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Abstract: There is little research on the gender distribution of administrative burdens in the household,
and on its potential contribution to gender inequality. I use original survey data from 1,176 cohabiting
UK adults to document gender differences in administrative burdens, focusing on time-use, well-being,
and self-assessed responsibility for tasks across ten policy domains (e.g. health, tax and childcare). While
there is no gender difference in total administrative time-use, there are differences in time-use and
responsibility for specific domains, especially care work and finances. Being the primary earner does
not fully explain this. Women report lower well-being during all tasks except childcare; their greater
subjective time pressure partly explains this gap.

| INTRODUCTION

dministrative frictions such as lengthy paperwork or frustrating processes are
Aimportant because they create costs that impact people’s outcomes. For
example, complexity in financial aid applications can hamper access to higher
education (Dynarski et al., 2021), reducing paperwork can increase health insurance
enrolment (Ericson ef al., 2023), and in consumer domains, effortful processes can
make it harder to identify and access better energy or broadband deals (Citizens
Advice, 2018). These frictions are called “administrative burdens” that create
learning, compliance, and psychological costs and negatively affect policy uptake
and consumer choice (Herd and Moynihan, 2019; Sunstein, 2020).

Acknowledgments: This study was funded by the Irish Research Council (GOIPG/2021/102). The author
wishes to thank all colleagues who provided feedback on the study design and manuscript, especially Liam
Delaney, Orla Doyle, and Margaret Samahita. The author is solely responsible for the content and the views
expressed.

Corresponding author: lucie.martin@esri.ie

387



388 The Economic and Social Review

Despite the importance of administrative burdens, little is known about their
gender distribution in the household, such as who handles specific burdens, and
whether they contribute to gender inequalities in well-being for example. This is
due to several factors. First, few administrative burden studies focus on gender,
except those that study burdens in highly gendered contexts such as reproduction,
care work, or legal identity (Herd and Moynihan, 2019; 2024; Cook, 2021). Second,
while administrative burdens create time and emotional costs (Hattke et al., 2020;
Holt and Vinopal, 2023), few studies measure such costs. Third, while studies on
unpaid work find a gender distribution of household responsibilities (Lichard et al.,
2021) driven by bargaining power and gender norms (Alvarez and Miles-Touya,
2019), they typically focus on childcare and housework, not on administrative tasks.
More generally, existing surveys on household responsibilities or time-use are not
specific or comprehensive enough to measure and compare administrative burdens
across domains (e.g. using a single category for all household management,
Eurostat, 2019a), and they seldom measure well-being. Finally, qualitative
sociology studies on the concept of “cognitive labour”, the mental load of running
a household (Daminger, 2019; Dean et al., 2022), suggest that this labour, which
often involves administrative tasks, creates an invisible workload that
disproportionately impacts women’s time-use and well-being. However, there is
little quantitative research on this topic or on the role of administrative burdens.

This study measures the intra-household distribution of administrative burdens
and their costs, using original survey data from 1,176 UK adults in mixed-gender
cohabiting relationships. The survey measures time-use, well-being, and self-
assessed responsibility across administrative tasks in ten domains; income and tax,
retirement, government benefits, bills, goods and services, savings, debt, health,
childcare, and caring for adults. The survey is adapted from “evaluated time-use”
surveys (Kahneman and Krueger, 2006) and asks participants how much time they
spent on various tasks in each domain, how they felt during these tasks (their
“emotional affect”), and who in the household is usually responsible for each task
between themselves and their partner.

The results identify a clear gender distribution of administrative burdens in the
household. While there is no gender difference in total administrative time-use,
there are gender differences in time-use and responsibility for specific domains.
Women focus on health, goods and services, children, and to a lesser extent, caring
for adults and government benefits, while men focus on retirement, savings, and to
a lesser extent, taxes, bills and debt. Bargaining power only partly explains this, as
gender (hence traditional social norms) still matters in households where the
primary earner is female. This is in line with research on housework (Bertrand et
al., 2015). Gender differences are stronger in self-assessed responsibility for tasks
than in reported time spent on tasks, as few time-use gender differences are
statistically significant. This may be because responsibility directly asks participants
about intra-household dynamics (which are harder to capture via time-use as only
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one member of each couple is surveyed), or because it includes “invisible” cognitive
labour conducted in parallel with other tasks, such as monitoring household needs
(e.g. Daminger, 2019), that is not captured by time-use. The results also find
systematic gender differences in well-being. Women report lower well-being than
men during all types of tasks, except childcare-related tasks, which are associated
with the highest level of well-being for women. The gender well-being gap is largest
for tax and retirement, and it is not significant for government benefits, the domain
associated with the lowest well-being for both men and women. Lastly, women
report feeling more time pressure, which partly accounts for their lower well-being,
and is associated with engaging in more administrative domains.

This study contributes to our understanding of gender inequality and
administrative burdens. It shows that there is a gender distribution of burdens in
the household, as men and women focus on different domains. This addresses an
important gap in the literature, as previous work noted that burdens may
disproportionately fall on women given that they are responsible for the majority
of unpaid labour (Sunstein, 2021, 34), but there is no quantitative research testing
this, as most existing evidence is qualitative or on general housework. The study
also shows that administrative burdens contribute to gender inequality through
differential well-being costs. By identifying women as another important group to
consider, it builds on prior research showing that some groups, such as people with
health or financial issues, experience higher costs from burdens (Christensen et al.,
2020). The findings also suggest that administrative burdens may contribute to the
gender well-being gap, partly through increased time pressure. Thus, the results
also contribute to time poverty research (Giurge et al., 2020; Blanchflower and
Bryson, 2022). Overall, the study shows that administrative burdens are not gender-
neutral but differentially impact men and women’s time-use and well-being; this
may in turn impact household choice when encountering burdens, as previous
studies identified gender differences in time, risk, and social preferences (Falk
etal., 2018).

The rest of the study is structured as follows. Section II motivates the study
and reviews existing evidence. Section I1I summarises the methodology and sample.
Section IV reports the results, focusing on gender differences in time-use, well-
being, and responsibility. Section V tests potential explanations for these
differences. Section VI discusses the results and concludes.

I BACKGROUND AND MOTIVATION

Administrative burdens are the frictions that citizens experience when interacting
with government services and policies (Moynihan et al., 2015). They may involve
learning costs (e.g. having to research eligibility for a government benefit),
psychological costs (e.g. experiencing stigma associated with applying for this
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benefit), and compliance costs (e.g. filling out an application for the benefit). Much
of the evidence on administrative burdens and related interventions focuses on their
impact on the take-up of policies such as subsidised health insurance (Fox et al.,
2020; Arbogast et al., 2022; Ericson et al., 2023), financial aid for higher education
(Dynarski ef al., 2021; Burland et al., 2022), or social benefits such as tax credits
or government assistance (Heinrich, 2016; Finkelstein and Notowidigdo, 2019;
Homonoff and Somerville, 2020; Ko and Moffitt, 2022; Linos et al., 2022). This
evidence base has also identified different forms of inequality that impact people’s
experiences and outcomes around administrative burdens, for example by showing
that low-income groups experience higher burdens through the targeting of
government programmes (Herd and Moynihan, 2019); that human capital, including
health, influences people’s ability to overcome burdens (Bell et al., 2023;
Christensen et al., 2020); and that racial minorities are targeted with additional
burdens, with evidence of racial biases driving this phenomenon (Bell and Jilke,
2024; Olsen et al., 2022). A closely related concept to administrative burdens is
that of “sludge”, excessive or unnecessary behavioural frictions that make it harder
for people to do what they want (Sunstein, 2020). This concept has been used to
study frictions in both government and consumer contexts. For example, evidence
from contexts such as mortgages, energy, and insurance (Citizens Advice, 2018;
King and Singh, 2018; Ofgem, 2019; Andersen et al., 2020) shows the negative
impact of burdensome processes on consumers. This study contributes to the
literature on administrative burdens by showing that there is an intra-household
gender distribution of administrative burdens and of their costs, across a wide range
of contexts.

2.1 Measuring Administrative Burdens

While administrative burdens are defined as costly experiences (Moynihan et al.,
2015), few studies measure the extent of these costs in terms of time and emotions
(Hattke et al., 2020; Holt and Vinopal, 2023). Yet such costs determine “experienced
utility” (Kahneman et al., 1997; Kahneman and Krueger, 2006) and are crucial
dimensions of administrative burdens. In particular, burdens have been described
as a “time tax” (Lowrey, 2021) that can impact well-being (Baekgaard et al., 2021).
As argued by Martin et al. (2024), measuring the time and well-being dimensions
of administrative burdens can help better understand their impact. Indeed, not only
do burdens affect the outcome of a process (e.g. signing up for a pension), but the
time and emotional costs involved may also be unequally distributed with some
groups being more impacted than others, as evidenced in this study. Measuring
time-use and well-being can also approximate learning and compliance costs
(time-use) and psychological costs (well-being) in a comparable way across
contexts, thus it helps address the need for comparable measures of administrative
burdens as raised in recent studies (Bakgaard and Tankink, 2022; Halling and
Bakgaard, 2024).
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Beyond time-use and well-being, self-assessed responsibility (e.g. European
Commission, 2010) for burdensome tasks offers a complementary measure of the
distribution of administrative burdens in the household. It directly measures intra-
household dynamics by asking how households divide responsibility for different
tasks, whereas the time-use measure only asks participants about their own time-
use (and not their partner’s). Responsibility may also capture “boundaryless”
cognitive labour, which is difficult to measure via time-use questions (Daminger,
2019; Dean et al., 2022). For example, feeling responsible for a domain may
involve anticipating household needs, identifying issues, and thinking about
solutions throughout the day, which is difficult to record via time-bounded tasks.
Hence, this study measures the gender distribution of administrative burdens in the
household via both time-use and responsibilities, and the well-being costs of these
burdens.

2.2 Intra-Household Distribution

Recent research in public administration theory argues that gendered administrative
burdens are present in many areas of society, from reproduction to social welfare,
care and legal identification (Herd and Moynihan, 2024). However, there is
limited empirical research to date on gender and burdens, with the exception of
case studies on women’s experiences accessing maternity benefits, child support,
disability benefits, and abortions (Herd and Moynihan, 2019; Masood and Nisar,
2020; Cook, 2021; Yates et al., 2022), and a survey showing women’s higher
likelihood of experiencing healthcare-related burdens (Kyle and Frakt, 2021). There
is even less research on intra-household dynamics. Indeed, as noted by Heinrich
and Knowles (2020, 3), it is challenging to assess who bears burdens in the
household.

Time-use research shows that women perform the majority of unpaid labour in
the home (e.g. Gershuny, 2018; Charmes, 2019; Lichard ez al., 2021). For example,
women spend more time on household and financial management, shopping,
government services, and care work (US Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2019; 2020;
Eurostat, 2019b). However, this evidence is not sufficient to identify a gender
distribution of administrative burdens, as task categories in time-use surveys include
non-administrative tasks. For example, “household management” includes
corresponding with authorities but also ordering take-away (Eurostat, 2019a), and
“helping another adult” includes helping elderly relatives with paperwork but also
other help such as cooking (US Census Bureau, 2022). Furthermore, although
household management captures some relevant tasks, it often happens in parallel
with other activities or within small blocks of time, thus it is likely that its time
costs are significantly under-estimated (Winkler and Ireland, 2009). This makes it
difficult to assess whether there is a gender distribution of administrative burdens.
Indeed, qualitative sociology research notes that household “admin” (Emens, 2015)
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and cognitive labour, the mental work of running a household (e.g. anticipating
needs, finding solutions, making decisions, monitoring progress; see Daminger,
2019; Dean et al., 2022), are often performed by women, but that they are difficult
to measure as they involve an “invisible” mental workload carried out in parallel
with other tasks. Thus, this study is the first to test for the presence of a gender
distribution of administrative burdens.

Bargaining power and gender norms may influence whether there is a gender
distribution of administrative burdens across specific domains. Partners with more
bargaining power, typically men given their higher relative income (Malghan and
Swaminathan, 2021), may perform desirable tasks and delegate low-status tasks to
women. For example, there is evidence that men’s preferences, but not women'’s,
influence the allocation of housework (Stratton, 2012) and that men’s contribution
to cognitive labour focuses on decision-making, the component most associated
with power (Daminger, 2019). Women spend more time on household management
and errands (Eurostat, 2019b), and their involvement with financial decision-
making increases with their income (Kim ez al., 2017). Time-use and responsibility
studies find that women handle routine tasks such as bill-paying, and men long-
term tasks such as investments, and that spouses who do more routine tasks feel
they have unequal decision power (Bartley et al., 2005; Schneebaum and Mader,
2013; Borra et al., 2017; Kim et al., 2017). While income influences task allocation,
gender norms also matter. In line with identity economics (Akerlof and Kranton,
2000), women are more likely to be responsible for shopping and bill-paying even
when they are the primary earner (Hitczenko, 2016). Bargaining power can explain
women’s unpaid work hours when they are the lower income earner, but not when
they are the primary earner, and women spend more hours than men on unpaid
work at every income level (Bittman et al., 2003; Bertrand et al., 2015; Alvarez
and Miles-Touya, 2019), in accordance with gender norms whereby men and
women focus on specific domains regardless of their relative income in the
household.

However, these existing studies on bargaining power and social norms are
not sufficient to understand gender differences in administrative burdens.
Time-use survey categories such as finances (which may include both savings and
debt) or government services (which may include both benefits and tax) make it
difficult to identify and compare domains, and responsibility surveys often ask who
makes decisions about domains in the household, not who implements these
decisions and thus faces burdens (e.g. European Commission, 2010). Overall,
there may be a domain-specific gender distribution of administrative burdens,
influenced by bargaining power and gender norms, but existing evidence is not
sufficient to test this. To address this evidence gap, this study measures gender
differences in time-use and self-assessed responsibility across ten administrative
domains.
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2.3 Well-Being Gap

Administrative burdens may trigger negative emotions and impact well-
being (Hattke et al., 2020; Bakgaard et al., 2021). Hence, if there is a gender
distribution of burdens in the household, it may contribute to women’s
well-evidenced lower well-being (Blanchflower and Bryson, 2022), particularly if
women perform more undesirable tasks or are more impacted by them.
For example, qualitative research notes that women are often responsible for
benefits claims, which involve significant stress and worry (Griffiths, 2021).
However, there is little research on gender differences in emotional responses to
burdens.

Administrative burdens may impact men and women differently through a time-
stress channel. Women experience higher time-stress than men, partly due to multi-
tasking, as they tend to engage in more areas of activity during the day (paid work,
housework, care work), often concurrently; this is one of the leading explanations
for the gender well-being gap (European Commission, 2015). Multi-tasking may
impact women more negatively, as their multi-tasking often involves more unpaid
work (Offer and Schneider, 2011), which contributes to their higher stress levels,
especially in the case of eldercare and housework, but not childcare (MacDonald
et al., 2005). Beyond multi-tasking, overall workload may also add to time-stress.
Administrative burdens contribute to time pressure, and women are
disproportionately impacted by time poverty due to their higher unpaid workload
(Giurge et al., 2020). Time pressure causes stress in both genders but is more
prevalent among women (Roxburgh, 2004), and women with partners who do more
housework report less negative emotions, potentially due to reduced time-stress
(European Commission, 2015, 30). While the above studies focus on general
housework and care work, rather than administrative tasks, time pressure and multi-
tasking are likely to be relevant in the context of administrative burdens. Indeed,
administrative tasks are often performed alongside other tasks as a “parallel shift”
throughout the day (Winkler and Ireland, 2009; Emens, 2015), and they involve
cognitive labour, which is not time-bounded and can cause “endless rumination and
worry” (Dean et al., 2022, 14). Overall, administrative burdens may contribute to
gender inequality through differential well-being effects, including due to time
pressure from multi-tasking, but there is little available evidence on gender and
administrative burdens to test this hypothesis. Thus, this study measures gender
differences in well-being during administrative tasks and tests the role of subjective
time pressure.

In sum, there is little research on the gender distribution of administrative
burdens in the household, partly because the costs of burdens are not well-
documented. To address this evidence gap, this study collects survey data on the
intra-household distribution of burdens by measuring time-use, well-being, and
responsibility relating to burdens across domains.
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Il METHODS AND DATA

This study uses an original survey to measure administrative burdens. It is pre-
registered on the Open Science Framework! where all study materials are also
available. It was approved by the University College Dublin Human Research
Ethics Committee. The survey is based on two pilot studies and on best practice
from the field and methodological literatures. This section presents the survey
design and discusses the data collection and sample. See also Martin et al. (2024)
where we use the survey data to study the overall incidence of administrative
burdens.

3.1 Survey Design

The survey collects demographic information and measures administrative burdens
in ten domains using three outcome variables: time-use, well-being, and
responsibility.

Demographics: Participants are asked about their age, gender, education,
employment status, household income and composition, marital status, health (self-
assessed), and financial well-being (five-item scale from the US Consumer
Financial Protection Bureau, 2017). If participants have a live-in partner
(cohabiting, married, or in a civil partnership), they are asked about their partner’s
gender and relative income using a 7-point scale.? Participants report subjective
(perceived) time pressure using a four-item scale.3

Administrative domains: Ten domains are surveyed, including income and tax,
retirement, government benefits, bills, goods and services, savings and investments,
debt, health, childcare, and caring for adults. Each domain includes five common
tasks, including “other administrative tasks” for unlisted relevant tasks. The survey
thus provides the most comprehensive evidence currently available on everyday
experiences of administrative burdens in the literature, as it elicits each individual
task. This helps limit under-reporting, which may be an issue in time-use surveys
as administrative tasks are often short and conducted in parallel with other primary

! The pre-registration (https://osf.i0/4tq67) covers several studies using the survey dataset, hence not all
registered analyses are reported in this study. Necessary deviations from the analysis plan are listed in the
Appendix. All study materials (data, code files, questionnaire, etc.) are available at: https://osf.io/cykja/.

2 The relative income scale options are: “my spouse/partner has no income”, “I have a much higher income”,
“I have a higher income”, “we have about the same income”, “my spouse/partner has a higher income”,
“my spouse/partner has a much higher income”, and “I have no income” with an additional option for
“I don’t know”.

3 The time pressure scale items are: “I am under time pressure”, “I wish I had more time for myself”,
“I feel I am under time pressure from others”, and “I cannot deal with important things properly due to a
lack of time”, rated out of 5 options from “always” to “never” (van der Lippe, 2007; Peters and van der
Lippe, 2007).
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activities, and existing task classifications do not always allow for identifying
specific tasks (see Section 2.2). The list of tasks and domains is based on examples
and classifications from the literature on administrative burden, sludge, “admin”,
unpaid time-use, and cognitive labour, as well as government lists of policy areas.
Domains less relevant to policy such as meals or leisure, and very infrequent tasks
such as voting, are excluded. The list was pre-tested using two pilot studies. The
first pilot collected examples of recent tasks in each domain and feedback on the
domains from 50 participants. The second pilot tested the updated list of tasks with
50 new participants to ensure it was relevant and unambiguous, and that the survey
was not too long or burdensome. The final list used in the survey is shown in

Table 1.

Table 1: Administrative tasks in each domain

Domains

Tasks shown to participants

Income
and tax

. Filing pay slips or managing income paperwork

. Declaring income and paying taxes

. Researching or claiming tax credits

. Managing other tax issues (e.g. checking tax code)

. Any other administrative tasks (e.g. paperwork, research,
communications) on income or tax

O O R S R

Retirement

1. Researching pensions (e.g. age, eligibility, payments)

2. Researching and choosing a pension plan

3. Managing a pension plan (e.g. making payments, checking
statements)

4. Contacting the government or a private provider about your pension

5. Any other administrative tasks (...) (as above)

Government
benefits

(Participants were shown examples of benefits that may be applicable,

e.g. welfare programmes relating to income, work, housing, and

household bills).

1. Researching benefits

2. Applying for benefits

3. Providing documentation or doing assessments to show eligibility for
a benefit

4. Contacting government offices about your benefits

5. Any other administrative tasks (...) (as above)

Bills

(Participants were shown examples of specific bills that may be

applicable, relating to household utilities, local services, insurance,

telecoms, etc.)

1. Managing bills (e.g. setting up direct debit, checking, paying, and
filing bills)

2. Reviewing/renewing plans (e.g. insurance, phone)

3. Contacting providers (e.g. to resolve issues)
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Table 1: Administrative tasks in each domain (Contd.)

Domains Tasks shown to participants
Bills (Contd.) 4. Researching better deals/providers, switching deals
5. Any other administrative tasks (...) (as above)
Goods and  (Participants were asked to include all goods/services aside from regular
services bills and were given example tasks such as buying appliances or

organising deliveries.)

1. Researching and comparing deals for a product

2. Contacting a company or customer service

3. Claiming a discount, using a warranty, returning an item, disputing a
charge

4. Tracking the delivery of an item

5. Any other administrative tasks (...) (as above)

Savings and
investments

1. Reviewing savings and investments (e.g. check accounts, view
statements)

2. Researching savings accounts, Individual Savings Accounts, bonds,
investments, or other options

3. Opening a new savings or investment account

4. Deciding how much to save and paying into savings or investment
accounts

5. Any other administrative tasks (...) (as above)

Debt

(Participants were shown a list of relevant types of personal and

household debt, loans, and lines of credit to consider.)

1. Researching/applying for loans/credit (incl. refinancing/switching
lenders)

2. Managing loans/credit (e.g. making repayments, checking
statements)

3. Communicating with lenders/creditors

4. Researching/applying for government support/financial advice on
loans/credit

5. Any other administrative tasks (...) (as above)

Health

(Participants were given examples of benefits that may be applicable,

such as the Disability Living Allowance and the Personal Independence

Payment.)

1. Researching or applying for health-related benefits

2. Finding a doctor or a specialist

3. Scheduling appointments and communicating with health
professionals

4. Filling out health paperwork (e.g. health insurance claims, General
Practitioner / hospital forms)

5. Any other administrative tasks (...) (as above)
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Table 1: Administrative tasks in each domain (Contd.)

Domains Tasks shown to participants

Caring for  (Participants were given examples of benefits that may be applicable,
children such as child benefit, parental leave, and free school meals.)
1. Researching or applying for child-related benefits
2. Communicating with a child’s school (e.g. letters, calls, texts, emails)
3. Scheduling appointments for a child (e.g. healthcare)
4. Filling out paperwork for a child (e.g. school, healthcare, activities,
banking)
5. Any other administrative tasks (...) (as above)

Caring 1. Helping with managing an adult relative or loved one’s bills, pension,
for adults benefits, or finances
2. Helping with their healthcare or home care paperwork/administration
3. Researching other services or filling out other paperwork for them
4. Applying for assistance (e.g. Carer’s Allowance)
5. Any other administrative tasks (...) (as above)

Source: Author’s survey.

Time-use and well-being: The survey measures “evaluated time-use”
(Kahneman and Krueger, 2006), i.e. what participants did and how they felt during
these activities, using an adapted version of the day reconstruction method
(Kahneman et al., 2004), which collects detailed information about everyday life
and has a high degree of feasibility. In this study, participants are randomly assigned
to answer questions about either the past day or month.* This is to balance the
benefits of short, recent timescales minimising recall bias (e.g. day reconstruction
surveys) with those of longer timescales capturing infrequent tasks (e.g. stylised
time-use surveys). The study also deviates from day reconstruction surveys by
asking directly about specific relevant tasks instead of using a diary format. This
helps limit the issue of administrative tasks being “invisible” or done in parallel
with other tasks.

The survey uses simple, task-specific questions to minimise bias and avoid
reports of irrelevant tasks. Participants are first asked whether they engaged in each
domain over their randomised period (past day or month). To help them answer
this question, they are shown example tasks and further information if relevant (see
Table 1). Participants are then asked about five tasks for each domain they reported
engaging in. For example, “bills” includes managing bills, reviewing or renewing
plans, contacting providers, researching deals, and other bills-related tasks.
Participants indicate how many times they did each task over their randomised
period, and how long this task usually took them. Time-use is calculated by
multiplying each instance by length of each task and adding up all five tasks for

4 The survey also piloted timescales of three and six months, but they did not lead to more tasks being
reported and thus were not included in the final survey.



398 The Economic and Social Review

each domain. Emotional affect, the variable used to indicate subjective well-being,
is measured by asking participants to rate how they felt across a range of emotions
when conducting tasks for each domain, as per the day reconstruction method. Six
items were selected based on the day reconstruction and administrative burden
literatures: happy / enjoying myself; competent / capable; frustrated / annoyed;
bored / impatient for it to end; stressed / under pressure; and worried / anxious,
rated on a 7-point scale from “not at all” to “very much”.>

Responsibility: Participants who are cohabiting, married, or in a civil
partnership are asked for all ten domains: “In general, who would you say is
responsible for completing administrative tasks relating to (domain name) in your
household?”. They answer on a five-point scale (“always me”, “usually me”, “my
spouse/partner and I equally/together”, “usually my spouse/partner”, “always my
spouse/partner”’).

The design of the responsibility question is based on the EU Survey of Income
and Living Conditions 2010 module on intra-household resource allocation, which
includes questions on decision-making power and responsibility in domains such
as health, finances, shopping, and children (European Commission, 2010;
Schneebaum and Mader, 2013); the Federal Reserve Bank of Boston Survey of
Consumer Payment Choice, 2012 module, which asks participants who in their
household is responsible for financial tasks such as shopping, saving, bills, and
taxes (Federal Reserve Bank of Atlanta, 2012; Hitczenko, 2016); and United
Nations guidance on measuring intra-household decision-making (United Nations
Economic Commission for Europe, 2020). Hitczenko (2016) argues that self-
assessed responsibility is reliable, as the responses of partners from the same
household are mostly compatible. Responsibility may also be more reliable than
measures which depend on recalling specific events, such as the number of times
someone paid a bill, as participants’ reported “responsibility” for bills is much more
consistent over time than their reported instances of “paying” bills (Hitczenko,
2016, 5-6). Importantly, the existing surveys described above mainly measure who
makes decisions. In contrast, the survey questions used in this study do not ask
about decision-making, but instead about overall responsibility for a task, as
decision-making is only one facet of responsibility, and the least gendered aspect
of cognitive labour (Daminger, 2019).

3.2 Data Collection and Sample
The data were collected online in July 2021. Participants were recruited via the
survey recruitment platform Prolific. Average survey length was 12 minutes and

5 For a more detailed discussion of the study design regarding well-being measures, see Appendix.

6 The responsibility question also included two alternative answer options, “always or usually someone
other than me or my spouse/partner” and “don’t know / other / these tasks are not applicable to my
household”. If participants select these options, responsibility is missing for this domain.
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varied based on the timescale and the domains participants engaged in.” Participants
received a small monetary compensation (£2.50) in line with institutional ethical
guidelines. The full dataset contains 2,243 UK residents. This includes 1,500
participants from a nationally representative sample in terms of age, sex, and
ethnicity, and 743 participants oversampled from various socio-economic groups
to ensure diversity. A total of 1,176 participants, including 474 men and 702 women,
are in a mixed-gender cohabiting, married, or civil relationship.® The study restricts
all analyses to these 1,176 participants.

Table 2 compares the demographic characteristics of the estimation sample
with those of the full sample. Compared to other participants, those living with an
opposite-gender partner are older, slightly more educated, more likely to have a
household income above £30,000, more likely to have children, in slightly better
(self-assessed) health, and they have very slightly higher financial well-being. Men
in this group are more likely (and women less likely) to work full-time, and women
are slightly younger than men; they otherwise have very similar characteristics.
The full survey dataset skews female and university educated, reflecting Prolific’s
active user base in the UK (60 per cent female and 37 per cent with a degree) at the
time of the study. However, it provides good variation overall. More generally,
Prolific participants show high levels of diversity, comprehension, attention, and
honesty (Peer ef al., 2017; 2021). Prolific also provides transparency between
participants and scholars, which is beneficial to data quality (Palan and Schitter,
2018).

3.3 Analysis Methods

The study analyses the gender distribution of administrative burdens, focusing on
time-use, well-being, and responsibility. The analysis methods are described below.
Note the analysis corrects for multiple hypothesis testing using the Benjamini-
Hochberg method® throughout. Figures for main results are shown without

7 Survey times ranged from 1.9 minutes (for a participant who did not report any tasks) to 967 minutes
(likely from pausing the survey), with a median time of ten minutes. 143 participants had times under five
minutes; 90 per cent of them engaged in two or less domains and 78 per cent were in the yesterday group
(hence likely had less tasks to report). 188 participants had times over 20 minutes; 77 per cent of them
engaged in four or more domains and 69 per cent were in the past month group (hence likely had more
tasks to report).

8 A minority of participants did not identify as “man” or “woman” (23 participants), did not disclose their
gender (five participants), had a partner who did not identify as “man” or “woman” (four participants), did
not disclose their partner’s gender (five participants), or are in a relationship with someone of the same
gender (36 men and 40 women). These participants are not included in the analysis given our focus on
gender dynamics. One further participant submitted two responses; both were dropped as they were not
consistent.

9 The Benjamini-Hochberg method corrects for the false discovery rate using a step-down procedure which
ranks p-values by size, then compares each p-value to the critical value ((i/m)Q), where i is the rank, m is
the number of tests, and Q is the false discovery rate (5 per cent).
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Table 2: Sample demographics

Estimation Full survey

sample dataset

Men Women

Mean % SD Mean % SD  Mean % SD
Age (years) 50.02 14.95 4581 1486  42.85 16.87
Female (%) ~ ~ ~ ~ .60 49
University degree (%) .57 .50 .52 .50 Sl .50
Full-time job (%) .53 .50 36 48 39 49
Household income > £30,000 (%) .65 48 .65 48 .52 .50
Living with children (%) 37 48 38 49 30 46
Living with spouse/partner (%) ~ ~ ~ ~ .56 .50
Health (1-5) 3.89 .70 3.83 74 3.76 75
Financial well-being (0-100) 55.78 12.62 5397 12,59  52.63 12.41
Time pressure (1-5) 2.78 92 294 91 291 91

Observations 474 702 2,243

Source: Author’s analysis.

Notes: All analyses are restricted to the estimation sample (474 men and 702 women).
Health is the average of physical and mental health (Likert scales). Financial well-being
scores are based on the US Consumer Financial Protection Bureau’s (2017) five-item scale.
Time pressure scores are based on Peters and van der Lippe’s (2007) four-item scale.
127 participants (6 per cent of the dataset) did not disclose income and 28 participants
(1 per cent of the dataset) did not disclose gender or identified outside of the gender binary;
these participants are excluded from summary statistics on income and gender, and from
analysis models which include income.

demographic controls throughout (full models with controls are discussed in-text
and shown in Appendix) due to limited statistical power.

3.3.1 Time-Use

A “two-part model” (an extension of tobit models, see Belotti ez al., 2015) is used
to investigate gender differences in time-use on administrative tasks. This model is
useful for continuous data with many null observations, as participants typically
report zero time-use in at least one administrative domain. This model can also be
used to identify gender differences at both the extensive margin and the intensive
margin. The first part of the model uses logistic regressions to estimate the marginal
increase in engagement (a binary variable equal to zero or non-zero time-use)
associated with being female for each administrative domain, i.e. the extensive
margin. The second part of the model then uses linear regressions to show changes
in time-use associated with being female in each domain, i.e. the intensive margin,
restricting each regression to the subsample of participants who engaged in that
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domain (i.e. those who had a non-zero outcome in the first part of the model).!°
Equations 1 and 2 describe the first and second parts of the model. The model is
estimated ten times, i.e. one model per domain.

logit(P(Engaged, = 1)) =B, + B, Female. + f X. + ¢, (1)
Time; = [+ Female,+f X, +¢; 2)

P(Engaged; = 1) is the probability that an individual i/ engaged in the administrative
domain; note the results tables and figures for the first part of the model show
marginal effects, i.e. how being female changes the probability of engaging with a
domain. 7ime, is the daily time-use (in minutes) spent by individual j on the domain,
where J is the subsample of individuals who engaged in the domain (i.e. for whom
Engaged = 1). Female is a binary gender variable, X is a vector of demographic
controls (having a degree, full-time employment, having children, age, health,
income, and financial well-being), and ¢ is the error term. Note for the “children”
domain, analysis is restricted to participants who have a child living in the
household.

In addition to this main model, further analyses include identifying gender
differences in total daily time-use (added up across domains, instead of one model
per domain), as well as using simple linear regressions of time-use on gender
(instead of a two-part model) for both total and per domain time-use. These analyses
are discussed in-text and shown in the Appendix. Note analyses on total daily time-
use are shown and discussed before the main model.

3.3.2 Well-Being

Several models are used to analyse well-being during tasks and the role of gender.
First, I use an individual fixed-effects linear regression model to show how well-
being varies by domain for a given man or woman. Separate models are estimated
for men and women. The model regresses well-being on a categorical domain
variable, and it includes individual fixed effects. Note this model includes up to ten
observations per participant, reflecting the number of domains each participant
engaged in. The model shows how well-being varies across domains while
removing the selection bias that may be present when simply compiling average

10 Note that functionally, the analysis in this study is the same as estimating two separate models (with
different samples). For example, the two-part model does not make any assumptions about the correlations
between the errors of the two equations. The two parts of the model can be estimated separately, and this is
the case in this study: I estimate both parts manually instead of using the combined twopm Stata command
in order to obtain marginal effects for Equation 1; the results are the same when using the command (which
does not allow for marginal effects). The two-part model also allows for estimating predicted values and
testing significance for the combined model rather than separately for each part, but this feature is not used
in this study to preserve simplicity and because the research question is interested in both the extensive and
intensive margins.
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well-being by domain and gender.!! For example, happier people may be more (or
less) likely to engage in certain domains, and thus to have recorded their well-being
in this domain (only participants who engaged in a domain are asked to rate well-
being for this domain). Hence the fixed-effects model helps understand how a given
male or female participant’s well-being during administrative tasks varies by
domain. Equation 3 describes the fixed-effects model. It is discussed in-text and
full results are shown in the Appendix.

Wellbeing; , = ,Domain; ,+ a; + ¢, , 3)

Wellbeingjje is the net emotional affect reported by individual j during tasks in
domain e. Net emotional affect is the average of positive feelings (happy and
competent) minus the average of negative feelings (frustrated, bored, stressed, and
worried) reported by participants during tasks; each feeling is rated on a Likert scale
for each domain that participants engaged in. Domain; , is the domain for which
well-being is being reported, o s is the person-level intersect that captures
heterogeneities between participants (and thus selection bias), and €, is the error
term.

Next, the analysis tests for gender differences in well-being during tasks. This
is done by using linear regressions of well-being on gender for each domain, as
described in Equation 4. The model is estimated ten times, once per domain.

Wellbeing; =B, +,81Femalej + ﬁij te; 4

Wellbeing; is the net emotional affect reported by individual ; during tasks in the
domain (this variable is measured as in Equation 3), Female, is the binary gender
variable, X’ is the vector of demographic controls (as in Equation 1), and ¢ is the
error term. In addition to this model, I test for gender differences in total well-being,
using a single linear regression of average duration-weighted net affect on gender
(each domain is weighted by its share of participant’s total time-use), instead of
using one regression per domain as done in Equation 4. Hence overall gender
differences in well-being are captured rather than analysing each domain separately.
This model is discussed in-text before the model described by Equation 4, and it is
shown in the Appendix.

Finally, in further analyses, I test for gender differences in the individual
feelings used to compute well-being. This involves two models. The first model
pools all domains together and uses linear regressions of feelings on gender (with
person-level clustered standard errors). This tests whether women are generally

1T A clear limitation of fixed-effects models is that they do not account for other heterogeneities. However,
the purpose of using a fixed-effects model in this study is only to de-bias well-being differences between
domains by removing selection bias, compared to simple descriptive statistics, as in the dataset well-being
data are only collected for domains that participants chose to select into.
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more happy, stressed, or frustrated (among others) than men on average across
domains. Note that in this model, there are as many observations per individual
as the number of domains they engaged in. The second model re-estimates
Equation 4 but replaces the outcome Wellbeing; with the vector Feelings; of all six
feelings. Hence there is one regression per domain-feeling combination (e.g. tax-
happy). Thus, I test for gender differences in feelings in each domain.

3.3.3 Responsibility

Gender differences in responsibility for tasks are analysed using linear regressions
of self-reported responsibility on gender for each domain, as per Equation 5. This
model is estimated ten times, once per domain.

Responsibility, = B, + B, Female, + f X, + ¢, %)

Responsibility, is a self-reported measure of how responsible participant i feels for
tasks in the domain (rated on a Likert scale). Note participants may report
responsibility for a task even if they did not engage in the domain, as the survey
asks who between them and their partner is usually responsible for the domain,
hence the model is estimated for the full analysis sample. Female, is the binary
gender variable, X is a vector of demographic controls (as in Equation 1), and ¢, is
the error term. In addition to this main model, further analyses include ordered
logistic regressions instead of linear regressions, as the outcome variable is a scale,
and a linear regression of average responsibility across all domains on gender
instead of using one model per domain; these analyses are discussed in-text and
shown in the Appendix.

3.3.4 Further Analysis
To test whether bargaining power or gender norms explains task allocation, I test
whether having a female primary household income earner is associated with a shift
in task allocation. For example, if relative income explains task allocation better
than gender, then bargaining power explains task allocation better than norms. I re-
estimate the study’s results on time-use and responsibility but include a “female
primary earner” variable and an interaction between this variable and being female.
This approach follows Bertrand ez al.,’s (2015, 603) strategy of using the interaction
between “female primary earner” and “female” to test the relative income and
gender norms explanations for the allocation of unpaid work. Note only the first
part of the time-use model (Equation 1) is used, as results show few gender
differences in the second part (Equation 2).

Finally, I test whether women’s higher time pressure explains their lower well-
being. This is estimated using linear regressions of average net affect on subjective
time pressure (measured via a four-item scale), then on gender, then on both time



404 The Economic and Social Review

pressure and gender. I also test whether women’s higher time pressure may be
associated with their administrative workload, especially multi-tasking and
“boundaryless” cognitive work, using the number of domains participants engaged
in and average self-reported responsibility across domains as proxies for these
factors. This is estimated using linear regressions of time pressure on number of
domains, then average responsibility, then gender, then all three variables together
are estimated. Note regressions that include the number of domains also control for
survey timescale group (past day or month).

IV MAIN RESULTS: GENDER DIFFERENCES IN ADMINISTRATIVE
BURDENS

4.1 Time-Use

Men and women in the estimation sample both spend an hour per day on
administrative tasks on average (59 minutes for men, 58 minutes for women,
monthly figures are pro-rated). Regression analysis (see Tables A.1 and A.2 in
Appendix) shows that there is no significant gender difference in total time-use,
with or without demographic controls. This includes linear regression models of
gender differences in time-use, logistic regressions estimating gender differences
in the likelihood of non-zero total time-use, and linear regressions estimating gender
differences among those with non-zero time-use. Men and women both engage in
three administrative domains per day and five domains per month on average. The
most frequent domains are goods and services (73 per cent men, 78 per cent
women), bills (67 per cent men, 66 per cent women), and savings (61 per cent men,
54 per cent women). The least frequent domains are government benefits (10 per
cent men, 12 per cent women), caring for children (24 per cent men, 28 per cent
women), caring for adults (14 per cent men, 16 per cent women) and retirement
(25 per cent men, 16 per cent women) (see Table A.3).

Time-use follows similar patterns. Men spend between ten and 14 minutes per
day on goods and services, bills, and savings, while women spend seven to 15
minutes on each of these tasks. Government benefits, retirement, and tax have the
lowest average time-use (less than three minutes for both genders). However, when
computing average time-use for each domain for those who engaged in this domain
(i.e. excluding null observations), benefits (27 minutes) and caring for children
(22 minutes) and adults (28 minutes) are the three most time-consuming domains
for men, while for women it is caring for adults (28 minutes), goods and services
(20 minutes), and bills (17 minutes); caring for children and retirement are the next
most time-consuming tasks for women (Table A.4). Hence the minority of
participants who engage in care work and benefits-related tasks spend significant
time on them.
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Figure 1 shows the main results on the gender distribution of administrative
tasks by domain, using the two-part model described in Section 3.3.1 (underlying
regressions in Table A.5). Results in part 1 of the figure show that women are more
likely to engage with administrative tasks relating to health by 13 percentage points,
to children by 10 percentage points (subsample with children only), and to goods
and services by 5 percentage points, compared to men. However, they are less likely
to engage with retirement by 9 percentage points, and with savings by 7 percentage
points. The results for retirement and health are robust to controlling for multiple
hypothesis testing across all domains and both parts of the model (Benjamini and
Hochberg, 1995), however the results for children and goods and services do not
hold. Among engaged participants (part 2 of the figure), there are no significant
gender differences in time-use except for women spending six minutes less per day
on savings, but this result is no longer significant when controlling for multiple

Figure 1: Gender Differences in Time-Use (Two-Part Model)

Part 1: Engagement Part 2: Time-use (if engaged)
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Source: Author’s analysis.

Notes: Coefficients are shown with 95 per cent confidence intervals. The first part of the
model shows the marginal probability of engaging with each domain associated with being
female, using logistic regressions. The second part of the model shows coefficients from
linear regressions of daily administrative time-use in minutes (pro-rated for the “past month™
timescale group) on being female, conditional on having spent a non-zero amount of time
on this domain. “Children” models are restricted to participants who have a child living in
the household. * p < .10, ™ p < .05, ™ p < .01, T p < .05 after Benjamini-Hochberg
corrections for multiple hypothesis testing.
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hypothesis testing. In alternative specifications adding demographic controls or
using linear regressions, gender differences decrease in size and statistical
significance except for savings and health, and the gender difference in children-
related tasks is no longer observed (see Tables A.6, A.7, and A.8). In summary,
there is no gender difference in total administrative time-use, however men and
women spend time on different domains, as women focus on health tasks while
men focus on finance-related tasks.

4.2 Well-Being

Net emotional affect, the average of positive feelings (happy and competent) minus
the average of negative feelings (frustrated, bored, stressed, and worried), measures
overall well-being during tasks.!?> Men’s net affect is highest during tasks relating
to savings, goods and services, and retirement, while women’s is highest for
children, savings, and goods and services. For both men and women, net affect is
lowest during tasks relating to government benefits, debt, and taxes (see Table A.9).
Individual fixed-effects regressions are used to determine which domains are
associated with the most positive and negative affect by removing selection bias;
for example, happier people may be more (or less) likely to engage in certain
domains, and therefore to be asked to rate their feelings in these domains because
they engaged in them. The fixed-effects regressions confirm the descriptive findings
with one exception: after accounting for selection bias, the domain with the
second highest net affect for men is caring for children, rather than retirement
(see Table A.10).

There is a clear and consistent gender difference in net affect. Linear regressions
of average net affect across domains on gender show that women report
significantly lower average net affect, in line with the literature (Blanchflower and
Bryson, 2022) (see Table A.11). Note that average net affect is duration-weighted
(i.e. it is weighted by the share of participants’ total administrative time-use spent
in that domain). This lower affect among women is reflected within domains.
Figure 2 shows gender differences in affect using linear regressions of net affect
on being female for each domain (underlying regressions in Table A.12). Women
have lower net affect than men in all domains except caring for children, the domain
associated with the highest affect for women. This difference is statistically
significant for all domains, including when controlling for multiple hypothesis
testing, except for government benefits, the domain with the lowest affect for both
genders. The largest differences are observed for tasks relating to tax, retirement,
and caring for adults. These differences are arguably economically significant, as
they account for one point or more on the 13-point affect scale, while standard
deviations range from 2.2 to 2.8 points. Gender trends are similar when including
demographic controls, though debt is no longer statistically significant

12 See Appendix for a more detailed discussion of the assumptions and implications of this measure.
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(see Table A.13). In summary, women’s well-being is significantly lower than
men’s, and this gender well-being gap is the largest in finance-related tasks such as
tax and retirement, while there is no gender well-being gap in children-related
tasks.!3

Examining individual feelings may help better understand gender differences
in affect. As expected from prior results (e.g. Tables A.9 and A.10), average ratings
for each feeling show that participants felt happiest when doing tasks relating to
retirement (men), caring for children (women), goods and services and savings
(both men and women). They felt the most competent during tasks relating to
savings (men), caring for children (women), bills and goods and services (both).
Both men and women were most stressed and worried during tasks relating to caring
for adults, government benefits, and debt. Benefits were also the most frustrating
task for both genders, alongside tax and debt. Lastly, participants were the most
bored during tasks relating to benefits and tax (both men and women), debt (men),
and bills (women) (see Table A.15).

There are some consistent patterns in the relationships between individual
feelings that can help contextualise the study’s findings on net affect. Linear
regression models can measure the correlation between feelings using person-level
(Table A.16) and domain-level (Table A.17) fixed effects. The models find that
positive feelings are positively and significantly correlated with each other, and
negative feelings are positively and significantly correlated with each other, except
that bored and worried are significantly negatively correlated with each other. Some
positive-negative feelings pairs have a strong and consistent negative correlation
(e.g. happy-bored, competent-worried), while other positive-negative pairs do not
have a significant relationship (competent-frustrated).

There are also clear gender trends in feelings, again in line with previous
literature. Women felt less happy and competent, and more frustrated, bored,
stressed, and worried than men during tasks on average; these differences are
statistically significant (see Table A.18). Figure 3 shows that this trend is reflected
across domains, using linear regressions to test for gender differences in feelings.
Women feel consistently less happy and competent, and more frustrated, bored,
stressed, and worried, with two notable exceptions: care work and government
benefits. Women feel more competent than men during tasks related to caring for
children and adults (though not significantly so for the latter), at least as happy as

13 A partial explanation for women’s higher emotional costs could be that men are more often able to select
into tasks that they prefer, and to opt out of tasks that they do not like, due to higher bargaining power in
deciding task allocation, as discussed in Section 2.2. An analysis of gender differences in the relationship
between time-use and emotional costs helps test for this possibility (i.e. that men are more likely than women
to only spend time on tasks that they like). The results, shown in Table A.14, find little to no relationship
between time-use and emotional costs in each domain, for both men and women. In other words, there is
no evidence of gendered selection bias into tasks due to bargaining power, although it is possible that this
bias exists but is simply not measurable (e.g. if men do not engage at all in tasks they do not prefer, and
thus no emotional costs data are recorded for those tasks).
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Figure 2: Gender Differences in Net Affect
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Source: Author’s analysis.

Notes: Coefficients are shown with 95 per cent confidence intervals. Each regression
includes participants who engaged in the domain over the past day or month (depending on
their randomised timescale) and thus were asked to report feelings during tasks in this
domain. Net affect is average of happy and competent minus average of frustrated, bored,
stressed, and worried. Each feeling is rated from 0-6 (“not at all” to “very much”), hence
net affect ranges from -6 to +6. Net affect for a domain is only computed for participants
who rated all feelings in this domain (no “prefer not to answer”). * p < .10, ** p < .05, #**
p <.01, ¥ p <.05 after Benjamini-Hochberg corrections for multiple hypothesis testing.

men during child-related tasks, and differences for government benefits are rarely
significant. Interestingly, the domains where gender differences are insignificant
or reversed are also those associated with some of the highest positive (children)
and negative (benefits) feelings. In summary, in most domains, the gender well-
being gap is driven by women feeling both less happy and competent, and more
frustrated, bored, stressed, and worried, compared to men.

4.3 Responsibility

The study measures gender differences in self-reported responsibility. Men and
women both report being more responsible for administrative tasks than their
partners. On a five-point scale from 1 (always my spouse/partner) to 5 (always me),
men report an average rating of 3.6 and women an average rating of 3.7 across
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Figure 3: Gender Differences in Individual Feelings
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Notes: Coefficients (shown with 95 per cent confidence intervals) show the changes in the
ratings of each feeling associated with being female, using linear regressions. Feelings are
rated from O (not at all) to 6 (very much). Each participant rates feelings only for domains
they reported engaged in.

domains; hence the closest point for both is 4 (usually me). Regression analysis
with demographic controls finds that women report significantly higher overall
responsibility; this difference amounts to a fifth of a point (see Table A.19). Hence,
while both men and women report being equally or more responsible than their
partner for tasks, women report higher responsibility overall. There is also a clear
gender distribution of responsibility by domain. Figure 4 shows average
responsibility by domain for men and women (values in Table A.20). Men report
being most strongly responsible for retirement and savings, while women report
being most strongly responsible for tasks relating to caring for children and adults.
On the other hand, men are least responsible for care work, and women for tax and
retirement. The largest gender differences relate to care work and health, while the
smallest differences relate to debt, bills, and savings. Notably, except for caring for
children, on average, both men and women report being at least as responsible as
their partners (rating > 3) for all ten domains. Within-person models confirm men
and women'’s patterns of responsibility by domain (split-sample analysis by gender,
using linear regressions of responsibility on domain with individual fixed effects,
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see Table A.21); the models find that men are most strongly responsible for finance-
related domains compared to other domains, and least responsible for care work-
related domains, while for women it is the opposite.'#

Figure 4: Average Responsibility by Gender for Each Domain
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Regression analysis helps quantify the gender distribution of responsibility by
domain. Figure 5 shows coefficients from linear regressions of responsibility on
being female for each domain (underlying regressions in Table A.22). There are
significant gender differences in responsibility across all domains, including when
controlling for multiple hypothesis testing. Women report being more responsible
for administrative tasks relating to government benefits, goods and services, health,
and care work, while men report being more responsible for tax, pension, bills,
savings, and debt. The largest differences are found in care work in women’s
direction, with a difference over 1.5 points on the scale, and in retirement in men’s
direction, with a difference around 0.5 point; these differences are notable as
standard deviations range from 0.9 to 1.2 across domains. Further specifications

14 A further advantage of the within-person models is that they help alleviate selection bias concerns arising
from the fact that the male and female samples come from different households. Indeed, men and women’s
respective rankings of the domains they are most/least responsible for in their households are roughly
opposite, which supports the claim that they are reasonable substitutes for each other’s spouses or partners
for the purposes of the analysis.
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using demographic controls and logistic regressions confirm these patterns, though
controls reduce the size and significance of differences for debt, bills, and savings
(see Tables A.23, A.24 and A.25).

In summary, gender differences in responsibility are significant and systematic.
Women report being more strongly responsible for care work, health, benefits, and
goods, while men report being more strongly responsible for retirement, tax,
savings, debt, and bills. However, both men and women report being at least as
responsible as their partner for all domains, except caring for children.

Figure 5: Gender Differences in Responsibility
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Notes: Coefficients are shown with 95 per cent confidence intervals. Responsibility is on a
five-point scale. * p < .10, ** p < .05, ™ p < .01, T p < .05 after Benjamini-Hochberg
corrections for multiple hypothesis testing.

Finally, testing the relationship between stated responsibility and actual
engagement in tasks can help alleviate concerns about gender differences in
reporting bias. Indeed, a concern with using self-reported survey data is not only
that participants may under- or over-report tasks, but also that there may be gender
differences in the extent of this bias, which would affect the study findings. The
“say-do” gap between stated responsibility for tasks (“say”) and actual engagement
(“do”) can help approximate reporting bias (legitimate reasons for the gap
notwithstanding, for example if a participant is responsible for taxes but the
household did not need to engage in any tax tasks over the period surveyed). Within-
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person split-sample models regressing engagement on responsibility and controlling
for domain (see Table A.26) find that men and women’s coefficients do not
significantly differ; in other words, the model does not find any evidence of a gender
difference in reporting bias.

V EXPLORATORY RESULTS: POTENTIAL EXPLANATIONS FOR
GENDER DIFFERENCES

5.1 Bargaining Power

Bargaining power and gender norms may help explain task allocation. To test these
explanations, the analysis examines whether having a female primary household
income earner is associated with a shift in task allocation. Among the
1,176 participants in the estimation sample, 252 of the 699 women in the sample
(36 per cent) are primary earners, and 162 of the 474 men (34 per cent) have female
partners who are the primary earner. This is based on women reporting (or men
reporting about their female partners) that they have “about the same income”, “a
higher income”, or “a much higher income” than their male partner. The analysis
re-estimates the study’s main results on time-use and responsibility but includes
the “female primary earner” variable and an interaction between this variable and
being female to test the relative income and gender norms explanations for the
allocation of unpaid work. Note only the first part of the time-use model (probability
of engaging) is used, as the second part (time-use for those who engaged) showed
few gender differences in the main analysis.

Figure 6 shows the results of this analysis (underlying regressions in Table
A.27). In households with male primary income earners, women are less likely to
engage with financial tasks such as retirement and savings, and more likely to
engage with health and children-related tasks. This reflects the overall sample, as
female primary earners are a minority. However, in households with female primary
earners, there are no significant gender differences across tasks. Hence being the
primary earner seems to impact task allocation when men, but not women, are the
primary earner. Regarding responsibility, in households with male primary earners,
women report being less responsible for financial tasks (tax, retirement, bills,
savings, and debt) and more responsible for goods and services, health, and care
work compared to men; again, this reflects the overall sample. Men in households
with female primary earners report being less responsible across domains than men
who are the primary earner. Women who are the primary earner report being more
responsible for all domains than women who are not the primary earner, except for
care work which is not impacted. Hence departing from the norm of having a male
“breadwinner” is associated with a shift of most responsibilities towards women,
including those they are already more responsible for in households with male
primary earners (such as health). Care work, which women are more responsible
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for in households with male primary earners, is not reallocated when the primary
earner changes. These results account for multiple hypothesis testing and are robust
to demographic controls, except time-use on children which loses statistical
significance (see Table A.28). In summary, relative income only partly explains the
gender distribution of tasks: there are gender differences in task engagement in
households with male primary earners but not in those with female primary earners,
and having a female primary earner in the household reduces men’s administrative
responsibilities overall and increases women’s, except for care-related
administrative responsibilities, which do not change.

Figure 6: Bargaining Power and Task Allocation
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Source: Author’s analysis.

Notes: “Engagement” uses logistic regressions to show the marginal increase in the
probability of engaging with each domain associated with being female, at both values of
the binary female primary earner dummy. “Responsibility” uses linear regressions to show
changes in responsibility for each domain associated with being female, having a female
primary earner, and the interaction of these two terms (base levels are male and male
primary earner). Responsibility is rated on a 1-5 scale from “always my spouse/partner” to
“always me”. Female primary earner is equal to one if a female participant or a male
participant’s female partner has an equal or greater income than their male partner. Only
participants with children are included in “children” models.
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5.2 Time Pressure

Women’s lower well-being may be partially explained by higher time-stress from
tasks, especially via multi-tasking. This hypothesis can be tested using a measure
of participants’ subjective time pressure, which ranges from 1 to 5 and is based on
a 4-item scale (Peters and van der Lippe, 2007). Average time pressure is slightly
higher for women at 2.9, compared to 2.8 for men. This difference is statistically
significant at the 1 per cent level, but note the standard deviation is 0.9. To test
whether time-stress may contribute to women’s lower well-being, linear regressions
of average duration-weighted net affect on time pressure, then gender, then both
time pressure and gender are estimated (see Table A.29). All regressions include
demographic controls. The first regression shows that time pressure is significantly
associated with lower net affect. The second regression shows the gender difference
in net affect studied in Section 4.2. The third regression shows that accounting for
time pressure reduces the size of this gender difference, though time pressure and
gender both remain significant (this result also confirms that time pressure is
significantly associated with lower net affect in both men and women). Hence, time
pressure contributes to the gender difference in net affect.

The study also tests whether women’s higher time-stress is associated with their
administrative workload, especially via multi-tasking and “boundaryless” cognitive
work. While there is no significant gender difference in total time-use (as shown in
Tables A.1 and A.2), measures such as the number of domains participants engage
in, or average responsibility across domains, may provide closer estimates of multi-
tasking as they measure the accumulation of tasks participants encounter. Linear
regressions of time pressure on number of domains, then average responsibility,
then gender, then all three variables together are estimated (see Table A.30). All
regressions include demographic controls, and regressions that include the number
of domains also control for timescale group (past day or month). The results show
that engaging in a higher number of domains is significantly associated with higher
time pressure (first regression), however average responsibility has no significant
relationship with time pressure (second regression). As shown in the last paragraph,
women report significantly higher time pressure (third regression). Finally,
accounting for number of domains and responsibility reduces the size and
significance of this gender difference in time pressure (fourth regression). In
summary, time pressure contributes to the gender well-being gap during
administrative tasks and is also associated with multi-tasking.

VI DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

This study documents the gender distribution of administrative burdens in the
household. It finds clear gender differences in time-use and responsibility. Women
are more likely than men to engage with, and feel more strongly responsible for,
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tasks relating to health, goods and services, and children; they also feel more
strongly responsible for caring for adults and government benefits. On the other
hand, women are less likely than men to engage with and feel less strongly
responsible for retirement and savings; they also feel less strongly responsible for
taxes, bills, and debt. These differences build on evidence on gender and unpaid
work, which finds that women perform more care work and daily household
management, while men make long-term financial decisions. Bills are an exception
to this, as men are more likely to focus on bills in the results reported here, but
women are more likely to in prior research (Hitczenko, 2016; Kim et al., 2017;
Daminger, 2019; Eurostat, 2019b). This may be because paying bills is part of
household management, but switching suppliers is a financial decision; Hitczenko
(2016, 2) notes that bills fall in-between routine tasks and long-term planning.
Gender differences are stronger in responsibility than in time-use, as most time-use
gender differences are not statistically significant. Likewise, women report higher
average responsibility but not higher total time-use than men. It may be that
responsibility better captures cognitive labour (Daminger, 2019) that is not reflected
in time-use, as it is not a time-bounded task. Responsibility also directly measures
intra-household dynamics, while time-use shows general gender differences. Hence
prior time-use studies may underestimate gender differences as they fail to take
into account self-assessed responsibility for tasks. Overall, these findings help
address an important gap in the literature, as prior evidence was not specific or
comprehensive enough to show the gender distribution of administrative burdens
in the household across domains, despite the literature emphasising the likely
importance of gender (e.g. Sunstein, 2021, 34).

The results also show gender differences in the well-being costs of administra-
tive burdens. Women have lower net emotional affect than men (more negative
feelings and less positive feelings), as in previous studies (Blanchflower and
Bryson, 2022). This difference persists for every administrative domain except that
of children, which has the highest net affect for women and second highest for men,
and it is not significant for government benefits, which has the lowest affect for
both groups. Examining the feelings underlying the affect measure shows that
children are the only domain where women feel more competent than men, and as
happy as them. The distribution of tasks seems to match gender differences in net
affect to some extent. For example, men derive the highest affect from savings, and
they are more likely than women to spend time on tasks in this domain, while
women derive the highest affect from, and are more likely to spend time on, tasks
related to children — savings and children are also among the most gender-
differentiated domains. The domains with the largest well-being gender gap
(i.e. that women dislike the most compared to men), tax and retirement, are also
among domains that men are more likely to focus on. However, women’s weighted
net affect, which takes into account the share of total time-use spent on each
domain, is still significantly lower than men’s. Overall, the study shows that there
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are gender differences in the well-being costs of administrative burdens. It builds
on prior research, such as Christensen ef al.’s (2020) argument that disadvantaged
groups experience higher psychological costs from administrative burdens, and
identifies women as an additional group to consider.

The analysis also tests explanations for the gender differences identified in the
main results. It finds that bargaining power (higher relative income) and gender
norms influence task allocation. Gender influences time-use allocation in
households with male primary earners, and while women’s responsibility for
financial domains increases when they are the primary earner, they also retain
responsibility over care work and health. This supports previous findings that
women access higher financial decision-making power as their resources increase,
but retain a higher share of “female-typed” unpaid work to make up for violating
the male “breadwinner” norm (Bittman e al., 2003; Bertrand et al., 2015;
Hitczenko, 2016; Kim et al., 2017). A further analysis tests whether time-stress
from multi-tasking helps explain the gender well-being gap, as argued in prior
research (European Commission, 2015). Women report higher time pressure than
men. Time pressure is associated with lower affect and partly accounts for the
gender well-being gap, in line with previous evidence on time poverty (Giurge et
al., 2020). Furthermore, engaging in more domains is associated with higher time
pressure and accounts for part of the gender difference in time pressure, though
average responsibility is not associated with time pressure.

There are some limitations to the findings. Only half of each couple is surveyed,
which may inaccurately estimate gender differences if the men and women in the
sample are not representative substitutes for each other’s spouses or partners. For
example, it may be that the more “administratively responsible” half of each couple
selects into the survey, which itself is an administrative task. This could explain the
finding that both men and women report being more responsible for most tasks.
However, comparing men and women’s within-person responsibility rankings by
domain, which are roughly opposite (Table A.21), helps alleviate the concern that
they are not suitable substitute spouses for the analysis. Note that another
implication of more administratively-minded participants selecting into the survey
could be an overall under-estimation of time and well-being costs compared to the
general population (though this study is concerned with estimating gender
differences rather than cardinal costs). Gender differences could also be under-
estimated if there are gendered reporting biases, that is, if men (or women) are more
likely to overstate their role, as observed in some survey evidence on labour,
bargaining power, and decision-making (Ambler et al., 2021; Dervisevic and
Goldstein, 2023; Kamo, 2000; Emens, 2015, 1436; Pew Research Center, 2015).
Alternatively, participants may overstate gender differences if they are trying to
signal conformity to gender roles (Loffler and Greitemeyer, 2021). Comparing the
size of men and women’s within-person responsibility-engagement gap (“say-do”
gap) as a potential proxy for reporting bias (Table A.26) partly alleviates this
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concern as no gender difference is observed. A further group of limitations is
associated with general survey constraints. The survey participants were more
educated than the general population, though the sampling strategy ensured socio-
economic diversity. Furthermore, the sample may not be fully representative of
opposite-sex live-in couples in the UK: although descriptive statistics showed the
expected patterns (couples are older, richer, and more likely to have children than
singles), there are limited national-level data available to compare the sample to,
therefore the results may not generalise to the UK population of opposite-sex
couples living together. There is also a gender imbalance in the estimation sample,
due to unequal numbers of male and female participants in a mixed-gender
cohabiting relationship. Finally, the results may be influenced by the tasks and
timescales used in the survey, though the survey was based on existing literature
and on the results of two pilot studies to minimise this issue.

In conclusion, this study contributes new evidence on gender and administrative
burdens. It documents the gender distribution of burdens in the household and
shows that while there is no gender difference in total time-use, men and women
focus on different domains. In addition, the study shows that administrative burdens
may contribute to gender inequality through differential effects on well-being.
Hence, the study shows that burdens are not gender-neutral, as they differentially
impact men and women’s time-use and well-being. One implication of this is that
it may impact household choice when encountering burdensome processes, given
gender differences in risk, time, and social preferences (Falk et al., 2018). Future
research should account for the time and well-being costs of administrative burdens;
this could be achieved by including more detailed measures of burdens in
standardised time-use studies (such as national time-use surveys) to help foster the
development of best practice in measuring the “time tax”. By leveraging such
measures, future studies could also test whether policy interventions aiming to
tackle burdens can reduce time and well-being costs and through this mechanism,
reduce inequalities.
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APPENDIX

The study is pre-registered at:
https://ost.io/4tq67

The study deviates from the pre-registered analysis plan in the following instances:

L.

The analysis plan covers three separate studies using the original survey dataset.
The other two studies using this dataset are published separately (Martin et a!.,
2023; 2024). Hence not all analyses are reported in the current study. As a result,
when controlling for demographic variables, the analyses in this chapter also
control for health, age, income, and financial well-being.

As this study focuses on intra-household gender dynamics, the sample is
restricted to participants who are cohabiting, married, or in a civil partnership
with an opposite-gender partner (this was not explicitly specified in the analysis
plan).

Analyses which measure engagement with children-related tasks are restricted
to participants with children in their household.

Analyses using two-part models (as specified in the analysis plan in the instance
of many null observations) are computed manually instead of using the twopm
Stata command, in order to compute marginal effects for the first part.

The study reports results on individual feelings (the analysis plan only covered
net affect). Note that the results on net affect by domain were also registered
as exploratory.

The analyses on bargaining power and time pressure were registered as
exploratory and the study deviates from the analysis plan. For bargaining
power, the study uses a “female primary earner” instead of a “primary earner”
dummy for easier interpretation and to better match prior research approaches
(e.g. Bertrand et al., 2015). For time pressure, the study regresses affect on time
pressure and gender (instead of time pressure and total time-use) and time
pressure on multi-tasking indicators and gender (instead of total time-use,
gender, and their interaction), as there were no gender patterns in total time-
use.

Additional analyses were added following journal submission, at the suggestion
of peer reviewers. These are: the within-person differences in responsibility for
tasks by domain and gender; the within-person relationship between
responsibility and engagement by gender; the gender differences in the
relationship between time-use and emotional costs by domain; and the models
testing correlations between individual feelings.
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Further details about well-being measurement

To measure and analyse well-being, this study collects ratings of individual positive
and negative feelings during tasks (e.g. “happy”, “bored”), which are then
aggregated into average positive and negative feelings. The analysis uses a domain-
level “net emotional affect” measure equal to the average of positive feelings minus
the average of negative feelings, and a person-level “duration-weighted average
net affect” measure equal to average net affect across domains, weighted by the
domain’s share of total time-use.

This approach to well-being measurement follows experiential well-being
survey methods, specifically Kahneman ez al.’s (2004) Day Reconstruction Method,
which is adapted in this study for specific tasks and longer time frames. There are
several assumptions underlying the study’s approach, and implications of using this
approach, which are discussed below:

» Negative feelings drag well-being down while positive feelings lift well-
being up, therefore net affect (average positive minus negative feelings)
provides a measure of experiential well-being. This assumption requires
different feelings to be comparable: feeling “happy” goes in the same
direction as feeling “competent” on the well-being axis, and both feelings
are in the opposite direction to feeling “bored” or “anxious”. Figure 3 in the
study provides more support for the results without relying on this
assumption, as it shows gender differences in individual feelings.
Furthermore, Tables A.16 and A.17 show that individual positive feelings
are generally positively correlated with each other, as are negative feelings,
strengthening the rationale for aggregating feelings on a single axis.
However, not all negative feelings are positively correlated: bored-worried
are negatively correlated, although the bored-frustrated and stressed-worried
pairs are each strongly positively correlated.

* Since the study surveys more negative than positive feelings (4 vs. 2), each
individual negative feeling has less impact on well-being than each
individual positive feeling (although average positive and average negative
feelings equally impact well-being). The choice to include more negative
feelings in the study despite this was because negative feelings cover more
diverse (multi-dimensional) emotions that may not be as closely or positively
correlated. As discussed above, this was indeed the case for “bored” and
“worried” in the study results. On the other hand, positive feelings may be
more similar to each other. Therefore, including more positive feelings for
the sake of an equal number may increase participant burden with little added
value.

* The construction of the net emotional affect measure means that two people
with very different profiles could have the same net affect, for example a
person with both very strong positive feelings and very strong negative
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feelings may have the same net affect as a person who reports neutral ratings
of all feelings. The study does not attempt to differentiate between these
types of participants as (1) the aim of the study is to measure gender gaps
and not cardinal well-being and (2) the normative question of which of the
two participants above should be considered as having higher well-being
than the other is beyond the study’s scope.

The study surveys six individual feelings: happy, competent, frustrated,
bored, worried, and stressed. The choice of feelings is an important aspect
of the study design that likely significantly impacts well-being measures.
This choice was made by first looking at the original feelings surveyed in
Kahneman et al. (2004), then iterating on these feelings to obtain a list of
feelings that is short and tailored towards feelings that people are likely to
experience during administrative tasks specifically (in contrast with the
Kahneman et al., 2004 study, which surveys all tasks that people may engage
in during the day). For example, the administrative burden literature has
highlighted the relevance of feelings such as stress and frustration (review
in Halling and Beekgaard, 2024), although this literature is still in its early
stages when it comes to identifying and measuring specific emotions; this
study is one of the first to measure individual feelings. The rating of feelings
on a numbered 7-point scale from “not at all” to “very much” follows
Kahneman et al. (2004).

Finally, the study uses a person-level aggregated well-being measure called
“duration-weighted average affect” in some analyses. This is the average of
net affect across domains but weighs each domain by its share of the
participant’s total administrative time-use. The approach follows Kahneman
et al. (2004) and allows for computing an overall administrative well-being
gap between men and women that takes into account how much time they
spend on different tasks (this is especially important as men and women
differ both in how long they spend on tasks and how they experience these
tasks across different domains). One assumption underlying this approach
is that the more time is spent on a domain, the more the feelings experienced
in this domain impact overall well-being. Since this assumption may not be
valid in all contexts (e.g. some short-lived experiences can disproportionately
impact well-being), almost all analyses are performed using the domain-
specific net affect measure, which also provides a greater level of detail
across domains.
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Table A.1: Gender Differences in Total Time-Use (OLS)

Total daily administrative time-use (minutes)

(i) (i)
Female -1.10 (6.33) -2.30 (6.91)
Constant 58.67%** (5.09) 95.60%** (23.79)
Controls No Yes
Observations 1,176 1,128

Source: Author’s analysis.

Notes: Time-use is pro-rated for participants in the “yesterday” timescale group. Controls
include having a degree, a full-time job, having children in the household, age (categorical),
health (average), income (categorical), and financial well-being. The difference in
observations is due to participants not disclosing income. Robust standard errors in
parentheses. * p <.10, ™ p <.05, ™ p < .01.

Table A.2: Gender Differences in Total Time-Use (Two-Part Model)

(i) (i)

Part 1: Logistic regression (marginal probability of engaging in one or more domains)
Female .02 (.02) .01 (.01)
Controls No Yes

Observations 1,176 1,128

Part 2: Linear regression (total daily time-use, in minutes, conditional on engaging)
Female -2.74 (6.74) —3.48 (7.30)
Constant 63.79%%* (5.47) 98.68%** (25.05)
Controls No Yes

Observations 1,098 1,056

Source: Author’s analysis.

Notes: The first part of the model shows marginal effects from logistic regressions with the
binary outcome of whether the participant has engaged in one or more administrative
domains. The second part of the model shows coefficients from linear regressions of total
daily time-use on administrative tasks in minutes (pro-rated for the “past month” timescale
group), conditional on participants having engaged in at least one domain, hence the
discrepancy in observations between the two parts of the model. Control variables include
having a degree, a full-time job, having children in the household, age (categorical), health
(average), income (categorical), and financial well-being; participants who did not disclose
their income are excluded from the second column. Robust standard errors in parentheses.
*p<.10," p<.05 " p<.0l.
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Table A.3: Frequency of Participation in each Domain by Gender

Frequency of participation (%)

Men Women
Income and tax 23 23
Retirement 25 16
Government benefits 10 12
Bills 67 66
Goods and services 73 78
Savings and investments 61 54
Debt 34 34
Health 36 50
Caring for children 24 28
Caring for adults 14 16
Observations 474 702

Source: Author’s analysis.

Table A.4: Average Time-Use by Domain, by Gender (in Minutes)

Administrative time-use

Full analysis sample Engaged participants only
Men Women Men Women
Income and tax 2.0 1.9 9.3 8.7
Retirement 2.6 2.4 10.9 15.2
Government benefits 2.5 1.2 27.1 10.8
Bills 10.4 11.0 15.9 17.2
Goods and services 13.4 15.1 18.8 19.7
Savings and investments 12.1 7.4 20.3 14.0
Debt 4.0 4.4 12.6 13.2
Health 2.9 5.0 8.2 10.3
Caring for children 5.0 4.7 223 17.1
Caring for adults 3.7 4.4 28.1 27.8
Total daily time 58.7 57.6 63.8 61.0

Source: Author’s analysis.

Notes: Time-use is a daily figure in minutes and is pro-rated for participants in the “past
month” timescale group. “Engaged participants” for each domain are those who did any
administrative tasks in this domain. Total daily time is averaged over those who engaged in
at least one task for the “engaged participants” columns.
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Table A.9: Average Net Affect by Domain, by Gender

Average net affect (from —6 to +6)

Men Women
Income and tax 1.12 -01
Retirement 2.27 1.15
Government benefits -.26 -98
Bills 1.53 12
Goods and services 2.13 1.68
Savings and investments 2.68 1.86
Health 1.20 42
Debt 1 -17
Caring for children 1.96 2.06
Caring for adults 1.40 45

Source: Author’s analysis.

Note: Net affect is computed by subtracting negative feelings (average of frustrated, bored,
stressed, and worried) from positive feelings (average of happy and competent) for each
domain. Each feeling is rated from O (not at all) to 6 (very much), hence average net affect
can span from —6 to 6. Only participants who reported engaging in a domain during their
randomised timescale group (past day or month) are asked to rate feelings during tasks for
this domain. Net affect is only computed in each domain for participants who rated all
feelings (i.e. did not answer “not applicable” for any feelings in the domain).
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Table A.10: Within-Person Effects of Tasks on Net Affect, by Gender

Net affect (from —6 to +6)

Men Women

Income and Tax (base category)

Retirement B5HFH (.19) O3FF* (.20)
Government benefits —76**F (.33) —.18 (.24)
Bills .30* (.15) 68 FHE (.16)
Goods and services L.O1**%F (.16) 1.68***} (.17)
Savings and investments 1.40%**+ (.17) 1.56%**+ (.17)
Debt -.29 (.20) —-.14 (.18)
Health 12 (.18) o1 FFE (.18)
Caring for children 1.23%*%} (.21) 2.30%**+ (.19)
Caring for adults L62%*F (.28) 97x**4 (.22)
Constant 1.12%%* (.13) -.02 (.14)
Observations 1,692 2,602

Source: Author’s analysis.

Notes: This is a fixed-effects model which accounts for person-level selection bias. “Income
and tax” is the base level as average net affect is closest to zero in this domain. There are
up to ten observations for each participant — one per domain they engaged in, as participants
are only asked to rate feelings during tasks in domains which they reported engaging in
over their randomised timescale group (past day or month). Net affect is only computed in
each domain for participants who rated all feelings (i.e. did not answer “not applicable” for
any feelings in the domain). The lack of significance of the domains closest to the base
domain in net affect is as expected — if another domain had been chosen as base level, the
domains closest to it may not significantly differ from it. Hence this table provides
information on within-person ordinal rankings of domains in terms of net affect. Robust
errors in parentheses. * p <.10, ** p < .05, *** p < .01, T p < .05 after Benjamini-Hochberg
corrections for multiple hypothesis testing.
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Table A.11: Gender Differences in Weighted Net Affect

Weighted net affect
() (i)
Female —O7*** (.13) —44%** (.12)
Constant 1.83%%* (.10) —4.65%** (.38)
Controls No Yes
Observations 1,107 1,065

Source: Author’s analysis.

Note: Weighted net affect is the average of net affect across domains for each participant,
weighting each domain by its share of the participant’s total administrative time-use. Control
variables include having a degree, having a full-time job, having children in the household,
age (categorical), health (average), income (categorical), and financial well-being.
Participants who did not disclose their income are excluded from the second model as a
result. Only participants who reported engaging in a particular domain over their randomised
timescale (yesterday or past month) are asked to rate feelings during tasks in this domain.
Net affect is only computed in each domain for participants who rated all feelings (i.e. did
not answer “not applicable” for any feelings). Robust standard errors in parentheses.

*p<0.10,* p<0.05, ™ p<0.01.
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Table A.19: Gender Differences in Average Responsibility

Average responsibility across domains
(from “1 — always partner/spouse” to ‘5 — always me”)

(i) (i)
Female .08%* (.04) 1 9Fk* (.05)
Constant BYGEREY (.03) 3. 13%%* (.16)
Controls No Yes
Observations 1,175 1,128

Source: Author’s analysis.

Notes: Responsibility is rated on a five-point scale for each domain and averaged across
domains for each participant. Demographic controls include having a degree, having a full-
time job, having children in the household, age (categorical), health (average), income
(categorical), and financial well-being. Participants who did not disclose their income are
excluded from the second model as a result. Responsibility is missing for participants who
report that no domain is relevant to them or that someone other than them or their partner
is responsible for all domains. Robust standard errors in parentheses. * p <0.10, ** p <0.05,
*p<0.01.



444 The Economic and Social Review

Table A.20: Average Responsibility by Domain, by Gender
(Values for Figure 4)

Average responsibility by domain
(from “I — always partner/spouse” to “'5 — always me”)

Men Women

Participants Mean Participants Mean
Income and tax 435 3.85 636 3.40
Retirement 397 391 539 3.40
Government benefits 279 3.44 357 3.82
Bills 472 3.87 695 3.71
Goods and services 471 3.59 691 3.90
Savings and investments 453 3.96 663 3.73
Debt 378 3.87 521 3.66
Health 458 3.27 686 3.89
Caring for children 227 2.81 291 4.34
Caring for adults 222 3.17 302 3.96
Observations 474 701

Source: Author’s analysis.

Notes: Responsibility is rated on a five-point scale. Discrepancies in observations occur
when participants answer that someone other than themselves or their partner is responsible
for a domain, or that the domain is not relevant to their household (or “don’t know / other”).
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Table A.21: Within-Person Differences in Responsibility for Tasks,
by Gender

Responsibility (from “1 — always partner/spouse’

to “5 —always me”)

1)

Men Women

Savings and investments 0.87*** (0.08) —0.15** (0.06)
Bills 0.79%** (0.08) —0.17%** (0.006)
Retirement 0.78*** (0.08) —0.50%** (0.06)
Debt 0.77*** (0.08) —0.24 %% (0.06)
Income and Tax 0.75%** (0.08) —0.47*** (0.06)
Goods and services 0.50%** (0.08) 0.02 (0.06)
Government benefits 0.35%** (0.09) —0.13* (0.07)
Health 0.18** (0.08) 0.02 (0.06)
Caring for adults (base)

Caring for children —0.25%** (0.08) 0.41%*** (0.07)
Constant 3.10%** (0.07) 3.89%** (0.05)
Observations 3,792 5,381

Source: Author’s analysis.

Note: Both linear regression models use individual-level fixed effects. There are ten
observations per person (1 per domain). Caring for adults is used as the base level for ease
of reading the ordinal ranking of domains, as (men’s) average answers in this domain are
closest to the responsibility scale mid-point. Coefficients are presented in descending order
for the male sample for ease of reading. Robust standard errors in parentheses. * p <0.10,

% < (.05, #*% p < 0.01.
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Table A.26: Within-Person Relationship Between Responsibility and

Engagement, by Gender (LPM)

Engagement in administrative tasks

Men Women

Stated responsibility 0.15%** (0.01) 0.15%** (0.01)
Income and tax (base)

Retirement 0.04 (0.03) —0.04* (0.02)
Government benefits -0.01 (0.03) —0.08*** (0.03)
Bills 0.42%** (0.03) 0.36%** (0.02)
Goods and services 0.52%*%* (0.03) 0.46%*** (0.02)
Savings and investments 0.36%** (0.03) 0.27*** (0.02)
Debt 0.17*%* (0.03) 0.16%** (0.02)
Health 0.22%%* (0.03) 0.18%** (0.02)
Caring for children 0.40%** (0.03) 0.26%*** (0.03)
Caring for adults 0.15%** (0.03) 0.03 (0.03)
Constant —(0.33%** (0.04) —0.24%** (0.03)
Observations 3,792 5,381

Source: Author’s analysis.

Note: Both linear probability models use individual-level fixed effects. There are ten
observations per person (1 per domain). The models show the relationship between stated
responsibility (on a five-point scale from “1 — always partner/spouse” to “5 — always me”)
and actual engagement in tasks (binary) for men and women, controlling for the
administrative domain and for person-level effects. Standard errors in parentheses.

*p <0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p <0.01.



451

The Intra-Household Distribution of Administrative Burdens

(ze) @) (1) (1) (€1°) (ar) (1) 61°) (1) (€1)
Joures Arewrad
LO 00— 45#x67  isx0T T asxC0T banslt’  FaasT0T bass €L banab€ 1 baunTET  OBUWD] 4 O[EWS
L) () (60" (ar) (o1) (80) (o1) (s1) (Ir) (1)
IouIed
80’ SO°  ua0T— baonen€S—  huoronlb'— s 9T~ banen €5 €1— basxl9—  duun6§—  Arewind opewiog
(z1)  (60) (20) (60) (80) (90) (80" (€1) (80" (80)
daseall FaaabS T FaasTS Farx09—  Lins8S—  asST dawsTS— €17 Faxx96—  usx68— Gl UER |
(2wt sAvmp — ¢ 0} doupIDd/2sN0dS SADMD — [ Wo.4f pap.1) uUWOP Yova 10f (171qIsuodsayy
AN (4% AN ELIT ELI'T AN AN ELIT ELIT ELI'T SUONBAISSqQO
#0)  (80) (50" (s0) (50" (0 (50" (€0) (0" (#0)
(1oures Arewrd
70 70’ 80 LO 0 LO 1) €0’ 70— €0’ O[edy) o[etd |
(€0)  (90) (0" (€0) (0) (€0) (0" (z0) (€0") (€0)
(1oures Arewrd
10° el L 9T VO - Ll SO’ €0~ 10° I 10— o[eu) dewd
Synpy  uadpjiy)  yworl 192 s3UIpg  Spoor) sig spfouag UOISUD xp[

(ogp21put 4ou1v2 Livuwitid appwiaf ay) Jo sanjpa y10q Iv) urpwiop Yova ur uldv3ua Jo A11gpqosd [PurSivpy

(9 aunbBi4 Bulhuopun suoissaiboay) uoneoo|ly Ysel pue Jamod bBuluiebieq :2g'y ajqel



The Economic and Social Review

452

-3umsa) stsaypodAy opdnnu 10§ suondd110d FrquooH-Ture(udg 1. 60 > d L 10" > d wus ‘SO° > d 4y 01" > d 4 "ssoypuaTRd

Ul SIOL pIepue)s 1snqoy ‘(proyesnoy 1Yy 03 Ajdde jou saop Apiqisuodsar siyy jey) 1xodar 03 syuedronred 103 uondo ue st 219Y) 39S
PUO023S 3y} Ul pue ‘SoNSLIgIoRIRYD OIYdRISOWap UO Paseq S[aPOW JO 138 11 Y} Ul papn|oxa APIdI[dxa are A3y)) S[opowl  UIP[IyD),, Y} Ul
PapN[oUI 18 P[OYISNOY AU} UT UIP[IYD dABY oym syuedronied A[uQ “1omred orewr 119y} 03 paredwos swodur 10jed1d 1o [enba ue sey soupred
aewsy s yuedonied sjew e 10 juedionted sjews) © J1auo 0] [enba si sjqeLea roures Arewid s[ewa) ay 1, -aareuuonsanb sy ur 1syjo/mouy
1,UOP,, JO ‘Urewop siy} 10y d[qisuodsar st 1ouired 1oy} 10 WY} Uey) IAYI0 JUOAWOS JBY) JO PJOYISNOY JIdY) 0} JUBAJ[I JOU SI UIBWIOP
© Jey) Jomsue oym sjuedionied 01 anp SUONBAIISQO JO Joquinu 3y} Ul AIeA S[9POW JO 39S PU0I3s Y], °, dw sAem[e,, 01 Jtourred/ssnods
Awr sAem[e,, WoIJ [edS G- B U0 PIjer ST ANIqIsuodsay “(Joured Arewnid o[etr pue J[ewl dI. S[OA] 9SB() SULID} 0M] 3SAY) JO UOTJORIdUI U}
pue ‘1oured Arewrid ofewo) € SurAry ‘O[ewd) SUIq YIM PIJRIDOSSE UTBWIOP D J0J AN[IQISU0dsar ur soueyd a3 SMOUS PUB SUOISSIIFI
JeQUI| SOsN S[3POW JO JS PU0dIS A [, "d[qeLIBA JOJedIpul JouIed Arewid o[ewd) A1eulq ay) Jo sanjeA yjoq je Q[ewd) Suraq yjim pajeroosse
urewiop yoed ym Jurdesud Jo Aiqeqord 9y} Ul 9SBAIOUT [RULSIBW 9U) MOUS 0} SUOISSIIZAI ONSISO[ SASN S[OPOU JO 1S ISIJ Y[, -SION
‘SISATRUR S _IOUINY 224108

€¢s 91¢ P17 968 PIT T 6SI°T PO1°1 €€9 ¥€6 690°T SUONBAIISqO
(60°) (80) (50) (90°) (90°) (50°) (90°) (60°) (90°) (90°)
kP € #xxk08C  #xx€C°C  wux¥0V sk LIV 2x%89°C #2250V 54x87'C 2401V wxaPO'¥ JueIsuoy)

Synpy  uadpjryy)  yiwar 192 s3ulang  spoon sing Sifousg  uoOISUIJ [
(2wt sAvyp — ¢ 0} doupDd/asNn0ds SAPD —] WO paIn.L) UIDUWIOP YOV 10f AJ1]1qISUOdSsY

(*pruo9) (9 ainbBi4 BulAludpun suoissalbay) uoieI0|Y YSe]l pue Jamod bBuluiebieg : gy ajqeL



453

The Intra-Household Distribution of Administrative Burdens

(7] 61 (1) ©Lr) 1) (1) (s1) (zT) (1) s1)

S0’ T daesl€ bsss86”  busenb6 bssenfV snes€67 duewxS9 hussOT T duess€1T

Joured Arewrd
O[BWIO ] 4 S[BWID

(81°) (1) (60°) (1r) (1) (60°) (1r) (s1°) (1r) (01°)

Joured Arewrrad

1 00~ 4saTT— banaOV' = baowsnlb'—  basxlT— basenlb— 11— sern €6~ danes0S— RILEE
(€1) (@) (0" (1) (60" (0) (60" #1) (60" (60"

baaab8 aasOF T daasTS  duwabb—  daas 16— Lian 1T basslb— $90  daax08—  bawa€l— S[etd

(..ouw sdkomp — ¢, 01 , asnods/soulind sAopp - wo.f paip.) urpuiop yova 1of A1j1qisuodsayy

STI'l (Y44 STI'l STI'l STI'l STI‘l STI'l STI'l STI'l STI'l SuoneAIssqO

SOA SOA SOA SOA SOA SOA SOA SOA SOA SOA S[onuo))
#0)  (80) (50" (s0) (50" (#0°) (50" (€0) (0" (#0°)

(1oures Arewrd

50 €0— xx01 90’ 10° 90 Y0’ 0 S0— 00 O[ewIoy) S[euIo ]
(€0) (o) (0" (#0) (t0) (#0) (0" (€0) (€0) (#0)

(1oures Arewnad

10’ PO bassST PO~ 01— 50 20— 00— #5L0— 0 o[ewr) dewd |

synpy uadpjryy) - yipar 192 s3ulang  spooon sig Sipfoudg  uoISUDJ xny

(1ouina Amwuiad ajpwaf puv appul YIIM Lopuad Jo $10afjo puldivut) umuiop ul Surdndua Jo A31j1gpqolg

(sjonuon osiydesbowaq Yua) uoneooj|y yselL pue Jjomod Buluiebieg :92'y a|qeL



The Economic and Social Review

454

‘3unse) sisayodAy opdnnu 10j SUONO31109 F1aquooH-tureluag 10138 S0° > d L 10" > d ypese

‘60" > d 4y 01" > d , 'sosoyIuaIed UL SIOLD pIEPURIS ISNQOY "S[OPOUL  UAIP[IYD),, Ul PAPN[OUL dIe UIP[IYD Yim syuedionted AjuQ
‘1ouIed ojeW JI0Y) UBY) UWIOOUI 1918213 1o [enba ue sey Joujred ofewoj s,juedronied sfew e 1o juedronied ojewd] € J1 duo 0) [enba s1 o[qeLIRA
Joures Arewnid o[ewdy Y, * JOYI0/MOUY 1, UOP,, / 9]qISUOSAI SI S[d QUOIWOS / JUBAJ[AI JOU SI UIBWOP B Jey) Jomsue oym sjuedionted oy
aNp S[POU JO 39S PUOIIS A} UL ATBA SUONRAIISAQ) *(, dw sAem[e,, 0) I1oupred/osnods Awr sAemie,, woly) ¢-1 woiy pajer st AIfiqisuodsay
‘(1oures Arewinid o[eW puE S[BWL AIB S[OAJ] 9SBQ) SWLI) 0M) 9SAY) JO UONORIAIUL ) pue ‘Toured Arewrid o[ewid) € Suraey ‘o[ewdf Suroq ym
PAJRIOOSSE UTRWOP [oBd 10§ AN[IqIsuodsar ur saSueyd oY) SMOUS pue SUOISSOISOI JBOUI] SOSN S[OPOUI JO JS PUOIAS Y, "A[qeLIeA I0JedIpul
Joures Arewnid o[ewo) Areurq ay) JO SON[BA [joq Je ‘9[ewa) Suroq Yim pajeroosse urewiop € yim suideduos jo Ajjiqeqord oy ur osearour
[eurSIew ay) MOYS 0} SUOISSAIFAI O1ISISO] SASN S[OPOW JO 39S ST} YT, ‘POPN[OXA ATE SWOUI ASO[ISIP 10U PIp oym sjuedionred ‘Surog-[jom
[eroueuly pue ‘([BOLI039)BD) SWI0OUI ‘(9FRIOAR) [)[BIY ‘([eo1103918d) 9Tk ‘UIp[Iyd Suraey ‘qol swn-[[ny e ‘02139p & JuIALY 16 S|ONU0)) J2JON
‘SISAJRUR S IOYINY 224108

LOS £0S 860°1 698 0L0°T 18! 0zI‘1 719 868 820°1 SUONBAIISqQ

(se)  (g) ()  7) (Z9) (17) (%) e) C19) 7)
#xk8C € wkkl9C  #xx08'C  wxx0L'E #xk58°C  x2x8V'C 2% C9°C wxxbl'€ k€6 C  wxxlEC jueIsuo))
SOA SOA SOA SOA SOX SOA SOA SOA SOA SOA sjonuo))

Synpy  uapjiyy) Yoy 192 s3uiang  spoon s sifousg  uOISUDJ ny
(..ow sdkomp — ¢, 01 , asnods/sourind sAopp -, wio.f paip.4) urpuiop yova 1of A1j1qisuodsayy

("pruo9) (sjos1uo0n sydesbowaq YiAL) uoneoo||y Ysel pue jamod bBuluiebieg :8z'v a|qel



The Intra-Household Distribution of Administrative Burdens 455

Table A.29: Time Pressure and Net Affect

Net affect (weighted average across domains)

() (i) (iii)
Time pressure —0.60***} —0.58%**+
(0.08) (0.08)
Female —0.44***+ —0.37***%
(0.12) (0.12)
Constant —2.39%%* —4.65%%* —2.07*%*
(0.51) (0.38) (0.52)
Demographic controls Yes Yes Yes
Observations 1,065 1,065 1,065

Source: Author’s analysis.

Notes: Net affect is weighted across domains by each domain’s share of participants’ total
administrative time-use. Each feeling is rated on a 0-6 scale (“not at all” to “very much”),
hence net affect ranges from -6 to +6. Net affect is only computed in each domain for
participants who rated all feelings (i.e. did not answer “not applicable” for any feelings) in
this domain. Only participants who reported engaging in a particular domain over their
randomised timescale (yesterday or past month) are asked to rate feelings for this domain.
Time pressure is a five-point scale averaged over four items, a higher score indicates higher
time pressure (Peters and van der Lippe, 2007). Control variables include having a degree,
having a full-time job, having children in the household, age (categorical), health (average),
income (categorical), and financial well-being, hence participants who did not disclose their
income are excluded from model (iii). Robust standard errors in parentheses. * p < .10,
** p <.05, *** p < .01, T p <.05 after Benjamini-Hochberg corrections for multiple
hypothesis testing.
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Table A.30: Time Pressure and Multi-Tasking

Time pressure (rated from I lowest to 5 highest)

(1) (i) (iit) (iv)
Number of domains 0.08***+f 0.08%**+

(0.01) (0.01)
Average responsibility 0.05* —-0.00
(0.03) (0.03)

Female 0.13%**F 0.11%*7
(0.05) (0.05)

Constant 4.25%** 4.34%** 4.38%** 4.14%**
(0.16) (0.19) (0.17) (0.19)
Timescale control Yes No No Yes
Demographic controls Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 1,128 1,128 1,128 1,128

Source: Author’s analysis.

Notes: Time pressure is averaged over four items (Peters and van der Lippe, 2007).
Responsibility is averaged across all domains and ranges from 1 (“always my
spouse/partner”) to 5 (“always me”); discrepancies in observations are due to participants
answering that a domain is not relevant, someone other than them or their partner is
responsible for this domain, or “don’t know/other” in the questionnaire. Number of domains
refers to how many domains each participant reported doing any administrative tasks in
over their timescale (past day or month). Control variables include having a degree, a full-
time job, children in the household, age (categorical), health (average), income (categorical),
and financial well-being; hence participants who did not disclose their income are excluded
from model (iv). The randomised timescale (past day or month) is included as it impacts
the number of domains. Robust standard errors in parentheses. * p < .10, ** p < .05,
% p <.01, T p <.05 after Benjamini-Hochberg corrections for multiple hypothesis testing.



