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Reductions in paid work lead to a small (0.09 SMD) increase in one's time
Matteo Piolatto’; Anna Zamberlan: spent on domestic work — consistent with time availability

1. University of Konstanz, Germany

T — Forest plot of the effect of reductions in paid work on the absolute time spent on domestic work
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Existing research on the topic yields mixed results. Observed Ouicome

Does heterogeneity depend on study characteristics?

Meta-regression of SMDs on study characteristics
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Estimates from a random-effects model. Other variables included: country and publication year.
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