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ABSTRACT 

Prior studies that show no association between fathers’ work flexibility and their domestic 

contributions suffer from measurement limitations and/or the lack of nationally representative 

data. Using data on fathers in different-sex partnerships (n = 1,956) from the 2017-18 American 

Time Use Survey Leave Module, we examine three indicators (use, frequency of use, and reason 

for use) of working from home -- a work-family benefit known as flexplace -- and consider 

whether partners’ employment status moderates the association between flexplace and fathers’ 

time in domestic labor. Fathers’ who use flexplace benefits report more routine childcare, 

regardless of the reason for flexplace use or their partners’ employment status. The association 

between flexplace use and fathers’ housework time is conditional on their partners’ employment 

status and fathers’ rationale for working from home.  
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INTRODUCTION 

 Despite a greater acceptance of dual-earner arrangements (Dernberger & Pepin, 2020; 

Scarborough, Sin, & Risman, 2019), families in the United States have made little progress 

toward achieving gender equality in the last 30 years as large gender gaps persist in domestic 

work (Bianchi et al., 2012; Parker & Livingston, 2017). Many scholars attribute this lack of 

progress to structural barriers that reinforce conventional gender norms of men as primary 

earners and women as caregivers, highlighted by a paucity of supportive work-family policies 

(Borgkvist et al., 2020; Noonan, 2013; Pedulla & Thébaud, 2015; Ridgeway & Correll, 2004; 

Risman, 1999).  

For the gender revolution to progress, men must increase their domestic contributions. 

Policies that support flexible work arrangements may facilitate men’s sharing of domestic tasks 

by increasing the time available to address both work and family obligations (Hill et al., 2003). 

To the extent that workplace flexibility provides fathers with greater exposure to domestic work, 

men may become more aware and familiar with these tasks, potentially leading to greater time 

spent in domestic work (Bolzendahl and Myers 2004; Kroska and Elman 2009; Wray 2020). 

Indeed, use of workplace supports can have lasting impacts on men’s involvement in domestic 

work, as shown by research on leave-taking (Bünning, 2015; Kotsadam & Finseraas, 2011; Petts 

& Knoester, 2018; Petts, Knoester, & Waldfogel, 2020; Tamm, 2019). Despite improvements in 

access to employer-sponsored work-family supports (Dean & Auerbach, 2018; Galinsky, Sakai, 

& Wigton, 2011), men are more likely than women to use job flexibility for personal care, or to 

reinvest in work, rather than increase their domestic contributions (Diamond, 2002; Kay, 1998; 

Lott & Chung, 2016; Noonan, Estes, & Glass, 2007; Sharpe, Hermsen, & Billings, 2002; Silver, 

1993). Nonetheless, previous studies examining job flexibility and men’s contribution to 



2 
 

domestic tasks are often limited by the available measures of flexible work policies and/or the 

lack of nationally representative data. 

In this paper, we use data from the 2017-2018 American Time Use Survey (ATUS) 

Leave and Job Flexibilities Module to examine the association between working from home, a 

work-family benefit known as flexplace, and U.S. fathers’ time spent in routine housework  and 

childcare. We focus on routine domestic tasks as they are the most time consuming and the most 

contested, given their centrality to gender equality and relationship quality (Bianchi et al., 2012; 

Carlson, Miller, & Sassler, 2018; Craig, 2006). We assess fathers’ use of flexplace because 

flexibility in work location is one of the most widely available, yet understudied, work-family 

supports available to Americans (Dean and Auerbach, 2018; Galinsky et al., 2011). 

The ATUS provides a nationally-representative sample of fathers and contains multiple 

measures on flexplace (use, frequency of use, and reasons for use), improving on studies that use 

single-item measures of flexplace. We also consider whether fathers’ partners’ employment 

status, an established predictor of men’s domestic labor (e.g., Noonan, Estes, & Glass, 2007), 

conditions any association between fathers’ use of flexplace and routine domestic labor. 

BACKGROUND 

According to gender structure theory, gender organizes our social lives by determining 

access to resources and opportunities, while also guiding interaction and shaping cultural frames 

for understanding behavior (Risman, 1999; Ridgeway & Correll, 2004). Consequently, 

institutional policies often align with gender norms, and constitute a key impediment toward 

achieving greater gender egalitarianism (Pedulla & Thébaud, 2015). Notably, workplaces often 

reinforce gendered family obligations, as workplace culture is based on the ideal worker norm 

that dictates men devote themselves completely to their jobs (Blair-Loy, 2003; Collins, 2019). 
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Cultural norms of masculinity and fatherhood mutually reinforce the idea that men’s primary 

family obligation is providing financially, placing pressure on men to adhere to the ideal worker 

norm for fear of employer retribution or stigma (Collins, 2019; Rudman & Mescher, 2013). As 

such, enacting family-friendly workplace policies that facilitate women’s labor force 

participation, encourage men’s participation in domestic labor, and reduce work-family conflict 

for all employees are viewed as necessary steps to addressing gender inequities (Thébaud & 

Halcomb, 2019). 

Workplace Flexibility 

Workplace flexibility policies—characterized by employees’ abilities to make choices 

about when, where, and how many hours they engage in work-related tasks (Hill et al., 2008)—

can aid both men and women in organizing their lives in ways that theoretically reduce 

competing work-family demands. Flexible location policies, referred to as flexplace, allow work 

to be completed off-site and may enable employees to complete work tasks asynchronously, 

choosing not only where to do work, but also when. 

Availability of flexible work, alas, is far from ubiquitous. Prior to the COVID-19 

pandemic, nearly all workers reported a need for job flexibility, but only 37% of women and 

51% of men had access to it (Dean & Auerbach, 2018). Of the types of flexibility, flexplace, 

specifically the ability to work at home asynchronously, is the most desired. Yet, in 2016, only 

about one-in-four workers did any work from home or off-site (Kim, Galinsky, & Pal, 2020). 

Unsurprisingly, access to flexplace policies is more common among socioeconomically 

advantaged workers (Galinsky et al., 2011). 

Flexplace and Domestic Labor 
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Use of flexplace may be related to greater domestic contributions among men for several 

reasons. First, it provides men with more time at home to complete domestic tasks. According to 

the time availability perspective (Stafford, Backman, & Dibona, 1977), role obligations limit 

individuals’ time to devote to other tasks. Workplace flexibility policies are one avenue to 

facilitating employed parents’ available time for childcare and housework. Flexplace may be 

particularly likely to alleviate time constraints, such as reducing commute times and increasing 

available time for family needs such as efficient use of home lunch hours (Noonan, 2013). 

Flexplace also enables workers to attend to family responsibilities during work times, should the 

need arise (Diamond, 2002). Thus, the frequency of flexplace use should increase availability for 

domestic labor.  

Second, time at home with one’s family exposes men to domestic needs and realities that 

may have otherwise gone unnoticed or unappreciated. Increased awareness and appreciation for 

domestic labor may therefore lead to more time spent in domestic tasks. The exposure hypothesis 

indicates that increases in gender egalitarianism, and subsequent engagement in gender 

egalitarian behaviors, are the product of social learning through direct exposure to conditions that 

lead to acknowledgement of gender inequalities (Bolzendahl and Myers 2004; Kroska and Elman 

2009; Wray 2020). Unlike the time availability hypothesis, which implies that individuals will 

increase their domestic contributions only on the days and times one is working from home, an 

exposure perspective suggests that the effect of flexplace use is more general, leading to more 

daily contributions to domestic labor regardless of where one works on any given day. 

Research on paternity leave and fathers' domestic labor supports an exposure hypothesis 

for flexplace use. Leave-taking is positively associated with fathers’ time in childcare (Petts & 

Knoester, 2018; Rhoads & Rhoads, 2012; Wray, 2020) and housework (Bünning, 2015; Estes, 
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Noonan, & Maume, 2007; Hook, 2006). Notably, leave-taking is especially likely to lead to 

increased domestic contributions among fathers who take leave when their partners are working 

for pay (Bünning, 2015). Moreover, leaves of extended duration are associated with greater 

participation in childcare and housework, closer relationships with children, and relationship 

stability for years following a child’s birth (Bünning, 2015; Kotsadam & Finseraas, 2011; Petts 

& Knoester, 2018; Petts, Carlson, & Knoester, 2020; Petts et al. 2020; Tamm, 2019). As such, 

the benefits of leave do not end when fathers return to work. Similar to parental leave, flexplace 

policies provide opportunities for fathers to be more engaged in domestic work. Being home 

more may increase fathers’ exposure to the domestic work that needs to be done and increase 

fathers’ comfort in accomplishing it. Time at home may facilitate fathers’ self-efficacy in 

asserting themselves at home, rather than relying on cultural and structural constraints as an 

excuse to avoid domestic roles (Borgkvist et al., 2020). Consequently, flexplace polices may be 

associated with a pattern of more frequent participation in domestic labor among fathers that 

extends beyond the periods when fathers work from home.  

Though flexplace may lead to more domestic labor among fathers, the opposite may also 

be true; fathers with more domestic responsibilities could pursue flexplace to alleviate work-

family conflict (Noonan, 2013). Earlier research has shown, nonetheless, that men who work 

from home tend not to devote more time to domestic tasks (Diamond, 2002; Kay, 1998; Kim, 

2018; Noonan, Estes, & Glass, 2007; Silver, 1993; Sullivan & Lewis, 2001). Rather, men who 

work from home appear to devote more time to work and personal needs (Kay, 1998; Lott & 

Chung, 2016; Sharpe, Hermsen, & Billings, 2002; Sullivan & Lewis, 2001). Consistent with 

gender structure theory, unencumbered by childcare and housework responsibilities, men take up 

flexible work options to alleviate work pressures and adhere to ideal worker/provider 
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expectations. Consequently, there may be little association between working from home and 

men’s time spent on domestic labor.  

Still, there are reasons to expect that working from home may be associated with 

increases in men’s time in housework and childcare. Although there are questions about causal 

directionality, selection into using flexplace may enable fathers with more domestic 

responsibilities to attend to them. Fathers are increasingly expected to be, and increasingly desire 

to be, engaged, nurturing parents (Borgkvist et al., 2020; Elliott, 2016; Petts, Shafer, & Essig, 

2018). These shifting norms in contemporary fatherhood coincide with an increase in fathers’ 

childcare time (although they still spend far less time than mothers) as well as increased work-

family conflict (Aumann, Galinsky, & Matos, 2011; Parker & Livingston, 2017). Accordingly, 

men widely endorse workplace policies that aim to alleviate this conflict and enable them to be 

more engaged in their family life (Harrington, McHugh, & Fraone, 2019; Lenhart et al., 2019). 

Given that contemporary men support work-family policies and increasingly want to be more 

nurturing and involved parents and partners, they may use flexplace policies to act on these 

stated desires. Consequently, the use of flexplace, and thus the ability to engage in domestic 

labor without surrendering paid work responsibilities, may be especially salient to fathers whose 

identities still privilege traditionally masculine notions of breadwinning (Bach, 2019; Borgkvist 

et al., 2020).  

Previous studies may have not observed associations between flexplace and men’s 

contributions to domestic labor due to limited measures of flexplace. For example, prior research 

has defined flexplace as whether respondents ever work from home (Kim, 2018), working at 

least 5 hours a week of one’s regular work schedule from home (Noonan et al., 2007), or 

working mainly from home (Silver, 1993). Other work has focused on job flexibility more 
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generally, without being able to assess the extent to which such opportunities were taken-up 

(e.g., Holmes et al. 2020) or why. The current study advances this prior literature by focusing on 

three measures of flexplace: use of flexplace policies, frequency of using flexplace policies, and 

reason for using flexplace policies. These measures, combined with nationally representative 

time diary estimates of time spent in childcare and housework provide a more comprehensive 

assessment of the association between flexplace and fathers’ time in domestic labor.  

We hypothesize the following: 

Hypothesis 1: Fathers who work from home spend more time in routine housework and 

childcare than fathers who do not work from home. 

Hypothesis 2: The frequency with which fathers work from home is positively associated 

with time spent in routine housework and childcare. 

Reasons for Working from Home 

Though motivations for working from home, control over work at home, and the role of 

co-residents are often discussed in qualitative research as factors shaping domestic labor 

(Diamond, 2002; Haddon & Silverstone, 1993; Hardwick & Salaaf, 1997; Hilbrecht et al., 2008; 

Sullivan & Lewis, 2001), they have not been explored extensively in quantitative research. 

Failure to consider variations in the conditions and circumstances of flexplace may mask 

heterogeneity in the association between working from home and men’s time in domestic labor. 

Paramount to understanding variability in flexplace is a) control over the decision to 

work from home and b) self-direction in deciding how and when work is accomplished. Policies 

with these features, commonly referred to as “employee driven flexibility” (Clawson & Gerstel, 

2014), help manage work and family conflict by enabling workers to adjust schedules to better fit 

their needs (Hill et al., 2004; Shockley & Allen, 2007). Nevertheless, workers may use flex 
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benefits for numerous reasons, such as attending to family obligations (which may alleviate 

family tensions) or completing work obligations. Examining workers’ motivation for using 

flexplace and its association with domestic labor can help clarify whether flexplace encourages 

more time in domestic tasks or whether those with more domestic responsibilities select into 

using flexplace.  

In contrast to employee driven flexplace, employer driven policies demand flexibility of 

employees whose schedules are adapted to meet employers’ needs and job demands (Clawson & 

Gerstel, 2014; Lambert et al., 2014). The uncertainty and unpredictability of employer driven 

flexibility may inhibit employees’ abilities to manage family obligations. Although employees 

may work from home, work may intrude on family life, especially if one’s job requires constant 

availability via email or phone (Clawson & Gerstel, 2014). In these circumstances, flexible work 

does little to alleviate work-family conflict (for review see Allen & Shockley, 2009), or may 

exacerbate it by blurring boundaries between work and family (Schieman & Glavin, 2008). 

Research by Glass and Noonan (2016), for example, shows that regardless of gender and parental 

status, telecommuting occurs most frequently as overtime. As such, rather than providing 

flexibility, working from home may instead encroach upon family time. We hypothesize:  

Hypothesis 3: Among fathers who work from home, fathers who do so for family or 

personal reasons spend the most time in routine housework and childcare, whereas those 

that do so for job mandated reasons spend the least amount of time in routine housework 

and childcare. 

Flexplace, Partners’ Employment Status, and Domestic Labor 

Men may be more likely to use flexibility benefits, and use them for housework and 

childcare, when their partners are employed full-time (Craig & Powell, 2012). When fathers 
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work from home, mothers sometimes shield them from domestic considerations, enabling fathers 

to concentrate on paid work and ignore household needs (Haddon & Silverstone, 1993). Mothers 

who work for pay full-time are less available to protect fathers’ time in this way, and may also 

have greater bargaining power in shaping the division of labor at home (Ross, 1987). For 

example, fathers who take paternity leave when their partners return to the labor force perform 

more domestic labor over the long-term (Bünning, 2015). Even fathers who work from home for 

non-family reasons may find themselves attending to household and childcare tasks more than 

they would otherwise when their partners are employed. Although part-time work could also 

theoretically limit mothers’ availability, part-time work itself is a form of job flexibility that 

mothers may use to alleviate work-family conflict (Collins, 2019) and increase their time in 

domestic tasks (Noonan, Glass, & Estes, 2007; Kim, 2018). Mothers employed part-time are 

likely to be similar to their homemaking counterparts and retain responsibilities for childcare and 

housework even when their male partners work from home. Thus, we hypothesize: 

Hypothesis 4: Fathers working from home whose female partners work for pay full-time 

will spend more time in housework and childcare than fathers working from home whose 

female partners do not work full-time. 

METHOD 

Data for this study comes from the 2017-2018 American Time Use Surveys (ATUS), 

which are nationally representative surveys that focus on time use (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 

2018). In addition to the regular survey, a module focused on leave and job flexibilities was 

implemented in 2017-2018. To be eligible for the leave module, ATUS respondents had to be an 

employed wage and salary worker. Respondents selected for the module answered questions 

about paid leave, unpaid leave, and job flexibility (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2019). In total, 
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there are 10,071 respondents in the 2017-2018 ATUS leave module. We limit the sample to 

respondents who are men (N = 4,927), who reside with a child (N = 2,321), and who reside with 

a married or cohabiting partner (N = 1,959). We exclude fathers who report residing with a 

same-sex partner (N = 3), resulting in a final sample size of 1,956 fathers in different-sex 

partnerships.  

Dependent Variables 

         Our primary dependent variables focus on the number of minutes per day fathers spend 

on routine housework and childcare. We delineate between housework and childcare because 

prior research documents dissimilar mechanisms of change and uneven gendered divisions of 

labor between each set of tasks (Sayer, 2016). Routine housework consists of the total number of 

minutes fathers spend doing cleaning, food preparation, washing dishes, laundry, and grocery 

shopping (Carlson, Miller, & Sassler, 2018; Chesley & Flood, 2017). Routine childcare is the 

total number of minutes fathers spend in physical care (e.g., feeding, bathing), organization, 

planning and looking after children, picking up and dropping off children, and obtaining and 

providing medical care for children (see Appendix Tables A and B).  

Independent Variables 

         Our primary independent variable is the use of flexplace, defined as the ability to work 

from home for pay. We focus on three aspects of flexplace. Work only from home at least 

sometimes (1 = yes) identifies fathers who report having days when they work only at home. 

Second, we focus on frequency of working only from home, with responses ranging from 0 = 

never to 6 = 5 days per week. Third, fathers were asked to state the main reason why they work 

at home (fathers could specify only one primary reason). We use the following categories: father 

does not report working only at home (reference group), family reasons (“coordinate work 
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schedule with personal or family needs”), job mandated reasons (“job requires working at 

home”), personal work reasons (“reduce commuting time or expense” or “finish or catch up on 

work”), or other reasons (personal preference, weather, or other). We also include a variable to 

indicate whether fathers can work at home to account for access to flexplace (1 = yes). 

 We focus on working only from home on some days to take a conservative approach in 

clearly identifying fathers who engage in flexplace, and avoid capturing fathers who state they 

work at home, but primarily do so after also working at their workplace (Glass & Noonan, 2016). 

Supplementary analyses including fathers who never work only at home are similar to those 

presented (see Appendix Table C).  

Moderating Variable 

         Partners’ employment status is a dichotomous variable indicating whether fathers’ 

partners work full-time (i.e., 35 or more hours per week) or not.  

Control Variables 

We incorporate a number of additional variables that may confound the associations 

between flexplace and time spent in routine housework and childcare (Ciabattari, 2004; Galinsky 

et al., 2011; Kim, 2018; Noonan, Estes, & Glass, 2007; Shelton & John, 1993; Silver, 1993). 

These include fathers’ age (in years), number of children in household, whether there is a 

resident child under the age of 3 (1 = yes), whether there is a resident child aged 3-5 (1 = yes), 

fathers’ race/ethnicity, fathers’ educational attainment, whether fathers cohabit with their partner, 

whether fathers work in a professional occupation (1 = yes), fathers’ employment status 

(categorized as part-time, full-time, or overtime), and total family income. Finally, we account 

for fathers’ work status on the diary day by including an indicator of how many hours fathers 

worked at their main job on the diary day, as well as a variable to indicate whether fathers (a) did 
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any paid work away from home on diary day (used as reference category), (b) worked only from 

home on diary day, or (c) did not work on diary day.  

Analytic Strategy 

We present Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regression models of fathers’ time spent on 

routine housework and childcare. To account for the complex survey design of the ATUS, all 

analyses use the respondent and replicate weights to generate nationally representative estimates 

with correct standard errors. To test the first three hypotheses, models are run separately for each 

of the three indicators of flexibility to predict routine housework, adjusting for the control 

variables. We then examine the association between our three indicators of flexibility and routine 

childcare. To test Hypothesis 4, we interact each indicator of fathers’ workplace flexibility with 

partners’ employment status in separate models (similar to the first set of models). Power 

analyses indicate sufficient statistical power (β = .80) to identify small effects (>= .2 standard 

deviations) at conventional levels of significance (α = .05). 

RESULTS 

Summary statistics for all variables are included in Table 1. On average, partnered fathers 

engage in approximately 46 minutes of routine housework and 28 minutes of routine childcare 

per day. Just over 1/3 of all fathers report that they can work from home, and 20% of all fathers 

(54% of those who can work from home) report working only from home at least sometimes. Six 

percent of all fathers work from home primarily for family reasons, 3% for job mandated 

reasons, and 5% each for personal work and other reasons. As shown in the second and third 

columns of Table 1, more advantaged fathers – high income, college educated, professional 

occupation – are more likely to use flexplace. 

-----Insert Table 1 About Here----- 



13 
 

Regression results focusing on the associations between flexplace and time spent in 

routine housework and childcare are presented in Tables 2-3 and Figures 1-3. Table 2 presents 

estimates of the association between working from home and time spent in routine housework 

and childcare. In contrast to Hypothesis 1, the use of flexplace is unrelated to time spent in 

routine housework (Model 1). Also, in contrast to Hypothesis 2, fathers who use flexplace more 

frequently spent less time in routine housework (b = -2.64, p < .05). Results from Model 3 

provide some support for Hypothesis 3, however. Though fathers’ time in housework does not 

differ significantly by whether they use flexplace, significant differences among those exercising 

flexplace are observed. Among fathers using flexplace, those who work from home for job 

mandated reasons do the least amount of housework. They also do less housework, on average, 

than men who do not work from home. Consistent with the argument that employee-driven 

flexibility is more likely to promote engagement in domestic labor than employer-driven 

flexibility, fathers who work from home for family or personal work reasons do significantly 

more routine housework per day than fathers who work from home for job mandated reasons.  

-----Insert Table 2 About Here----- 

        Models 4-6 of Table 2 present estimates of the association between working from home and 

fathers’ participation in routine childcare. Findings show that fathers’ use of flexplace is 

associated with greater time spent in routine childcare. Consistent with Hypothesis 1, Model 4 

shows fathers who work from home report spending approximately 10 minutes more per day on 

childcare compared with fathers who do not work from home (b = 9.89, p < .05). Results in 

Model 5 also provide support for Hypothesis 2, as frequency of working from home is positively 

associated with time spent in routine childcare (b = 2.22, p < .05). We find limited support for 

Hypothesis 3. As shown in Model 6, fathers who work from home for family reasons report 
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about 13 minutes more in routine childcare daily (b = 13.16; p < .10) compared with fathers who 

do not work from home, although the difference is only marginally significant and not 

significantly different from other reasons for using flexplace.  

-----Insert Table 3 About Here----- 

         In Table 3, we consider whether the associations between fathers’ use of flexplace and 

time spent in routine housework and childcare varies by partners’ employment status. The 

association between fathers’ flexplace use and time in routine childcare does not appear to vary 

by partners’ employment status. Yet, in support of Hypothesis 4, the associations between 

fathers’ flexplace use and time spent in routine housework does vary substantially by partners’ 

employment status.  

Results in Panel A and Figure 1 show that among fathers who work from home at least 

sometimes, those whose partners are employed full-time spent approximately 20 more minutes 

per day in routine housework compared with fathers whose partners do not work full-time (p < 

.01). In contrast, among fathers who do not work from home, time spent in routine housework 

does not vary by their partners’ employment status. Overall, in support of Hypothesis 4, fathers 

who work from home and have partners who work full-time spend more time in routine 

housework than all other fathers (although differences between other partners’ work statuses are 

not statistically significant at p < .05). 

         Results in Panel B show whether the associations between frequency of working from 

home and fathers’ time spent in routine housework and childcare vary by partners’ employment 

status. Results indicate that frequency of working from home is negatively associated with 

housework only among men whose partners do not work full-time. As illustrated in Figure 2, 

fathers’ time in routine housework does not vary by partners’ employment status when fathers 
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never work from home. However, gaps appear by partners’ employment status among fathers 

who work from home. For example, among fathers who work at home 1-2 days a week, fathers 

whose partners work full-time spend 21 minutes more per day in routine housework compared 

with fathers whose partners do not work full-time (p < .01). This gap grows to 32 minutes when 

comparing fathers who work from home 5 days a week. As such, results largely suggest that the 

negative association between frequency of flexplace use and routine housework (Model 2 of 

Table 2) is driven by families in which mothers do not work full-time.  

-----Insert Figure 2 About Here----- 

         In Panel C we assess the moderating effect of partners’ employment status on the 

associations between flexplace rationale and time spent in routine housework. Figure 3 shows 

that among fathers whose partners do not work full-time, those who work from home for job 

mandated reasons do 34 fewer minutes of housework per day compared with fathers who do not 

work from home (b = -34.31; p < 01). Among fathers whose partners work full-time, the 

difference in housework is substantially smaller (approximately 8 minutes) and non-significant. 

Fathers working from home for personal work reasons do approximately 26 more minutes of 

housework per day than fathers who do not work from home, among fathers whose partners 

work full-time. No variation in fathers’ housework time by their partners’ employment status is 

observed for those who work from home for family reasons or other reasons. These results are 

likely conservative, nonetheless, as cell sizes -- though sufficient to detect statistically significant 

differences – are somewhat small.  

-----Insert Figure 3 About Here----- 

DISCUSSION 
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American men have become more egalitarian in their thinking and embraced more 

involved visions of fatherhood in recent decades (Borgkvist et al., 2020; Elliott, 2016; Petts et 

al., 2018), but progress toward egalitarian divisions of labor depends on further increases in 

men’s contributions at home. This study provides evidence that flexplace policies may be a 

structural support that facilitates men’s contribution to domestic labor, but the utility of flexplace 

for fathers’ involvement at home depends on the conditions and circumstances of its use. 

Specifically, this study reveals two key findings. First, working from home was associated with 

more time spent in routine childcare for all fathers. Fathers who used flexplace and fathers who 

used flexplace more frequently, regardless of the reason, spent more time providing childcare 

than fathers who did not use flexplace. Second, the association between flexplace use and 

fathers’ housework time varies by their partners’ employment status and fathers’ rationale for 

working from home. 

Consistent with studies suggesting that men do not engage more in domestic labor when 

using flexplace (Diamond, 2002; Noonan, Estes, & Glass, 2007; Sullivan & Lewis, 2001), we 

find that frequency of flexplace was negatively associated with housework time – but only 

among fathers whose partners’ do not work full-time. Fathers who worked from home for job 

mandated reasons, and whose partners did not work full-time, did the least amount of 

housework. Thus, fathers’ use of flexplace, especially when job mandated, may inhibit their 

domestic contributions when mothers have the available time to remain primarily responsible for 

this labor. Reinforcing conventional gendered divisions of domestic labor, mothers who do not 

work full-time may shield fathers from domestic demands, offsetting potential exposure to 

housework tasks that may have arisen from flexplace. In contrast, when fathers report working 

from home for non-family reasons, such as reducing commuting time or the need to catch up on 
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work, fathers report a greater amount of housework than fathers who do not use flexplace, 

conditional on their partners’ full-time employment. This finding has important implications, as 

half of US couples consist of two full-time workers.  

Given the straightforward associations between flexplace use and time spent providing 

childcare, it is likely that fathers who use flexplace are both more exposed to childcare tasks that 

need to be accomplished, and have more time to undertake such tasks, leading to greater time 

spent in childcare compared with fathers who do not use flexplace. Housework results also point 

toward exposure-based explanations. The confluence of working from home and their partner’s 

limited time availability when employed full-time appears to expose men to housework needs 

which they might otherwise be unaware, or previously reticent to embrace, and subsequently 

lead to more time spent in routine housework tasks. It is possible that men with the greatest pre-

existing domestic responsibilities may be a select group of fathers using flexplace benefits. Still, 

we find little evidence that fathers who work from home for family reasons do more housework 

than fathers who work from home for other reasons.  

Men in the past may have used job flexibility exclusively to adhere to ideal worker 

norms, and our results suggest that this motivation for use of flexplace continues to be negatively 

associated with time spent in housework (Allen & Shockley, 2009; Glass & Noonan, 2016). 

Nevertheless, at least some modern men appear to be more engaged at home because of the use 

of flexplace benefits. Our findings are consistent with more recent work showing a positive 

association between job flexibility and father involvement (Holmes et al., 2020; Kim, 2018), and 

extends this work by using a more comprehensive set of flexplace measures among a nationally 

representative sample. It is certainly possible that flexplace may be used on specific days when 

needed (e.g., when a child is sick and home from school), and our results show that fathers spend 
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more time in domestic labor on days that they work from home.1 Even after controlling for 

working from home on the diary day, however, we find evidence of associations between a 

general use of flexplace and time spent in childcare, as well as housework (when partners are 

employed full-time). Greater availability of flexplace policies that provide employees with 

options for how to use flexplace may therefore contribute to reduced gendered disparities in 

conventionally gendered domestic tasks (Craig, 2006; Shockley & Allen, 2007). 

This study contributes to our knowledge about the association of fathers’ use of flexplace 

and their domestic contributions, yet it is not without limitations. First, ATUS data are cross-

sectional and so establishing causal order among the variables of interest is not possible. 

Measures of flexplace rationale are somewhat helpful in discerning ordering between use of 

flexplace and fathers’ time in domestic tasks, and supplemental analyses showed no bivariate 

association between fathers’ use of flexplace and their female partners’ employment status, 

indicating partners’ work schedules are likely not the product of fathers’ flexplace arrangements. 

Firmer conclusions on causal directionality, however, require longitudinal data and/or 

instrumental variables.  

Second, we cannot entirely rule out the possibility that the association between flexplace 

use and domestic labor is spurious. We control for a wide range of factors that are known 

correlates of access to and use of job flexibility and domestic labor, yet some important factors 

(e.g., gender ideology) may not be accounted for. Disparities in access to flexplace also remain 

an issue to address (Galinsky et al., 2011). Small cell sizes in the ATUS prevent a full 

consideration of whether these associations differ by race/ethnicity and education. Future work 

                                                 
1 The coefficients for working from home on diary day are not significant in the routine childcare models, as these 
become nonsignificant when work hours on diary day is controlled for; when this variable is excluded, working 
from home on diary day is positively associated with time spent in routine childcare. 
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should more fully examine how flexplace may operate differently for fathers across 

sociodemographic groups. Last, the ATUS collects information on individual time use and has 

limited information on partners’ behaviors and characteristics. We are thus unable to account for 

the interrelation between fathers’ and their partners’ time in domestic tasks or partners’ use of 

flexplace. 

Though only 37% of fathers in our study had access to flexplace benefits, and just over 

half of those exercised these benefits, substantial increases in telecommuting since the beginning 

of the COVID-19 pandemic portend the possibility of permanent increases in workplace 

flexibility and domestic gender equality. Indeed, not only did two-in-five fathers work from 

home exclusively during the early days of the pandemic, but fathers’ housework and childcare 

contributions also increased (Carlson, Petts, & Pepin, 2020). Growth in men’s domestic time has 

been modest, nonetheless, which may be a function of job-mandated telecommuting. To the 

degree that increases in telecommuting persist post-pandemic, it appears its relevance for 

domestic gender equality may depend on men’s ability to control the timing and pace of work at 

home. The pandemic has been a human tragedy, but it has also eliminated substantial barriers to 

flexplace which may help reduce gender inequality going forward. Our findings suggest that 

men’s access to flexplace policies, in combination with men’s motivations for using flexplace 

and their partners’ labor force participation, may provide a viable pathway toward increasing 

men’s contributions to routine housework and childcare. 
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TABLES 

Table 1. Summary Statistics (N = 1,956)      

  All fathers 
Fathers who work from 

home at least 
sometimes 

Fathers who do not 
work from home 

 

    Mean or 
Proportion SD Mean or 

Proportion SD Mean or 
Proportion SD  

Housework and Childcare        
 Routine housework 45.84 72.58 49.08 70.42 45.04 73.10 * 
 Routine childcare 28.08 57.54 41.50 72.86 24.80 52.63 * 

Flexibility        
 Works only from home at least sometimes 0.20 - 1.00 - - -  

Frequency of working from home 0.63 1.47 3.20 1.69 - -  
Why routinely works at home         
 Never works from home for a day 0.80 - 0.00 - - -  
 Family reasons 0.06 - 0.28 - - -  
 Job mandated reasons 0.03 - 0.18 - - -  
 Personal work reasons 0.05 - 0.28 - - -  
 Other reasons 0.05 - 0.26 - - -  

Ability to work from home 0.37 - 1.00 - 0.21 - * 
Age 40.89 9.01 42.49 8.46 40.49 9.10 * 
Number of Children 1.91 0.94 1.86 0.93 1.92 0.94  
Child Under Age 3 0.27 - 0.29 - 0.27 -  
Child Aged 3-5 0.27 - 0.25 - 0.28 -  
Race/Ethnicity        
     White 0.65 - 0.77 - 0.61 - * 
     Black 0.08 - 0.06 - 0.09 -  
     Hispanic 0.19 - 0.04 - 0.22 - * 
     Asian 0.07 - 0.10 - 0.06 - * 
     Other 0.01 - 0.02 - 0.01 -  

Education        
     Below HS 0.08 - 0.00 - 0.09 - * 
     HS 0.28 - 0.08 - 0.33 - * 
     Some College 0.21 - 0.12 - 0.23 - * 
     Bachelor’s Degree 0.25 - 0.46 - 0.20 - * 
     Advanced Degree 0.19 - 0.34 - 0.15 - * 

Cohabiting with Partner 0.08 - 0.02 - 0.09 - * 
Partner works full-time 0.49 - 0.50 - 0.49   
Professional Occupation 0.44 - 0.82 - 0.35 - * 
Father Employment Status        
      PT 0.04 - 0.02 - 0.04 -  
      FT 0.60 - 0.55 - 0.61 -  
      Overtime 0.37 - 0.43 - 0.35 - * 
Family Income 13.15 2.91 14.68 1.86 12.78 2.99 * 
Worked away from home on diary day 0.61  - 0.50 - 0.64 - * 
Worked only at home on diary day 0.11 - 0.29 - 0.06 - * 
Did not work on diary day 0.28 - 0.21 - 0.30 - * 
Work hours on diary day 5.91 4.54 5.85 4.09 5.92 4.64  
Notes: Data are from ATUS 2017–2018 Leave Modules. The analytic sample is men with a coresidential different sex partner 
and at least one child. We use person-level and replicate weights. *Indicates significant differences between fathers who do 
and do not work from home (using two-tailed tests; p < .05). 
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Table 2. OLS Regression Results for the Association between Working from Home, Routine Housework, and Routine Childcare (N = 1,956) 
    Routine Housework Routine Childcare 
    1 2 3   4     5     6   
Variable b   SE b b   SE b b   SE b b   SE b b   SE b b   SE b 
Works only from home at least one day  -0.93  4.91       9.89 * 4.10       
Frequency of working from home    -2.64 * 1.26       2.22 * 1.03    
Why routinely works at home  
(ref = never work only from home for a day) 

                  

Family reasons       1.98 a 6.79       13.16 † 7.04 
Job mandated reasons       -20.59 ** 7.91       12.16  12.46 
Personal work reasons       9.48 a 7.79       5.15  4.95 
Other reasons       -3.70 a 6.37       10.17  6.76 

Ability to work from home 1.38  4.66 4.84  4.28 1.43  4.66 1.07  3.23 2.67  3.22 1.14  3.25 
Age 0.46 * 0.23 0.49 * 0.23 0.50 * 0.23 -0.43 ** 0.14 -0.44 ** 0.14 -0.43 ** 0.14 
Number of Children 2.65  1.81 2.61  1.8 2.59  1.81 4.18 * 1.69 4.22 * 1.69 4.19 * 1.69 
Child Under Age 3 9.18 * 4.30 9.45 * 4.30 9.27 * 4.30 19.96 *** 3.69 20.06 *** 3.70 19.99 *** 3.71 
Child Aged 3-5 -4.48  3.82 -4.69  3.83 -4.76  3.84 8.37 * 3.30 8.37 * 3.30 8.40 * 3.30 
Race (ref = White)                   

Black -10.67  6.78 -10.34  6.76 -10.72  6.83 -5.35  5.94 -5.52  5.94 -5.22  5.96 
Hispanic -0.74  5.68 -1.05  5.66 -0.53  5.65 -11.04 *** 3.08 -11.31 *** 3.08 -11.04 *** 3.10 
Asian 3.63  6.25 3.25  6.18 3.35  6.24 -8.62 * 3.75 -8.52 * 3.72 -8.90 * 3.75 
Other race/ethnicity 4.72  6.96 4.38  6.93 3.25  7.10 -5.66  6.24 -5.03  6.19 -5.45  6.31 

Education (ref = High School)                   
Below High School -6.55  7.72 -6.58  7.71 -6.84  7.71 2.49  4.31 2.61  4.31 2.47  4.32 
Some College 9.24 † 5.26 8.93 † 5.25 9.21 † 5.25 8.73 * 4.31 8.65 * 4.31 8.69 * 4.31 
Bachelor's Degree 8.59  5.39 8.98 † 5.39 9.12 † 5.36 7.95 † 4.12 7.50 † 4.11 7.83 † 4.07 
Advanced Degree 3.42  5.74 3.28  5.71 2.88  5.72 11.52 ** 4.39 11.33 * 4.41 11.59 ** 4.34 

Cohabiting with Partner 8.20  8.56 8.30  8.52 8.21  8.54 -6.79 † 4.05 -6.88 † 4.05 -6.95 † 4.04 
Partner works full-time 2.82  3.44 2.77  3.44 2.69  3.43 8.20 ** 2.67 8.22 ** 2.67 8.16 ** 2.66 
Professional Occupation -3.42  4.18 -3.45  4.17 -3.78  4.17 -6.01 † 3.20 -5.81 † 3.21 -6.11 † 3.26 
Father employment status                   
     PT -2.96  10.34 -2.69  10.29 -2.95  10.34 3.05  5.20 2.73  5.21 3.04  5.20 
     Overtime -3.93  3.32 -4.33  3.32 -4.52  3.28 1.14  3.11 1.20  3.11 1.32  3.21 
Family Income 0.16  0.93 0.15  0.92 0.15  0.92 1.77 *** 0.48 1.79 *** 0.48 1.77 *** 0.58 
Worked only at home on diary day 15.26 ** 5.82 19.05 ** 6.34 18.60 ** 5.92 -0.23  5.25 -1.92  5.11 -0.75  5.01 
Did not work on diary day 20.35 ** 7.49 22.35 ** 7.49 22.37 ** 7.40 -9.99  7.12 -11.18  7.26 -10.20  7.60 
Work hours on diary day -4.15 *** 0.62 -3.96 *** 0.62 -3.96 *** 0.62 -2.86 *** 0.68 -2.98 *** 0.70 -2.88 *** 0.74 
Intercept 32.94  16.66 30.29  16.59 30.10  16.45 19.85  11.41 20.98  11.54 20.07  12.04 
R2   0.15     0.15     0.16     0.12 0.12 0.12 
Notes: Data are from ATUS 2017–2018 Leave Modules. The analytic sample is men with a coresidential different sex partner and at least one child. We use person-level and replicate weights. 
*** p < 0.001, ** p < 0.01, * p < 0.05; † p < 0.10  a significantly different from job mandated work from home  
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Table 3. OLS Regression Results for Interactions between Working from Home and  
Partners’ Employment Status (N = 1,956) 
    Routine Housework Routine Childcare 
Variable   b   SE b b   SE b 
PANEL A: WORKS FROM HOME 
Works only from home at least one day (n = 450)  -11.41 * 5.62 9.89  5.67 
Partner works FT (n = 979) -1.42  3.95 8.20 ** 2.74 
Works from home x partner works FT (n = 225) 20.57 ** 7.32 -0.01  7.32 
PANEL B: FREQUENCY OF WORKING FROM HOME 
Frequency of working from home -5.38 *** 1.31 2.92 † 1.58 
Partner works FT -0.90  3.84 9.16 ** 2.70 
Frequency x partner works FT 5.49 ** 1.83 -1.40  1.93 
PANEL C: WHY WORK FROM HOME 
Family reasons (n = 127) -6.56  9.42 9.79  7.63 
Job mandated reasons (n = 82)  -34.31 ** 6.66 27.69  23.32 
Personal work reasons (n = 126) -8.09  8.08 3.75  7.20 
Other reasons (n = 115) -6.97  8.09 4.75  7.58 
Partner works FT (n = 979) -1.43  3.95 8.21 ** 2.74 
Family reasons x partner works FT (n = 73) 15.39  12.06 5.92  13.03 
Job mandated x partner works FT (n = 40) 26.57 * 12.87 -31.88  24.54 
Personal work x partner works FT (n = 62) 34.23 * 13.78 2.56  9.30 
Other reasons x partner works FT (n = 50) 6.61  11.34 12.45  13.35 
Notes: Data are from ATUS 2017–2018 Leave Modules. The analytic sample is men with a 
coresidential different sex partner and at least one child. We use person-level and replicate weights. 
Raw (unweighted) cell sizes are presented in parentheses 
*** p < 0.001, ** p < 0.01, * p < 0.05; a significantly different from part-time 
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