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ABSTRACT 
 

This paper studies the recent leisure inequality in Thailand using the Time Use Survey. By 

employing the ordinary least square (OLS) regression, the results indicate that age and 

marriage have a negative effect on time spent on leisure. The negative impact of age is larger 

for higher-educated individuals, while the impact of marriage is larger for lower-educated 

individuals. Furthermore, using the Oaxaca-Blinder decomposition, this study shows the 

existing leisure time use gap between men and women in Thailand and the education level is 

significant factor contributing to the leisure inequality in the country. In addition, the 

disaggregation results suggest that university level has the largest leisure gap between men 

and women compared to other educations. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
 

Income inequality trend in Thailand has kept decreasing over time since 1992 

(Paweenawat and McNown, 2014). According to World Bank (2019), the GINI Index of 

Thailand during 1985 to 2017 has shown a decreasing pattern, where 47.9 in 1992, 42.8 in 

2000, 39.4 in 2010, and 36.5 in 2017.	  However, even though income inequality in Thailand 

has continuously decreased, does it mean the economic welfare of people in the country 

increase? 

[Figure 1] 

The answer would be unknown because income is not only one indicator to measure 

the economic welfare of the country (The Economist, 2006). Furthermore, numerous research 

measuring personal welfare using individual level, or the micro study, found that the income 

effect on the subjective well-being (or, individual assess their own life satisfaction), is 

inconclusive (Dominko and Verbič, 2020).  

The recent study on the evolution of income, consumption, and leisure inequality in 

the US by Attanasio, Hurst, Pistaferri (2015) clearly stated that even though the consumption 

and income inequality in the US has increased among different educational groups during 

1980-2010, the inequality in utility, which could be measured by leisure time, yield different 

trend. Low educated workers have more leisure time compared to the high educated ones.  

An amount of time spending on daily life basis could be one measurement of 

individual welfare. Riddell (1990) clearly stated that although several measurements on 

economic welfare are relied on the individual expense on goods and services, leisure time 

should also be considered as one of an important goods for contributing on their welfare and 

could be a main part of measuring human standard of living.  



	  

    	  8	  

Aguiar and Hurst (2007) raised an interesting point of view on leisure inequality in 

the different demo-sociographic status in the US. Interestingly, they found the leisure time for 

non-college graduates has been increasing, but college graduates decrease. Economist (2009) 

presented that in 16 OECD countries, men tend to have more leisure time than women. Thus, 

this could conclude that the leisure inequality could be found in the different demographic 

and socio-economic status, which is the main hypothesis in this study.  

Based on the basic fundamental economics, leisure time could be viewed as a good, 

which satisfies the time budget constraint, and finally leading to the individual optimal 

welfare of each individual. The main model used here is time between optimal leisure time 

and market working hours (which could generate income). Thus, when people have more 

income, they tend to consume more leisure (less working hours, but consuming more leisure 

in the case of income effect dominated substitution effect). Note that the leisure time here is 

defined by intention activity allocated in time spending in one day, and do not relate to the 

unemployment.  

This evidence has been supported by the study of Paweenawat and McNown (2018) 

examining the behavior in the group of Thai female workers, they found the negative 

relationship between wage and working hours, in which wage increase but Thai women 

decrease working hours. Liao and Paweenawat (2018) also found that even though the real 

wage in Thailand has been kept increasing, there is decreasing trend of working hours for 

married women over 30 years.  

Furthermore, if we look at in the term of wage gap in Thailand, the wage gap between 

men and women in Thailand has been decreasing over time. Using the Labor Force Survey of 

Thailand, figure 2 shows the percentage of difference in average log wage between men and 

women, which presents a decreasing pattern. The wage gap is the ratio of difference between 
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average log wages of the two groups as the percentage of the other. In 1990, gender wage gap 

is around 20%, indicating that the difference between average log wage of men and women 

as percentage of men is 20%.  In 2017, gender wage gap drops to less than 5%, indicating 

that the difference between average log wage of men and women as percentage of men is less 

than 5%. 

[Figure 2] 

However, although there are so many studies on gender wage gap in Thailand (e.g., 

Nakavachara 2010, Khorpetch and Kulkolkarn, 2011 and Permpoonwiwat and Bui, 2015; 

Liao and Paweenawat 2019), however, to my knowledge there is no evidence on measuring 

the gender gap of leisure time in Thailand. Hansatit (2014) clearly stated that normally the 

gender inequality index always ignore one most important aspect in measuring female 

disadvantage, especially time use in household production and leisure time.   

Thus, to investigate the gender welfare gap in addition to the traditional measure, 

which is personal income, it is quite interesting to investigate on the gap between time use of 

this group in term of gap of leisure time between men and women. The main objective of this 

paper is to investigate whether there is a leisure inequality across the different demographic 

and socio-economic types including: gender, marital status, living area, and education. 
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 
 

 Numerous theories has been explored to measure and compute individual economic 

welfare. Pencavel (1977) first provides to measure welfare in the U.S. utilizing the estimated 

parameters of the Stone-Geary utility function by considering the substitution between goods 

and leisure when there is a change in relative prices. However, Riddell (1990) interestingly 

commented that the standard micro-theory using an increase of income, which might lead to 

an increase of working hours, which affect personal living standard might not be good 

indicator as it omit the aspect of leisure time.  

Thus, this paper will focus on the recent concept on measuring individual well-being 

by adopting the idea of leisure time from Stiglitz, Sen and Fitoussi (2009), in which proposed 

a broader ways of measuring household economic activity to assess individual quality of life, 

which is leisure time.   

The classic study related to the allocation of time by Robinson and Godbey (1999) 

first examined the time trend of household time use in the year 1965, 1975, and 1985 in the 

USA; The paper found that women still spent more time on household work than men and 

this gender gap persisted for employed ones. Besides, it suggested that men and women’s 

total workloads are similar when both paid and unpaid work was taken in to consideration. 

Then, Lebergott (1993), Greenwood, Seshadri, and Yorukoglu (2005) and Ramey and 

Francis (2005) documented the household time use during the early 2000s. They found that 

the increase of wage and decrease of price of home products are accompanied with the rise in 

female labor force participation in the 20th century. Ramey and Francis (2009) provided 

evidence on time allocation in market work, home production, schooling and leisure in US 
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for the entire 20th century and found that the hours of work are unchanged for prime age 

workers and the average leisure time only increased by 4 or 5 hours per week over the 100 

years.  

The recent study is by Aguiar and Hurst (2007), which use fifty years of time-use 

surveys in the USA to document trends in leisure time and found the leisure inequality has 

been growing for different demographic status. It suggested that less educated individuals had 

the largest gain in leisure. Furthermore, Aguiar and Hurst (2008) found that after 1985, there 

exist an increase in leisure inequality between men and women. Furthermore, the low 

education male worker spend more time on leisure compared to high educated ones. Using a 

Blinder-Oaxaca type decomposition, it found a 30 percent of gap in leisure between more 

educated and less educated men because of the differences in employment status during 2003 

to 2005. 

Boppart and Ngai (2019) recently summarize the situation of time allocation between 

working hours and leisure hours in The US. They found that even though it seems the overall 

leisure hours in the US has been continuously increasing, there is a systematic changes across 

different education as well as skill groups. Leisure time are recently not equally distributed 

across educational/skills groups like the past, but leisure inequality has kept increasing over 

time in the recent decades.  

McGinnity and Russell (2008) used the Irish National Time-Use survey in 2005 

examined the gender distribution of paid and unpaid work in Ireland. It found that the gender 

gap in time spent on leisure was due to women’s unchanged unpaid work and caring time 

during weekends, which suggested a relatively traditional gender division of labor in Ireland 

comparing to other European countries. 
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In developed countries, a large number of researches found the decline of women’s 

hours spending on the household works after 1960s (e.g. Gershuny and Robinson, 1988; 

Aguiar and Hurst, 2007; Bianchi et al., 2000). During 1963 to 1993, men’s time spending on 

childcare has increased, accompanying with the decrease of time spending on childcare for 

non-employed women (Aguiar and Hurst, 2007).   

Bianchi et al. (2000) have suggested that the time spending on household work has 

dropped due to the rise in men’s time spending on household work, which has nor matched 

with the decrease in women’s time spending on household work. Besides, studies have found 

that the innovation of household technologies has played a role in relocating women’s time 

spending on household works. Overall, women still spend more time on household works and 

childcare than men and this gender gap of unpaid work persists (Pacholok and Gauthier 2004) 

Studies of leisure time have focused on the potential gender gap question that whether 

men spend more time on leisure than women. Firestone and Shelton (1994) and Zuzanek and 

Smale (1997) have suggested that women spent less time on leisure than men on average. 

Firestone and Shelton (1994) have provided evidence that gender-divergent patterns in the 

relation of paid work and leisure time including in-home leisure and out-home leisure, where 

employed women have less out-home leisure than men, but employed men have less in-home 

leisure than employed women. They have suggested that working hours do not affect the time 

spent on in-home leisure for married women. 

Nock and Kingston (1989), Shelton (1992) have found that no gender gap of leisure 

time in US.  Recent studies by Robinson and Godbey (1997), Bittman (1998) have suggested 

that the gender gap of leisure time was small and negligible. The unpaid work is less valued 

by society than the paid work and the amount of time spent on caring and household work by 



	  

    	  13	  

adults is similar to paid work. Robinson and Godbey (1997) has found that when both paid 

and unpaid work is counted, the total workloads of men and women are similar. 

Studies have also addressed several potential factors that affect the leisure time. South 

and Spitz (1994) have provided evidence that working hours and school enrollment reduced 

the time spending on household work. Firestone and Shelton (1994), Shelton (1992) and 

Robinson and Godbey (1997) have found that time spent on paid work and household work 

has a negative relationship with time spent on leisure, which means that if individuals spend 

more time on work, either paid or unpaid work, then they tend to have less time on leisure. 

Regarding to the effects of demographic factors on leisure time, studies have 

suggested an inconsistent results. For example, Zuzanek and Smale (1997), Robinson and 

Godbey (1997) have found that the youngest and the oldest age groups had more leisure time 

than others, while Nock and Kingston (1989), Shelton (1992) have suggested that the age 

effect is not significant. Moreover, Robinson and Godbey (1997) have reported that married 

people have spent less time on leisure than unmarried people and those with children in the 

household have spent less time than those without. However, Nock and Kingston (1989), 

Shelton (1992) have not found such relationships as Robinson and Godbey (1997). 

Attanasio et al. (2015) found a substantial rise in the consumption and leisure 

inequality in US during last three decades. Higher-income individuals has a faster rise in 

consumption than lower-income individuals, but higher-income individuals experience a 

smaller change in leisure than the lower-income individuals, where lower-income individuals 

have more leisure time than higher-income individuals. 

Note that according to Sevilla, Gimenez-Nadal, and Gershuny (2012), definitions of 

leisure could be either activities, that give direct utility (e.g., entertainment, socializing, 

recreation), or activities that in market or non-market production (broader definition). Also, 
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the leisure could be measured in two main dimensions both quality of leisure and quantity of 

leisure. For the quality of leisure, most studies employ self-reported measures to represent the 

“direct subjective consequences” scale from 0 to 10 to rank the enjoyment from doing that 

activities (Juster and Stafford, 1985); while for the quantity measure, the most simple way to 

calculate the leisure is to draw direct information from time use diary, which record the 

activities that a person did yesterday (Szalai 1972, Kahneman et al. 2004).  

Even though there are various measurements of leisure, Sevilla, Gimenez-Nadal, and 

Gershuny (2012, p.4) suggest the “narrowest measure of leisure” which could be measured 

by a number of hours per week that a person spent on all activities that we cannot hire 

anybody to do for us. They provided an example, i.e. “leisure category are watching 

television, sport activities, general out-of-home leisure, and socializing”. Furthermore, some 

particular activities that we have to do by ourselves and cannot buy in any markets, could fall 

into the leisure categories e.g., eating, sleeping, personal care.  

To sum up, most studies are examining the evidence in the other developed countries 

and the USA. Due to the limitation of the data set, we found no study in the developing 

countries. Furthermore, to my knowledge, there are no studies using time use survey data in 

Thailand to study this topic, which is the main contribution of this study.  

 



	  

    	  15	  

Chapter 3: Data and Methodology 
 

The data from the Time Use Survey in Thailand from the National Statistical Office 

(NSO) of Thailand in the year 2014, and 2015 will be used in the estimation. The national 

Time Use Survey in Thailand has been surveyed since 2001 and then run survey every 5 

years, 2015 is the latest survey available to use. However, there are main problems that we 

can run estimation on leisure inequality issue only two recent years.  

First, in the year 2001, there is lack of information on some important demographics, 

such as age, sex, marital status and education level. Second, although the data in 2004 and 

2009 includes the time of paid work, household work, childcare, and leisure, the summary 

statistics for each time allocation is not reasonable. For example, in 2004, the average time of 

paid work is 45.89 minutes per day with 948,915 observations and in 2009, the time is 0 with 

66,652 observations. For the time of housework, in 2004, the average is 3.2 minutes per day 

with 948,915 observations, and in 2009, the average is 0 with 66,652 observations. Similarly, 

for the time spent on childcare, and leisure, the problem remains. Therefore, due to the 

limitation of the data, I only include the year 2014 and 2015 for the analysis. 

This type of data could measure the individual time spending on labor market activity 

and non-market activity. The labor market activity will be measure as working time, which 

will include: Work in Formal Sector; Household (HH) Primary Production, HH Non-Primary 

Production, HH Construction, HH Services (which all activities here could generate income 

to the household). Then, the variable of leisure will be classified in non-market activity, in 

this study will be measured by including the time spending on following activities: Social and 

Community; Attending Entertainment and Sports; Hobbies, Games; Sports; Mass Media. 

Also, the time spent on leisure will also include the time as we follow the broader definition 
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of Sevilla, Gimenez-Nadal, and Gershuny (2012, p.4), which include all activities that we 

cannot hire other people to perform it for us. 

The sample in this paper is restricted to age between 21 and 65. According to Aguiar 

and Hurst (2006), this definition of leisure is as a residual of total work (market work and 

non-market work), which includes activities that have market substitutes. The average time 

allocation on paid work, housework, childcare and leisure does not have much difference 

between men and women. Men spend a slight higher amount of time on paid work and 

leisure, while women spend more time on housework and childcare.  

Table 1 shows the time allocation including time spending on paid work, housework, 

childcare and leisure for the overall sample, men and women. Overall, the sample includes 

1,144,984 observations, with 506,223 for men and 638,761 for women, respectively. In 2014, 

the sample has 566,798 observations, with 250,823 for men and 315,975 for women. In 2015, 

the sample has 578,186 observations, with 255,400 for men and 322,786 for women. 

In 2014, the average time spending on paid work for the overall sample is 295.75 

minutes per day and 298.26 minutes for men, 293.757 minutes for women respectively. The 

men have a slightly higher time spending on paid work. The time spending on housework for 

overall sample in 2014 is 117.997 minutes per day and 117.63 minutes for men, 118.287 for 

women. There is not much difference between men and women. For the child care, the 

overall sample uses 68.06 minutes, men 64.54 minutes and women 70.85 minutes. 

Comparing men and women, women have a higher time allocation on childcare. For the 

leisure time, the overall sample spends 645.90 minutes per day, and men spend 648.4 

minutes, women spend 643.9 minutes. Comparing the leisure time between men and women, 

men have a higher time spending on leisure.  
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In 2015, the time spending on paid work has increased for the sample, which for 

overall sample is 324.49 minutes per day, for men is 315.82 minutes per day, and for women 

is 313.44 minutes per day. For the housework, the average time has also increased, where the 

time on housework for the overall sample is 133.7 minutes per day, for men is 131.06 

minutes per day and for women is 135.79 minutes per day. For the time spending on 

childcare, it has dropped slightly in 2015, where the time is 65.90 minutes per day for overall 

sample, 62.31 minutes per day for men and 68.74 minutes per day for women. For the time 

spending on leisure, it has increased in 2015, where the time is 674.48 minutes per day for the 

overall sample, 673.79 minutes per day for men and 675.03 minutes per day for women.  

[Table 1] 

The education is classified into three levels, where the primary level includes those 

with none, some, or completed primary education; secondary level includes those with some, 

or completed secondary education; university level includes those with some, completed, or 

higher university level education. There are five regional dummies used in the estimation, 

including Bangkok Metropolis, Central (excluding Bangkok Metropolis), North, Northeast 

and South. The dependent variable here is the time spent on leisure. The independent 

variables include age, age square, child dummy, education levels, regional dummies, marital 

status and year dummy. 

In the methodology part, this paper first studies the inequality of leisure time between 

men and women. Using the TUS 2014 and 2015, I first document the allocation of time, 

comparing men and women by show the different leisure time by gender and education 

levels. Then, I will apply the regression analysis following the approach of Aguiar and Hurst 

(2007) by taking condition the change in leisure time spending has changed over time, 
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controlling for changes in demographic and socioeconomic status. The following equation 

will be estimated using the Ordinary Least Square (OLS) regression analysis.   

 

Where  is the time spending on activity j of individual i at time t (t=2014, and 

2015).  is year dummy (=1 if individual are in time t, = 0 if otherwise). Age and Education 

is the age and education of individual i at time t, respectively. Child is dummy variable (=1 if 

having children, = 0 if otherwise).  

 Finally, I follow the approach of Aguiar and Hurst (2008) to apply the Oaxaca-

Blinder decomposition, the standard method on study the gender wage gap. However, in this 

study, we apply to study the gender leisure time gap.  

First, the leisure time equations are separated into two groups (men and women) 

based on the linear model:  

 

 

 

 

 

where  is the time spent  in leisure for individual i,  is the vector of explanatory variables, 

including three education levels, child dummy, age, age square, marital status and five 

regional dummies.  is a vector of coefficients and  is the error term.  

Then, after obtaining the estimates of the coefficient  and the mean values of leisure 

time from equation (1) and (2) and subtracting them to them, we get equation (3), where the 
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time gap between men and women consists of two terms, the impact of gender difference in 

explanatory variables and unexplained differential. 
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Chapter 4: Results 
	  

First, in order to check whether the leisure time in Thailand is systematic changes 

across different educations, this paper takes into account the education levels in the study. 

Table 2 shows the time spending on leisure of men and women by their educational levels. 

This paper found the different leisure time across education groups as evidence in US 

(Boppart and Ngai, 2019) and in 11 developed countries (Gershuny, 2009).  

On average, men with primary level education spend 657.9 minutes per day on 

leisure. Men with secondary level education spend 665.04 minutes per day on leisure. Men 

with university level education spend 678.85 minutes per day on leisure. For women, those 

with primary level education spend 658.43 minutes per day on leisure. Those with secondary 

level education spend 661.32 minutes per day on leisure. Those with university level 

education spend 656.75 minutes per day on leisure.  

However, our finding on gender leisure time gap between men and women, while 

men spend more time on leisure compared to women. This evidence is consistent with the 

study of Firestone and Shelton (1994), but contradict to the study of Nock and Kingston 

(1989) and Shelton (1992), which found on gap in the US study. We found that by comparing 

men and women, the clear difference of the gender gap is at the university level, where men 

is around 679 minutes per day and women is 657 minutes per day. For the primary level and 

secondary level, the difference between men and women is small.  

Comparing 2014 and 2015, the time spending on leisure has increased for all the 

educational levels, which is 669.23 minutes per day for primary level men (674.19 minutes 

per day for primary level women), 679.36 minutes per day for secondary level men (676.27 

minutes per day for secondary level women) and 714.88 minutes per day for university level 
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men (667.47 minutes per day for university level women). In general, men with higher 

education have spent more time on leisure (657.9 minutes per day to 678.85 minutes per day), 

while different educated women do not have much difference in leisure time. This results are 

quite contradict to what Boppart and Ngai (2019) and Attanasio, Hurst, Pistaferri (2015) 

summarized the leisure trend across time in the US, in which low educated men and women 

have more leisure time compared to high educated men and women around 0.5-1 hour.  

 [Table 2] 

Table 3 presents the overall OLS estimation results of time spent on leisure. The first 

column uses the overall sample, which shows that age, the presence of child in the household, 

year dummy, marital status and regional dummies are significant factors for the time spent on 

leisure. This result persists for the subgroup of men (column 2), women (column 3), primary 

level (column 4), secondary level (column 5) and university level (column 6).  

Comparing the magnitude for different samples, university level shows the largest 

negative coefficient of age (-9.64), which indicates that for high-educated individuals, the age 

growth will decrease their time spent on leisure. Comparing men and women, the negative 

effect of age is larger for men than women (-1.39 to -0.53).  

For the presence of child under 15 in the household, the positive coefficients are 

presented for every sample. The coefficient of child is the smallest for the university level 

(17.41), which suggests that having child under 15 in the household increase individuals’ 

time spent on leisure less. Education levels do not have significant effect on the time spent on 

leisure. The negative coefficients of age and marital status suggest that older or married 

individuals spent less time on leisure than their counterparts.  
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Having child age under 15 years old in the household is positively related to 

individuals’ leisure time. The marital status shows a significant negative coefficient for all the 

groups, except for university level, which indicates that married people spend less time on 

leisure, but this is not the case for university level. In general, for different education levels, 

age has the largest negative impact and child has the least positive impact on university-

educated individuals. 

[Table 3] 

Then, we examine the gender gap in the light of leisure time. Table 4 shows the 

decomposition results of time spent on leisure for men and women. Using the Blinder-Oaxaca 

decomposition, the results of the overall sample (column 1) show that the leisure gap between 

men and women is 1.58 minutes per day, which suggests that men has spent a slightly higher 

time on leisure. This result is consistent with the time allocation of individual in the US in 

which there exists a leisure inequality during 2003-2005 (Aguiar and Hurst, 2008).  

However, when we classify by the education levels, the results reveal more insightful 

details. The primary level shows a negative difference, in which women have a higher time 

spent on leisure. However, the magnitude is very small, -0.53 minutes per day. The secondary 

level has a positive gender gap, indicating men have a higher time spent on leisure, 3.72 

minutes per day. The university level has the largest leisure gap between men and women, 

which is 22.1 minutes per day. This implies that high educated women does not have any 

advantages on leisure time compared to the low educated women.  

[Table 4] 

In addition to overall results, disaggregation by residence area, age groups and marital 

status has also been explored in this study. Table 5 shows the OLS estimation results of time 
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spent on leisure by the residence area. Column 1 and column 2 shows the results for urban 

residents and rural residents, respectively. The negative effect of age is larger for the urban 

area, comparing -1.24 to -0.49. The positive coefficient of presence of child in the household 

is larger for urban residents, indicating that the presence of child in the household will 

increase more time spent on leisure for them (52.83 to 49.95). The negative effect of marriage 

also persists for both urban and rural area, with a slightly higher effect in rural area. Next, 

column 3 to column 6 presents the estimation results for each residence area by gender. 

Similar to the overall results, the negative effect of age persist, except for the rural women 

with a positive age coefficient of 0.72, which suggests that the age growth of rural women 

increases their time spent on leisure slightly. For the presence of child in the household, all 

the subgroups show a similar positive effect. The negative effect of marital status is also 

presented across the groups. 

[Table 5] 

Table 6 shows the OLS estimation results of time spent on leisure by four different 

age groups. The overall sample is classified into age between 21 to 30, 31 to 40, 41 to 50 and 

51 to 65. The age 21 to 30 (column 1), and age 41 to 50 (column 3) do not show a significant 

age effect on time spent on leisure, while age 31 to 30 (column 2) and age 51 to 65 (column 

4) show a significant negative effect of age. The presence of child in the household has 

provided consistent positive results with the similar magnitude. 

[Table 6] 

Table 7 shows the OLS estimation results of time spent on leisure for the unmarried 

group. Column 1 presents the results of overall unmarried sample. Column 2 and column 3 

compare the unmarried men and unmarried women. Column 4, 5, 6 compare the unmarried 

group with different education levels. The unmarried individuals with university level 
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education show the largest negative impact of age (-19.84), while they show the smallest 

positive impact of child in the household (42.74). 

[Table 7] 

Table 8 shows the OLS estimation results of time spent on leisure for the married 

group. Column 1 presents the results of overall married sample. Column 2 and column 3 

compare the married men and married women. Column 4, 5, 6 compare the married group 

with different education levels. The married individuals with university level education show 

the insignificant negative impact of age (-2.65), while similar to the unmarried group, they 

show the smallest positive impact of child in the household (28.9). Comparing to the 

unmarried groups, the impact of age is smaller for married groups. Besides, the coefficients 

of child in the household show similar magnitude, except for the university level. The 

married individuals with university level is affect be the presence of child in the household 

less (28.9 to 42.74). 

[Table 8] 

Table 9 shows the Oaxaca-Blinder decomposition results of time spent on leisure by 

the residence area. The gender gap is found in both urban and rural area, where in rural area 

the gap is slightly higher than urban area, comparing 1.58 to 2.12. To provide an insight view 

of the gender gap of time spent on leisure in urban and rural area, the disaggregation of 

education level are presented in Table 8. 

[Table 9] 

Table 10 further provides the Oaxaca-Blinder decomposition results of time spent on 

leisure by the residence area and the educational levels. In urban area, the gender gap for 

primary level is not significant, which means that the time spent on leisure for low educated 
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men and women does not have much difference. However, the gender gap increases for the 

secondary and university level (4.07 and 40.93). The gender gap is the largest for university 

level individuals living in urban area. In rural are, the results are different, where primary 

level show a significant negative gender gap and university level show an insignificant 

gender gap.  

[Table 10] 

Table 11 presents the Oaxaca-Blinder decomposition results of time spent on leisure 

by the four age groups. For the youngest group (age 21 to 30), the gender gap is the largest 

among the age groups, which is 8.48 in column 1, comparing to 1.69 for age 31 to 40 

(column 2), -0.024 for age 41 to 50 (column 3) and -0.885 for age 51 to 65 (column 4). When 

people get older, the gender gap of time spent on leisure has decreased, where the latter two 

groups show a negative gender gap with small magnitude. 

[Table 11] 

Table 12 presents the decomposition results of time spent on leisure for unmarried 

group. Column 1 show a positive gender gap for the overall unmarried group, where men 

have a higher time spent on leisure than women (2.56). Column 2, 3, 4 shows the results of 

unmarried group with different levels of education, where only secondary level shows a 

significant positive gender gap. The gender gaps for primary level and university level are not 

significant. 

[Table 12] 

Table 13 shows the decomposition results of time spent on leisure for married group. 

Column 1 show a positive gender gap for the overall married group, where men have a higher 

time spent on leisure than women (1.38). Comparing to the gender gap of unmarried group, 
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married group shows a slightly smaller gap.  Column 2, 3, 4 shows the results of married 

group with different levels of education, where the university level has the largest gender gap 

of time spent on leisure (30.56). 

           [Table 13] 
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Chapter 5: Conclusion 
 

This study intends to study the leisure inequality in the recent years (2014-2015) 

using the data from the Time Use Survey and employing both the simple ordinary least 

square (OLS) regression and the Oaxaca-Blinder decomposition in the estimation. Note that 

due to the data limitation, this paper could not present the trend of income inequality overall, 

but this paper could provide the insightful analysis on the basic information on leisure time. 

On average, men in all education levels tend to have more leisure time compared to women, 

indicating gender leisure time gap between men and women.  

The regression results from the simple ordinary least square (OLS) regression indicate 

that for a group of high-educated workers, the age growth will decrease their time spent on 

leisure. Furthermore, the negative effect of age is larger for men than women. Then, when we 

look at the marital status as well as the household formation, our results clearly show that 

married people and household with the presence of child under 15 with spend less time on 

leisure. The results from the basic Oaxaca-Blinder decomposition reveals the existing leisure 

time use gap (in minute) between men and women in Thailand.  

Then, by focusing on the different levels of education, our results reveal that 

education level is significant factor contributing to the leisure inequality in the country. The 

higher level of education will allow a person to have more leisure. This evidence contradict to 

what profoundly found in the US (Attanasio, Hurst, Pistaferri (2015), which the leisure 

inequality across education decrease over time. In Thailand, we found the opposite, while the 

income inequality in Thailand has been decreasing overtime, the leisure inequality exists in 

the recent years (2014-2015).  
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However, when we disaggregated by gender, the education only benefit to Thai men 

to have much enjoyment on leisure time, but this could not apply to the case of Thai women. 

More interestingly, our regression results indicated the university level has the largest leisure 

gap between men and women compared to other educations. This reflects that leisure time of 

Thai women have not been influenced by the different levels of education. This might be able 

to reflect the dual role of women from in the developing economies, particularly in Asian 

culture, in which women treated as a primary caregiver in the household as well as a main 

worker in the labor market.  

Liao and Paweenawat (2019) recorded the labor force participation for Thai women is 

around 70-80% and the trend has been stable over three decades.  This could imply that the 

policy guideline for Thai government that they should provide public assistance focusing on 

both labor and non-labor market activities to help to decrease their Thai female burden in the 

economy and later yield an improvement in their well-being overall. Finally, based on our 

main findings, one main common point found here is the presence of children aged less than 

15 years old in the household, which do have negative effect on individual leisure time. Thus, 

Thai government might have policy on childcare subsidy/supporting to improve the 

individual welfare.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



	  

    	  29	  

References 
	  

Aguiar, M. and Hurst, E., 2007. Measuring Leisure: The Allocation of Time over Five 

Decades. Quarterly Journal of Economics 122, 3 (August 2007): 969-1006. 

Aguiar, M. and Hurst, E., 2008. The Increase of Leisure Inequality.  NBER Working Paper 

No. 13837.  

Attanasio, O., Hurst, E. and Pistaferri, L., 2015. The Evolution of Income, Consumption, and 

Leisure Inequality in the U.S., 1980-2010. In Improving the Measurement of 

Consumer Expenditures (eds., Chris Carroll, Thomas Crossley, and John Sabelhaus). 

University of Chicago Press. 

Bianchi, S., 2000. Maternal Employment and Time With Children: Dramatic Change or 

Surprising Continuity? Demography 37(4): 401–414. 

Bittman, M., 1998. The Land of the Lost Long Weekend: Trends in Free Time among 

Working Age Autralians’. SPRC Discussion Paper No. 83, Social Policy Research 

Center, Sydney, Australia. 

Boppart, T. and Ngai, L.R., 2019. Rising Inequality and Trends in Leisure. CEPR Discussion 

Papers 12325, C.E.P.R. Discussion Papers. 

Dominko, M. and Verbic, M., 2020. The Effect of Income and Wealth on Subjective Well-

Being in the Context of Different Welfare State Regimes. Journal of Happiness 

Studies. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-020-00225-9. 

Firestone, J. and Shelton, B.A., 1994. A comparison of women’s and men’s leisure time: 

Subtle effects of the double day. Leisure Sciences 16, 45–60. 

Gershuny, J. and Robinson, J.P., 1988. Historical Shifts in the Household Division of Labor. 

Demography, Vol. 25, pp. 537-553.  

Gershuny, J., 2009. Calibrating Stylised Time Estimates Using UK Diary Data. Social 

Indicators Research 93, 239-243. 



	  

    	  30	  

Greenwood, J., Seshadri, A. and Yorukoglu, M., 2005. Engines of Liberation. Review of 

Economic Studies 72(1): 109–133. 

Hansatit, P., 2014. A study on gender inequality in Thailand : Career Experience of Thai 

Female Managers. DBA thesis, Southern Cross University, Lismore, NSW.  

Juster, T. and Stafford, F., 1985. Time Goods and Well-Being.” Ann Arbor: Institute for 

Social Research, University of Michigan. 

Kahneman, D., Krueger, A.B., Schkade, D.A., Schwarz, N. and Stone, A.A., 2004. A survey 

method for characterizing daily life experience: the day reconstruction method. 

Science Vol. 306, Issue 5702, pp1776-1780. 

Khorpetch, C., Kulkolkarn, K., 2011. Gender Wage Discrimination in the Thai Labor Market. 

Applied Economics Journal, 18(2), 17-31. 

Lebergott, S., 1993. Pursuing Happiness. Princeton: Princeton University Press. 

Liao, L. and Paweenawat, S., 2019. Parenthood Penalty and Gender Wage Gap: Recent 

Evidence from Thailand. PIER Discussion Papers 102, Puey Ungphakorn Institute for 

Economic Research. 

Liao, L., Paweenawat, S., 2018. Labor supply of married women in Thailand: 1985-2016. 

PIER Discussion Papers 88, Puey Ungphakorn Institute for Economic Research, 

revised Jun 2018.  

McGinnity, F. and Russell, H., 2008. Gender Inequalities in Time Use. The Equality 

Authority and The Economic and Social Research Institute, Dublin. 

Nakavachara, V., 2010. Superior female education: Explaining the gender earnings gap trend 

in Thailand. Journal of Asian Economics 21: 198–218. DOI: 10.1016/ j.asieco 

2009.09.006 

Nock, S.L. and Kingston, P.W., 1989. The Division of Leisure and Work. Social Science 

Quarterly 70(1):24-39. 



	  

    	  31	  

Pacholok, S., Gauthier, A., 2004. A Tale of Dual-Earner Families in Four Countries. Pp. 197-

223.  Book chapter in Family Time: The Social Organization of Care edited by Nancy 

Folbre and Michael Bittman. New York: Routledge. 

Paweenawat, S.W. and McNown, R., 2014. The Determinants of Income Inequality in 

Thailand: A Synthetic Cohort Analysis. Journal of Asian Economics 31-32: 10–21 

(April 2014). 

Paweenawat, S.W. and McNown, R., 2018. A Synthetic Cohort Analysis of Female Labor 

Supply: The Case of Thailand.” Applied Economics 50(5): 527-544 (January 2018). 

Pencavel, J. H., 1977. The Distributional and Efficiency Effects of Trade Unions in Britain. 

British Journal of Industrial Relations. Vol. XV No.2. 

Permpoonwiwat,C. and Bui, M., 2015. Gender wage inequality in Thailand: A sectoral 

perspective. International Journal of Behavioral Science 2015. Vol 10. Issue 2. 19-36. 

Ramey, V., and Francis, N., 2005. A Century of Work and Leisure. UCSD Working Paper. 

Riddell, R.C., 1990. A Forgtten Dimension? The Manufacturing Sector in African 

Development. Development Policy Review. Vol.8 Issue1. pp 5-27. 

Robinson, J. and Godbey, G., 1999. Time for Life. University Park: Pennsylvania State 

University Press. 

Robinson, J.P. and Godbey, G., 1997. Time for Life: The Surprising Ways Americans Use 

Their Time, Pennsylvania State University Press. 

Sevilla, A., Gimenez-Nadal, J.I. and Gershuny, J. I., 2012. Leisure Inequality in the United 

States: 1965-2003. Demography, 2012, 49(3), 939-964. 

Shelton, B. A., 1992. Women, Men, and Time: Gender Differences in Paid Work, Housework 

and Leisure. Westport, CT.: Greenwood. 

South, S.J. and Spitz, G., 1994. Housework in Marital and Nonmarital House-holds', 

American Sociological Review 59: 327-347. 



	  

    	  32	  

Stiglitz, J., Sen, A. and Fitoussi, J.P., 2009. Report by the commission on the measurement of 

economic performance and social progress. (Paris, Centre de recherche en économie 

de Sciences Po). 

Szalai, A., 1972. The Use of Time: Daily Activities of Urban and Suburban Populations in 

Twelve Countries. The Hague, Paris: Mouton. 

The Economist, 2006. Leisure inequality: Why are the rich working harder than the poor? 

The Economist. Dec 14th, 2006. New York.  

The Economist, 2009. Leisure inequality: It's a man's world. Where men have more leisure 

time than women. The Economist. May 21st, 2009. New York. 

Zuzaek, J. and Smale, B., 1997. More work – less leisure? Changing allocations of time in 

Canada, 1981 to 1992. Loisir et Societe / Society and Leisure, 20, 73-106. 

 
 



	  

    	  33	  

 

Figure 1. GINI Index of Thailand 

 

Source: World Bank, Development Research Group. Data are based on primary household survey data 
obtained from government statistical agencies and World Bank country departments 
(https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SI.POV.GINI?locations=TH) 
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Figure 2. Gender wage gap in Thailand (1985-2017) 
 

 

Source: Labor Force Survey of Thailand from 1985 to 2017. From author’s calculation. 
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Table 1. Time allocation: Full sample, Men, and Women 

       2014 2015 Total 

  
All 

Paid work 
 

295.750 314.490 305.213 
House work 

 
117.997 133.700 125.926 

Childcare 
 

68.061 65.899 66.969 
Leisure 

 
645.895 674.483 660.331 

     Sample size 
 

566,798 578,186 1,144,984 

  
Men 

Paid work 
 

298.260 315.816 307.117 
House work 

 
117.631 131.062 124.407 

Childcare 
 

64.542 62.315 63.418 
Leisure 

 
648.403 673.791 661.212 

     Sample size 
 

250,823 255,400 506,223 

  
Women 

Paid work 
 

293.757 313.440 303.704 
House work 

 
118.287 135.787 127.131 

Childcare 
 

70.854 68.735 69.783 
Leisure 

 
643.903 675.030 659.633 

     Sample size   315,975 322,786 638,761 
 

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  



	  

    	  36	  

Table 2. Leisure Change by Education Level	  

	  

       2014 2015 Total 

  
Men 

Primary level 
 

645.561 669.231 657.90 
Secondary level 

 
651.575 679.364 665.04 

University level 
 

618.800 714.880 678.85 

     
  

Women 
Primary level 

 
641.704 674.193 658.428 

Secondary level 
 

646.825 676.268 661.315 
University level   643.643 667.472 656.754 
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Table 3. OLS Estimation of Time Spent on Leisure	  

       (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
  All Men Women Primary Secondary University 

       
Age -0.913*** -1.394*** -0.527*** -1.043*** -1.321*** -9.635*** 

 (0.064) (0.095) (0.088) (0.099) (0.099) (1.696) 
Age square 0.00995*** 0.0150*** 0.00590*** 0.0105*** 0.0160*** 0.105*** 

 (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.019) 
Child 52.84*** 52.39*** 53.14*** 52.62*** 52.89*** 17.41** 

 (0.214) (0.318) (0.290) (0.280) (0.333) (7.007) 
Education: no 
education as base       
Primary -68.08 -98.83 -5.602    
 (62.650) (75.630) (109.700)    
Secondary -59.36 -88.41 1.707    
 (62.650) (75.630) (109.700)    
University -62.4 -86.2 -7.779    
 (62.710) (75.720) (109.700)    
Year dummy: 2014 
as base 30.00*** 27.40*** 32.11*** 30.37*** 29.41*** 43.26*** 

 (0.203) (0.301) (0.275) (0.269) (0.310) (6.760) 
Regions: Bangkok 
as base       
2.reg 188.0*** 183.0*** 192.4*** 205.9*** 175.3*** 73.39*** 

 (0.517) (0.753) (0.711) (0.827) (0.672) (15.770) 
3.reg 154.5*** 146.8*** 161.0*** 162.4*** 154.0*** 66.13*** 

 (0.529) (0.772) (0.726) (0.830) (0.706) (18.540) 
4.reg 148.1*** 143.8*** 151.8*** 158.0*** 144.6*** 102.9*** 

 (0.530) (0.773) (0.727) (0.829) (0.713) (23.410) 
5.reg 137.8*** 132.5*** 142.5*** 148.3*** 132.5*** 32.24** 

 
(0.538) (0.783) (0.740) (0.849) (0.708) (16.200) 

Marital status -11.12*** -11.34*** -10.67*** -10.35*** -11.68*** -7.077 

 (0.234) (0.367) (0.311) (0.321) (0.342) (7.682) 
Constant 564.6*** 612.9*** 487.2*** 489.5*** 517.8*** 781.6*** 

 (62.660) (75.660) (109.700) (2.347) (1.995) (38.220) 

       
Observations 1,144,984 506,223 638,761 644,034 499,500 1,447 
R-squared 0.182 0.183 0.182 0.171 0.198 0.151 
Standard errors in parentheses 

     *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 4. Decomposition of Leisure Differentials for Men and Women	  

   (1) (2) (3) (4) 
  All Primary Secondary University 

     
Prediction_men 661.2*** 657.9*** 665.0*** 678.8*** 

 (0.166) (0.221) (0.252) (4.505) 
Prediction_women 659.6*** 658.4*** 661.3*** 656.8*** 

 (0.152) (0.197) (0.238) (4.273) 
Difference 1.579*** -0.529* 3.724*** 22.10*** 

 (0.225) (0.296) (0.347) (6.210) 
Endowments -0.347*** -0.533*** -0.408*** -5.549 

 (0.095) (0.120) (0.153) (4.676) 
Coefficients 1.747*** -0.018 4.060*** 32.91*** 

 (0.206) (0.274) (0.314) (8.427) 
Interaction 0.179*** 0.0228 0.0715** -5.263 

 (0.022) (0.042) (0.033) (7.517) 

     
Observations 1,144,984 644,034 499,500 1,447 
Standard errors in parentheses 

   *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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        Table 5. OLS Estimation of Time Spent on Leisure by Residence Area 
 
 

   (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
  Urban Rural Urban_men Urban_women Rural_men Rural_women 

       
Age -1.237*** -0.492*** -1.158*** -1.295*** -1.850*** 0.716*** 

 (0.087) (0.091) (0.130) (0.118) (0.131) (0.126) 
Age square 0.0122*** 0.00461*** 0.0107*** 0.0133*** 0.0200*** -0.00868*** 

 (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 
Child 52.83*** 49.95*** 50.58*** 54.51*** 51.84*** 48.47*** 

 (0.301) (0.291) (0.451) (0.404) (0.425) (0.398) 
Years: 2014 
as base 30.29*** 29.10*** 27.77*** 32.19*** 27.03*** 30.90*** 

 (0.278) (0.283) (0.416) (0.374) (0.414) (0.386) 
Marital 
status -7.338*** -8.274*** -7.776*** -6.725*** -9.828*** -7.007*** 

 (0.309) (0.345) (0.490) (0.408) (0.530) (0.470) 
Control for 
education Yes  Yes Yes Yes  Yes Yes 

Control for 
regions Yes  Yes Yes Yes  Yes Yes 

       
Observations 648,903 496,081 283,764 365,139 222,459 273,622 
R-squared 0.235 0.146 0.232 0.239 0.165 0.134 

Standard errors in parentheses 

    *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 6. OLS Estimation of Time Spent on Leisure by Age Groups 

	  

  (1) (2) (3) (4) 
  Age 21-30 Age 31-40 Age 41-50 Age 51-65 

     
Age -1.537 -10.17*** -0.577 -7.759*** 

 (1.816) (2.180) (2.503) (1.174) 
Age square 0.0191 0.138*** 0.0142 0.0693*** 

 (0.035) (0.031) (0.027) (0.010) 
Child 52.13*** 55.62*** 52.70*** 51.58*** 

 (0.550) (0.477) (0.412) (0.349) 

Years: 2014 as base 31.63*** 30.00*** 28.97*** 29.83*** 

 (0.519) (0.448) (0.392) (0.332) 
Marital status -19.52*** -8.537*** -11.87*** -7.157*** 

 (0.533) (0.500) (0.491) (0.391) 
Control for 
education Yes  Yes Yes Yes  

Control for regions Yes  Yes Yes Yes  

     
Observations 185,983 239,498 300,272 419,231 
R-squared 0.179 0.194 0.185 0.176 

Standard errors in parentheses 
   *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 7. OLS Estimation of Time Spent on Leisure for Unmarried Group	  

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

  Unmarried Unmarried 
men 

Unmarried 
women 

Unmarried 
Primary 

Unmarried 
Secondary 

Unmarried 
University 

       Age -1.658*** -1.072*** -1.842*** -1.426*** -1.082*** -19.84*** 

 (0.116) (0.178) (0.159) (0.193) (0.173) (3.431) 
Age square 0.0164*** 0.00833*** 0.0191*** 0.0151*** 0.00775*** 0.182*** 

 (0.001) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.043) 
Child 64.14*** 64.22*** 64.05*** 63.75*** 64.40*** 42.74*** 

 (0.445) (0.672) (0.594) (0.643) (0.618) (11.910) 
Years: 2014 
as base 30.96*** 26.87*** 34.09*** 29.55*** 32.15*** 64.61*** 

 (0.419) (0.631) (0.561) (0.610) (0.577) (10.020) 
Control for 
education Yes  Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes  

Control for 
regions Yes  Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes  

       
Observations 322,270 138,413 183,857 151,491 170,468 310 
R-squared 0.074 0.073 0.076 0.072 0.076 0.507 
Standard errors in 
parentheses 

     *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 8. OLS Estimation of Time Spent on Leisure for Married Group	  

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

  Married Married 
men 

Married 
women 

Married 
Primary 

Married 
Secondary 

Married 
University 

       
Age -0.490*** -1.671*** 0.253** -0.407*** -0.843*** -2.651 

 (0.086) (0.132) (0.115) (0.126) (0.138) (1.989) 
Age square 0.00657*** 0.0190*** -0.00151 0.00529*** 0.0114*** 0.0378* 

 (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.002) (0.022) 
Child 63.66*** 63.60*** 63.70*** 59.46*** 70.26*** 28.90*** 

 (0.257) (0.379) (0.349) (0.326) (0.417) (7.391) 
Years: 2014 
as base 29.49*** 27.65*** 31.02*** 29.94*** 28.66*** 57.27*** 

 (0.251) (0.370) (0.340) (0.319) (0.404) (7.277) 
Control for 
education Yes  Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes  

Control for 
regions Yes  Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes  

       
Observations 822,714 367,810 454,904 492,543 329,032 1,137 

R-squared 0.083 0.084 0.084 0.078 0.091 0.085 
Standard errors in 
parentheses 

     *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 9. Decomposition of Leisure Differentials by Residence Area	  

   (1) (2) 
  Urban Rural 

   Prediction_men 670.3*** 649.6*** 

 (0.237) (0.226) 
Prediction_women 668.7*** 647.5*** 

 (0.214) (0.207) 
Difference 1.576*** 2.119*** 

 (0.319) (0.307) 
Endowments -1.734*** 0.305*** 

 (0.158) (0.106) 
Coefficients 3.012*** 1.760*** 

 (0.283) (0.287) 
Interaction 0.298*** 0.0532* 

 (0.040) (0.030) 

   Observations 648,903 496,081 
Standard errors in parentheses 

 *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 10. Decomposition of Leisure Differentials by Residence Area and Educational 
Levels	  

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

 Urban Rural 
  Primary Secondary University Primary Secondary University 

       
Prediction_men 672.3*** 668.6*** 665.5*** 644.7*** 658.2*** 703.6*** 

 (0.342) (0.328) (6.114) (0.280) (0.381) (5.830) 

Prediction_women 672.8*** 664.5*** 624.6*** 643.9*** 654.8*** 706.8*** 

 (0.300) (0.305) (5.011) (0.250) (0.369) (6.524) 
Difference -0.531 4.067*** 40.93*** 0.787** 3.395*** -3.231 

 (0.455) (0.448) (7.905) (0.376) (0.531) (8.750) 
Endowments -1.207*** -1.551*** 26.85*** -0.142 0.0268 -32.47*** 

 (0.224) (0.222) (6.851) (0.127) (0.197) (6.834) 
Coefficients 0.436 5.522*** 63.03*** 1.021*** 3.488*** -52.52*** 

 (0.408) (0.394) (10.120) (0.353) (0.499) (10.660) 
Interaction 0.240*** 0.0953*** -48.96*** -0.0907* -0.119 81.76*** 

 (0.079) (0.035) (9.976) (0.047) (0.099) (10.840) 

       
Observations 316,336 331,650 914 327,698 167,850 533 

Standard errors in parentheses 

     *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 11. Decomposition of Leisure Differentials by Age Groups 
 
 

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

  Age 21-30 Age 31-40 Age 41-50 Age 51-65 

     
Prediction_men 671.9*** 660.7*** 658.75*** 658.1*** 

 (0.410) (0.362) (0.000) (0.272) 

Prediction_women 663.5*** 659.0*** 658.77*** 659.0*** 

 (0.396) (0.342) (0.000) (0.246) 

Difference 8.482*** 1.692*** -0.024*** -0.885** 

 (0.570) (0.498) (0.000) (0.366) 

Endowments 4.515*** -0.557** -1.028*** -0.666*** 

 (0.280) (0.233) (0.000) (0.179) 

Coefficients 4.797*** 1.964*** 0.521*** -0.699* 

 (0.544) (0.457) (0.000) (0.363) 

Interaction -0.831*** 0.284*** 0.484*** 0.480*** 

 (0.219) (0.105) (0.000) (0.172) 

     
Observations 185,983 239,498 300,272 419,231 

Standard errors in parentheses 

   *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 12. Decomposition of Leisure Differentials for Unmarried Group	  

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

  Unmarried Unmarried_Primary Unmarried_Secondary Unmarried_University 

     
Prediction_men 668.1*** 665.8*** 669.8*** 667.4*** 

 (0.326) (0.495) (0.433) (9.342) 

Prediction_women 665.6*** 665.7*** 665.4*** 674.8*** 

 (0.291) (0.407) (0.416) (10.410) 

Difference 2.556*** 0.0644 4.421*** -7.405 

 (0.437) (0.641) (0.600) (13.990) 
Endowments 0.161 -1.493*** 0.672** 9.145 

 (0.236) (0.426) (0.288) (15.390) 
Coefficients 1.175*** -0.797 3.414*** -10.53 

 (0.434) (0.673) (0.559) (13.480) 
Interaction 1.220*** 2.355*** 0.335* -6.018 

 (0.228) (0.475) (0.175) (15.930) 

     
Observations 322,270 151,491 170,468 310 

Standard errors in parentheses 

   *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 13. Decomposition of Leisure Differentials for Married Group 
	  

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

  Married Married_Primary Married_Secondary Married_University 

     

Prediction_men 658.6*** 655.8*** 662.5*** 681.6*** 

 (0.193) (0.246) (0.310) (5.113) 

Prediction_women 657.2*** 656.0*** 659.2*** 651.0*** 

 (0.178) (0.225) (0.290) (4.547) 

Difference 1.377*** -0.216 3.301*** 30.56*** 

 (0.262) (0.334) (0.424) (6.842) 

Endowments 0.473*** 0.560*** 0.408** 8.277 

 (0.115) (0.135) (0.204) (5.649) 
Coefficients 0.835*** -0.848*** 3.187*** 13.76* 

 (0.243) (0.309) (0.392) (7.964) 
Interaction 0.0693 0.0716 -0.293** 8.525 

 (0.053) (0.045) (0.120) (7.259) 

     
Observations 822,714 492,543 329,032 1,137 

Standard errors in parentheses 

   *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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