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ABSTRACT

Couples’ Remote Work Arrangements
and Labor Supply’

Using the panel component of the Current Population Survey and questions on work-
from-home intensity, the authors examine the relationships between partners’ work
location arrangements, weekly hours worked, and within-couple labor hours inequality.
Fixed-effects estimates suggest a strong positive relationship between partners’ decisions
to work from home. On average, remote workers work fewer hours than onsite workers,
while hybrid workers work more. Both partners switching from onsite to hybrid work is
associated with a 5.4% increase in couple-level hours, while both switching to fully remote
work is associated with a 3.2% decrease in couple-level hours. When women switch to
hybrid work while their partners switch to remote, within-couple labor hours inequality
decreases; women switching to remote work increases inequality. Results suggest that
hybrid, but not remote, work could improve women'’s position in the labor market.
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The COVID-19 pandemic sparked a dramatic change in work location flexibility
that continues to this day. According to the Current Population Survey (CPS), 23.3% of
US workers did some work from home for pay and 10.9% worked entirely from home in
November 2024 (U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics 2024).

In this paper, we use new CPS questions capturing work-from-home (WFH)
hours intensity in the post-pandemic period to examine coupled workers’ coordination of
work locations and whether individuals’ hours worked vary across couple-level work
location arrangements as families and firms adjust to this new normal of working from
home. We begin by measuring the extent to which work is done from home and
describe important differences between individuals working a fully remote or hybrid
schedule and those working mainly onsite. We describe the variation in couple-level
joint work location schedules by parental status, as well as differences in
individuals’ actual weekly hours worked across couple-level work location
arrangements. Then, exploiting the short longitudinal component of the CPS to
estimate individual fixed-effects (FE) models, we ask whether the work location of
one member of the couple depends on the work location of the other. Couples may
choose to WFH together to enjoy more joint leisure or, if there is limited workspace
at home, only one member of the couple may WFH. Working hybrid schedules with
alternate days at home may allow parents to take turns with caregiving
responsibilities, thus parents may be less likely to coordinate work schedules to
increase leisure time together than couples without children. As a secondary
analysis, we use time diaries from the American Time Use Survey (ATUS) to

examine differences in couples’ time together and on solo and joint childcare on



WFH days versus onsite days. Finally, we examine men’s and women’s labor hours
by their joint work location and test whether remote/hybrid work arrangements allow
women to work longer hours and achieve greater within-couple labor hours equality.
Related Literature

Prior literature offers several hypotheses about how and why workers select their
work location arrangements and how these arrangements may depend on their
partners’ work locations. Time diaries show that WFH days allow workers to save 60-75
minutes on commuting and grooming and increase their leisure time (Pabilonia &
Vernon, 2022; 2024). Thus, other things equal, workers find WFH arrangements
desirable (Barrreo et al. 2021). However, the literature also suggests that face-to-face
work has its benefits, such as shared companionship, on-the-job training opportunities,
more efficient teamwork, and more opportunities for a promotion (Emanuel et al. 2023;
Pabilonia and Vernon 2023a)." Thus, some workers (and employers) may prefer onsite
work, at least part of the time.

Turning to the literature on couple time together, Hamermesh (2002) and
Hallberg (2003) find that employed couples arrange their work schedules to maximize
their time together, which is positively associated with well-being (Flood and Genadek
2016; Hamermesh 2020).? Bryan and Sevilla (2017) find that flexible working time
arrangements enable parents to better coordinate their work schedules in the UK.

Providing more evidence that couples highly value joint leisure time, Georges-Kot et al.

" However, a randomized control trial by Bloom et al. (2024) finds no difference in promotions for
hybrid and onsite workers, perhaps due to changing perceptions among managers of employee

performance when they WFH.

2 While couple time together may increase with more WFH, time alone also may increase,

which is negatively associated with life satisfaction (Atalay 2024). Some of the rise in time alone

during the first year of the pandemic was due to the rise in WFH (Frazis 2024).
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(2024) find that about 50-60% of self-employed workers in France take a day off when
their employee partners get an extra public holiday. Using a revealed preference
approach, Cosaert et al. (2023) find that Dutch households with children are willing to
pay 10% of the average wage to change private leisure to joint leisure. Several studies
(Del Boca et al. 2019; Flood et al. 2020; Le Forner 2021; Milkie et al. 2015) also show
that joint childcare is beneficial for child development and is associated with higher
parental well-being than solo childcare. The increased availability of remote and hybrid
arrangements could facilitate couples’ togetherness, with partners being more likely to
jointly select WFH arrangements, potentially leading to increases in marital quality and
stability and child well-being. Because individuals tend to marry those working in similar
occupations (Schwartz et al. 2021), partners may have similar propensities to WFH,
which heavily depend on the task content of occupations (Dey et al. 2020; Dingel and
Neiman 2020).3

Other research (Barnet-Verzat et al. 2011) suggests that among dual-earner
couples, parents may specialize, with one parent spending more time with children and
the other spending longer hours working. Fathers often work longer hours, contributing
to a gender wage gap (Cortes and Pan 2019; Goldin 2014). There is also evidence that
some coupled parents stagger their work hours to do tag-team parenting (Fox et al.
2013). Hybrid work could potentially allow parents to WFH on alternate days and
facilitate greater sharing of childcare. Thus, we hypothesize that couples with children

may have less time together relative to couples without children.

3 However, the correlation between partners’ teleworkability indexes based on Dingel and
Neiman (2020) is only 0.21 in our sample.



Several papers examine differences in hours worked by WFH status for US
workers since the start of the pandemic. Initially, when the pandemic hit, workers
reported that they used 42% of their time savings from not commuting to work longer
hours (Aksoy et al. 2023). Subsequent studies dispute this finding, at least for some
workers. Using pandemic-period time diaries from the ATUS, Pabilonia and Vernon
(2023b) show that actual work hours of men and women did not rise when working from
home, and that a partner’s WFH status mattered for one’s work hours. When fathers
worked onsite on the diary day, WFH mothers worked fewer paid hours, but when both
partners worked from home compared with when both worked onsite, mothers and
fathers were able to maintain their paid work hours. The study’s inferences are based
on imputed partners’ work location and only a single diary workday, whereas individuals
may reallocate their activities over the days of the week (Pabilonia and Vernon 2022).
Also, many parents were working from home alongside their children, and social
distancing restricted many activities outside the home, so their findings may not be
generalizable to non-pandemic times.

Ji et al. (2024) build a household model of labor supply where spouses have
differing abilities to telework and introduce both a commuting shock and a shock to
men’s leisure preferences to explain observed changes in hours worked during the
pandemic. Their model predicts that a reduction in commuting time will increase own
labor supply but decrease spousal labor supply. In addition, an increase in own
preference for leisure will decrease own labor supply but increase spousal labor supply.

Using the ATUS, they find that labor supply depends on whether spouses’ occupations



are teleworkable. Overall, for 2021, they find that men in teleworkable occupations work
fewer hours, while women in teleworkable occupations work more.

Pabilonia and Vernon (2024) examine remote-onsite differences in usual hours
worked among full-time employed men and women in the 2010-2021 American
Community Survey (ACS). Remote workers, a much more select group pre-pandemic,
worked more hours than onsite workers before 2020, though the two worker groups’
hours slowly converged over the period. By 2021, mostly remote male workers worked
21 minutes fewer per week than their onsite counterparts, whereas mostly remote
female workers worked 13 minutes longer per week than females onsite. The ACS
measure of WFH, however, does not capture differences in WFH intensity—
respondents who worked most of their hours last week away from their workplace are
classified as mostly remote workers, while hybrid workers are not identified, so some
hybrid workers are part of the ‘mostly remote’ group.* The new CPS questions allow us
to improve on this study in several ways. First, we can divide workers by WFH intensity
into fully remote, hybrid, and onsite worker categories. Second, we have a better
measure of labor supply, actual rather than usual weekly hours worked. Actual hours
vary more over time for people within the same job and with WFH intensity as people
vary their effort when their schedule constraints change.® Third, the longitudinal

component of the CPS allows us to control for unobserved time-invariant differences.

41n 2023, 13.8% of workers in the ACS were primarily remote (U.S. Census Bureau 2023). In
the CPS, we ranked all workers by their percent of hours worked from home and calculate that
the top 13.8% of workers had at least 50% of their hours worked from home.

5 We also do not examine usual hours because many CPS respondents report that their hours
vary.



Finally, we examine a post-pandemic period when children are back in schools with no
pandemic-era restrictions on work and leisure.

Another paper closely related to ours is Arntz et al. (2022). Using a panel of
German workers from 1997-2014, they find that childless employees work an extra
hour of unpaid overtime after moving to hybrid work, but no change for actual or
contractual hours. However, among parents, the gender gap in actual and contractual
hours is smaller after mothers and fathers move to hybrid work. They do not examine
fully remote workers or the impact of partners’ work locations on own hours. Their
findings also are based on data with much lower WFH frequency—many were working
from home only once a week. Providing evidence for the Netherlands, Possenriede et
al. (2016) find that the take-up of hybrid work between 2002 and 2012 is associated with
increases in actual hours worked.

Data and Descriptives

The CPS is the US labor force survey that provides data on the employed,
unemployed, and those out of the labor force.® In October 2022, the CPS added several
new questions on telework and WFH intensity to the basic monthly survey.’
Respondents are first asked if, “At any time LAST WEEK, did you telework or work at
home for pay?” If they responded yes, they are asked, “Last week, you worked (# hours

worked last week at all jobs) hours (total/at all jobs). How many of these hours did you

6 We use basic monthly CPS data available from the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics and U.S.
Census Bureau (2022-2024a).

7 In December 2022, the introduction for these questions changed from “I now have some
questions related to how the COVID-19 pandemic affected where people work.” to “I now have
some questions related to where people work.” Supplemental data on telework are available
from the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics and U.S. Census Bureau (2022-2024b) through June
2024. Telework data was then added to the basic monthly CPS datasets.
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telework or work at home for pay?” These two questions allow us to separate workers
who work all hours from home (‘remote workers’) from those who work a hybrid
schedule, with only some days at home (‘hybrid workers’). However, we cannot
determine hybrid/remote status on a job, because workers are asked about hours from
home on all jobs rather than on each job.

Households are in the CPS for four months, then are out of the sample for eight
months before returning for another four months, spanning 16 months; however,
households may skip the survey in any given month, resulting in missing data. For our
analyses, we construct an unbalanced panel of members of different-sex married and
cohabiting couples using CPS longitudinal identifiers covering the period from October
2022 through November 2024.8 We restrict both members of each couple to be among
the prime-age noninstitutionalized civilian population (age 25-54 in their first observed
month in our panel). We estimate all regressions at the individual level separately by
sex and parental status. Because WFH intensity is asked only for those who are
employed and at work in the CPS reference week, we analyze those who are employed
and at work, but we allow their partners to be not employed, because some may adjust
their hours or choose their work location arrangement differently if a partner is at home.
Our main analyses are based on 59,322 employed men (231,952 observations) and
59,306 employed women (190,717 observations) who are observed as part of a couple

in two to eight months. For more details on sample selection, see Table A.1 in the

8 Specifically, we match individuals across months in sample using the following CPS variables:
HRHHID, HRHHID2, PULINENO, and GESTFIPS. We also ensure consistency based on age
(across matched months we allow age to vary by up to two years, because the Census Bureau
perturbs age slightly to ensure privacy of individuals), sex, and race across observations.
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Supplemental Online Appendix. Henceforth, the table and figure numbering for the
Online Appendix is prefaced with an “A.”

We construct several measures based on WFH intensity. First, we calculate for
each worker, the percentage of hours worked last week that were worked from home for
pay.® We use this percentage in some of our analyses as a continuous measure of WFH
intensity. Based on these percentages, we also divide workers into three worker groups:
1) remote workers, with 100% of their hours worked from home, 2) hybrid workers, with
20-99% of their hours worked from home, and 3) onsite workers, with 0—19% of their
hours worked from home. Thus, onsite workers may occasionally WFH, or they may
bring some paid work home from the office to work on in the evenings or on weekends,
but their WFH intensity is the lowest of the three groups and they are unlikely to be
working a full day from home."? It is fairly common in the literature to consider people as
hybrid workers if they work at least one day a week from home (see, for example,
Possenriede et al. 2016). One can alternatively view these three groups as workers
having high, medium, or low WFH intensity. In our sample, less than 1.8% of male and
female workers report working 1-19% of their hours from home (Figure 1). The modal
hybrid worker works 40-59% of their hours from home (corresponding to roughly 2 to 3
days per week). Women are more likely to be working remotely than men (14.9% versus

10.4%).""

9 A histogram shows substantial spikes in the percentage of hours worked at home at 20, 40, 50,
60, 80, and 100% that roughly correspond to days worked from home for a full-time worker
(Figure A.1).

0 Men who work less than 20% of their hours from home average about 5.6 hours from home
(standard deviation = 3 hours), while women average about 4.8 hours from home (standard
deviation = 2.8 hours). In robustness checks, we vary our cutoffs to define our worker types.

" We conduct an exercise to see whether some of our hybrid workers are possibly working
entirely from home. Because the questions about WFH specify that work should be paid, it is
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Figure 2 shows trends in remote and hybrid work over the period. In October
2022, 11.7% of men and women in our sample were working entirely remotely, while
8.8% worked a hybrid schedule. The percentages of hybrid/remote workers increased
over the period, with remote workers increasing to 13.1% in November 2024 and hybrid
workers increasing to 13.0%."2

Figure 3 shows trends in the percentage of fully remote and hybrid workers by
sex. Women were much more likely than men to work entirely remotely, and the
percentage-points (pp) difference in remote workers widened from 4.0 in October 2022
to 5.9 in November 2024 when 16.4% of women and 10.5% of men worked fully
remotely. The percentage of men and women working a hybrid schedule was more
similar; however, women were still more likely to be hybrid, and the pp difference in
hybrid workers widened slightly over the period. In November 2024, 13.9% of women
and 12.4% of men worked a hybrid schedule, a 1.5 pp gap. Although there are sex
differences, we see little difference in the percentage of hybrid workers by parental
status within sex (Figure 4). However, in the more recent months, mothers were more
likely to work remotely than women without children. In November 2024, 16.9% of
mothers and 15.7% of women without children worked remotely, a 1.2 pp difference.

Coupled workers differ in many ways across work location arrangements (see

Tables A.2 and A.3 for summary statistics by WFH intensity for men and women). On

possible that some workers are paid for 40 hours per week—based on standard working hours
for a full-time worker—but that they work unpaid overtime. Thus, if they work 45 hours at home,
they may respond that only 40 of those home hours are paid. Workers who report over 40 hours
and who work 40 hours from home (only 0.4 percent of our sample), are all classified as hybrid
workers. Forty-six percent are multiple job holders, so they may have been remote on one job
but not the other, in which case they are less likely to have been misidentified.

2 The percentage of aggregate hours worked from home rose from 16.3% to 19.6% (Figure
A.2).



average, hybrid workers report longer hours than those working onsite, followed by
remote workers, especially among women. Partners of remote workers work more
hours from home and are more likely to be remote. Hybrid workers are more likely to
have a partner working hybrid. Hybrid and remote workers are more likely to have an
employed partner.

Remote workers are much more likely to be self-employed. Men working
remotely or hybrid and women working remotely are more likely to have a self-employed
partner. Hybrid workers are the least likely to be working part time and the most likely to
have multiple jobs, especially among women. Among men, hybrid workers are older and
more likely to be married and have an additional adult living in the household; remote
workers are less likely to have children aged 1-5; and remote and hybrid workers are
less likely to have children aged 6-17. Among women, remote and hybrid workers are
more likely to be married, have an additional adult living in the household, and have
young children; hybrid workers are less likely to have children aged 6-17. Among men,
remote and hybrid workers are less likely to be Black or Hispanic or paid hourly and
more likely to live in a metropolitan statistical area (MSA)."® For women, remote and
hybrid workers are less likely to be Hispanic or paid hourly and more likely to live in a
MSA. Among men, remote workers are the most likely to have a college degree,
followed by hybrid workers. For women, hybrid workers are the most likely to have a

college degree. Male hybrid workers are more likely to be a federal government

3 A MSA contains at least one urbanized area of 50,000 or more inhabitants along with adjacent
communities that are integrated both economically and socially with that area (U.S. Census
Bureau 2020).

10



employee than are male remote and onsite workers. Remote and hybrid workers are
less likely to be a state or local government employee than are onsite workers.

Remote and hybrid workers also differ considerably in their mix of occupations
and industries. Overall, they are more likely than onsite workers to be in white-collar
occupations other than health care. Notably, among men, remote workers are much
more likely to be in computer and mathematical occupations than hybrid workers (27%
versus 17%). Remote workers are the most likely to be working in professional,
scientific, and technical services industries (35% of male and 24% of female remote
workers). Hybrid workers also are more likely to be working in these industries than
onsite workers (24% of male and 17% of female hybrid workers; 6% of male and 5% of
female onsite workers).

Figure 5 shows the percentage of couples by couple-level work arrangement and
by parental status.' There are 15 potential work arrangement combinations. Just over
half of the couples have both members working onsite, but those without children are
slightly more likely to have both members working onsite compared with parents (55.3%
versus 51.2%). The second most prevalent couple-level work arrangement is for the
man to work onsite and the woman to be not employed (13.4% for parents and 7.5% for
nonparents); the third is for the man to work onsite and the woman to work remotely
(about 7% of couples). Both members working entirely remotely is uncommon (3.1% of

parents and 3.8% of nonparents).

4 Parental status is determined by the presence of own children under age 18 in the household.
Nonparents may have non-own children in the household, own children living outside their
household, or adult children living in the household.
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Figure 6 shows average actual weekly hours worked across couple-level work
arrangements by sex and by parental status.'® There are 12 couple-level work
arrangements that we here organize first by the worker’s work location and then by the
partner’s work location (the partner can be not employed but the respondent is always
employed). We observe substantial hours variation. Among parents, in most work
arrangements, mothers work fewer than 38 hours, suggesting that many mothers work
part time. In four of the couple-work-arrangement types, mothers work 39—40 hours per
week: mothers work remotely and their partners are not employed; mothers work hybrid
and their partners work remotely, hybrid, or onsite. However, mothers work more than
42 hours when working hybrid and their partners are not employed. Thus, regardless of
the partner’s work location, women with hybrid schedules work more hours. Among
women without children, we observe a similar pattern for those working a hybrid
schedule, but these women work 41 plus hours per week. For men, we see that in each
couple-level work location arrangement, their hours per week exceed 40. Male remote
workers, regardless of parental status, work less than male hybrid and onsite workers
(slightly more than 40 hours per week). Men without children working a hybrid schedule
work the most hours (43—44 hours per week). Fathers working hybrid with partners
either working remotely or not at all work over 44 hours per week.

Up to this point, we have described average work location arrangements.
However, our fixed-effects estimation strategy depends on workers changing their work
location for identification purposes; therefore, we next provide an overview of how many

individuals switch their work arrangements from one observed month to the next. First,

5 We topcode each respondent’s actual weekly hours worked at 84 hours.
12



examining coupled individuals who also are observed in the CPS in the previous month,
we find that in any given month, about 15% of men and women transition between work
locations or move to/from nonemployment (figure 7). Then, considering only months
when people are employed (our sample), we find that 19.5% of men and 23.1% of
women in our panel had at least one transition in their work arrangement. Table 1 shows
that the most common transitions (not necessarily across consecutive months) are from
onsite to hybrid and vice versa (5—6% of worker-months). Between 3% and 5% of
transitions are from remote to onsite work and vice versa. Figure A.3 shows trends in
month-to-month transitions. Transitions between hybrid and onsite hovered about 5—
6%. Transitions between remote and onsite fell from about 5% to 2.5% over the period.
Transitions between hybrid and remote work hovered around 3%. Overall, this transition
analysis does not suggest a large return-to-office movement.

Because people might change their work location when they change their
employer or work duties, we also examine transitions among the employed when they
change employers, their duties, or neither (Table 1). Transitions between onsite and
remote are about twice as frequent for those changing employers compared with those
continuing with their employers; transitions between onsite and hybrid are also more
frequent. Only changing duties is associated with slightly more onsite-to-remote
transitions. Transitions between remote and onsite are also more frequent for those
changing employers. For women only, changing duties is associated with more
transitions from remote to onsite or remote to hybrid. In some of our multivariate

analyses, we restrict the sample to those continuing with the same employer and duties
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to examine whether our results are sensitive to changes in work location arrangements
that correspond with other job changes.
Econometric Models
Work-from-home intensity models
To examine the relationship between the partners’ WFH intensities, we begin by
estimating the following linear model using an individual FE estimation strategy:
%WFH,, = ByPARTNER_%WFH;, + BsX;s +vi + 6, + €z (1)
where %WFH is the percent of actual weekly hours worked from home by individual i at
time t, PARTNER_%WFH,;; is the partner’s percent of actual weekly hours worked from
home, X;; is a vector of time-varying controls for individual i, §; is our coefficient of
interest measuring the relationship between the partners’ WFH intensities, £, is a vector
of coefficients on our control variables, y; is a vector of individual FE that allows us to
control for omitted time-invariant individual and couple-level characteristics, 6; is a
vector of month and year FE, and ¢;; represents the error term. The vector X;; includes
indicators for partner nonemployed and partner part-time as well as a teleworkability
index based on the respondent’s four-digit occupation and the classification of Dingel
and Neiman (2020). It also includes individual-level indicators for cohabiter, having a
disability, child in the household age 0, child in the household aged 1-5, child in the
household aged 5-17, other adult in household, paid hourly, part-time, federal
government employee, state and local government employee, self-employed, multiple
job holder, 21 occupation groups, and 20 industry groups. Standard errors are clustered
at the individual level to account for potential intertemporal correlations. We estimate

these models for women and men separately and also by parental status.
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As a sensitivity analysis, given reverse causality is possible, we also estimate a
FE instrumental variables model using the teleworkability index for the partner’s four-
digit occupation as an instrument, which is highly statistically significant in the first stage
regression. However, we cannot reject the hypothesis that partner’s percent of hours
worked from home is exogeneous in all models (see Tables A.4 and A.5). Thus, our FE
estimates are preferred and plausibly causal.
Hours models

To examine the relationship between one’s hours worked and the couple’s joint
work arrangement, we estimate the following linear model using an individual FE
estimation strategy:

InChours;) = a;Wie + a5 Z; + 0; + v + pye (2)

where the dependent variable, In(hours;;), is the natural logarithm of actual weekly
hours worked for individual i at time t. W, is a vector of indicators for different couple-
level work arrangements, with the reference group being both working onsite. Z;; is a
vector of time-varying controls including indicators for multiple job holder, partner
multiple job holder, self-employed, partner self-employed, having a disability, cohabiter,
other adult in household, child in the household age 0, child in the household aged 1-5,
child in the household aged 5-17, paid hourly, federal government employee, state and
local government employee, 21 occupation groups, and 20 industry groups. 6, vector of
individual FE allowing us to control for omitted time-invariant individual and couple-level
characteristics. v, is a vector of month and year FE. y;; is an error term. a; and «, are
vectors of parameters to be estimated. Standard errors are clustered at the individual

level.
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To examine the relationship between within-couple labor hours inequality and
couple-level work arrangements, we estimate the following linear FE model for women

in dual-earner couples only:

Woman_Hoursit/ (Woman_Hours;, + Man_Hours;) — MWiet 02Zie + 70+ pr + wie (3)
where the dependent variable is the woman’s share of total couple actual weekly hours
worked. W;; is a vector of eight indicators for the different couple-level work location
arrangements, with the reference group being both working onsite. Z;; is defined as
above. 1; and p; are vectors of individual and month and year FE, respectively. w;; is an
error term. n; and 1, are vectors of parameters to be estimated. The model is estimated
on women in dual-earner couples only to examine the extent to which work location
flexibility may allow working women to achieve parity in the workplace even while they
continue to do most of the housework and childcare (Pabilonia and Vernon 2023b).

Although the hours models include FE, we cannot interpret the coefficients as
causal, as there may be remaining endogeneity that we are unable to control for. Unlike
in model 1, we cannot use an instrumental variables approach given the numerous work
location arrangements.

Results

Work-from-home Intensity

Figure 8 shows coefficients on our variable of interest in Equation (1), where we
regress a respondent’s percent of hours worked from home on their partner’s percent of
hours worked from home. All samples suggest a positive relationship between partners’
WFH intensities. For all couples, a 10 pp increase in a partner’s percent of hours

worked from home leads to a 2.0 pp increase in hours worked from home for a woman
16



and a 1.5 pp increase for a man. The slightly stronger effects for nonparents than
parents are not statistically significant for women based on a fully-interacted model
allowing all coefficients to vary by parental status (not shown). These results are
consistent with the hypothesis that couples might align their WFH arrangements to
increase their time together, and parents also need to coordinate childcare. See Table
A.6 for estimates for the other time-varying coefficients. Of note, partners spend more
time WFH when their partners are not employed, which would allow partners to spend
more time together.

In a secondary analysis using time diaries from the 2022—-2023 ATUS, we
examine the time that individuals spend with their partners on WFH days compared with
work-away-from-home (WAFH) days, and the time that coupled parents spend on solo
and joint childcare. We find that regardless of parental status, partners spend more time
together on WFH days than WAFH days, which aligns with our previous results. Fathers
spend 0.5 hours more alone with their partners and 0.3 hours more on joint childcare
(figure 9). They also do more solo childcare on WFH days (0.5 hours). Mothers spend
0.2 hours more alone with their partners and 0.5 hours more on joint childcare (the
former is not statistically significant) but do not spend more time on solo childcare on
WFH days. Coupled men without children spend 1.2 hours more with their partners on
WFH days, while coupled women without children spend 0.3 hours more with their
partners but the latter difference is not statistically significant (figure 10). The magnitude
of the differences in couple time together is in line with prior research suggesting flexible
working hours increase coupled parents’ daily synchronous work time by up to one hour

(Byran and Sevilla 2017).
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Sensitivity analyses (Table A.7) suggest that our results are not driven by the
self-employed, workers who changed jobs, or the part-time workers. The magnitudes of
the coefficients drop slightly in the employee-only sample, suggesting that the self-
employed are better able to coordinate their work locations. The coefficient estimates
are stronger in magnitude among full-time dual-earner couples. Perhaps, these workers
have the most to gain by working from home together.

As an alternative specification, we replace our continuous measure of partner’s
percent of hours worked from home with categorical variables for partner working
remotely and partner working hybrid. All models again show that one’s own percent of

hours worked from home increases with the partner’s WFH intensity (Table A.8).

Hours Worked and Couple-level Work Arrangements

Figure 11 presents coefficients on the couple-level work arrangements for
Equation (2) for all men and women, where we regress the natural logarithm of hours
worked on a vector of indicator variables for the couple-level work location
arrangements. (Coefficients for the full set of results are presented in tabular form in
Table A.9, while sensitivity analyses are in Tables A.10—A.15). The reference group is
‘both partners work onsite.” Because we are using individual FE models, we interpret the
coefficients as associations between a switch (or transition) to a particular couple-level
work arrangement from both working onsite and workers’ hours. We find differences in
individuals’ labor supply depending on the partner’s work location.’® For men, switching

to remote by themselves is associated with working 3.9% fewer hours, while switching

6 See Tables A.16 and A.17 for statistical significances for Wald tests of equality of coefficients
across couple-level work location arrangements.
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to remote with their partners is associated with 5.1% fewer hours.'” However, the
estimates are not statistically significantly different from each other. If partners transition
to hybrid, switching to remote is not associated with changes in hours.

For women, switching to remote either by themselves or when their partners
switch to hybrid is associated with working 3.9% fewer hours, while a switch to remote
together with their male partners is associated with working 9.3% fewer hours. Thus, for
both men and women, the largest decreases in hours are associated with the take-up of
remote work alongside their partners. This is consistent with the hypothesis that couples
may take advantage of the opportunity to WFH to maximize leisure time together. At the
couple-level, both switching to remote is associated with a 3.6% decrease in joint hours
(relative to the couple-level average hours of 80 for couples working onsite).

For both men and women, a switch to hybrid is associated with longer hours
regardless of their partners’ work locations. When both partners switch to hybrid, men
work 5.1% more hours. For men who work onsite, partners switching to hybrid is
associated with a 3.1% increase in work hours, and partners stopping work is
associated with a 1.3% decrease in work hours, but no change when female partners
switch to remote. Women switching to a hybrid is associated with a roughly 6.3%
increase in their hours, which varies little by their partners’ work location arrangements.
At the couple-level, both switching to hybrid is associated with a 5.4% increase in
couple-level hours.

In most cases, results are qualitatively similar for parents and nonparents, with a

few exceptions (Figures 12 and 13). Only for women without children, switching to

7 Percent changes in hours are calculated as (exp (8) — 1) x 100.
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remote is associated with a large drop in hours (9.9%) when male partners stop
working. Only women without children staying onsite work 2% more hours when men
switch to hybrid. Only for mothers, switching to remote is associated with a significant
decrease in hours if fathers switch to hybrid. Only for fathers staying onsite is
associated with 1.4% fewer hours when women stop working.

In Table A.9, we also provide estimates for a sample of parents of children under
age 6. Some estimates are slightly stronger in magnitude than in the full-parent sample.
For example, fathers and mothers of young children both switching to hybrid is
associated with their working 6.2% and 9.4% more, respectively, versus 5.1% and 6.2%
in the full-parent sample. In addition, mothers of young children switching to hybrid
alone is associated with fathers working 4.2% more hours and mothers working 7.3%
more versus 3.6% and 6.4% in the full-parent sample, respectively. Thus, hybrid work
appears to allow mothers to work longer, especially mothers of young children.
Negative associations between remote and hours are weaker when fathers and mothers
of young children both switch to remote compared with the full-parent sample. There is
no statistically significant decrease for fathers and a 9.4% decrease for mothers,
compared with 6.2% and 11.2% for all fathers and mothers, respectively.

As a sensitivity analysis (Table A.10), we estimate models excluding individuals
who have multiple jobs or whose partners have multiple jobs in order to exclude people
who we may misclassify as hybrid if they combine onsite with full-time remote jobs.
Estimates are qualitatively similar to our baseline except when fathers move to remote
alone there is no decrease in their hours. If we exclude the self-employed (Table A.11),

estimates are slightly smaller than our baseline estimates. When we restrict the sample
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to those who do not change employers or job duties from the previous month (Table
A.12), our estimates are overall similar but smaller when people take up remote work,
suggesting there is more opportunity to adjust hours and work location arrangements
when changing the nature of the job or one’s employer. Results also are qualitatively
similar if we restrict the sample to full-time dual-earner couples (Table A.13), but the
estimates suggest smaller declines in hours with the take-up of remote work.

To test whether results are sensitive to a potential measurement error at the top
of the WFH intensity distribution, we redefine remote workers as working 81% or more
hours from home (Table A.14). The estimates decrease slightly, which is consistent with
our switching truly hybrid workers, who tend to work more, into the remote category. If
we instead change the hybrid workers’ lower bound to 1% of hours worked from home
(Table A.15), the estimates are qualitatively similar; however, the estimates on both
members working hybrid increase by several pp, which is consistent with our switching
workers who bring extra work home from the onsite to hybrid category.

Overall, compared with the pandemic-period findings in Pabilonia and Vernon
(2024), we find larger negative gaps in hours between remote and onsite/hybrid
workers. Our post-pandemic findings of large positive gaps in hours between hybrid and
onsite workers are consistent with the pre-pandemic findings in Arntz et al. (2022) and

Possenriede et al. (2016).

Within-Couple Hours Inequality and Work Location Arrangements

Among all dual-earner couples working onsite, the average woman’s share of

total couple hours worked is 0.464. The average hours share is slightly higher (0.474)
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for women in couples with other work location arrangements.'8 Figure 14 presents
coefficients on the couple-level work arrangements for Equation (3)—the relationship
between couple-level work location arrangements and the woman’s share of total
couple hours worked. A positive coefficient indicates that a switch to that couple-level
work location arrangement is associated with an increase in women’s share of hours
and a decrease in within-couple hours inequality. Table A.19 shows results for the full
sample in tabular form and Tables A.20—A.23 shows sensitivity analyses. Tables A.24
presents statistical significances for Wald tests of equality of coefficients for the full
sample.

We find that for mothers, switching to remote from onsite is associated with
increased within-couple hours inequality regardless of fathers’ work locations, although
the association is larger if fathers switch to hybrid. For women without children,
switching to remote also is associated with increased within-couple hours inequality,
unless their partners also switch to remote. For mothers, switching to hybrid is
associated with decreased within-couple hours inequality only if fathers also switch to
remote. For women without children, switching to hybrid is associated with decreased
within-couple hours inequality if fathers switch to remote or remain onsite. Fathers
switching to hybrid (but mothers staying onsite) is associated with increased within-
couple hours inequality. For men without children, switching to remote (but their
partners staying onsite) is associated with decreased within-couple hours inequality.

The greater availability of WFH could potentially decrease within-couple hours

8 See Table A.18 for the average woman'’s share of total couple hours worked across the
different couple-level work location arrangements.
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inequality, but it depends on who works from home and how often. If the upward trend in
hybrid work for women continues, within-couple hours inequality may further decrease.
Concluding remarks

We use new CPS questions to examine differences in remote/hybrid work and
hours of work by sex, by parental status, and by couple’s joint work arrangement. We
show that among coupled individuals in the post-pandemic period, women are more
likely to work either a hybrid or remote schedule. Throughout the period, working
entirely remotely was the predominant arrangement among coupled individuals working
at least 20 percent of their hours from home, although the share working a hybrid
schedule is trending upward.

Using individual FE models, we find that partners’ WFH intensities are positively
related, suggesting that partners try to align their work locations, with larger effects for
women than men and for fathers than men without children. A supplementary analysis
using ATUS time diary data shows that coupled parents spend almost 50 minutes more
per day together in leisure and household production when at least one of the couple’s
members works from home. Joint childcare time is also greater on WFH days. Coupled
men without children also spend more time with their partners . Thus, the increase in
hybrid/remote work might have positive effects on marital quality and stability, which in
turn are positively correlated with a host of economic outcomes. It may also have a
positive effect on child development given prior findings that joint childcare is particularly
beneficial for children. However, we cannot learn from these data whether partners

working hybrid schedules work together at home on the same days of the week.

23



We find that couples’ joint work arrangements are correlated with actual work
hours. On average, fully remote workers work fewer hours than onsite workers,
while hybrid workers work more hours. Changes in a partner’s work location
arrangement are sometimes associated with changes in the other partner’s labor
supply. Both partners simultaneously switching to hybrid work from onsite is
associated with the largest increases in couple-level labor supply (5.4% more
hours), while both partners simultaneously switching to fully remote work is
associated with the largest decreases in couple-level labor supply (3.2% more
hours). Hybrid work allows mothers to work longer hours, especially mothers of young
children. This could have implications for employee performance—hybrid work may
induce higher effort compared with fully remote or fully onsite jobs.

Couple-level work location arrangements matter for within-couple hours
inequality. Among dual-earner couples, women switching to hybrid while their
partners switch to remote is associated with the largest decrease in within-couple
labor hours inequality, whereas women switching to remote work while their partners
switch to hybrid is associated with the largest increase in within-couple labor hours
inequality.

Taken together, these results suggest that hybrid, but not fully remote, work for
women has the potential to improve women'’s position in the labor market to the extent
that there is a wage premium for working long hours and working long hours increases
the likelihood of a promotion (see, for example, Cortes and Pan 2019; Frederiksen et al.
forthcoming; Gicheva 2013; Goldin 2014). Hybrid work also may improve women’s

bargaining position within the household because it is tied to a more equal allocation of
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labor hours among partners. On the other hand, hybrid work could lead to a decrease in
well-being and family-work conflicts if it increases the likelihood of working outside
normal working hours (Yang et al. 2023).

There are several limitations to our study. First, we do not control for relative
income that might influence couple bargaining over hours worked, although our FE
approach accounts for relative income differences. Second, we follow individuals over a
maximum of 16 months, a short time frame during which relatively few individuals switch
employment arrangements. Third, hours are constrained to some extent by employers’
demands (Lachowska et al. 2024), reducing the potential magnitude of the effects,
although our estimates based on a sample excluding the self-employed are similar.
Fourth, we cannot control for other types of flexibility such as flexible scheduling, though
location flexibility is strongly correlated with flexible hours (Pabilonia and Vernon 2022).
Finally, the data does not allow us to learn why remote work is associated with shorter
total hours of work but hybrid work with longer hours of work. Recent literature offers
evidence that WFH improves worker productivity because of fewer distractions at home
(Fenizia and Kirchmaier 2024), although other studies suggest negative selection into
remote work (Emanuel and Harrington 2024). Measuring employee productivity,
however, is difficult; more research is needed on how hybrid and remote work affects

employee performance.
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Figure 1. Work-from-home intensity among those doing some paid work from home for
men (A) and women (B)
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Note: The figures show the percentage of coupled workers with positive work from
home. Estimates are based on coupled workers aged 25-54 at work during the CPS
reference week, who appear in more than one month in the survey and excluding those
whose partners are on vacation. CPS composite weights are used. Number of
observations: 231,952 men;190,717 women.

Source: Current Population Survey (October 2022—November 2024), authors’
calculations
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Figure 2. Trends in the percentage of hybrid and remote workers among coupled
workers
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Note: Estimates are based on coupled workers aged 25-54 at work during the CPS
reference week, who appear in more than one month in the survey and excluding those
whose partners are on vacation. CPS composite weights are used. Number of
observations: 422,669.

Source: Current Population Survey (October 2022—November 2024 ), authors’
calculations
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Figure 3. Trends in the percentage of coupled workers who were fully remote (A) and
hybrid (B) workers by sex
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Note: Estimates are based on coupled workers aged 25-54 at work during the CPS
reference week, who appear in more than one month in the survey and excluding those
whose partners are on vacation. CPS composite weights are used. Number of
observations: 231,952 men; 190,717 women.

Source: Current Population Survey (October 2022—November 2024), authors’
calculations
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Figure 4. Trends in the percentage of coupled men and women who were fully remote
(A) and hybrid (B) workers by parental status
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Note: Estimates are based on coupled workers aged 25-54 at work during the CPS
reference week, who appear in more than one month in the survey and excluding those
whose partners are on vacation. CPS composite weights are used. Number of
observations: 144,998 fathers; 113,381 mothers; 86,954 men without children; 77,336
women without children. Source: Current Population Survey (October 2022—November

2024), authors’ calculations
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Figure 5. Percentage of couples aged 25-54 by couple-level work arrangement and by

parental status

Man remote - Woman remote

Man hybrid-Woman remote
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Man remote-Woman nonemployed
Man hybrid-Woman nonemployed
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Notes: The sample excludes couples where both partners are nonemployed or either
member is on vacation. Couples must also appear in more than one month over the
period. CPS household weights are used. Number of observations: 258,379 parents;

164,290 nonparents.

Source: Current Population Survey (October 2022—November 2024 ), authors’

calculations
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Figure 6. Average actual weekly hours worked by couple-level work arrangement for
parents (A) and nonparents (B)

A. Parents
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Note: Estimates are based on coupled workers aged 25-54 at work during the CPS reference
week, who appear in more than one month in the survey and excluding those whose partners
are on vacation. CPS composite weights are used. Number of observations: 144,998 fathers;
113,381 mothers; 86,954 men without children; 77,336 women without children.

Source: Current Population Survey (October 2022—-November 2024), authors’ calculations
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Figure 7. Percentage of coupled individuals aged 25-54 who experienced a labor
market transition between consecutive months
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Note: Transitions include change to/from remote, onsite, hybrid and to/from
nonemployment. We restrict the sample to individuals interviewed in more than one
month and who were in the sample in the previous month. The sample excludes those
in couples where both partners are nonemployed or either member is on vacation. CPS
longitudinal weights are used. Number of observations: 149,893 men; 122,977 women.

Source: Current Population Survey (November 2022—November 2024), authors’
calculations
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Figure 8. The effect of a partner’s work-from-home intensity on one’s own work-from-
home intensity
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Coefficients and 95% confidence intervals

Note: Each dot on the graph represents the fixed-effects estimate from model 1,
computed separately by sex and parental status. The bars represent 95% confidence
intervals where standard errors are clustered at the individual level. The estimates show
that a one percentage-point increase in the percentage of work hours the partner works
from home increases the respondent’s percentage of hours worked from home by the
corresponding fraction of a percentage point. Estimates are based on coupled workers
aged 25-54 at work during the CPS reference week, who appear in more than one
month in the survey and excluding those whose partners are on vacation. CPS
composite weights are used. See Table A.6 for full regression results. Number of
observations: 144,998 fathers; 113,381 mothers; 86,954 men without children; 77,336
women without children.

Source: Current Population Survey (October 2022—November 2024), authors’
calculations
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Figure 9. Average hours per workday coupled parents spend together without children
present, caring for children together, and caring for children alone during nonwork
activities by work-from-home day status and sex

I Couple only
I Joint childcare
I Solo childcare

WAFH day WFH day WAFH day WFH day
Men Women

Notes: WFH = work-from-home. WAFH = work-away-from-home. WFH days are
workdays exclusively worked from home. WAFH days are workdays with any work done
away from the home. Workdays are full workdays that respondents report working at
least six hours on their main jobs. Time with partner is not recorded when the activity is
recorded as sleeping, grooming, personal activities, refused, and can’t remember. The
sample is restricted to those living with a spouse or unmarried partner where both
members of the couple are aged 25-54. Averages across the WFH day statuses are
statistically significantly different at the 1% level, except for couple only time for women.
ATUS final weights are used. Replicate weights are used to test for statistical
significance. Number of observations: 517 men and 327 women on WAFH days; 133
men and 106 women WFH days.

Source: 2022-23 American Time Use Survey, authors’ calculations
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Figure 10. Average hours per workday couples without children spend together during
nonwork activities by work-from-home day status and sex

WAFH day WFH day WAFH day WFH day
Men Women

Notes: WFH = work-from-home. WAFH = work-away-from-home. WFH days are
workdays exclusively worked from home. WAFH days are workdays with any work done
away from the home. Workdays are full workdays that respondents report working at
least six hours on their main jobs. Time with partner is not recorded when the activity is
recorded as sleeping, grooming, personal activities, refused, and can’t remember. The
sample is restricted to those living with a spouse or unmarried partner where both
members of the couple are aged 25-54. Averages across the WFH day statuses are
statistically significantly different at the 1% level for men. ATUS final weights are used.
Replicate weights are used to test for statistical significance. Number of observations:
233 men and 150 women on WAFH days; 55 men and 78 women WFH days.

Source: 2022—-23 American Time Use Survey, authors’ calculations
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Figure 11. Full sample. Coefficients on couple-level work arrangements in log actual
weekly hours of work regressions by sex (FE estimates)
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Note: Each dot represents the fixed-effects estimate from model 2, estimated separately
by sex. The bars represent 95% confidence intervals where standard errors are
clustered at the individual level. Estimates are based on coupled workers aged 25-54 at
work during the CPS reference week, who appear in more than one month in the survey
and excluding those whose partners are on vacation. CPS composite weights are used.
See Table A.9 for full regression results. Number of observations: 258,379 men;
190,717 women.

Source: Current Population Survey (October 2022—November 2024), authors’
calculations
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Figure 12. Parents. Coefficients on couple-level work arrangements in log actual weekly
hours of work regressions by sex (FE estimates)
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Note: Number of observations: 144,998 fathers; 113,381 mothers. See notes for Figure
11.

Source: Current Population Survey (October 2022—November 2024), authors’
calculations
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Figure 13. Nonparents. Coefficients on couple-level work arrangements in log actual
weekly hours of work regressions by sex (FE estimates)
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Note: Number of observations: 86,954 men without children, 77,336 women without
children. See notes for Figure 11.

Source: Current Population Survey (October 2022—November 2024 ), authors’
calculations
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Figure 14. Coefficients on couple-level work arrangements in the woman’s share of total
couple hours worked regressions (FE estimates)

All women
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Coefficients and 95% confidence intervals

Note: Estimates are based on women in dual-earner couples aged 25-54 at work during
the CPS reference week, who appear in more than one month in the survey and
excluding those whose partners are on vacation. Each dot on the graph represents the
fixed-effects estimate from model 3, estimated separately for all women, mothers, and
women with no children. The bars represent 95% confidence intervals where standard
errors are clustered at the individual level. The estimates show by how much the share
of women’s work hours in total couple’s work hours differs from an otherwise similar
couple in which both partners work onsite. CPS composite weights are used. Number of
observations: 177137 women; 105927 mothers; 71210 women with no children.

Source: Current Population Survey (October 2022—November 2024 ), authors’
calculations
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Table 1. Percentage of coupled-worker months with transitions in work location arrangement by transition type

Same Same
employer employer
Changed Changed Changed Changed and and
employer: employer: duties: duties: duties: duties:
Transition type All men All women men women men women men women
Onsite to hybrid 2.7 3.0 3.4 41 2.4 3.0 2.6 2.8
Onsite to remote 1.6 24 2.7 4.6 1.8 2.7 1.5 2.2
Hybrid to onsite 2.7 2.9 2.4 3.5 2.8 3.0 2.7 29
Hybrid to remote 1.3 1.6 1.5 1.5 1.4 1.7 1.3 1.6
Remote to onsite 1.6 2.2 2.1 3.7 1.5 2.7 1.5 2.1
Remote to hybrid 1.3 1.6 1.3 1.4 1.4 2.1 1.2 1.5
All transition types 11.2 13.7 13.4 18.8 11.3 15.2 10.9 13.1
Number of 175,016 142,450 2,494 2,081 3,313 2,610 153,098 124,306

observations
Note: Unweighted estimates are for coupled workers aged 25-54 at work during the CPS reference week, who appear in
more than one month in the survey and excluding those whose partners are on vacation. The numbers shown in the table
are percentages of observations in which the specific transition is observed where an observation is a worker-month.

However, the transition may occur over non-consecutive months. 19.5% of men and 23.1% of women report at least one
transition during their time in the panel.

Source: Current Population Survey (November 2022—November 2024), authors’ calculations
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Supplemental Online Appendix

Couples’ Remote Work Arrangements and Labor Supply

Figure A.1 Histogram of percent of hours worked from home among coupled workers
reporting any paid work from home in the reference week
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Percent of hours worked remotely

Notes: Estimates are based on employed coupled individuals aged 25-54 at work
during the CPS reference week, who appear in more than one month in the survey and
excluding those whose partners are on vacation. CPS composite weights are used.
Number of observations: 59,322 men and 59,306 women.

Source: Current Population Survey (October 2022—November 2024), authors’
calculations
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Figure A.2 Trends in the percentage of hours worked from home by coupled workers
aged 25-54
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Note: Estimates are based on employed coupled individuals aged 25-54 at work during
the CPS reference week, who appear in more than one month in the survey and
excluding those whose partners are on vacation. CPS composite weights are used.
Number of observations: 422,669.

Source: Current Population Survey (October 2022—November 2024), authors’
calculations
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Figure A.3. Percentage of coupled workers aged 25-54 who experienced a work
location arrangement transition between consecutive months by transition type
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Note: Transitions include changes to/from remote, hybrid, and onsite. The first word in
the pair refers to the previous month, the second to the current month. Nonemployed
episodes are removed. We also restrict the sample to employed coupled individuals
interviewed in more than one month and who were in the sample in the previous month.
The sample excludes those in couples where both partners are nonemployed or either
member is on vacation. CPS longitudinal weights are used. Number of observations:
267,695.

Source: Current Population Survey (November 2022—November 2024), authors’
calculations
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Table A.1 Sample selection

Criteria Men Women
Individuals aged 25-58 539,970 568,271
Drop singles 358,105 383,493
Drop if missing info on spouse 335,559 335,559
Drop if same-sex couples 328,909 328,909
Drop if aged >54 at first observed month in sample 279,280 279,280
Drop if both not employed in any month 273,928 273,928
Drop if self or spouse is on vacation 260,091 260,091
Drop singletons (individuals must appear in more than 248,870 248,870
one month of the panel)

Drop nonemployment episodes 231,952 190,717

Source: Current Population Survey (October 2022—November 2024), authors’

calculations
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Table A.2 Summary statistics by work-from-home intensity for men

Onsite Hybrid Onsite
versus versus  versus

Variables Onsite  Hybrid Remote  Hybrid Remote Remote
Actual weekly hours of work 42.61 43.53 40.54 e *kk o
Percent remote 0.26 48.02 100.00 i o ok
Partner percent remote 11.15 31.74 36.93 i o ok
Partner hybrid 0.06 0.26 0.15
Partner remote 0.08 0.19 0.29 i o ok
Partner nonemployed 0.25 0.20 0.21 i - ok
Dingel and Neiman teleworkability index 0.32 0.82 0.85 *kk ki ok
Changed employer since last month? 0.02 0.01 0.01 i ** -
Changed duties since last month? 0.02 0.02 0.01 - - -
Part-time 0.04 0.02 0.04 e e -
Partner part-time 0.13 0.14 0.13 i o -
Self-employed 0.12 0.10 0.14
Partner self-employed 0.06 0.08 0.08 i - ok
Multiple job holder 0.05 0.09 0.04 e e el
Partner multiple job holder 0.04 0.06 0.04 i o -
Age 40.75 41.19 40.95
Cohabiting couple 0.16 0.10 0.12 i o ok
Presence of an additional adult in household 0.27 0.16 0.17 i o ok
Presence of children aged 0 0.04 0.04 0.04 - - -
Presence of children aged 1-5 0.26 0.26 0.25 - * i
Presence of children aged 6-17 0.47 0.46 0.43 i i o
Black non-Hispanic 0.10 0.06 0.06 e - ok
Hispanic 0.23 0.09 0.09 -
Other race non-Hispanic 0.08 0.17 0.17 i - o
Paid hourly 0.11 0.03 0.03 -
Metropolitan residence 0.86 0.96 0.95 i - ok
College degree 0.35 0.83 0.79 b b xo
Government job: federal 0.03 0.05 0.03 i o o
Government job: state and local 0.10 0.07 0.03 o e ok
Management occupations 0.15 0.27 0.23 i o o
Business and financial operations occupations 0.04 0.15 0.14 i - ok
Computer and mathematical occupations 0.03 0.17 0.27 el o il
Architecture and engineering occupations 0.03 0.09 0.05 i ox ok
Life, physical, and social science occupations 0.01 0.03 0.01 o e ok
Community and social service occupations 0.01 0.02 0.01 i ox ok
Legal occupations 0.01 0.03 0.02 i ox ok
Education instruction and library occupations 0.03 0.03 0.02 el o o
Arts, design, entertainment, sports, and media *kk * e
occupations 0.01 0.03 0.05

Healthcare practitioner and technical occupations 0.04 0.01 0.01 o e el
Healthcare support occupations 0.01 0.00 0.00 i bl ok
Protective service occupations 0.04 0.01 0.00 e i ok
Food preparation and serving related ok - —
occupations 0.03 0.00 0.00

Building and grounds cleaning and maintenance - o —
occupations 0.04 0.00 0.00

Personal care and service occupations 0.01 0.00 0.00 b - ok
Sales and related occupations 0.07 0.09 0.10 e i o
Office and administrative support occupations 0.04 0.04 0.05 i o o
Farming, fishing, and forestry occupations 0.01 0.00 0.00 i - o
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Onsite Hybrid Onsite
versus versus  versus

Variables Onsite  Hybrid Remote  Hybrid Remote Remote
Construction and extraction occupations 0.13 0.01 0.00 e o ok
Installation, maintenance, and repair occupations 0.07 0.01 0.01 el - il
Production occupations 0.08 0.01 0.01 e * Hox
Transportation and material moving occupations 0.11 0.01 0.01 i - ok
Agriculture, forestry, fishing, hunting, and mining 0.03 0.01 0.01 ok - ok
Construction 0.16 0.04 0.02 o Hokx -
Durable manufacturing 0.09 0.10 0.07 wx ok wokn
Nondurable manufacturing 0.05 0.04 0.02 wokx ok o
Wholesale trade 0.03 0.03 0.02 - ok wokn
Retail trade 0.08 0.05 0.05 -
Transportation and warehousing 0.08 0.02 0.02 ok Hohk Hok
Utilities 0.02 0.02 0.01 > i i
Information 0.01 0.05 0.07
Finance and insurance 0.03 0.15 0.14 wokx - o
Real estate, rental and leasing 0.02 0.03 0.02 ok ok Hok
Professional, scientific, and technical services 0.06 0.24 0.35 Hokx bk Hokk
Management, administrative and waste — _— —
management services 0.05 0.02 0.03

Educational services 0.05 0.05 0.03 ** ok ok
Health care and social assistance 0.06 0.04 0.04 fookd - *kk
Arts, entertainment, and recreation 0.02 0.01 0.02 * * -
Accommodation and food services 0.04 0.01 0.01 b ok Hokk
Private households and other services 0.05 0.02 0.02 ok ok Hokk
Public administration 0.06 0.07 0.04 Hokk o Hokn
Number of observations 185,448 23,349 23,155 b x fd

Notes: Estimates are based on employed coupled men aged 25-54 at work during the CPS reference week, who
appear in more than one month in the survey and excluding those whose partners are on vacation. CPS composite

weights are used.

a Estimate is calculated for non-missing observations.

Source: Current Population Survey (October 2022—September 2024), authors’ calculations
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Table A.3 Summary statistics by work-from-home intensity for women

Onsite Hybrid Onsite
versus versus versus

Variables Onsite Hybrid Remote  Hybrid Remote ~ Remote
Actual weekly hours of work 37.21 40.60 36.68 ok *kk e
Percent remote 0.26 49.65 100.00 e o i
Partner percent remote 9.32 30.40 33.25 e o bl
Partner hybrid 0.06 0.28 0.16
Partner remote 0.06 0.17 0.25 e o bl
Partner nonemployed 0.08 0.06 0.06 e - bl
Dingel and Neiman teleworkability index 0.46 0.79 0.80 ok - *kk
Changed employer since last month 0.02 0.01 0.01 * - -
Changed duties since last month 0.02 0.02 0.02 - - -
Part-time 0.18 0.09 0.16 o e i
Partner part-time 0.04 0.03 0.03 o - i
Self-employed 0.07 0.09 0.15
Partner self-employed 0.1 0.1 0.12 - e b
Multiple job holder 0.05 0.11 0.04 o e i
Partner multiple job holder 0.05 0.06 0.06 e o i
Age 39.28 39.25 39.25 - - -
Cohabiting couple 0.17 0.14 0.14 e - i
Presence of an additional adult in household 0.26 0.17 0.18 e - i
Presence of children aged 0 0.03 0.04 0.04 e o i
Presence of children aged 1-5 0.22 0.25 0.26 o * e
Presence of children aged 6-17 0.44 0.42 0.44 o o -
Black non-Hispanic 0.09 0.08 0.09 e o i
Hispanic 0.18 0.10 0.11 **
Other race, non-Hispanic 0.10 0.15 0.15 i - ok
Paid hourly 0.13 0.05 0.07
Metropolitan residence 0.86 0.94 0.93 e o ok
College degree 0.49 0.81 0.71 xx * b
Government job: federal 0.02 0.04 0.03 e o ok
Government job: state and local 0.18 0.12 0.05 i x i
Management occupations 0.11 0.23 0.20 e o ok
Business and financial operations occupations 0.05 0.18 0.19 i * i
Computer and mathematical occupations 0.01 0.06 0.09 o ol e
Architecture and engineering occupations 0.01 0.02 0.01 i ox i
Life, physical, and social science occupations 0.01 0.03 0.02 o e il
Community and social service occupations 0.03 0.05 0.02 o e **
Legal occupations 0.01 0.04 0.02
Education instruction and library occupations 0.13 0.06 0.03 o o ok
Arts, design, entertainment, sports, and media Sk ek ek
occupations 0.02 0.04 0.06

Healthcare practitioner and technical occupations 0.16 0.05 0.05 e ok i
Healthcare support occupations 0.06 0.01 0.01 b ox ok
Protective service occupations 0.01 0.00 0.00 e * i
Food preparation and serving related occupations 0.04 0.00 0.00 e e ol
Building and grounds cleaning and maintenance - _ -
occupations 0.03 0.00 0.00

Personal care and service occupations 0.04 0.01 0.02 e o e
Sales and related occupations 0.07 0.07 0.08 - e o
Office and administrative support occupations 0.13 0.12 0.17 o i b
Farming, fishing, and forestry occupations 0.00 0.00 0.00 e ** ok
Construction and extraction occupations 0.01 0.00 0.00 o b ok
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Onsite Hybrid Onsite
versus versus versus

Variables Onsite  Hybrid Remote  Hybrid Remote  Remote
Installation, maintenance, and repair occupations 0.00 0.00 0.00 o - ok
Production occupations 0.03 0.01 0.01 e * o
Transportation and material moving occupations 0.03 0.00 0.00 b - b
Agriculture, forestry, fishing, hunting, and mining 0.01 0.00 0.01 *xk ok ko
Construction 0.02 0.02 0.02 - -
Durable manufacturing 0.03 0.05 0.03 ok whx -
Nondurable manufacturing 0.03 0.04 0.02 b o -
Wholesale trade 0.01 0.02 0.02 woxk . -
Retail trade 0.09 0.05 0.06
Transportation and warehousing 0.03 0.01 0.02 il - ok
Utilities 0.00 0.01 0.01 o e e
Information 0.01 0.03  0.04
Finance and insurance 0.04 0.11 0.14 wxn ok wokx
Real estate, rental and leasing 0.02 0.04 0.03 ok ok ok
Professional, scientific, and technical services 0.05 0.17 0.24 Hokk ok Hohx
Management, administrative and waste - _— -
management services 0.03 0.03 0.05

Educational services 0.17 0.11 0.06 hk ok ok
Health care and social assistance 0.28 0.15 0.14 whx ok xx
Arts, entertainment, and recreation 0.02 0.02 0.02 bk - *rk
Accommodation and food services 0.06 0.01 0.01 ok ok xx
Private households and other services 0.06 0.04 0.03 ok ok ok
Public administration 0.05 0.09 0.04 hx ok ok
Number of observations 141,451 21,822 27,444 i o *

Notes: Estimates are based on employed coupled women aged 25-54 at work during the CPS reference week, who
appear in more than one month in the survey and excluding those whose partners are on vacation. CPS composite

weights are used.

2 Estimate is calculated for available observations.

Source: Current Population Survey (October 2022—November 2024), authors’ calculations
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Table A.4 Fixed effects instrumental variables estimates of a partner’s work-from-home intensity on one’s own work-from-
home intensity among dual-earner couples aged 25-54

Men Women

without without

Explanatory variable All men Allwomen  Fathers Mothers children children
Partner % hours worked from home 0.110 0.315* 0.139 0.308 0.059 0.293
(0.109) (0.165) (0.151) (0.201) (0.161) (0.289)
Endogeneity test p-value 0.659 0.502 0.961 0.576 0.469 0.800
Number of observations 174572 174566 102901 103959 70916 69836
Number of individuals 43136 43115 25585 25823 17970 17705
Within R-squared 0.036 0.031 0.036 0.028 0.030 0.042

Note: Dependent variable: percent of workweek the respondent spent working from home. Partner percent of hours
worked from home is instrumented for with a teleworkability index based on Dingel and Neiman (2020).The index is a [0,1]
number assigned to each four-digit occupation. We restrict to dual-earner couples because the partner must be employed
because we are using an occupation-based instrument for the partner. Estimates are based on employed coupled
individuals aged 25-54 at work during the CPS reference week, who appear in more than one month in the survey and
excluding those whose partners are on vacation. Time-varying controls include partner part-time as well as a
teleworkability index based on Dingel and Neiman (2020) for own occupation and individual-level indicators for cohabiter,
a disability, child in the household aged 0, child in the household aged 1-5, child in the household aged 6-17, other adult
in household, paid hourly, part-time, federal and local government employee, self-employed, multiple job holder, 21
occupation groups, 20 industry groups, and month and year FEs. Standard errors clustered at the individual level are
reported in parentheses. Endogeneity tests assume Ho: Partner % hours worked from home is exogenous. We cannot
reject Ho. ***, **, * = statistically different from zero at the 1%, 5%, 10% level.

Source: Current Population Survey (October 2022—November 2024), authors’ calculations
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Table A.5 First-stage results for fixed effects instrumental variables regressions of a partner’s work-from-home intensity on
one’s own work-from-home intensity among dual-earner couples aged 25-54

Men Women

without without

Explanatory variable All men Allwomen  Fathers Mothers children children
Teleworkability index 3.642*** 3.222*** 3.512*** 3.649*** 3.867*** 2.636***
(0.591) (0.526) (0.810) (0.702) (0.892) (0.808)
F-statistic 38.0 37.6 18.8 27.0 18.8 10.7
Number of observations 174572 174566 102901 103959 70916 69836
Number of individuals 43136 43115 25585 25823 17970 17705

Note: Dependent variable: percent of workweek the partner spent working from home. Partner percent of hours worked
from home is instrumented for with a teleworkability index based on Dingel and Neiman (2020).The index is a [0,1]
number assigned to each four-digit occupation. We restrict to dual-earner couples because the partner must be employed
given we are using an occupation-based instrument for the partner. Estimates are based on employed coupled individuals
aged 25-54 at work during the CPS reference week, who appear in more than one month in the survey and excluding
those whose partners are on vacation. Time-varying controls include partner part-time as well as a teleworkability index
based on Dingel and Neiman (2020) for own occupation and individual-level indicators for cohabiter, a disability, child in
the household aged 0, child in the household aged 1-5, child in the household aged 6—17, other adult in household, paid
hourly, part-time, federal and local government employee, self-employed, multiple job holder, 21 occupation groups, 20
industry groups, and month and year FEs. Standard errors clustered at the individual level are reported in parentheses.
The F-statistics are for the significance of the coefficients on the instrument. We conclude that our instrument is not weak.
Endogeneity tests assume Ho: Partner % hours worked from home is exogenous. We cannot reject Ho. ***, **, * =
statistically different from zero at the 1%, 5%, 10% level.

Source: Current Population Survey (October 2022—November 2024), authors’ calculations
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Table A.6 Determinants of the percent of hours worked from home for employed coupled individuals (FE estimates)

Men Women

All without without

Explanatory variable All men women Fathers Mothers children children
Partner % hours worked from home 0.150*** 0.200*** 0.138*** 0.191*** 0.170*** 0.214**
(0.005) (0.007) (0.006) (0.008) (0.009) (0.011)
Partner nonemployed 2.537***  2.620*** 2.015**  2.569**  3.364**  2.639**
(0.339) (0.565) (0.408) (0.731) (0.621) (0.896)
Part-time worker 0.646 1.088*** 0.926* 1.220%** 0.268 0.387
(0.445) (0.359) (0.528) (0.437) (0.786) (0.611)
Partner part-time worker 0.792*** 0.243 0.980*** 0.348 0.315 0.343
(0.278) (0.506) (0.342) (0.675) (0.477) (0.748)
Multiple job holder -0.015 0.865* -0.477 0.897 0.641 0.636
(0.414) (0.501) (0.513) (0.664) (0.695) (0.771)
Teleworkability index 0.656 2.601*** 1.194 2.420** -0.109 3.121%**
(0.574) (0.762) (0.729) (1.009) (0.942) (1.183)
Presence of another adult -0.262 -0.331 -0.075 -0.447 -0.792 -1.283
(0.448) (0.550) (0.541) (0.721) (0.908) (0.967)
Self-employed 1.996***  3.867*** 2.053*** 3.848*** 1.568  4.074**
(0.612) (0.949) (0.686) (1.252) (1.199) (1.477)
Disabled 0.504 0.874 0.171 2.249 1.052 0.295
(0.922) (1.245) (1.138) (1.634) (1.483) (1.749)
Cohabiter -0.860 -0.611 0.332 0.694 -0.785 -0.567
(0.919) (1.359) (0.984) (3.361) (1.225) (1.445)
Presence of children aged 0 1.214** 1.210 1.002* 0.619 - -
(0.518) (0.797) (0.560) (0.905) - -
Presence of children aged 1-5 1.099** 1.164* 0.924* 0.566 - -
(0.476) (0.704) (0.510) (0.761) - -
Presence of children aged 6—17 0.722 0.633 0.311 0.936 - -
(0.541) (0.660) (0.593) (0.724) - -
Paid hourly -0.331*** 0.275* -0.278** 0.187 -0.365** 0.392*
(0.098) (0.152) (0.125) (0.206) (0.161) (0.225)
Government job: federal 1.337 -1.042 0.883 0.536 2.719 -0.979
(1.444) (1.919) (1.801) (2.934) (2.461) (1.976)
Government job: state and local -0.773 -1.557** -2.043** -0.861 0.909 -1.930
(0.816) (0.752) (0.966) (0.933) (1.430) (1.309)
Number of observations 231,952 190,717 144,998 113,381 86,954 77,336
Number of individuals 59,322 59,306 36,271 36,571 23,051 22,735
Within R-squared 0.029 0.036 0.025 0.033 0.037 0.042

Note: Estimates are based on coupled workers aged 25-54 at work during the CPS reference week, who appear in
more than one month in the survey and excluding those whose partners are on vacation. Regressions also include
occupation, industry, and month and year FEs. CPS composite weights are used. Standard errors clustered at the

individual level are reported in parentheses. ***, **, *

= statistically different from zero at the 1%, 5%, 10% level.

Source: Current Population Survey (October 2022—November 2024), authors’ calculations
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Table A.7 The effect of a partner’s work-from-home intensity on one’s own work-from-home intensity in different samples

(FE estimates)

Women

Men without without

Sample All men All women Fathers Mothers children children
Panel A: All 0.150*** 0.200*** 0.138*** 0.191*** 0.170*** 0.214***
(0.005) (0.007) (0.006) (0.008) (0.009) (0.011)
Number of observations 231952 190717 144998 113381 86954 77336
Within R-squared 0.029 0.036 0.025 0.033 0.037 0.042
Panel B: Exclude self-employed 0.139*** 0.181*** 0.127*** 0.174*** 0.158*** 0.190***
(0.005) (0.007) (0.007) (0.009) (0.009) (0.011)
Number of observations 204057 174086 126552 102374 77505 71712
Within R-squared 0.024 0.030 0.021 0.028 0.033 0.035

Panel C: Exclude workers who
changed employer or duties 0.147*** 0.197*** 0.140*** 0.191*** 0.161*** 0.207***
(0.006) (0.008) (0.007) (0.010) (0.010) (0.013)
Number of observations 169274 137609 105932 81573 63342 56036
Within R-squared 0.028 0.036 0.027 0.034 0.036 0.041
Panel D: Full-time dual earner

couples 0.170*** 0.217*** 0.163*** 0.213*** 0.179*** 0.225***
(0.006) (0.008) (0.008) (0.010) (0.010) (0.012)
Number of observations 142298 142298 80296 81179 62002 61119
Within R-squared 0.039 0.041 0.038 0.039 0.046 0.046

Note: Dependent variable: percent of workweek the respondent spent working from home. Estimates are based on
coupled workers aged 25-54 at work during the CPS reference week, who appear in more than one month in the survey
and excluding those whose partners are on vacation. See Table A6 for controls. CPS composite weights are used.
Standard errors clustered at the individual level are reported in parentheses. ***, **, * = statistically different from zero at

the 1%, 5%, 10% level.

Source: Current Population Survey (October 2022—November 2024), authors’ calculations
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Table A.8 The effect of a partner’s work-from-home intensity on one’s own work-from-home intensity in an alternative
model (FE estimates)

Men Women

without without

Explanatory variables All men Allwomen  Fathers Mothers children children
Partner hybrid 9.691*** 11.835*** 8.916™** 11.737*** 10.930*** 11.909***
(0.393) (0.454) (0.492) (0.583) (0.654) (0.722)
Partner remote 13.993*** 18.470*** 13.067*** 17.405*** 15.507*** 19.974***
(0.491) (0.644) (0.613) (0.821) (0.822) (1.055)
Number of observations 231952 190717 144998 113381 86954 77336
Within R-squared 0.028 0.035 0.025 0.033 0.036 0.040

Note: Dependent variable: percent of workweek the respondent spent working from home. Estimates are based on
coupled workers aged 25-54 at work during the CPS reference week, who appear in more than one month in the survey
and excluding those whose partners are on vacation. See Table A6 for control variables. CPS composite weights are
used. Standard errors clustered at the individual level are reported in parentheses. ***, **, * = statistically different from
zero at the 1%, 5%, 10% level.

Source: Current Population Survey (October 2022—November 2024), authors’ calculations
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Table A.9 Coefficients on all controls in log actual weekly hours of work regressions for the full sample (FE estimates)

Women Fathers of Mothers of
Men without  without children <= children <=
Explanatory variables All men All women Fathers Mothers children children age 5 age 5
Self remote-Partner remote -0.050*** -0.089*** -0.060*** -0.106*** -0.041** -0.062*** -0.036 -0.090***
(0.011) (0.013) (0.015) (0.018) (0.017) (0.019) (0.022) (0.028)
Self remote-Partner hybrid -0.010 -0.038*** -0.013 -0.045*** -0.013 -0.020 0.003 -0.023
(0.013) (0.012) (0.017) (0.016) (0.019) (0.018) (0.025) (0.027)
Self remote-Partner onsite -0.038*** -0.038*** -0.025*** -0.046*** -0.057*** -0.025* -0.038** -0.039**
(0.008) (0.009) (0.010) (0.011) (0.014) (0.014) (0.017) (0.018)
Self remote-Partner nonemployed -0.058*** -0.039 -0.064*** 0.018 -0.044** -0.094** -0.067*** 0.065
(0.014) (0.024) (0.018) (0.029) (0.022) (0.038) (0.025) (0.052)
Self hybrid-Partner remote 0.044*** 0.064*** 0.045*** 0.061*** 0.038** 0.063*** 0.062*** 0.078***
(0.009) (0.012) (0.011) (0.015) (0.016) (0.019) (0.016) (0.025)
Self hybrid-Partner hybrid 0.050*** 0.062*** 0.050*** 0.060*** 0.051** 0.067*** 0.060*** 0.090***
(0.007) (0.008) (0.009) (0.010) (0.012) (0.013) (0.015) (0.016)
Self hybrid-Partner onsite 0.040*** 0.061*** 0.040*** 0.062*** 0.042** 0.060*** 0.045*** 0.070***
(0.006) (0.007) (0.008) (0.009) (0.009) (0.010) (0.012) (0.014)
Self hybrid-Partner nonemployed 0.043*** 0.062*** 0.039*** 0.069*** 0.052*** 0.054** 0.047*** 0.104***
(0.010) (0.014) (0.012) (0.021) (0.017) (0.020) (0.018) (0.036)
Self onsite-Partner remote 0.003 -0.020** 0.014 -0.016 -0.013 -0.020 0.012 -0.049*
(0.007) (0.010) (0.009) (0.013) (0.011) (0.016) (0.012) (0.025)
Self onsite-Partner hybrid 0.031*** 0.010 0.035*** 0.004 0.027*** 0.020* 0.041* 0.001
(0.006) (0.008) (0.008) (0.010) (0.009) (0.012) (0.012) (0.016)
Self onsite-Partner nonemployed -0.013** -0.003 -0.014** 0.010 -0.010 -0.018 -0.012 -0.001
(0.006) (0.010) (0.007) (0.014) (0.010) (0.014) (0.010) (0.026)
Multiple job holder 0.246** 0.255** 0.246*** 0.255*** 0.247** 0.256** 0.232*** 0.243***
(0.008) (0.009) (0.010) (0.012) (0.013) (0.013) (0.014) (0.021)
Partner multiple job holder -0.002 -0.004 -0.008 -0.000 0.009 -0.022 0.004 0.000
(0.008) (0.009) (0.010) (0.012) (0.012) (0.014) (0.014) (0.021)
Self-employed -0.065*** -0.090*** -0.057*** -0.094*** -0.079*** -0.085*** -0.065*** -0.108***
(0.011) (0.016) (0.014) (0.021) (0.019) (0.025) (0.024) (0.034)
Partner self-employed -0.002 0.014 -0.007 0.025* 0.009 -0.007 0.001 0.019
(0.009) (0.012) (0.011) (0.014) (0.014) (0.020) (0.017) (0.028)
Disabled -0.002 -0.003 0.000 -0.023 -0.003 0.006 -0.022 0.010
(0.014) (0.018) (0.018) (0.026) (0.024) (0.024) (0.025) (0.047)
Cohabiter 0.008 0.009 -0.026 -0.030 0.003 0.001 -0.059* 0.067**
(0.023) (0.022) (0.028) (0.037) (0.031) (0.021) (0.034) (0.034)
Presence of another adult -0.002 0.004 0.002 0.011 -0.010 -0.007 -0.010 -0.005
(0.006) (0.007) (0.008) (0.010) (0.013) (0.015) (0.015) (0.024)
Presence of children aged 0 -0.028*** -0.117** -0.025*** -0.087*** - - -0.032*** -0.100***
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Presence of children aged 1-5
Presence of children aged 6-17
Paid hourly

Government job: federal
Government job: state and local

Number of observations
Within R-squared

(0.008)
0.004
(0.006)
-0.001
(0.007)
-0.002
(0.002)
0.008
(0.018)
0.012
(0.013)
231952
0.019

(0.015)
-0.039**
(0.012)
-0.001
(0.009)
-0.002
(0.003)
0.005
(0.022)
0.029*
(0.014)
190717
0.025

(0.008)
0.007
(0.007)
0.003
(0.007)
-0.003
(0.003)
0.006
(0.022)
0.018
(0.018)
144998
0.020

(0.015)
-0.026**
(0.013)
0.001
(0.010)
-0.002
(0.004)
0.001
(0.033)
0.036*
(0.019)
113381
0.026

-0.001
(0.004)
0.030
(0.030)
0.007
(0.019)
86954
0.020

-0.001
(0.004)
0.025
(0.028)
0.019
(0.021)
77336
0.024

(0.010)
-0.012
(0.015)
-0.006
(0.012)
-0.000
(0.004)
-0.024
(0.040)
0.043
(0.032)
64940
0.021

(0.021)
-0.055**
(0.028)
-0.028*
(0.017)
-0.009
(0.006)
0.078
(0.091)
0.034
(0.030)
46531
0.026

Note: Dependent variable: log of actual reported weekly hours of work last week. Coefficients not shown include month and year FE, 21 occupation groups, and 20
industry groups. Estimates are based on coupled workers aged 25-54 at work during the CPS reference week, who appear in more than one month in the survey

and excluding those whose partners are on vacation. CPS composite weights are used. Standard errors clustered at the individual level are reported in

parentheses. ***, **, * = statistically different from zero at the 1%, 5%, 10% level.

Source: Current Population Survey (October 2022—November 2024), authors’ calculations
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Table A.10 Coefficients on couple-level work arrangements in log actual weekly hours regressions excluding individuals who had multiple jobs or whose partners

had multiple jobs (FE estimates)

Women Fathers of Mothers of
Men without  without children <= children <=
Explanatory variables All men All women Fathers Mothers children children age 5 age 5
Self remote-Partner remote -0.039*** -0.071*** -0.044** -0.087*** -0.034** -0.044** -0.017 -0.079***
(0.011) (0.013) (0.015) (0.017) (0.017) (0.019) (0.023) (0.029)
Self remote-Partner hybrid 0.003 -0.030** 0.002 -0.046*** -0.003 0.006 0.022 -0.025
(0.013) (0.012) (0.016) (0.016) (0.021) (0.019) (0.026) (0.026)
Self remote-Partner onsite -0.023*** -0.031*** -0.006 -0.038*** -0.049*** -0.018 -0.015 -0.031
(0.008) (0.009) (0.010) (0.012) (0.014) (0.015) (0.018) (0.019)
Self remote-Partner nonemployed -0.049*** -0.036 -0.055*** 0.029 -0.032 -0.101** -0.053** 0.084
(0.015) (0.025) (0.019) (0.030) (0.024) (0.040) (0.027) (0.053)
Self hybrid-Partner remote 0.044*** 0.072*** 0.045** 0.065*** 0.042** 0.077** 0.073*** 0.091***
(0.009) (0.013) (0.011) (0.016) (0.016) (0.021) (0.018) (0.026)
Self hybrid-Partner hybrid 0.054*** 0.067*** 0.053*** 0.064*** 0.058** 0.075*** 0.072*** 0.087***
(0.008) (0.009) (0.010) (0.011) (0.013) (0.014) (0.017) (0.017)
Self hybrid-Partner onsite 0.046*** 0.060*** 0.047** 0.057*** 0.044*** 0.065*** 0.056*** 0.063***
(0.006) (0.007) (0.008) (0.010) (0.009) (0.010) (0.013) (0.015)
Self hybrid-Partner nonemployed 0.052*** 0.063*** 0.049** 0.067*** 0.062** 0.060*** 0.057*** 0.081**
(0.010) (0.015) (0.013) (0.021) (0.018) (0.021) (0.019) (0.034)
Self onsite-Partner remote 0.003 -0.021** 0.011 -0.017 -0.010 -0.022 0.019 -0.046*
(0.007) (0.011) (0.009) (0.014) (0.011) (0.016) (0.014) (0.026)
Self onsite-Partner hybrid 0.033*** 0.003 0.038** -0.006 0.027** 0.018 0.046*** 0.004
(0.006) (0.008) (0.008) (0.011) (0.010) (0.012) (0.013) (0.017)
Self onsite-Partner nonemployed -0.010* -0.008 -0.011 0.003 -0.006 -0.020 -0.006 -0.009
(0.006) (0.010) (0.007) (0.014) (0.011) (0.014) (0.011) (0.026)
Number of observations 211045 171329 132111 101729 78934 69600 59619 42039
Within R-squared 0.005 0.010 0.005 0.011 0.005 0.008 0.008 0.014

Note: Dependent variable: log of actual reported weekly hours of work last week. Estimates are based on coupled workers aged 25-54 at work during the CPS

reference week, who appear in more than one month in the survey and excluding those whose partners are on vacation. See Table A9 for control variables. CPS
composite weights are used. Standard errors clustered at the individual level are reported in parentheses. ***, **, * = statistically different from zero at the 1%, 5%,
10% level.

Source: Current Population Survey (October 2022—November 2024), authors’ calculations
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Table A.11 Coefficients on couple-level work arrangements in log actual weekly hours regressions excluding the self-employed (FE estimates)

Women Fathers of Mothers of
Men without  without children children

Explanatory variables All men All women Fathers Mothers children children <=age5 <=age 5
Self remote-Partner remote -0.0417** -0.076*** -0.045*** -0.086*** -0.038** -0.062*** -0.036 -0.060**
(0.012) (0.014) (0.016) (0.019) (0.018) (0.020) (0.025) (0.030)
Self remote-Partner hybrid -0.002 -0.031** -0.018 -0.041** 0.011 -0.006 -0.015 -0.011
(0.014) (0.012) (0.019) (0.016) (0.019) (0.019) (0.026) (0.027)
Self remote-Partner onsite -0.030*** -0.028*** -0.023** -0.033*** -0.042*** -0.018 -0.038** -0.022
(0.008) (0.009) (0.010) (0.012) (0.015) (0.014) (0.018) (0.020)
Self remote-Partner nonemployed -0.045*** -0.018 -0.047** 0.035 -0.036 -0.069*** -0.039 0.102*
(0.015) (0.020) (0.019) (0.030) (0.024) (0.027) (0.026) (0.056)
Self hybrid-Partner remote 0.047** 0.063*** 0.046*** 0.059*** 0.046*** 0.064** 0.061*** 0.078***
(0.010) (0.012) (0.012) (0.014) (0.018) (0.020) (0.018) (0.024)
Self hybrid-Partner hybrid 0.046*** 0.055*** 0.049*** 0.052*** 0.041** 0.062*** 0.058*** 0.080***
(0.008) (0.008) (0.010) (0.011) (0.012) (0.013) (0.017) (0.017)
Self hybrid-Partner onsite 0.039*** 0.058*** 0.039*** 0.060*** 0.041** 0.056*** 0.044** 0.071**
(0.006) (0.007) (0.008) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.013) (0.015)
Self hybrid-Partner nonemployed 0.046** 0.066*** 0.043*** 0.068*** 0.054*** 0.063*** 0.047** 0.116***
(0.010) (0.014) (0.013) (0.021) (0.018) (0.020) (0.019) (0.039)
Self onsite-Partner remote 0.003 -0.023** 0.009 -0.022* -0.006 -0.019 0.008 -0.049*
(0.007) (0.010) (0.009) (0.013) (0.012) (0.016) (0.014) (0.026)
Self onsite-Partner hybrid 0.032** 0.010 0.037*** 0.001 0.027** 0.024* 0.046** 0.008
(0.006) (0.008) (0.008) (0.010) (0.010) (0.012) (0.013) (0.015)
Self onsite-Partner nonemployed -0.011* 0.006 -0.012* 0.012 -0.007 -0.000 -0.008 0.000
(0.006) (0.010) (0.007) (0.014) (0.011) (0.013) (0.011) (0.025)
Number of observations 204057 174086 126552 102374 77505 71712 57218 42378
Within R-squared 0.018 0.022 0.020 0.023 0.018 0.021 0.020 0.024

Note: Dependent variable: log of actual reported weekly hours of work last week. Estimates are based on coupled workers aged 25-54 at work during the CPS
reference week, who appear in more than one month in the survey and excluding those whose partners are on vacation. See Table A9 for control variables. CPS

composite weights are used. Standard errors clustered at the individual level are reported in parentheses. ***, **, * = statistically different from zero at the 1%, 5%,

10% level.

Source: Current Population Survey (October 2022—November 2024), authors’ calculations
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Table A.12 Coefficients on couple-level work arrangements in log actual weekly hours regressions excluding workers who change employer or duties (FE
estimates)

Fathers of  Mothers of

Men without Women without  children children
Explanatory variables All men All women Fathers Mothers children children <=age 5 <=age b
Self remote-Partner remote -0.033*** -0.069*** -0.047*** -0.071*** -0.014 -0.057** -0.020 -0.019
(0.013) (0.015) (0.017) (0.020) (0.018) (0.023) (0.027) (0.031)
Self remote-Partner hybrid -0.010 -0.039*** -0.017 -0.046** -0.008 -0.010 0.009 -0.014
(0.016) (0.014) (0.023) (0.019) (0.022) (0.022) (0.033) (0.031)
Self remote-Partner onsite -0.037*** -0.035*** -0.024** -0.036*** -0.058*** -0.031* -0.045** -0.032
(0.009) (0.011) (0.012) (0.013) (0.015) (0.017) (0.021) (0.022)
Self remote-Partner nonemployed -0.053*** -0.028 -0.048** 0.032 -0.067** -0.082 -0.073** 0.060
(0.016) (0.032) (0.021) (0.039) (0.026) (0.051) (0.030) (0.065)
Self hybrid-Partner remote 0.045*** 0.072*** 0.041*** 0.064*** 0.048** 0.085** 0.067*** 0.104***
(0.012) (0.015) (0.013) (0.018) (0.024) (0.025) (0.021) (0.031)
Self hybrid-Partner hybrid 0.052*** 0.058*** 0.049*** 0.058*** 0.055*** 0.064*** 0.062*** 0. 111>
(0.009) (0.010) (0.011) (0.013) (0.014) (0.016) (0.020) (0.021)
Self hybrid-Partner onsite 0.034*** 0.053*** 0.036** 0.058*** 0.032*** 0.049*** 0.043*** 0.069***
(0.007) (0.008) (0.009) (0.011) (0.012) (0.012) (0.015) (0.017)
Self hybrid-Partner nonemployed 0.051** 0.066*** 0.045*** 0.068*** 0.061*** 0.070** 0.042* 0.083**
(0.012) (0.016) (0.016) (0.023) (0.021) (0.024) (0.023) (0.036)
Self onsite-Partner remote 0.003 -0.012 0.014 -0.013 -0.012 -0.005 0.013 -0.053
(0.008) (0.013) (0.011) (0.016) (0.014) (0.020) (0.013) (0.032)
Self onsite-Partner hybrid 0.026*** 0.017* 0.031** 0.006 0.020* 0.036** 0.031** 0.002
(0.007) (0.009) (0.009) (0.012) (0.012) (0.015) (0.013) (0.020)
Self onsite-Partner nonemployed -0.014** 0.006 -0.017** 0.017 -0.005 -0.005 -0.027** 0.023
(0.006) (0.013) (0.008) (0.018) (0.012) (0.019) (0.012) (0.031)
Number of observations 169274 137609 105932 81573 63342 56036 47410 33373
Within R-squared 0.018 0.022 0.019 0.023 0.019 0.022 0.022 0.025

Note: Dependent variable: log of actual reported weekly hours of work last week. Estimates are based on coupled workers aged 25-54 at work during the CPS
reference week, who appear in more than one month in the survey and excluding those whose partners are on vacation. See Table A9 for control variables. CPS
composite weights are used. Standard errors clustered at the individual level are reported in parentheses. ***, **, * = statistically different from zero at the 1%, 5%,
10% level.

Source: Current Population Survey (October 2022—November 2024), authors’ calculations

62



Table A.13 Coefficients on couple-level work arrangements in log actual weekly hours regressions for full-time dual-earner couples (FE estimates)

Fathers of  Mothers of

Men without  Women without children children
Explanatory variables All men All women Fathers Mothers children children <=age5 <=age5
Self remote-Partner remote -0.041*** -0.063*** -0.046*** -0.071*** -0.039** -0.054*** -0.025 -0.051*
(0.012) (0.013) (0.015) (0.018) (0.018) (0.019) (0.021) (0.029)
Self remote-Partner hybrid -0.001 -0.026** -0.013 -0.044*** 0.005 -0.001 0.003 0.010
(0.014) (0.012) (0.018) (0.017) (0.020) (0.018) (0.027) (0.028)
Self remote-Partner onsite -0.025*** -0.023** -0.024** -0.029** -0.029** -0.016 -0.034* -0.009
(0.008) (0.009) (0.010) (0.013) (0.014) (0.013) (0.020) (0.021)
Self hybrid-Partner remote 0.036*** 0.070*** 0.031*** 0.058*** 0.039** 0.075** 0.068*** 0.080***
(0.010) (0.012) (0.012) (0.014) (0.017) (0.021) (0.021) (0.023)
Self hybrid-Partner hybrid 0.050*** 0.067*** 0.048*** 0.061*** 0.054*** 0.077** 0.071** 0.080***
(0.008) (0.008) (0.010) (0.010) (0.012) (0.013) (0.017) (0.016)
Self hybrid-Partner onsite 0.040*** 0.062*** 0.033*** 0.060*** 0.048*** 0.063*** 0.045*** 0.072***
(0.006) (0.007) (0.008) (0.009) (0.011) (0.010) (0.014) (0.015)
Self onsite-Partner remote -0.003 -0.008 0.002 0.003 -0.010 -0.016 -0.006 -0.028
(0.008) (0.011) (0.011) (0.014) (0.011) (0.018) (0.016) (0.028)
Self onsite-Partner hybrid 0.038*** 0.023*** 0.039*** 0.008 0.036*** 0.041** 0.045*** 0.019
(0.006) (0.009) (0.008) (0.012) (0.010) (0.013) (0.013) (0.017)
Number of observations 142298 142298 80296 81179 62002 61119 32605 32634
Within R-squared 0.019 0.018 0.020 0.020 0.020 0.018 0.023 0.020

Note: Dependent variable: log of actual reported weekly hours of work last week. Estimates are based on coupled workers aged 25-54 at work during the CPS
reference week, who appear in more than one month in the survey and excluding those whose partners are on vacation. See Table A9 for control variables. CPS
composite weights are used. Standard errors clustered at the individual level are reported in parentheses. ***, **, * = statistically different from zero at the 1%, 5%,
10% level.

Source: Current Population Survey (October 2022—November 2024), authors’ calculations
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Table A.14 Coefficients on all controls in log actual weekly hours of work regressions for the full sample. Hybrid is >=20 and <=80 (FE estimates)

Women Fathers of Mothers of
Men without  without children  children

Explanatory variables All men All women Fathers Mothers children children <=ageb <=ageb
Self remote-Partner remote -0.043*** -0.079*** -0.050*** -0.094*** -0.038** -0.057*** -0.028 -0.078***
(0.011) (0.013) (0.014) (0.017) (0.016) (0.018) (0.022) (0.028)
Self remote-Partner hybrid -0.000 -0.029** -0.007 -0.034** 0.001 -0.012 0.008 -0.008
(0.012) (0.012) (0.017) (0.016) (0.018) (0.018) (0.025) (0.027)
Self remote-Partner onsite -0.029*** -0.030*** -0.019* -0.037*** -0.046™** -0.018 -0.032* -0.033*
(0.008) (0.009) (0.010) (0.011) (0.013) (0.014) (0.017) (0.018)
Self remote-Partner nonemployed -0.048*** -0.037 -0.053*** 0.022 -0.034 -0.096***  -0.058** 0.068
(0.014) (0.023) (0.018) (0.028) (0.022) (0.037) (0.025) (0.050)
Self hybrid-Partner remote 0.044** 0.063*** 0.046*** 0.059*** 0.039** 0.063***  0.065***  0.077***
(0.009) (0.011) (0.010) (0.014) (0.016) (0.018) (0.016) (0.024)
Self hybrid-Partner hybrid 0.046*** 0.058*** 0.045*** 0.054*** 0.047*** 0.066***  0.055***  0.081***
(0.007) (0.008) (0.009) (0.010) (0.012) (0.013) (0.016) (0.016)
Self hybrid-Partner onsite 0.037*** 0.057*** 0.037*** 0.057*** 0.038*** 0.056***  0.043***  0.070***
(0.006) (0.007) (0.008) (0.009) (0.009) (0.010) (0.012) (0.014)
Self hybrid-Partner nonemployed 0.039*** 0.066*** 0.034*** 0.068*** 0.048** 0.063*** 0.044**  0.104***
(0.010) (0.015) (0.012) (0.021) (0.017) (0.020) (0.017) (0.038)
Self onsite-Partner remote 0.004 -0.016 0.014 -0.010 -0.010 -0.019 0.013 -0.041*
(0.007) (0.010) (0.009) (0.013) (0.010) (0.016) (0.012) (0.024)
Self onsite-Partner hybrid 0.030*** 0.007 0.036*** -0.001 0.024** 0.021*  0.041** -0.004
(0.006) (0.008) (0.008) (0.010) (0.010) (0.012) (0.012) (0.016)
Self onsite-Partner nonemployed -0.013** -0.003 -0.015* 0.010 -0.010 -0.018 -0.011 -0.001
(0.006) (0.010) (0.007) (0.014) (0.010) (0.014) (0.010) (0.026)
Number of observations 231951 190716 144997 113380 86954 77336 64939 46530
Within R-squared 0.019 0.024 0.020 0.025 0.019 0.024 0.021 0.025

Note: Dependent variable: log of actual reported weekly hours of work last week. Coefficients not shown include month and year FE, 21 occupation groups, and 20
industry groups. Estimates are based on coupled workers aged 25-54 at work during the CPS reference week, who appear in more than one month in the survey
and excluding those whose partners are on vacation. See Table A9 for control variables. CPS composite weights are used. Standard errors clustered at the
individual level are reported in parentheses. ***, **, * = statistically different from zero at the 1%, 5%, 10% level.

Source: Current Population Survey (October 2022—November 2024), authors’ calculations
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Table A.15 Coefficients on all controls in log actual weekly hours of work regressions for the full sample. Hybrid is >0 and <100 (FE estimates)

Women Fathers of  Mothers of
Men without  without children <= children

Explanatory variables All men All women Fathers Mothers children children age 5 <=ageb
Self remote-Partner remote -0.041*** -0.078*** -0.049*** -0.095*** -0.035** -0.053*** -0.023  -0.081***
(0.011) (0.013) (0.015) (0.017) (0.017) (0.019) (0.022) (0.028)
Self remote-Partner hybrid -0.006 -0.028** -0.003 -0.035** -0.018 -0.008 0.013 -0.013
(0.012) (0.012) (0.016) (0.015) (0.018) (0.018) (0.025) (0.024)
Self remote-Partner onsite -0.028*** -0.031*** -0.016* -0.038*** -0.046*** -0.018 -0.030* -0.036*
(0.008) (0.009) (0.010) (0.012) (0.014) (0.014) (0.017) (0.018)
Self remote-Partner nonemployed -0.049*** -0.031 -0.054*** 0.027 -0.036 -0.087** -0.057** 0.070
(0.014) (0.024) (0.018) (0.029) (0.022) (0.038) (0.025) (0.051)
Self hybrid-Partner remote 0.059*** 0.076*** 0.063*** 0.079*** 0.051** 0.069*** 0.084***  0.085***
(0.009) (0.011) (0.011) (0.014) (0.015) (0.018) (0.018) (0.024)
Self hybrid-Partner hybrid 0.069*** 0.088*** 0.075*** 0.089*** 0.063*** 0.090*** 0.089***  0.106***
(0.007) (0.007) (0.009) (0.010) (0.011) (0.012) (0.015) (0.015)
Self hybrid-Partner onsite 0.052** 0.071** 0.052*** 0.071*** 0.053*** 0.070** 0.055***  0.073***
(0.005) (0.006) (0.007) (0.008) (0.008) (0.009) (0.011) (0.014)
Self hybrid-Partner nonemployed 0.061*** 0.077*** 0.059*** 0.090*** 0.067*** 0.065** 0.064***  0.103***
(0.009) (0.013) (0.011) (0.019) (0.017) (0.019) (0.017) (0.030)
Self onsite-Partner remote 0.000 -0.021** 0.012 -0.019 -0.017 -0.017 0.007 -0.049*
(0.007) (0.010) (0.009) (0.014) (0.011) (0.016) (0.013) (0.025)
Self onsite-Partner hybrid 0.025*** 0.004 0.029*** -0.002 0.020** 0.015 0.033** 0.002
(0.006) (0.007) (0.007) (0.010) (0.009) (0.011) (0.012) (0.015)
Self onsite-Partner nonemployed -0.014** -0.004 -0.015** 0.008 -0.012 -0.017 -0.012 -0.001
(0.006) (0.010) (0.007) (0.014) (0.010) (0.014) (0.010) (0.026)
Number of observations 231951 190716 144997 113380 86954 77336 64939 46530
Within R-squared 0.020 0.026 0.021 0.027 0.021 0.025 0.022 0.027

Note: Dependent variable: log of actual reported weekly hours of work last week. Coefficients not shown include month and year FE, 21 occupation groups, and 20
industry groups. Estimates are based on coupled workers aged 25-54 at work during the CPS reference week, who appear in more than one month in the survey
and excluding those whose partners are on vacation. See Table A9 for control variables. CPS composite weights are used. Standard errors clustered at the
individual level are reported in parentheses. ***, **, * = statistically different from zero at the 1%, 5%, 10% level.

Source: Current Population Survey (October 2022—November 2024), authors’ calculations
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Table A.16 Statistical significances for Wald tests of equality of coefficients on couple-level work location arrangements in log actual weekly hours regressions for

men
Self Self Self Self Self Self . Self Self .
Couple-level work remote- remote- remote- Self remote- hybrid-  hybrid-  hybrid- Self hybrid- onsite-  onsite- Self onsite-
Partner Partner Partner
arrangements Partner  Partner  Partner nonemoloved Partner Partner Partner nonemoloved Partner Partner nonemoloved
remote hybrid onsite ploy remote hybrid  onsite ploy remote  hybrid ploy
Self remote_Partner remote - *kk - - *k*k *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk
Self remote_Partner hybrld *kk - *k *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk - *kk -
Self remote_Partner Onslte - *% - - *k*k *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk
Self remote-Partner _ Kk _ _ ke Kok *kk *kk *kk Hkk *kk
nonemployed
Self hybrid-Partner remote el o el o - - - - el - fl
Self hybrid-Partner hybrid o o o o - - - - o > hx
Self hybrid-Partner onsite el o el o - - - - el - fl
Self hybrid-Partner sk *kk ek _— _ _ _ _ *k _ ok
nonemployed
Self ons'te_Partner remote *kk - *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk - *kk *
Self onsite-Partner hybrid b e b x - * - - o - o
Self OnSite'Partner *kk *kk *hk Kk *hk *kk *kk * *hk

nonemployed

Note: ***, **, * = statistically different from zero at the 1%, 5%, 10% level.

Source: Current Population Survey (October 2022—November 2024), authors’ calculations
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Table A.17 Statistical significances for Wald tests of equality of coefficients on couple-level work location arrangements in log actual weekly hours regressions for
women

Self Self Self Self Self Self Self Self

Couple-level work remote- remote- remote- Self remote- hybrid- hybrid-  hybrid- Self hybrid- onsite-  onsite- Self onsite-
Partner Partner Partner
arrangements Partner Partner Partner nonemoloved Partner Partner Partner nonemoloved Partner Partner nonemoloved
remote  hybrid onsite ploy remote hybrid onsite ploy remote  hybrid ploy
Self remote_Partner remote - *kk *kk * *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk
Self remote-Partner hybrid el - - - o o o o - o *
Self remote-Partner onsite b - - - e il e e - f e
Self remote-Partner * ) ) ) ok ok ok ok ) o )
nonemployed
Self hybrid-Partner remote o o el o - - - - o ok ok
Self hybrld_Partner hybrld *kk *kk *kk *kk - - - - *kk *kk *kk
Self hybrid-Partner onsite o o el o - - - - o ok ok
Self hybrid-Partner . - - - i} i} i} i} - - -
nonemployed
Self onsite-Partner remote el - - - o o o o - o -
Self onSIte_Partner hybrld *kk *kk *kk *% *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk - -
Self onsite-Partner o

nonemployed

Note: ***, **, * = statistically different from zero at the 1%, 5%, 10% level.

Source: Current Population Survey (October 2022—November 2024), authors’ calculations
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Table A.18 Average woman’s share of total couple hours among dual-earner couples
aged 25-54 in different couple-level work location arrangements

Women

without
Couple-level work arrangement All women Mothers children
Man remote-Woman remote 0.473 0.464 0.485
Man hybrid-Woman remote 0.441 0.427 0.466
Man onsite-WWoman remote 0.456 0.445 0.474
Man remote-Woman hybrid 0.498 0.493 0.504
Man hybrid-Woman hybrid 0.484 0.479 0.492
Man onsite-Woman hybrid 0.483 0.476 0.494
Man remote-Woman onsite 0.469 0.458 0.485
Man hybrid-Woman onsite 0.448 0.433 0.469
Man onsite-Woman onsite 0.464 0.455 0.476

Notes: Estimates are based on women in dual-earner couples aged 25-54 at work
during the CPS reference week, who appear in more than one month in the survey and
excluding those whose partners are on vacation. Composite weights are used. Number

of observations: 177,137.

Source: Current Population Survey (October 2022—November 2024 ), authors’

calculations
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Table A.19 Coefficients on couple-level work arrangements in share of woman'’s hours in
total couple work hours regressions for the full sample (FE estimates)

Women

without

Explanatory variables All women Mothers children
Man remote-Woman remote -0.007*** -0.008** -0.005
(0.002) (0.003) (0.003)
Man hybrid-Woman remote -0.018*** -0.019*** -0.013***
(0.002) (0.003) (0.004)
Man onsite-Woman remote -0.010*** -0.013*** -0.005**
(0.002) (0.002) (0.003)
Man remote-Woman hybrid 0.015*** 0.014*** 0.016™**
(0.002) (0.003) (0.004)
Man hybrid-Woman hybrid 0.002 0.001 0.004
(0.002) (0.002) (0.003)
Man onsite-Woman hybrid 0.004*** 0.003* 0.006***
(0.001) (0.002) (0.002)
Man remote-Woman onsite 0.006*** 0.004 0.010***
(0.002) (0.003) (0.003)
Man hybrid-Woman onsite -0.005*** -0.006*** -0.003
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002)
Number of observations 177137 105927 71210
Within R-squared 0.033 0.032 0.036

Note: Estimates are based on women in dual-earner couples aged 25-54 at work during
the CPS reference week, who appear in more than one month in the survey and
excluding those whose partners are on vacation. See Table A9 for control variables.
CPS composite weights are used. Standard errors clustered at the individual level are
reported in parentheses. ***, ** * = statistically different from zero at the 1%, 5%, 10%
level.

Source: Current Population Survey (October 2022—November 2024), authors’
calculations
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Table A.20 Coefficients on couple-level work arrangements in share of woman'’s hours in
total couple work hours regressions excluding individuals who had multiple jobs or
whose partners had multiple jobs (FE estimates)

Women

without

Explanatory variables All women Mothers children
Man remote-Woman remote -0.006** -0.007** -0.003
(0.002) (0.003) (0.003)
Man hybrid-Woman remote -0.016*** -0.018*** -0.009**
(0.002) (0.003) (0.004)
Man onsite-Woman remote -0.009*** -0.011*** -0.005*
(0.002) (0.002) (0.003)
Man remote-Woman hybrid 0.014*** 0.013*** 0.016™**
(0.002) (0.003) (0.004)
Man hybrid-Woman hybrid 0.002 0.002 0.003
(0.002) (0.002) (0.003)
Man onsite-Woman hybrid 0.003* 0.001 0.006**
(0.001) (0.002) (0.002)
Man remote-Woman onsite 0.002 0.000 0.006**
(0.002) (0.003) (0.003)
Man hybrid-Woman onsite -0.007*** -0.009*** -0.004*
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002)
Number of observations 158518 94698 63820
Within R-squared 0.006 0.007 0.006

Note: Estimates are based on women in dual-earner couples aged 25-54 at work during
the CPS reference week, who appear in more than one month in the survey and
excluding those whose partners are on vacation. See Table A9 for control variables.
CPS composite weights are used. Standard errors clustered at the individual level are
reported in parentheses. ***, ** * = statistically different from zero at the 1%, 5%, 10%
level.

Source: Current Population Survey (October 2022—November 2024), authors’
calculations
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Table A.21 Coefficients on couple-level work arrangements in share of woman'’s hours in
total couple work hours regressions excluding the self-employed (FE estimates)

Women

without

Explanatory variables All women Mothers children
Man remote-Woman remote -0.008*** -0.009** -0.006
(0.003) (0.004) (0.004)
Man hybrid-Woman remote -0.015*** -0.017*** -0.011***
(0.002) (0.003) (0.004)
Man onsite-Woman remote -0.009*** -0.011*** -0.005*
(0.002) (0.002) (0.003)
Man remote-Woman hybrid 0.013*** 0.014*** 0.014***
(0.002) (0.003) (0.004)
Man hybrid-Woman hybrid 0.001 -0.000 0.003
(0.002) (0.002) (0.003)
Man onsite-Woman hybrid 0.003* 0.002 0.004*
(0.001) (0.002) (0.002)
Man remote-Woman onsite 0.005* 0.003 0.008***
(0.002) (0.003) (0.003)
Man hybrid-Woman onsite -0.005*** -0.007*** -0.002
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002)
Number of observations 161379 95415 65964
Within R-squared 0.029 0.029 0.033

Note: Estimates are based on women in dual-earner couples aged 25-54 at work during
the CPS reference week, who appear in more than one month in the survey and
excluding those whose partners are on vacation. See Table A9 for control variables.
CPS composite weights are used. Standard errors clustered at the individual level are
reported in parentheses. ***, ** * = statistically different from zero at the 1%, 5%, 10%
level.

Source: Current Population Survey (October 2022—November 2024), authors’
calculations
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Table A.22 Coefficients on couple-level work arrangements in share of woman'’s hours in
total couple work hours regressions excluding workers who change employer or duties
(FE estimates)

Women

without

Explanatory variables All women Mothers children
Man remote-Woman remote -0.007** -0.005 -0.008**
(0.003) (0.004) (0.004)
Man hybrid-Woman remote -0.019*** -0.019*** -0.013***
(0.003) (0.003) (0.005)
Man onsite-Woman remote -0.011*** -0.013*** -0.007**
(0.002) (0.003) (0.003)
Man remote-Woman hybrid 0.016*** 0.015*** 0.018***
(0.003) (0.004) (0.004)
Man hybrid-Woman hybrid 0.001 0.001 0.002
(0.002) (0.002) (0.003)
Man onsite-Woman hybrid 0.003* 0.002 0.005**
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002)
Man remote-Woman onsite 0.009*** 0.006* 0.015***
(0.002) (0.003) (0.004)
Man hybrid-Woman onsite -0.003 -0.006** 0.001
(0.002) (0.003) (0.003)
Number of observations 127955 76241 51714
Within R-squared 0.030 0.030 0.034

Note: Estimates are based on women in dual-earner couples aged 25-54 at work during
the CPS reference week, who appear in more than one month in the survey and
excluding those whose partners are on vacation. See Table A9 for control variables.
CPS composite weights are used. Standard errors clustered at the individual level are
reported in parentheses. ***, ** * = statistically different from zero at the 1%, 5%, 10%
level.

Source: Current Population Survey (October 2022—November 2024), authors’
calculations
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Table A.23 Coefficients on couple-level work arrangements in share of woman'’s hours in
total couple work hours regressions for full-time dual-earner couples (FE estimates)

Women

without

Explanatory variables All women Mothers children
Man remote-Woman remote -0.004* -0.004 -0.003
(0.002) (0.003) (0.003)
Man hybrid-Woman remote -0.013*** -0.015*** -0.009**
(0.002) (0.003) (0.004)
Man onsite-Woman remote -0.006*** -0.007*** -0.004*
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002)
Man remote-Woman hybrid 0.014*** 0.015*** 0.014***
(0.002) (0.003) (0.003)
Man hybrid-Woman hybrid 0.004** 0.003* 0.005**
(0.001) (0.002) (0.003)
Man onsite-Woman hybrid 0.003*** 0.003* 0.003*
(0.001) (0.002) (0.002)
Man remote-Woman onsite 0.006*** 0.008*** 0.006*
(0.002) (0.002) (0.003)
Man hybrid-Woman onsite -0.002 -0.004* 0.000
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002)
Number of observations 142298 81179 61119
Within R-squared 0.026 0.025 0.030

Note: Estimates are based on women in dual-earner couples aged 25-54 at work during
the CPS reference week, who appear in more than one month in the survey and
excluding those whose partners are on vacation. See Table A9 for control variables.
CPS composite weights are used. Standard errors clustered at the individual level are
reported in parentheses. ***, ** * = statistically different from zero at the 1%, 5%, 10%
level.

Source: Current Population Survey (October 2022—November 2024), authors’
calculations
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Table A.24 Statistical significances for Wald tests of equality of coefficients on couple-level work location arrangements in
share of woman’s hours in total couple work hours regressions for women from full-time dual-earner couples

Man
Couple-level work remote-
arrangements Woman

remote
Man remote-Woman remote -
Man hybrid-Woman remote o
Man onsite-Woman remote -
Man remote-Woman hybrid o
Man hybrid-Woman hybrid ok
Man onsite-Woman hybrid b
Man remote-Woman onsite o

Man hybrid-Woman onsite -

hybrid-
Woman
remote

*k%x

*k%x

*k%

*k*

*k%x

*k%

*k%x

Man
onsite-
Woman
remote

*k%

*k%*
*k%
*k%*
*k%*

*%

Man

remote-
Woman

hybrid

*k*

*k%*

*k*

*k%*

*k*

*k%*

*k*

Man
hybrid-
Woman
hybrid

*k*

*k%

*

*k*

Man
onsite-

Woman

hybrid

*k*x

*k*

*k%x

*k%

*k%x

Man

remote-
Woman

onsite

*k%*

*k%*

*k%x

*k%x

*k%x

Man
hybrid-

Woman

onsite

*k%

*%*

*k%*

*k%

*k*

*k%*

Note: ***, **, * = statistically different from zero at the 1%, 5%, 10% level.

Source: Current Population Survey (October 2022—November 2024), authors’ calculations
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