced between time (t-n) and time t. We assume that during the second or third year 

                                                 
15

 The divorce procedure is less complicated and faster when both spouses apply for 

divorce jointly. When divorce application is done unilaterally by one spouse, or in the 

case of presence of children in the family, the divorce may require more time. 
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after divorce, the issues related to the child custody, financial and property management 

are resolved for the majority of divorced individuals.  

Previous studies investigated both pre-divorce and post-divorce income and 

labour supply outcomes. Özcan and Breen (2012) summarized findings from the pre-

divorce literature and admitted that in a majority of cases the data used in the research 

was taken from 1988-1992 National Survey of Families and Households in the United 

States. Both studies of pre- and post-divorce periods employed either cross-sectional or 

short-term longitudinal settings and could not provide a long term dynamic analysis (for 

example Robert Schoen et al. 2002; Sayer and Bianchi 2000; de Regt, Mortelmans, & 

Marynissen 2012; Smock 1993, 1994; Poortman 2000; Bianchi et al. 1999; McKeever & 

Wolfinger 2001). To our knowledge there is no research that combines analysis of labour 

market outcomes of individuals both before and after divorce. Our study adds to the 

literature by updating existing research using a current twelve-wave HILDA dataset. It 

analyzes the labour supply of those individuals who expect divorce within the next one to 

four years and of those individuals who go through the divorce adjustment phase for one 

to five years.  

The paper is structured as follows. Section 4.2 includes an overview of existing 

literature on the determinants and consequences of divorce and its effect on the labour 

supply of divorced individuals. Section 4.3 provides the description of sample selection 

and summary statistics. Section 4.4 focuses on the methodology used in the empirical 

analysis. The regression results are presented in Section 4.5. The conclusions are 

provided in section 4.6. 
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4.2. Literature review 

Our research studies male and female labour supply outcomes before and after 

divorce. Table 4.1 summarizes existing literature related to pre-divorce income and 

labour supply outcomes. Prior research of the pre-divorce period mainly was concerned 

with economic factors predicting the odds of marital dissolution, suggesting that 

increasing labour supply of women has a negative effect on marital stability. Few authors 

questioned the causality of this relationship and investigated whether individuals change 

labour supply preferences during divorce anticipation.  

Insert Table 4.1 here 

Two major theories offered opposing frameworks to explain the correlation 

between employment of married couples and the probability of marital dissolution. The 

first theory, the independence hypothesis, suggested that working wives create marital 

imbalance and inefficient allocation of resources within families. Economic 

independence of working wives provides incentives for women to exit marriage instead 

of working out marital disputes (Becker, Landes, and Michael 1977). The second theory, 

the flexibility hypothesis, argued that working women improve economic well-being in 

the family which causes their marriages to be more stable. Single-earner couples are more 

exposed to financial and economic risks such as loss of the major income-earner and tend 

to separate more often (Oppenheimer 1997; Cooke and Gash 2010).  

The top part of table 4.1 summarizes works that studied partners’ incomes and 

labour supply as factors leading to divorce. In this context authors were interested in the 

relationship between absolute and relative incomes earned by women and the probability 

of divorce. The results of empirical investigation did not provide clear support for either 

the independence or flexibility theories. Some studies showed positive correlations 
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between female income and the probability of divorce supporting the independence 

theory (Becker, Landes, and Michael 1977; d’Amico 1983; Ono 1998). Other studies 

showed positive correlations between female income and the probability of more stable 

marriage supporting the flexibility theory (Hoffman and Duncan 1995; Cooke et al. 

2013). Some studies did not find any significant relationships between the two (Sayer and 

Bianchi 2000; Burgess, Propper, and Aassve 2003b; Cooke et al. 2013; Cooke and Gash 

2010). Male income and labour force participation was found to have a negative effect on 

the probability of divorce, while male hours of work did not have significant impact 

(Hoffman and Duncan 1995; Becker, Landes, and Michael 1977; Burgess, Propper, and 

Aassve 2003b; Ono 1998; Sayer and Bianchi 2000). Some authors used happiness 

variables to control for expectation of marital separation. They found that in happy 

marriages, an increase in wives’ employment does not have a significant impact on the 

probability of divorce (Robert Schoen et al. 2002; R. Schoen 2006).  

The bottom panel of table 4.1 summarizes the literature that investigated the 

labour supply outcomes of women who anticipated divorce. The findings were more 

consistent, with authors reporting that the expectation of marital dissolution had a 

positive impact on the labour force participation and earnings of women (Johnson and 

Skinner 1986; Papps 2006; Austen 2004).  

While there is a significant amount of literature devoted to the determinants and 

expectations of divorce, the analysis of the post-divorce labour market transition is 

scarce. The majority of studies focus on the cross-sectional comparison of labour force 

participation between divorced and non-divorced individuals, as well as the post-divorce 

household income outcomes. However, there is a lack of detailed analysis of male and 
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female labour force supply in a dynamic context. The section below provides the 

overview of existing economic research devoted to the consequences of divorce. Table 

4.2 summarizes relevant existing literature on the consequences of divorce. 

Insert Table 4.2 here 

 

Economic studies showed that marital separation has a negative effect on the 

welfare of both men and women. As a result, the labour supply of both divorcees may 

change to reflect new living arrangements and financial situations. At the same time, men 

and women enter the post-divorce phase with different endowments of resources that can 

affect their employment options and their decision to change labour market status.  

Several factors may affect the labour supply decisions of divorced individuals, 

including a decline in household income, labour supply history, accumulated human 

capital during marriage, and the redistribution of resources related to the custody of 

children after divorce. It was found that post-divorce women are more financially 

vulnerable compared to their ex-husbands (de Regt, Mortelmans, & Marynissen 2012; 

Smock 1993, 1994; Poortman 2000; Bianchi et al. 1999; McKeever & Wolfinger 2001). 

While female income per person and income adjusted for living costs fall after divorce, 

many studies reported that men experience an increase in income per person after marital 

separation (de Regt, Mortelmans, and Marynissen 2012; Smock 1993; Smock 1994; 

Poortman 2000; Peterson 1996; Bianchi, Subaiya, and Kahn 1999). Parents who gain 

child custody, more often women, experience the biggest financial loss after separation 

compared to men and women without children (Andress et al. 2006). Negative changes in 

the household income of divorcees, especially parents, create positive incentives towards 

higher labour supply. Public policy supporting single parents might have an ambiguous 
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effect on labour supply. While government provision of childcare can stimulate labour 

supply, the availability of social transfers weakens the labour supply of lone parents in 

the short-run and reduces the probability of well-being improvement in the long-run.  

Work history and human capital accumulated during marriage also affect the 

labour supply outcomes of divorced individuals. Partners who do not participate in the 

labour market or who work part-time during marriage (more often women) have stronger 

incentives to get a job or increase their hours of work after marital dissolution. At the 

same time, non-working individuals are affected by the depreciation of human capital and 

have a disadvantage in the labour market and lower earnings compared to those with 

longer work experience (McKeever and Wolfinger 2001).  

The studies of post-divorce labour supply are mostly focused on the analysis of 

labour force participation and change in labour force status. In the majority of cases 

women increase labour force participation in post divorce years. An increase in the 

proportion of divorced women with full-time employment was recorded by de Regt et al. 

(2012), Parr (2012), Gray, De Vaus, Qu, & Stanton (2010), Gilfillan & Andrews (2010), 

Duncan & Hoffman (1985) and others. While separation does not impact a lot of women 

with long-term employment, short-term employed women are likely to find long-term 

jobs after separation (Bonnet, Solaz, and Algava 2010). Studies showed that single 

mothers’ labour force participation is the least stable (Renda and Baxter 2009; Bradbury 

2006; Fok, Jeon, and Wilkins 2012).   

Many studies found insignificant changes in male labour supply due to divorce 

(Jarvis and Jenkins 1999; Finnie 1993; Mueller 2005). At the same time, it has been 

shown that the proportion of men with a full-time job falls after separation (de Regt, 
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Mortelmans, and Marynissen 2012; Andress et al. 2006), and employment mobility is 

negatively affected (Kalmijn 2005). Mueller (2005) used Canadian data to study the 

effect of divorce on labour supply, explicitly testing such variables as labour force 

participation, annual weeks, annual hours, days per week, and hours per day. The author 

found that after divorce men tend to reduce their labour supply (on four out of five 

measures, excluding days per week) over time and compared to married men. 

As discussed earlier, economic literature studied the relationship between divorce 

and economic, financial and labour market outcomes either before or after divorce. Clark 

et al. (2008) estimated the effect of divorce and other life events (marriage, widowhood, 

child birth, and job loss) on self-reported life satisfaction both before and after marital 

disruption. The authors found that anticipation of divorce negatively affects life 

satisfaction of men and women, but five years after divorce both men and women return 

to their baseline levels of life satisfaction. Similar approach is adopted in this paper to 

study the effect of divorce on the labour force participation of men and women and their 

hours worked per week. The description of data, methodology and estimation results is 

presented in the next sections.    

4.3. Sample Selection and Summary Statistics 

The data for empirical analysis was drawn from the Household, Income and 

Labour Dynamics in Australia Survey (HILDA). The HILDA Project was initiated and is 

funded by the Australian Government Department of Families, Housing, Community 

Services and Indigenous Affairs (FaHCSIA) and is managed by the Melbourne Institute 

of Applied Economic and Social Research (Melbourne Institute). The findings and views 
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reported in this paper, however, are those of the author and should not be attributed to 

either FaHCSIA or the Melbourne Institute.  

HILDA is a household-based longitudinal survey that, among other things, 

captures the dynamics of Australian household labour supply and income distribution 

over 12 years since 2001. The subsample was chosen to represent women between 24 and 

60 years of age and men between 24 and 65 years of age who have ever been married and 

who responded to the survey for at least four years. We consider common-law 

relationships as marriage similar to Andress et al. (2006), Jansen, Mortelmans, and 

Snoeckx (2009), and de Vaus et al. (2014). Individuals in common-law (or de facto 

relationships in Australia) do not have to seek a Court divorce order in case of marital 

dissolution. However, disputes about children and finances of de-facto couples where the 

relationships have broken down are resolved in the same way as disputes of divorced 

couples
16

. In this paper we rely on self-reported marital status as a primary information 

source for identification of an individual as divorced. We treat married and common-law 

couples as similar family units and assume that married and common-law couples report 

a divorced marital status after the break-down of their relationship
17

.  

Persons never married or divorced/separated during all survey years and persons 

ever widowed were dropped from the sample. We focused our attention on men and 

women who reported being married for at least two years and then divorced at some point 

                                                 
16

 

http://www.familylawcourts.gov.au/wps/wcm/connect/FLC/Home/Separation+and+Divo

rce/De+facto+relationships/ 

17
 For simplicity we use term “partner” talking about a person in married or common-law 

relationship. We also use terms “husband” and “wife” to specify the sex of a partner.  

http://www.familylawcourts.gov.au/wps/wcm/connect/FLC/Home/Separation+and+Divorce/De+facto+relationships/
http://www.familylawcourts.gov.au/wps/wcm/connect/FLC/Home/Separation+and+Divorce/De+facto+relationships/
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in time, while married and never-divorced individuals represented the control group
18

. 

Individuals who were divorced in the year of their first interview were dropped from the 

data. The sample includes 12.25% of divorced men and 9.45% of divorced women who 

re-partner sometime after divorce. We keep these individuals in the initial empirical 

analysis and drop them from the sample for robustness check.   

The restrictions resulted in an unbalanced panel data set that contained 38,244 

person-year observations for women and 37,181 person-year observations for men. While 

not all respondents were represented in each wave, the proportion of individuals 

participating in all 12 waves of the survey was 50.75%. We expect that men and women 

have different labour market outcomes before and after divorce; therefore, the estimation 

was conducted separately by sex.  

The HILDA attrition rates for earlier waves were quite high: 13.2% for wave 2, 9.6% for 

wave 3, 8.4% for wave 4. The attrition rates gradually declined from 5.6% in wave 5 to 

3.8% in wave 12. The proportion of Wave 12 respondents who were successfully 

interviewed in Wave 11 is 96.2%. To account for attrition in the empirical analysis we 

use cross-sectional responding person weights from each wave as recommended by the 

Melbourne Institute
19

. More information on HILDA survey design and attrition rates 

could be found in (Watson and Wooden 2004; Watson 2012) 

Table 4.3 summarizes the demographic characteristics of married, separated and 

divorced men and women in the pooled HILDA sample. On average divorced people tend 

                                                 
18

 The procedure of divorce is different for couples married for less than two years. 

Before couples married for less than two years can apply for divorce they must attend 

family counselling or seek permission of the Court to apply for divorce.   

19 
http://www.melbourneinstitute.com/hilda/doc/datafaq.htm#FAQ4 
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to be older, less educated, have less children and have older children compared to their 

married counterparts. The demographic characteristics of divorced individuals were 

similar to those of separated individuals; however, both men and women tend to be 

separated at a younger age. The age difference is natural since separation is usually a 

prerequisite for divorce. Moreover, the sample of divorced individuals in this paper 

includes those who were divorced at some point in time and may continue to be divorced 

for as long as 10 years. Separated individuals were likely to report separation status for a 

short number of years and then change their marital status to divorced or back to married. 

Insert Table 4.3 here 

 

Table 4.3 reports that divorced or separated men and women had smaller 

household incomes compared to their married counterparts. The divorced and separated 

women reported lower household income compared to divorced and separated men (by 

18% and 11% respectively), while married men and women reported similar household 

incomes. These numbers are in line with the literature, which indicated that women 

experience a more severe decline in household and per person household incomes after 

divorce compared to men (de Regt, Mortelmans, and Marynissen 2012; Smock 1993; 

Smock 1994; Poortman 2000; Bianchi, Subaiya, and Kahn 1999; McKeever and 

Wolfinger 2001). While personal income was smaller for divorced and separated men 

compared to their married counterparts, divorced and separated women reported personal 

income higher than married women. The labour force participation rate of divorced and 

separated men was 91% compared to 88% of married men. The working hours of 

married, separated and divorced men did not differ much. For women, the labour force 

participation rate was highest among divorced women, but lowest among married 
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women. Separated women and divorced women reported two and four weekly working 

hours more than those of married women. An increase in female labour force 

participation and weekly labour supply as a result of marital dissolution is a well-

recorded fact in economics literature, especially for women who gain custody over 

children after divorce (de Regt et al. 2012, Parr 2012, Gray, De Vaus, Qu, & Stanton 

2010, Gilfillan & Andrews 2010, Duncan & Hoffman 1985). Lower labour force 

participation rates of separated women compared to divorced women could be the result 

of stress related to the break-down of relationships. On the other hand, the data could 

reflect previous findings that poor economic situations in families make a couple more 

vulnerable and lead to a break-up ( Sayer and England 2011). 

The static descriptive analysis leads to the following conclusions. First, divorced 

and separated men have higher labour force participation rates, but similar working hours 

compared to their married counterparts. At the same time, divorced and separated men 

report smaller household and personal incomes compared to their married counterparts. 

Second, the labour market participation of divorced women exceeds the participation of 

married and separated women by six and five percentage points. Divorced women work 

four and two hours per week more than their married counterparts. Third, the household 

income of divorced and separated women is almost half the household income of married 

women, but their personal income exceeds the personal income of married women by 

$10,000-13,000. 

Our analysis focuses on the dynamic changes of two labour supply variables such 

as labour force participation and weekly hours usually worked in all jobs. The variables 

were derived from the respective HILDA questions. We follow the methodology of 
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Clark, Diener, Georgellis and Lucas (2008) by introducing a set of time variables 

indicating the respondents’ expectations of upcoming divorce and the number of years 

elapsed since the year of divorce. The variables of divorce expectations were identified 

from the panel data by employing the information about respondents’ marital status in the 

current year and their marital status in subsequent years. Someone who reported that he 

or she was married in the current year and divorced the next year was identified as a 

respondent expecting to be divorced in the next year. Someone who reported that he or 

she was married in the current year and the next year, but divorced the year after was 

identified as respondent expecting to be divorced in one to two years from now. 

Variables indicating respondents expecting to be divorced in two to three and three to 

four years from now were constructed in a similar manner.  

The variables of divorce duration were constructed by looking at the respondents’ 

marital status in the current year and their marital status in previous years. Someone who 

reported that he or she was divorced in the current year, but married or separated the year 

before was identified as a respondent divorced within the last year. Someone who 

reported that he or she was divorced in the current year and the year before, but married 

or separated two years before was identified as a respondent divorced for one to two 

years. Variables indicating longer divorce durations were constructed analogously. The 

last divorce duration category included respondents who divorced five or more years ago.  

Table 4.4 reports labour force participation, weekly hours worked and the number 

of individuals included in each divorce expectation and divorce duration time category. 

Potentially we can track individuals for eleven years before or after divorce, since 

HILDA includes 12 waves. However, we restrict our analysis to shorter time periods due 
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to the decreasing sample of divorced respondents. As reported in table 4.4 the number of 

divorcees drops as we increase the time gap between the year of divorce and the year of 

survey (both before and after divorce). The number of observations falls more 

dramatically for our post-divorce analysis. This could happen because after divorce 

individuals may re-partner and start reporting “married” or “common law” marital status 

again. Due to small sample size we keep divorced individuals who could re-partner after 

their divorce. 

Insert Table 4.4 here 

Further analysis summarizes labour force participation and weekly hours worked 

in all jobs and hourly wages earned for divorced men and women in a dynamic context. 

Figures 4.1 and 4.2 report the average values of the variables of interest for nine years: 

four years before divorce, the year of divorce and four years after divorce
20

. The means 

of the variables of interest are reported in full in table 4.4. 

Figure 4.1 depicts the labour force participation rates of men and women before 

and after marital dissolution. Men’s labour force participation was, on average, 89% over 

the nine-year period and reached the minimum of 86% two to three years before divorce, 

but increased to 89% in the year of divorce. The male labour force participation steadily 

declined for three years after divorce, reached 84% and restored to 90-91% four or more 

years after divorce. Women increased their labour force participation from 75% four 

years before divorce to 80-81% in the year of divorce and two years after that. In the 

period of three to four years after divorce female labour force participation reached a 

                                                 
20

 We do not display graphically the category of individuals who were divorced for five 

years or more; rather, we focus on the labour supply outcomes up to four years after 

divorce.  
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peak of 85% and declined to 75% after that.  The labour force participation of men and 

women the second year after divorce could be sensitive to the likelihood of divorce 

finalization, in particular resolving the issues of financial and equity separation, child 

custody and child maintenance. In this case women’s income could be supplemented by 

spouse or child maintenance, while men would have to pay out alimony. In addition the 

changes in labour participation may be caused by re-partnering. In the case of re-

partnering, women could start receiving additional financial support from a new partner 

or husband while men would have to provide financial support to their new families. 

 

 
Figure 4.1. Labour force participation before and after divorce 

Source: Table 4.4 

Figure 4.2 depicts the labour supply of men and women expressed in weekly 

hours worked in all jobs. Men’s working hours fluctuated around an average of thirty-

nine hours per week during the nine-year period. There is a visible decline in hours 

worked by men in the year of divorce which continued until two to three years after 

divorce. Women continuously increased their working hours during pre-divorce years 

from 24 to 28 hours. Women worked 2 hours less during the two next years after divorce, 
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but on the third and fourth year after divorce they increased labour supply to 30-32 hours 

per week, Weekly working hours decline to 26 hours for those women who had been 

divorced for five years or more.  

 

 
 

Figure 4.2. Weekly hours worked before and after divorce 

Source: Table 4.4 

 

The descriptive analysis of means of labour supply indicators over time does not 

provide us with the full insight on changes in labour force participation and working 

hours of divorced individuals. The multivariate analysis presented in the next section 

controls the labour supply outcomes for personal and demographic characteristics.  

4.4. Model Specification 

We estimate the expectation and adaptation to divorce using two separate 

equations that include appropriate time dummies.  

The following equation is used to measure expectation of divorce similar to Clark 

et al. (2008): 
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                                                     [4.1] 

Here,     represents the set of variables of interest including labour force 

participation and weekly hours usually worked in all jobs. The probability of labour force 

participation was estimated using the Probit model. Weekly working hours were 

estimated using the Tobit model to take into account individuals reporting zero hours of 

work.      is a set of standard control variables including age and education level, 

presence of children in the family, dummy variables indicating if the individual was 

Australian-born, lived in a major city or had a work limitation. The series of dummy 

variables      ,      ,      , and       indicate in how many years the person will be 

divorced. We expect to see significant coefficients when individuals change their labour 

supply due to anticipation of divorce. It is more likely that the periods of time closer to 

the year of divorce would impact labour supply decisions the most. Equation [4.1] is 

estimated only for those individuals who are currently married and subsequently report a 

divorced status within one to four years. 

The following equation is used to measure adaptation to divorce similar to Clark 

et al. (2008): 

                                                     

             [4.2] 

Here variable      indicates recently divorced individuals (divorced in the current 

year, but married in the previous year). Variables       to        allow us to split 

divorced individuals into groups by the duration of divorce. For example, dummy 

      indicates individuals divorced for one to two years (divorced in the current year, 

divorced in the previous year, but married the year before); dummy        indicates 
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individuals divorced for two to three years and so on. Dummy      indicates those men 

and women who were divorced for five years or more by the year of the survey. We 

expect that if divorced men and women experienced immediate changes in labour market 

characteristics in response to divorce,    would be a significant coefficient. If the divorce 

had a short-term effect on labour supply outcomes, the   coefficients would lose 

significance with time. In the case of a longer-term impact of divorce on the variables of 

interest, the   coefficients would remain significant and might become smaller with 

adjustment of the individual to the state of divorce. In this setting the model measures 

adaptation to divorce only for those individuals who remain divorced. For example, if the 

person remarries within two years after divorce, his or her adaptation is measured in the 

model for only two years. 

4.5. Regression Results 

Tables 4.5 and 4.6 summarize the outcomes of regression analysis. Models [4.1] 

and [4.2] were estimated in two ways. First, the models were controlled only for age and 

work limitations of respondents, and results are reported in columns 1, 2, 5 and 6 in 

tables 4.5 and 4.6. Second, we added variables characterising respondents’ education 

level, presence of children, place of birth (Australian-born vs. foreign-born) and place of 

living (urban vs. rural) and reported the results in columns 3, 4, 7 and 8 in tables 4.5 and 

4.6. 

          Insert Table 4.5 here 

Insert Table 4.6 here 

 

The marginal effects of divorce expectations on the probability of labour force 

participation is reported in the even-numbered columns of table 4.5. It seems the 
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expectation of divorce did not have any impact on the labour force participation of 

women two to four years before divorce. The probability of women participating in the 

labour force was positively affected by short-term anticipation of divorce. Those women 

who were currently married, but divorced within next one to two years or within next 

year, had 30-36% higher likelihood of being in the labour force. The probability of being 

in the labour force remained positive and significant at 1% significance level for women, 

divorced for one to four years. This result shows not only that divorced women have 

higher probability of labour force participation, but also that women start increasing their 

labour force participation during separation stage (one to two years before divorce).  The 

labour force participation of men was affected neither by expectation of divorce, nor by 

adaptation to it. Men were likely to increase labour force participation only three to four 

years after divorce. The odd-numbered columns of table 4.5 report that the duration of 

divorce was positively associated with female labour participation. Controlling 

regressions for education level and the presence of children reduced the size of the 

coefficients of interest and the level of significance, but post-divorce women continued to 

have higher participation rates compared to their non-divorced counterparts. There is no 

evidence that men changed labour force participation during the first three years after 

divorce, but they became more active on the labour market in three to four years and five 

or more years after divorce.  

Table 4.6 reports that the expectation of divorce does not seem to be associated 

with the weekly working hours of both men and women. The post-divorce effect 
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remained insignificant for men in the short-run, but men increased their working hours in 

three to five or more years after divorce
21

.   

There was a positive and significant correlation between the duration of divorce 

and female weekly hours supplied. Moreover, women increased their hours in the labour 

market as the number of years since divorce increased. The estimation that controlled for 

education of women and the presence of children was characterized by smaller 

coefficients on the duration of divorce, but they remained significant.  

4.6. Conclusion 

 

Our research investigated if men and women change their labour supply before 

and after divorce. Our study expanded the existing literature by updating the analysis of 

the labour supply of divorced individuals using Australian data from 2001-2012. 

Employing twelve years of longitudinal household survey we defined married individuals 

who were expected to be divorced in one, two, three and four years from the year of the 

survey. We derived expectation of divorce variables by looking at individuals who 

reported that they were married in the year of current survey, but divorced in subsequent 

years. Similarly we defined individuals who were divorced in the year of the survey, or 

continued to be divorced for one, two, three, four, and five or more years. We derived 

adaptation to divorce variables by looking at individuals who reported that they were 

divorced in the year of current survey, but married at some point in time before the year 

                                                 
21

 It is important not to forget that the increase in the number of years before or after 

divorce negatively affected the sample size of divorced individuals and the coefficients 

should be interpreted with caution (see table 4.4). 
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of this survey. The outcomes of the study estimated the reaction of men and women to 

divorce in a long-term dynamic framework.  

The empirical investigation resulted in the following findings. First, the 

anticipation of upcoming divorce had a positive effect on female labour supply. Female 

labour participation increased for those who expected to divorce in one to two years. 

Women increased working hours two to three years before divorce. Those women who 

worked full-time before divorce were more likely to sustain their labour supply 

preferences (Bonnet, Solaz, and Algava 2010). Those women who did not work or 

worked part-time may have expected to rely on financial support from the husband 

(especially when children were presented in the family) or possibly denied the reality that 

their marriage could dissolve.  

Second, there was no strong evidence that men changed their labour supply 

preferences before divorce except for the time period of two to three years before marital 

dissolution. The drop in the male labour force participation just before the separation 

stage could have been caused by lack of incentives to provide for a family on the verge of 

splitting up.  

Third, women increased their labour supply one to two years prior to the divorce 

and continued to work more in years subsequent to the divorce. Controlling the 

estimation for women’s education level and the presence of children did not remove the 

significance of the coefficients, but made them smaller.  

Fourth, men changed neither labour participation nor weekly working hours after 

divorce in the short-run. However, in three to four years after divorce some evidence of 

increasing labour supply was found. The positive changes in the post-divorce labour 
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supply of men could be related to finalization of financial and property division, child 

custody and alimony issues.  

The results of our study did not support the outcomes of previous research on the 

positive influence of expected divorce on the female labour supply (Papps 2006; Austen 

2004; Johnson and Skinner 1986). The estimation outcomes supported the conclusions 

that women increase labour supply as a consequence of divorce (de Regt, Mortelmans, 

and Marynissen 2012; Parr 2012; Gray et al. 2010; Gilfillan and Andrews 2010b; Duncan 

and Hoffman 1985). The study filled the gap in the literature by estimating male labour 

supply indicators during expectations of divorce and found no correlation between the 

two. It also found that men’s labour supply remains insensitive during adaptation to 

divorce and stayed in line with previous works (Mueller 2005; Jarvis and Jenkins 1999; 

Finnie 1993).  

In order to specify practical implications of this study, deeper analysis must be 

done. Women and men with different educational backgrounds and work experiences 

could have different reactions to divorce. Child custody arrangements and child 

maintenance, as well as government support of single parents could affect labour supply 

decisions. Men and women making a sole application for divorce may have different 

incentives to exit marriage and change labour supply compared to those who make joint 

applications. Addressing more narrow personal and household characteristics of 

divorcees is an important area for future research. 

 



4.7. Tables 

 

Table 4.1. Literature summary: Expectation of divorce 

Income and labour supply outcomes predicting the probability of divorce 

Outcome Direction Authors 

Female income positive d’Amico 1983;  Becker 1977; Ono 1998; 

negative Hoffman and Duncan 1995; 

insignificant Sayer and Bianchi 2000; Burgess, Propper, and Aassve 

2003; Schoen et al. 2002 

 

Female earnings share negative Sayer and Bianchi 2000; Heckert, Nowak and Snyder 

1998; 

Female labour participation positive Cooke and Erola 2013; Kalmijn 2007; Poortman and 

Kalmijn 2002; Sayer et al. 2011; 

negative Cooke and Erola 2013; 

insignificant Cooke and Erola 2013;  Cooke and Gash 2010; 

Continued on the next page  
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Table 4.1 - continued   

Outcome Direction Authors 

Female labour supply 

(hours/weeks) 

insignificant Sayer and Bianchi 2000; Burgess, Propper and Aassve 

2003; 

   

Male income positive Sayer and Bianchi 2000; 

negative Hoffman and Duncan 1995; Becker 1977; Burgess, 

Propper and Aassve 2003; Ono 1998; 

Male labour participation negative Ono 1998; 

Male labour supply 

(hours/weeks) 

insignificant Sayer and Bianchi 2000; 

Earnings gap positive Astrom et al. 2011; 

Smaller working hours negative Jacobs and Gornick 2002; 

Continued on the next page 
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Table 4.1 - continued 

Income and labour supply outcomes of those expecting divorce 

Outcome Direction Authors 

Female income positive Johnson and Skinner 1986; 

Female labour participation positive Papps 2006; Austen 2004; Johnson and 

Skinner 1986; 

Female labour supply 

(hours/weeks) 

positive Johnson and Skinner 1986; 

insignificant Sen 1999; 
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Table 4.2. Literature summary: Consequences of divorce 

Consequences of divorce 

Outcome Direction Authors 

Women’s household income per 

person 

Negative de Regt, Mortelmans, & Marynissen 2012; 

Smock 1993, 1994; Poortman 2000; 

Bianchi et al. 1999; McKeever & 

Wolfinger 2001 

Men’s household income per 

person 

Positive de Regt et al. 2012; Smock 1993, 1994; 

Poortman 2000; Peterson 1996; Bianchi et 

al. 1999 

Female labour supply 

(participation) 

Positive de Regt et al. 2012; Parr 2012; Gray, De 

Vaus, Qu, & Stanton 2010; Gilfillan & 

Andrews 2010; Duncan & Hoffman 1985. 

Male labour supply 

(participation) 

None Mueller 2005; Jarvis and Jenkins 1999; 

Finnie 1993; 

Female employment transition 

(from ST to LT) 

Positive Bonnet et al. 2010 

Male employment mobility Negative Kalmijn 2005 
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Table 4.3. Sample statistics: Married vs. divorced or separated 
a,
. HILDA, pooled 

sample.
 
 

  Men Women 

  Married Separated Divorced Married Separated Divorced 

Age 44.59 43.94 45.60 41.83 41.71 44.14 

B.A. or higher 0.25 0.19 0.15 0.28 0.18 0.19 

Number of children 1.19 0.49 0.35 1.35 1.60 1.35 

Age of youngest child 10.27 16.39 15.15 10.53 11.43 13.54 

Lives in a major city 0.66 0.66 0.61 0.66 0.65 0.66 

Born in Australia 0.70 0.69 0.63 0.70 0.72 0.74 

Immigrant from English-speaking 

country 0.12 0.11 0.13 0.09 0.11 0.08 

Immigrant from non-English-

speaking country 0.16 0.18 0.21 0.19 0.15 0.17 

Work limitation 0.15 0.16 0.18 0.13 0.19 0.24 

Household income 106,772 75,313 68,461 104,751 61,213 60,671 

Personal income 65,893 61,364 58,229 35,793 44,562 46,538 

In the labour force 0.88 0.91 0.91 0.72 0.73 0.78 

Hours worked at all jobs 39.75 40.68 39.76 23.25 25.32 27.58 

count 35,972 968 1,032 36,830 1,155 1,236 

 
a
 Here separated individuals are those who declared their separation status on the survey. 

We do not include those individuals who are assumed to be separated at least for twelve 

months before the divorce. 
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Table 4.4. Labour force participation and weekly hours worked in all jobs: 

Divorce expectation and divorce duration. HILDA, pooled sample. 

  Men Women 

  

In the 

labour 

force 

Weekly 

hours 

worked 

in all 

jobs N 

In the 

labour 

force 

Weekly 

hours 

worked 

in all 

jobs N 

Currently married, but divorced in 3-4 

years 0.88 40.00 136 0.75 24.37 155 

Currently married, but divorced in 2-3 

years 0.86 38.65 160 0.74 25.78 190 

Currently married, but divorced in 1-2 

years 0.89 39.86 197 0.80 27.75 236 

Currently married, but divorced within 

the next year 0.90 39.64 246 0.81 28.75 278 

Divorced for 0-1 years 0.89 37.51 249 0.80 26.78 278 

Divorced for 1-2 years 0.86 36.38 157 0.80 26.09 186 

Divorced for 2-3 years 0.84 35.84 96 0.84 30.87 125 

Divorced for 3-4 years 0.94 40.15 59 0.85 32.09 89 

Divorced for 4-5 years 0.91 39.01 41 0.81 30.01 58 

Divorced for 5 or more years 0.90 39.29 55 0.75 26.51 79 

 

  

 

 



Table 4.5. Regression results: Effect of divorce on labour force participation 

 

Men Women 

 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

Currently married, but divorced in 3-4 

years 

 

-0.23 

 

-0.22 

 

0.09 

 

0.12 

  

(0.20) 

 

(0.20) 

 

(0.12) 

 

(0.13) 

Currently married, but divorced in 2-3 

years 

 

-0.20 

 

-0.19 

 

0.08 

 

0.17 

  

(0.15) 

 

(0.16) 

 

(0.11) 

 

(0.11) 

Currently married, but divorced in 1-2 

years 

 

0.01 

 

0.04 

 

0.30*** 

 

0.33*** 

  

(0.15) 

 

(0.16) 

 

(0.10) 

 

(0.11) 

Currently married, but divorced within 

the next year 

 

0.18 

 

0.23 

 

0.36*** 

 

0.38*** 

  

(0.14) 

 

(0.15) 

 

(0.10) 

 

(0.11) 

Divorced for 0-1 years 0.09 

 

0.13 

 

0.31*** 

 

0.23** 

 

 

(0.13) 

 

(0.13) 

 

(0.11) 

 

(0.11) 

 Divorced for 1-2 years 0.12 

 

0.13 

 

0.34** 

 

0.25* 

 

 

(0.14) 

 

(0.15) 

 

(0.13) 

 

(0.15) 

 Divorced for 2-3 years -0.01 

 

0.03 

 

0.52*** 

 

0.43** 

 

 

(0.22) 

 

(0.22) 

 

(0.16) 

 

(0.18) 

 Divorced for 3-4 years 0.80*** 

 

0.85*** 

 

0.60*** 

 

0.57*** 

 

 

(0.28) 

 

(0.27) 

 

(0.17) 

 

(0.21) 

 Divorced for 4-5 years 0.50 

 

0.53* 

 

0.48** 

 

0.33 

 

 

(0.31) 

 

(0.32) 

 

(0.21) 

 

(0.22) 

 Divorced for 5 or more years 0.54** 

 

0.61** 

 

0.22 

 

-0.05 

 

 

(0.25) 

 

(0.24) 

 

(0.17) 

 

(0.17) 

 Continued on the next page 
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Table 4.5 - continued 

        

 

Men Women 

 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

Age -0.04*** -0.04*** -0.05*** -0.05*** -0.00** -0.00** -0.02*** -0.02*** 

 

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 

Work limitation -1.47*** -1.47*** -1.43*** -1.42*** -0.78*** -0.78*** -0.82*** -0.82*** 

 

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

Bachelor degree or higher 

  

0.48*** 0.48*** 

  

0.80*** 0.80*** 

   

(0.04) (0.04) 

  

(0.03) (0.03) 

Other post-graduate studies 

  

0.34*** 0.34*** 

  

0.48*** 0.48*** 

   

(0.03) (0.03) 

  

(0.02) (0.02) 

Graduated from high school 

  

0.30*** 0.30*** 

  

0.26*** 0.26*** 

   

(0.05) (0.05) 

  

(0.03) (0.03) 

0-4-year-old children present 

  

-0.21*** -0.21*** 

  

-1.11*** -1.12*** 

   

(0.04) (0.04) 

  

(0.02) (0.02) 

5-14-year-old children present 

  

0.12*** 0.12*** 

  

-0.11*** -0.10*** 

   

(0.03) (0.03) 

  

(0.02) (0.02) 

15-24-year-old children present 

  

0.26*** 0.26*** 

  

0.14*** 0.14*** 

   

(0.04) (0.04) 

  

(0.02) (0.02) 

25-year-old children present 

  

-0.06 -0.06 

  

-0.13** -0.12** 

   

(0.06) (0.06) 

  

(0.05) (0.05) 

Continued on the next page 
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Table 4.5 - continued 

        

 

Men Women 

 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

Australian-born 

  

0.17*** 0.17*** 

  

0.31*** 0.31*** 

   

(0.03) (0.03) 

  

(0.02) (0.02) 

Lives in a major city 

  

0.03 0.03 

  

0.02 0.02 

   

(0.03) (0.03) 

  

(0.02) (0.02) 

Constant 3.76*** 3.77*** 3.34*** 3.35*** 0.81*** 0.81*** 1.41*** 1.41*** 

 

(0.09) (0.09) (0.11) (0.11) (0.04) (0.04) (0.06) (0.06) 

Observations 37,004 37,004 37,004 37,004 38,066 38,066 38,066 38,066 

Standard errors in parentheses 

        * p<0.1  ** p<0.05  *** p<0.01 
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Table 4.6. Regression results: Effect of divorce on working hours 

 

Men Women 

 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

Currently married, but divorced in 3-4 years 

 

0.16 

 

0.02 

 

1.72 

 

3.27* 

  

(1.91) 

 

(1.92) 

 

(2.12) 

 

(1.79) 

Currently married, but divorced in 2-3 years 

 

0.06 

 

0.08 

 

3.65 

 

5.40*** 

  

(1.93) 

 

(1.87) 

 

(2.26) 

 

(1.77) 

Currently married, but divorced in 1-2 years 

 

1.08 

 

1.48 

 

7.39*** 

 

7.43*** 

  

(1.45) 

 

(1.45) 

 

(2.63) 

 

(2.57) 

Currently married, but divorced within the 

next year 

 

2.20 

 

3.11** 

 

8.56*** 

 

8.27*** 

  

(1.41) 

 

(1.41) 

 

(1.94) 

 

(1.91) 

Divorced for 0-1 years 0.45 

 

1.27 

 

6.76*** 

 

5.30*** 

 

 

(1.26) 

 

(1.25) 

 

(1.62) 

 

(1.48) 

 Divorced for 1-2 years 0.71 

 

1.41 

 

8.13*** 

 

6.03*** 

 

 

(1.70) 

 

(1.74) 

 

(2.18) 

 

(1.89) 

 Divorced for 2-3 years 0.30 

 

0.85 

 

12.36*** 

 

10.62*** 

 

 

(2.54) 

 

(2.53) 

 

(2.39) 

 

(2.35) 

 Divorced for 3-4 years 7.13*** 

 

7.75*** 

 

13.07*** 

 

11.59** 

 

 

(2.26) 

 

(2.25) 

 

(3.63) 

 

(4.52) 

 Divorced for 4-5 years 3.14 

 

3.59 

 

11.17*** 

 

8.33*** 

 

 

(2.91) 

 

(2.85) 

 

(2.92) 

 

(2.87) 

 Divorced for 5 or more years 3.74 

 

4.26* 

 

7.84*** 

 

4.09 

 

 

(2.50) 

 

(2.51) 

 

(3.02) 

 

(2.97) 

 Continued on the next page 
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Table 4.6 - continued 

        

 

Men Women 

 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

Age -0.40*** -0.40*** -0.41*** -0.41*** -0.07*** -0.06*** -0.43*** -0.43*** 

 

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

Work limitation -25.35*** -25.34*** -24.46*** -24.45*** -17.81*** -17.77*** -16.90*** -16.88*** 

 

(0.54) (0.54) (0.53) (0.53) (0.60) (0.60) (0.55) (0.55) 

Bachelor degree or higher 

  

3.37*** 3.37*** 

  

14.68*** 14.70*** 

   

(0.40) (0.40) 

  

(0.41) (0.41) 

Other post-graduate studies 

  

3.08*** 3.09*** 

  

9.06*** 9.11*** 

   

(0.38) (0.37) 

  

(0.42) (0.42) 

Graduated from high school 

  

1.93*** 1.93*** 

  

5.56*** 5.57*** 

   

(0.48) (0.48) 

  

(0.52) (0.52) 

0-4-year-old children present 

  

-0.79*** -0.80*** 

  

-23.57*** -23.68*** 

   

(0.28) (0.28) 

  

(0.40) (0.40) 

5-14-year-old children present 

  

2.61*** 2.61*** 

  

-5.19*** -5.13*** 

   

(0.23) (0.23) 

  

(0.30) (0.30) 

15-24-year-old children present 

  

4.76*** 4.75*** 

  

2.43*** 2.42*** 

   

(0.33) (0.33) 

  

(0.37) (0.37) 

25-year-old children present 

  

-1.78** -1.80** 

  

-1.83* -1.69 

   

(0.89) (0.89) 

  

(1.03) (1.04) 

Continued on the next page 
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Table 4.6 - continued 

        

 

Men Women 

 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

Australian-born 

  

2.86*** 2.86*** 

  

3.27*** 3.28*** 

   

(0.29) (0.29) 

  

(0.40) (0.40) 

Lives in a major city 

  

-1.25*** -1.26*** 

  

0.41 0.40 

   

(0.26) (0.26) 

  

(0.29) (0.29) 

Constant 60.05*** 60.03*** 55.53*** 55.51*** 24.39*** 24.17*** 36.01*** 35.83*** 

 

(0.53) (0.53) (0.73) (0.73) (0.73) (0.73) (0.96) (0.96) 

Constant 18.41*** 18.41*** 18.13*** 18.13*** 24.46*** 24.48*** 21.79*** 21.80*** 

 

(0.13) (0.13) (0.13) (0.13) (0.14) (0.14) (0.14) (0.14) 

Observations 36,142 36,142 36,142 36,142 37,141 37,141 37,141 37,141 

Standard errors in parentheses 

        * p<0.1  ** p<0.05  *** p<0.01 
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Chapter 5. Conclusion 

 

The purpose of this dissertation is to empirically analyze some important issues of 

the economics of labour and the family. In particular, the dissertation focuses on the 

labour supply and division of unpaid labour in households. The dissertation consists of 

three papers. The first two papers study the allocation of housework and childcare in 

Canadian families. The first paper sheds light on the difference between housework and 

childcare time allocation in Canadian-born and foreign-born families. The second paper 

studies the effect of government childcare policy on the allocation of housework and 

childcare in two-parent Canadian households. The second and third papers investigate the 

effect of external and internal factors on labour market outcomes of men and women. The 

second paper measures the effect of the family policy reform on the labour participation 

and hours supplied by mothers and fathers of pre-school children. The third paper 

analyzes the effect of anticipated marital dissolution on the labour supply and the 

adjustment of labour supply to divorce in Australian households.  

The first paper (chapter2) analyzes the patterns of time use in Canadian 

households with the emphasis on the difference between Canadian-born and foreign-born 

families. The empirical investigation showed that such factors as age, education and 

income share of husbands have an influence on the relative amount of hours husbands 

spend on housework compared to their wives. Moreover, it was found that foreign-born 

husbands have a lower share of housework compared to their Canadian-born 

counterparts. Immigrants living in Canada for a long time are more likely to adjust 

themselves to a Canadian style of living and allocate more time to housework compared 
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to recent immigrants. Also, it was found that second generation immigrants allocate time 

to housework and childcare similarly to their immigrant parents.  

The second paper (chapter 3) estimates the impact of the Quebec universal child 

care policy on labour supply and time allocation in two-parent families. The results of the 

study showed a positive impact of the policy reform on labour force participation, weekly 

hours and annual weeks worked for mothers of zero- to five-year-old children. The 

comparison of mothers of zero- to five-year-old children with the mothers of six- to 

seventeen-year-old children did not reveal a significant difference, implying that the 

policy change affected not only mothers of pre-schoolers, but also mothers of school-age 

children. The estimation revealed an insignificant response of fathers’ labour supply 

outcomes to the policy reform. The analysis of housework and childcare time allocation 

showed that mothers and fathers reduced hours spent on domestic production activities, 

but mothers ended up doing a higher proportion of housework and childcare in response 

to the policy reforms. 

The third paper (chapter 4) investigated if men and women change labour supply 

before and after divorce. The results of this study revealed that neither men nor women 

change their labour force participation and the weekly working hours in anticipation of 

divorce. Further, the estimation outcomes concluded that women increase their labour 

force participation and the working hours as a consequence of divorce, but men’s labour 

force participation and working hours remain insensitive during adaptation to divorce. 

This PhD dissertation addresses an identified literature gap in scholarly works and:  

- Provides a detailed comparison of time allocation strategies between 

Canadian-born and Foreign-born individuals.  
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- Studies the effect of subsidized childcare policy on the allocation of time 

between paid and unpaid work in Canadian families 

- Studies the effect of anticipation of marital dissolution on the labour force 

participation, weekly hours worked and hourly wages earned by Australian men and 

women and the adjustment of these labour supply variables after divorce.  

This PhD dissertation contributes to the empirical literature on the allocation of 

time and labour supply. This dissertation demonstrates that the study of time use 

allocation may improve the knowledge about the balance between paid and unpaid work, 

and effect of internal and external factors on this relationship. The better understanding of 

the economic and non-economic activities and the linkage between them, can aid to 

formulate and improve welfare-oriented public policies. 


