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Abstract

We provide the first causal evidence that changes to work arrangements — in the form of
greater schedule regularity — can reduce the child penalty in earnings for women. The
Australian 2009 Fair Work Act explicitly entitled parents of young children to request
a change in work arrangements. Leveraging variation in the timing of the law, timing
of childbirth, and the bite of the law across different occupations and industries, we
establish three main results. First, new mothers used the Fair Work Act to maintain a
regular schedule while reducing hours upon childbirth. Second, thanks to increased
regularity, working mothers’ child penalty declined from a 47 to a 38 percent drop in
hours worked. Third, while this increase in maternal labor supply implies a significant
shift towards equality in the female- and male-shares of household income, we do not
observe any changes in the female share of home production.
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1 Introduction

Women earn less than men. In 2022, across OECD countries, women spent 34% fewer
hours in the labor market and were paid 11% less than men for every hour worked.! This
disparity can be mostly attributed to parenthood: while men and women exhibit similar
work and earnings trajectories upon entering the labor market, a notable divergence occurs
when they become parents. This divergence results in persistent and widening participa-
tion and earnings gaps — the so-called child penalty (Kleven, Landais, and Leite-Mariante,
2024a). Why parenthood is associated with a labor market penalty for mothers remains
largely unexplained.?

Academics and policymakers agree that control over one’s time at work is crucial for
reducing the gender participation and earnings gap. Yet, causal evidence remains scant.
Goldin’s seminal work indicates that the gender pay gap has narrowed most in occupations
where workers have gained more control over their schedules, highlighting the importance
of the structure of work and work arrangements in addressing the gap (Goldin, 2014;
Goldin and Katz, 2016). Lawmakers in Europe and in the US advocate for giving workers
more control over their schedules on the grounds that it helps balance work and family,
thus helping mothers’ careers: several pieces of legislation have been passed on both sides
of the Atlantic under this premise.®> However, we lack causal evidence that giving workers
more control over their schedule reduces the gender earnings and participation gap.

We are the first to demonstrate a causal link between work arrangements and the
child penalty in labor supply and earnings. In this paper, we show that, when given the
possibility of keeping a regular schedule upon reducing work hours after childbirth, new
mothers increase their labor supply by 54%; this translates into a 17% smaller child penalty
and a 19% lower earnings gap relative to fathers. We show that changing the structure of
work such that workers have more control over their time — and, in particular, giving them
a regular and predictable schedule — does make new mothers more likely to return to work

I Authors’ calculation based on OECD data (OECD, 2022a,b,c).

2A substantial and growing body of literature has examined potential determinants of the child penalty—
such as biological differences, comparative advantage, and paid parental leave-yielding largely inconclusive
results. As Kleven (2025) writes, “Research on the mechanisms driving child penalties is still in its infancy.
We have evidence ruling out explanations [...], but virtually no evidence conclusively ruling in explanations.”
Gender norms seem to be an important driver, yet they do not explain it fully. For a comprehensive review
of existing findings, please refer to the Related Literature paragraph below.

3The US Congress is debating the “Schedules That Work Act” (House bill H.R.6670) introduced
on the premise that “Employees across the nation are forced to juggle the dual demands of home
and work. However, too few workplaces provide work schedules that allow their employees to suc-
ceed at both.” (Congresswoman DeLauro press release, 6/20/17). At the same time, several US
states and localities have been introducing predictive scheduling laws (https://www.hrdive.com/news/
a-running- list-of-states-and-localities-with-predictive-schedul ing-mandates/540835/). In
Europe, as of August 2022 all European Union member states must apply the “Directive on work-life balance
for parents and carers” (Directive (EU) 2019/1158) which establishes rights “such as the right to request
flexible working arrangements, which will help people develop their careers and family life without having
to sacrifice either” (European Commission press release, 8/2/22).


https://www.congress.gov/bill/117th-congress/house-bill/6670?r=4&s=1
https://delauro.house.gov/media-center/press-releases/delauro-and-warren-lead-members-reintroducing-schedules-work-act
https://www.hrdive.com/news/a-running-list-of-states-and-localities-with-predictive-scheduling-mandates/540835/
https://www.hrdive.com/news/a-running-list-of-states-and-localities-with-predictive-scheduling-mandates/540835/
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32019L1158&from=EN
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/IP_22_4785

and work longer hours.

Importantly, the discussion around whether work arrangements can help mothers bal-
ance a family and a career takes as given that the time demands of child-rearing dispro-
portionately fall upon women (Ferrant, Pesando, and Nowacka, 2014). In the second part
of the paper, we show that this gendered allocation of tasks within the household does not
change despite a substantial increase in the female share of household income.

The 2009 Fair Work Act and the richness of the available data make Australia the
perfect setting to provide causal answers to our research questions. The Australian 2009
Fair Work Act entitled parents to request a change in work arrangements, thus generating
quasi-exogenous variation in the work arrangements available to mothers — most notably,
schedule regularity — that we will exploit in our analysis. The Household, Income, and
Labour Dynamics in Australia (HILDA) dataset provides very rich longitudinal data on work
arrangements, time use, and family linkages for over 20 years: this allows us to directly
observe the work environment and time allocation of both partners in the couple, and how
they change upon the arrival of a child and with legislative changes.

Parenthood in Australia is characterized by a traditional allocation of tasks, similarly to
most other countries, but work structure heightens the tradeoffs mothers face. At baseline,
upon becoming parents, women substantially reduce their hours of work (-28 hours per
week) in order to increase home production (housework and childcare) by a staggering 53
hours per week; fathers do not change their time use, except for spending about two hours
per day with the newborn. Before the Fair Work Act, reducing hours below full-time often
entailed switching from a permanent to a casual contract, characterized by an irregular
schedule:* indeed, among women who gave birth before the law and continued working
after childbirth, we observe a “child penalty” in the probability of being on a permanent
contract and having a regular schedule by 25 and 43 percentage points respectively. In
what follows, we argue that this schedule irregularity amplified substantially the child
penalty in labor supply upon motherhood.

We leverage the Australian 2009 Fair Work Act as a natural experiment to make a causal
statement on the impact of work arrangements on maternal labor supply. This law changed
a very specific work arrangement: it strengthened the ability of mothers to reduce hours
of work within their permanent contracts, which are associated with a regular schedule,
instead of moving to a casual contract and an irregular schedule. By expanding access to
less-than-full-time jobs with a regular schedule, the passage of the Fair Work Act allows
us to study the impact of this work arrangement on maternal labor supply. We document
that these institutional changes are indeed reflected in our data, and in particular that the
probability of new mothers having a regular schedule increased by 43% after the Fair Work
Act.

Exploiting the variation introduced by the Fair Work Act, we show that having access
to a regular and predictable schedule when reducing hours upon childbirth dramatically
lowers the child penalty in labor supply for treated mothers. We further show that, while
the treated mothers work more and do fewer hours of housework, their partner’s time use

4In the Australian labor market, casual contracts are zero-hours contracts, with no commitment on either
part, while permanent contract have a fixed number of weekly hours and no termination date. The former
are substantially more likely to be characterized by an irregular schedule. Section 3 describes the Australian
labor market institutions in more details.



is unaffected.

We obtain these results through two complementary empirical strategies. First, we
leverage variation in the timing of childbirth to show the aggregate changes the Fair Work
Act caused. Second, we exploit additional variation from differential occupational expo-
sure to the law to argue that the changes in mothers’ work arrangements do directly cause
the observed changes in the child penalty, and to zoom into the couple-level analysis.

In the first empirical strategy, we compare the child penalty of women who became
mothers in the four years preceding the Fair Work Act with that of those who became
mothers in the four years after the Fair Work Act. Under the assumption — for which we
provide supporting evidence — that the late cohorts of mothers would have behaved like
the early ones absent the law, this comparison recovers the causal estimate of the im-
pact of the Fair Work Act on the child penalty. Using this strategy, we document a large
increase in the post-childbirth probability of maintaining a permanent contract and a reg-
ular schedule, as opposed to transitioning to a casual contract and an irregular schedule,
and a contemporaneous increase in maternal labor supply (decrease in the child penalty).

While this first strategy is extremely transparent and allows us to quantify the aggregate
effect of the policy on the child penalty, it relies on the relatively strong assumption that the
impact of motherhood on women’s labor market outcomes would have remained constant
absent the law change. Although several pieces of evidence support this assumption, a
reader might still worry of other conteporaneous changes impacting mothers specifically,
occurring exactly at the same time as the Fair Work Act, driving our results. This worry
is addressed with our second empirical strategy which, in addition to the time variation,
exploits variation coming from exposure to the law.

In the second empirical strategy, we leverage additional variation from women’s pre-
birth occupations to directly link the changes in work arrangements and in the child
penalty. The intuition is the following. The Fair Work Act decreased the probability of
transitioning from a permanent to a casual contract. This did not have bite for jobs that
only offered permanent contracts even before the law (e.g. public administration). At the
other end of the spectrum, jobs that only offered casual contracts (e.g. hospitality) pre-
sumably did so for “technological” reasons and thus were not affected by the law either
(the law allowed employers to refuse requests “on reasonable business grounds”). The
set of jobs most exposed to the law is the middle group, where there was both scope for
change and limited technological constraints against it.

Thus, this strategy is based on the idea that different jobs were differentially exposed to
the Fair Work Act, that the pre-2009 share of casual contracts in a job (“casual prevalence”)
can efficiently summarize such exposure, and that mothers were differentially exposed to
the Fair Work Act depending on the exposure of the job they held before childbirth. In
practice, we define treated mothers as those with pre-birth jobs with intermediate levels
of casual prevalence: high enough for the law to have room to change the pervasiveness
of permanent contracts, but low enough for the latter arrangement to be feasible.

Using this second empirical strategy, we confirm that the aggregate results found using
the first strategy are entirely driven by mothers in the group most exposed to the law, those
with a pre-birth job in the middle tercile of casual prevalence. For women in the bottom
and in the top tercile of casual prevalence, we don’t observe significant changes in the child
penalty in work arrangements and time use between pre- and post-Fair Work Act cohorts

4



of mothers. Instead, for those in the middle tercile, the probability of transitioning from
a permanent to a casual contract upon childbirth goes from 37 percentage points to zero.
For these most exposed mothers, this is associated with a doubling of hours of work (+11
hours per week in paid work and commute) and a 76% increase in annual labor income.

Giving mothers schedule regularity in their less-than-full-time contracts does not have
negative consequences on mothers' careers; if anything, estimates suggest a medium-term
improvement. First, although the law made less-than-full-time arrangements more attrac-
tive, we don't nd a reduction in the probability of working full time: the counterfactual
for these mothers now in less-than-full-time permanent and regular jobs would have been
a less-than-full-time casual and irregular job (or no job altogether), not full time employ-
ment. Second, although noisily estimated, the longer hours worked by the most exposed
mothers make them more likely to hold supervisory roles in the medium run.

Once we have established the causal link between access to regular-schedule, less-than-
full-time jobs and mothers' time allocation, we ask how this re ects in the intra-household
allocation of tasks. Given that treated mothers spend more hours working in the labor
market, their contribution to household income increases dramatically, yet we nd no
signi cant changes in the female share of home production. In other words, we nd that a
sizable increase in the female share of income leads to no decrease in the disproportionate
share of home production women shoulder. This suggests that relative income is not the
only determinant of how tasks are split within the couple, and that something else, possibly
gender norms, plays an important role.

Related Literature  This work is at the intersection of a large and growing literature on
the determinants of the child penalty and a recent literature on the role of work arrange-
ments on the gender earnings gaps.

The literature on the child penalty, recently reviewed by Cortés and Pan (2023), has
explored several potential determinants, such as parental leave policies, childcare, biology,
and comparative advantage, nding mostly null results. > We contribute to this literature by
focusing on the role played by the work arrangements available to mothers upon returning
to work, and, more speci cally, the ability to work less than full-time while maintaining
a regular schedule. Differently from many public policies analyzed in this literature, the
one we study, aimed at changing the structure of work in a way that increases individual
control over time use, does yield an impact on the child penalty®

SContrary to common wisdom, the size of the child penalty does not seem to be affected by parental leave
policies (Dahl, Lgken, Mogstad, and Salvanes, 2016; Kleven, Landais, Posch, Steinhauer, and Zweimdiller,
2024b; Schonberg and Ludsteck, 2014), while the evidence on childcare is mixed (positive in Gelbach,
2002 and Lefebvre and Merrigan, 2008, null in Havnes and Mogstad, 2011 and Kleven et al., 2024b). The
effects of family policies on female labor market outcomes are reviewed in Olivetti and Petrongolo (2017).
Similarly, biology and comparative advantage don't explain the observed child penalty (Andresen and Nix,
2022; Kleven, Landais, and Sggaard, 2021). On the other hand, gender norms are a strong predictor of its
size (see, for example, Boelmann, Raute, and Schonberg, 2025, and Kleven, 2025, among others).

6Beware though that similar policies might backlash, as happened when Spain introduced the right to
part-time work for parents (Fernandez-Kranz and Rodriguez-Planas, 2021). We don't nd evidence of back-
lash in our context; we expand on the difference between the Australian and the Spanish settings in Appendix
Cc.4.



Work arrangements have been shown to be a key determinant of gender earnings gaps
(Bertrand, Goldin, and Katz, 2010; Goldin, 2014; Goldin and Katz, 2016). Goldin (2014)
pioneered the idea that the organization of the workplace is crucial in determining the size
of the gender earnings gap of different occupations. Her de nition of exibility includes “a
multitude of temporal matters including the number of hours, precise times, predictability
and ability to schedule one's own hours.” [p. 1104] The dimension of work arrangements
we study (the possibility of reducing work hours while keeping a permanent contract, and
thus a regular and predictable schedule) is therefore part of what she calls * exibility”
(though we will avoid using this term because in our setting it might create confusion).

Providing quasi-experimental evidence on the impact of “Goldin's exibility” on the
child penalty — and thus on the gender earnings gap — is a novel contribution to the liter-
ature. Two papers we are aware of investigate the relationship between the child penalty
and “Goldin's exibility”: Butikofer, Jensen, and Salvanes (2018) compute child penalties
for different professions in Norway, and show that the child penalty is smaller in more ex-
ible professions; Bang (2021) shows that child penalties in the US are decreasing in own
and spouse's exibility. While this descriptive evidence is suggestive, it does not exclude
the possibility of this correlation being driven by sorting — it could be the case that women
who are more career-oriented (and thus would be more likely to return to their job after
childbirth anyway) also select more exible occupations and spouses with more exible
jobs.” We are the rst to provide causal evidence of the link between work arrangements
and the child penalty.8

Our story hinges on two components of the interaction between work arrangements
and parenthood: on the one hand, working mothers value predictability and regularity
in their schedules; on the other hand, they often need to reduce working hours. In sup-
port of the rst fact there is experimental evidence by Mas and Pallais (2017), who nd
that women, especially mothers of young children, place a higher than average value on
avoiding irregular work schedules.® In support of the second, there is extensive descrip-
tive evidencel? as well as causal evidence by Paule-Paludkiewicz (2024), who nds that
the take-up of part-time by mothers in Germany signi cantly increased by 2.8 percentage
points following a law granting all employees the right to part-time work. ** We add to this

"Biitikofer et al. (2018) explicitly mention in their introduction that they “cannot rule out differences
due to selection into certain educations or professions.” Similarly, Bang (2021) “document[s] the empirical
relationship between occupational exibility and married couples' labor adjustment around childbirth” but
does not claim an absence of endogeneity in occupational choice.

8In addition, our analysis exploits within-occupation changes in work arrangements - a further novelty rel-
ative to the current literature that generally leverages differences in work arrangements across occupations.

9Further evidence is provided by Bolotnyy and Emanuel (2022) who, using administrative time-card data
on bus and train operators, nd that female operators, especially those with dependents, pursue schedule
conventionality, predictability, and controllability more than male operators. Bell (2024) studies the impor-
tance of amenities in explaining the gender wage gap and nds that a sizable fraction of the gender income
gap “can be attributed to this trend of costly substitution by women to jobs that, roughly measured, have
regular schedules”.

Dvirtually all papers about the child penalty document a reduction in hours of work upon motherhood,
e.g. Kleven, Landais, and Sggaard, 2019b, in Denmark, de Quinto, Hospido, and Sanz, 2021, in Spain,
Cortés and Pan, 2023, in the US.

1 Additional causal evidence that women value relatively shorter schedules is provided by Wasserman
(2023), who nds that when a medical specialty reduces its weekly hours, more women enter the specialty,



literature by showing the importance of the coexistence of these two work arrangements
(shorter working hours and regular schedules). Indeed, when comparing our results to
those of Paule-Paludkiewicz (2024), we nd that granting schedule regularity (on top of
the already available reduced hours) has a positive impact on maternal labor supply which
is at least twice as large, and possibly several times larger, than granting the right to work
part-time.12 This point is also present in Del Boca, Pasqua, and Pronzato (2009), who nd
that the diffusion of part-time work is positively associated with women employment only
in countries in which part-time jobs offer the same stability as full-time work.

Our nal set of results, which shows the lack of changes in the intra-household organi-
zation of home production following the reduction in child penalty we document, speaks
to a large literature on the question of whether men and women split housework and
parenting tasks based on labor income. A recent contribution, using our same data, is
Siminski and Yetsenga (2022): they nd that that comparative advantage plays little or no
role in the gendered division of labor within couples, and they document that Australian
women do much more housework than males at every percentile of the relative wage dis-
tribution. 13 However, this distribution is likely to be endogenous to choices made before
marriage and childbirth (like education and job sorting). Instead, we rely on a quasi-
exogenous change in the relative earnings distribution within the family, provided by the
reduction in the child penalty in labor supply brought about by the Fair Work Act. Our
paper documents that a quasi-exogenous change in the female-share of household income
does not lead to a corresponding adjustment of household task allocation, thus adding
causal evidence to the mostly correlational patterns already present in the literature4

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 describes the data and
the sample selection. Section 3 rst describes the institutional setting and then discusses
the impact of the Fair Work Act on work arrangements, in particular on the probability of
having a regular schedule. Section 4 describes the status quo, namely the child penalty
before the Fair Work Act. Section 5 documents the impact of the Fair Work Act on the child
penalty and on the intra-household allocation of time, rst through an early versus late
cohort comparison (Section 5.1) and second through the exposure design (Section 5.2).
Section 6 concludes.

whereas there is little change in men's entry.

120n the extensive margin, we nd an average effect of the Fair Work Act that ranges from 4 percentage
points the year after childbirth to 11 percentage points six years afterward, while in Paule-Paludkiewicz
(2024) the corresponding gures are 1 and 4 percentage points respectively. Paule-Paludkiewicz (2024)
does not observe the intensive margin — only that there is an increase in the probability of working part-time
(and thus possibly a decrease in hours) when the child is young, while we nd a 19% reduction of the child
penalty in intensive-margin labor supply (increase in hours) even the year following the birth of the rst
child.

13A similar pattern is found in other settings, such as the US (Bertrand, Kamenica, and Pan, 2015; Hancock,
Lafortune, and Low, 2024) and Germany (Jessen, Schweighofer-Kodritsch, Weinhardt, and Berkes, 2024).

14See also Ichino, Olsson, Petrongolo, and Skogman-Thoursie (Forthcoming) for related causal evidence
in the context of Sweden.



2 Data: The HILDA Survey

The Household, Income, and Labor Dynamics in Australia (HILDA) Survey (Department of
Social Services and Melbourne Institute of Applied Economic and Social Research, 2020)
contains a rich set of information on a representative sample of Australian households
since 2001. For each of the approximately 8,000 sampled households$? everyone above 15
years old is interviewed, but basic demographics are also collected for younger members of
the household. Individuals within families are followed over time, and family linkages are
codi ed, which allows us to match each individual with their spouse or de factopartner and
to identify when children are born. The design of the HILDA Survey is detailed in Watson
and Wooden (2012). We limit the sample to the years 2001-2019 to avoid confounders
from the COVID pandemic.

The distinctiveness of the HILDA Survey lies in the fact that it provides information on
work characteristics and time use for all adult household members. This allows us to test
whether the Fair Work Act impacted work arrangements and study, in the same sample,
how this affected the time use of both the treated mothers and their partners.

Variables De nition Our analysis relies on measures of work arrangements and of time
use. By work arrangements we indicate what determines when, where, and how a job
is expected to be performed. This includes the number of working hours, but also how
the hours are arranged in a schedule. Key variables in our analysis will be the type of
contract (whether casual or permanent), whether a schedule is regular (working from
Monday to Friday or four weekdays on a regular daytime schedule) or irregular (being
on call), whether the job is full-time (35 hours per week or more), less-than-full-time
(1-34 hours per week), or “reduced hours” (between 25 and 34 hours per week). Usual
work arrangements are elicited also for individuals on paid leave, who are considered
employed.1®

We measure three dimensions of time use: paid work, housework, and parenting. “Paid
work” measures the number of hours per week spent in paid employment or commuting;
“Housework” is a combination of housework, outdoor tasks, and errands; “Parenting” is
time spent playing with or caring for own children. We de ne “Home production” as
the sum of housework and parenting, and we call “Total active time” the sum of home
production and paid work, that is, weekly hours spent not in leisure or sleep.’

We are also interested in how time is allocated within the couple. To this end, we
de ne “Female share of home production” as the number of weekly hours a woman spends
in home production divided by the sum of weekly hours she and her male partner spend
in home production. “Female share of paid work” is de ned analogously. “Female share
of total income” is the fraction of total annual household labor income earned by the
woman. These “share” variables are only de ned for heterosexual couples, and only when

15The sample was expanded in 2011 with the addition of 2,000 households. We include them in our
analysis, but all results are robust to restricting data to the original sample.

16This mitigates concerns of selectively missing information, as well as concerns of possibly overestimating
the child penalty raised by Adams, Fjeellegaard Jensen, and Petrongolo (2024).

"The questionnaire speci es not to count any activity twice, and caps the total number of indicated hours
at 168.



we observe the underlying time use and income variable for both partners in the couple.
Details on variables de nition can be found in Appendix A.

Sample Restrictions We make two sets of sample restrictions: one is individual-based,
and one is couple-based.

At the individual level, we focus on people aged 15 to 65. When we study parents (from
Section 4 onwards) we only keep parents whose rst child was born between 2003 and
2017, in order to observe at least two years before and two years after the rst childbirth.
For parents, we only keep observations from 4 years before childbirth to 7 years after, in
order to have a balanced panel when we restrict to the cohorts close to the Fair Work Act.
In the pre-post Fair Work Act comparisons, we exclude the cohort of parents who had their
rst child exactly in 2009, since this cohort is partially treated.

The couple-based restrictions are germane to our study of intra-household task alloca-
tion and apply to Section 5.2.18 We focus on cohabiting heterosexual couples, both married
and de factopartners. This excludes 9% of rst births from single mothers and 1% of rst
births from lesbian couples (not enough to adequately study them separately, which would
be desirable if sample size allowed). Partnerships and marriages don't last forever. some
women who report having a partner the year of their rst childbirth no longer do in sub-
sequent years (6% and 11% , 2 and 5 years after rst childbirth respectively), and some
change partner (0% and 3%, 2 and 5 years after rst childbirth respectively). This is not
systematically different between couples who have their rst child before and after the Fair
Work Act. In our primary sample, for each year we match each woman to the partner she
indicates that year, regardless of whether he is the partner in the year of her rst childbirth.
In our secondary sample, we match each woman to the partner she indicates the year of
her rst childbirth, regardless of whether they are no longer or not yet a couple. Results
are practically identical. We only report results on the primary sample, but results on the
secondary sample are available upon request.

Given our focus on couples, and how time is split in the couple, we restrict the analysis
to couples for which we observe variables of interest for both the man and the woman. If a
given variable in a given year is missing for the man, we set the corresponding variable to
missing for his partner as well, and vice-versa. This allows us to make sure that results on
men and women are comparable, that is, they come from the same couples. In practice this
restriction doesn't signi cantly impact our results, but it allows for a cleaner interpretation.

Since the exposure design relies on a woman's job before childbirth, for the analysis of
Section 5.2 we restrict the sample to couples in which we can observe it. Namely, we keep
women (and their partners) if they work and report an occupation and an industry at least
once in the ve years prior to the birth of their rst child. This is not very restrictive: 89%
of mothers in our sample satisfy this criterion.

We keep non-parents and parents with older children as controls, meaning we drop
individuals who enter the survey with children aged ve or younger. ° This choice maxi-

18All the results in the sections preceding this one replicate in this smaller sample and are available upon
request.

¥In the sample of non-mothers, we assign random fake childbirth years, and we perform symmetrical
matching with partner and cleaning procedures as for the mothers.



mizes power while minimizing the risk of negative weighs in estimation (Goodman-Bacon,
2021; Sun and Abraham, 2021), since the “treatment effect” of a child stabilizes relatively
quickly after childbirth. 20 In fact, our main results are virtually identical when dropping all
individuals who are already parents when they enter the survey, thus keeping only the non-
parents as controls?? Our main results are also virtually unchanged when only keeping
individuals who become parents in the sample years, thus using only close not-yet-parents
as controls (as several authors in the child penalty literature do, e.g. Kleven et al., 2019b).
We present here the results using our preferred sample choice, which maximizes power,
but the full sets of results using these alternative control groups are available upon request.

Descriptive Statistics The summary statistics in Table 1 show clear gender differences
in work characteristics and time use in the Australian population. 72% of women are in
the labor force, as opposed to 84% of men, and, conditional on working, women work 31
hours per week on average, while men 42. Conditional on working, 26% of women are
in casual contracts and 63% have a permanent contract, while these gures for men are
19% and 72% respectively. Women do the home shift: on average, they spend 31 hours
per week in home production, while among men this gure is 18 hours. These aggregates
mask extensive heterogeneity by parental status and cohorts, which will be the focus of
the rest of the analysis.

3 Institutional Setting: Casual Jobs and the Fair Work Act

In this section, we describe the institutional setting before the 2009 Fair Work Act and the
increase in schedule regularity the Act brought. The Fair Work Act empowered mothers
who wanted to reduce hours of work to do so within their permanent contracts, which are
generally associated with a regular schedule. Prior to the Act, switching to irregular casual
contracts was the main route to reduce work hours below full-time. We document that this
change is re ected both in the text of the awards (sector-speci c labor regulations) and in
the data: the probability of new mothers having a regular schedule increased by 43% after
the Fair Work Act. In subsequent sections, we will study the impact of this large change in
work arrangements on the child penalty.

20The childbirth event studies found in the literature, such as those in Kleven, Landais, Posch, Steinhauer,
and Zweimdller (2019a) and in Kleven et al. (2019b) for example, generally display marked dynamics in
labor market outcomes of mothers in the rst few years after their rst childbirth, but relatively constant
treatment effects after the rst child turns four or ve. This point is made even more strongly by Kleven
(2025), who states that “The robustness of the results [to controlling for treatment effect heterogeneity] is
arguably unsurprising when considering the shape of the baseline event studies. They have two key features:
pre-event trends are parallel and post-event effects are almost perfectly persistent following a sharp effect
at event time zero. In other words, there is virtually no dynamics in the data, except for the sharp effect
precisely at eventtime 0. [...] The fact that there is no dynamics outside O indicates that there is little
heterogeneity [...]. In general, concerns about the validity of staggered event study designs are warranted
primarily in settings with signi cant dynamics outside the time of the treatment event”, which child penalties
in employment outcomes generally do not display.

2lKeeping only the never parents as controls, and using the Sun and Abraham (2021) estimator as we
do in the main event study speci cations, eliminates the potential issue of negative weights coming from
“forbidden comparisons” and of cross-lags contamination.
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3.1 Before 2009: Less-Than-Full-Time Jobs Were Mostly Casual

Before the Fair Work Act, it used to be uncommon to work less than full-time in permanent
contracts, and individuals who wanted to reduce hours — primarily mothers — often turned
to casual contracts, characterized by very irregular schedules, or quit.

There are three types of contracts in the Australian labor market. The most common
type is permanent (covering 68% of workers in 2019), which does not have a termination
date and includes a prescribed number of weekly hours. Fixed-term contracts, although
much less prevalent (11%), are very similar to permanent jobs, the only difference being
that they have an end date. Finally, a peculiarity of the Australian setting is the existence
and widespread use of casual contracts.

Casual contracts are zero-hours contracts with no commitments on either part, without
many entitlements, but which pay higher wages. Casual contracts are relatively common
in Australia (more than 20% in 2019), and they are disciplined by the awards (pieces of
regulation that outline the minimum pay rates and conditions of employment, separately
for different industries): even when the award includes protections for the workers who
are hired under permanent contracts, special clauses allow for workers to be employed
under certain forms of casual employment that are exempted from the standard provi-
sions (Pocock, Buchanan, and Campbell, 2004). Casual contracts are characterized by
the absence of legal entitlements such as paid leave (annual leave and sick leave), paid
public holidays, minimum periods of notice of termination, and severance pay; as com-
pensation, casual employees are usually entitled to a pay loading, which was around 20%
before 2010, and was set to progressively increase up to 25% (Lass and Wooden, 201%}.
Thus, for the average worker, casual contracts are not necessarily inferior to permanent
contracts.

However, casual contracts are substantially more likely than permanent to be associ-
ated with an irregular schedule. Appendix Figure B.1 shows this association across jobs:
occupations and industries with a higher share of casual contracts also have a greater frac-
tion of workers who report being on call and a lower fraction who report having a regular
schedule. This is also true within jobs: when controlling for occupation-by-industry xed
effects, people who work under permanent contracts are still 17 percentage points (p.p.)
more likely to have a regular schedule (Appendix Table B.1), highlighting the fact that
the more irregular nature of work arrangements for people under casual contracts is a
characteristic of the contract itself and not a simple by-product of different occupations
and industries. In fact, while some industries and occupations are dominated by one type
of contract or the other, many see workers in either regime. For example, 51% of peo-
ple working as service and sales workers have a casual contract, as do 24% of teaching
associates.

Casual employment is most common among people working less-than-full-time jobs,
and there is a gender component: Pocock and Masterman-Smith (2005) comment on the
institutional setting before the Fair Work Act and highlight that Australian women are more
likely than the OECD average to work part-time, and much more likely than Australian men
to work under casual contracts.

22Note that by making casual contracts more attractive, this provision, if anything, plays against the results
we nd.
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The existence of this trade-off between reducing working hours and giving up pre-
dictability is also summarized in Pocock, Skinner, and Ichii (2009), commenting on the
pre-Fair Work Act landscape. They argue that “workers may seek out casual work [...] as
a strategy to reduce their time commitment to paid work. However, our ndings suggest
that they are likely to get the same work-life bene ts just by working shorter hours as a
permanent or xed-term employee. Unfortunately, nding part-time work in the current
Australian labour market often requires a shift to casual work — with effects on the quality
of work, income, careers, retirement savings and so on.” More speci cally addressing how
this trade-off has gender-related consequences, the authors highlight how “in pursuing
part-time work, many women nd that they have to accept casual employment.”

All this evidence coherently indicates that the Australian labor market is quite seg-
mented: on the one hand, there are regular jobs, whose schedules are predictable and
mostly full-time and which are under permanent contracts; on the other hand, there are
irregular jobs, which are generally part-time and performed under casual contracts.

3.2 The Shift: The Fair Work Act Facilitates Shorter Hours in Perma-
nent Contracts

The Fair Work Act responded to calls for “permanent part-time”: it empowered mothers
to reduce hours below full-time without giving up a permanent contract and the regular
schedule that comes with it. Qualitatively, we nd that indeed the wording of the awards
(industry-speci ¢ labor regulations that discipline minimum standards of employment)
changed to include permanent less-than-full-time work. Quantitatively, we nd that the
Fair Work Act vastly increased the share of permanent contracts among mothers in part-
time employment, at the expenses of casual contracts.

3.2.1 The Wording of the Law and its Interpretation

While the Fair Work Act allows a generic “change in working arrangements”, it was under-
stood in the media as well as by legal scholars as introducing a right to request “permanent
part-time”, namely the option to remain in a permanent contract — with the regular sched-
ule associated with it — while reducing hours below full-time. Note that the law does not
introduce part-time: in most occupations, workers could reduce hours also beforehand.
However, it changes the modality of part-time: while before the Fair Work Act, switching
to part-time usually involved moving to a casual contract and an irregular schedule, af-
ter the Fair Work Act, parents can switch to part-time while maintaining the permanent
contract and regular schedule associated with it.

The Fair Work Act establishes that “An employee who is a parent [...] may request the
employer for a change in working arrangements to assist the employee to care for the child
if the child [...] is under school age.” Importantly, “The employer may refuse the request
only on reasonable business grounds?® Requests that are protected under this provision

23\With the Fair Work Amendment Act of 2013, the right to request a change in working arrangements was
extended to parents of school-aged children — the exible speci cation we employ in our analysis in Section
3.3 will account for this.
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“include changes in hours of work, changes in patterns of work and changes in location
of work.”?4 The list of work arrangements that can be made under the protection of this
provision includes “changing from full-time to part-time”. 2> This is not the only protected
request, but we can argue that the notion of “permanent part-time”, a work arrangement

that combines the security and regularity of a permanent contract with reduced hours,
is an important component of the reform we are considering: Pocock et al. (2009), for
example, while commenting on the Fair Work Act “right to request”, cite the option of

permanent part-time as an important tool in facilitating work-life balance of workers.

3.2.2 Qualitative Evidence of the “Success” of the Law

Our analysis reveals that the Fair Work Act increased access to permanent contracts with
reduced hours, and thus to the regular schedule associated with it. This shift is evident
in the language of industry-speci ¢ labor regulations, which explicitly began accommodat-
ing permanent part-time arrangements after the reform, and in the share of permanent
contracts among part-time working mothers, which greatly increased after the reform.

In the edition of their “Labour Law” textbook published right after the passage of the
Fair Work Act, Creighton and Stewart (2010) argue that “until recently many awards did
not provide for part-time workers to be engaged on anything but a casual basis. But
with changing attitudes in the union movement, and legislative reforms, the concept of
permanent part-time employment has become well accepted.”

For example, the 2010 Modern Award for Private Hospital Employees mentions that
‘A part-time employee has reasonably predictable hours of work. Before commencing
employment, the employer and employee will agree in writing on a regular pattern of work
including the number of hours to be worked each week, days of the week the employee will
work and starting and nishing times each day.” This is in contrast to the corresponding
pre-Fair Work Act award, which did not consider regular part-time positions at all. This
and other examples of change in the wording of the awards for different occupations and
industries are included in Appendix Table B.2.

The importance of the Fair Work Act in allowing women to maintain permanent posi-
tions while reducing working hours emerges also in the case study by Cooper and Baird
(2015), who interviewed managers and employees from two major Australian rms. The
authors nd that the typical request made under the protective umbrella of the Fair Work
Act involved a reduction of working hours below full-time. In particular, the majority of
the employees interviewed “were in reduced hours permanent roles and each of these in-
terviewees were mothers returning from a period of maternity leave, having previously
worked in standard full-time role.”

Coherently with this narrative around the Fair Work Act and with the institutional
evidence presented in this section, we nd suggestive evidence, in our data, that the Fair
Work Act did expand access to permanent contracts with less-than-full-time hours. We
see an increase of permanent contracts among mothers working less than 35 hours/week

24Fair Work Act 2009, Section 65, available at this link: https://www.legislation.gov.au/
C2009A00028/2009-07-01/text

ZShttps://www.fairwork.gov.au/tools-and-resources/best-practice-guides/
flexible-working-arrangements
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(Appendix Figure B.2) and a shift in the distribution of hours worked by mothers under
permanent contracts (Appendix Figure B.3) that “lIs” the missing mass that we could
observe, before 2009, on the immediate left of full-time jobs.

The wording of the law and the interpretation given by the Australian government,
together with the qualitative evidence described in this paragraph, allow us to conclude
that types of contract — with the regularity that comes with them — and the associated hours
are the key work arrangements to study when evaluating the effects of the Fair Work Act.

3.2.3 Other Relevant Institutional Features

Australian workers have been entitled to 12 months of job-protected unpaid parental leave
since 197926 This was extended with the Fair Work Act, which allowed parents to request
up to 12 additional months, subject to the employer's approval. This extension had an
extremely low take-up — we discuss this change, together with the other policies that were
approved as part of the Fair Work Act, in Appendix F.2.

Paid parental leave was signed into law in 2010 (and applies since January 1, 2011),
and it allows one of the parents to take up to 18 weeks off from work, paid at the na-
tional minimum wage, after the birth of a child. This policy did not substantially change
incentives for new parents: the paid leave could not be combined with the Baby Bonus, an
unconditional and tax-exempt cash transfer that was available to all families in which new
babies were born, which existed since 2002; and the paid leave did not change job pro-
tection upon childbirth, which had been a right for Australian workers for three decades
already. Consistently with paid parental leave not changing incentives very much, our re-
sults are not impacted by its introduction. We describe the reform and address its impact
in detail in Appendix G.

Paternity Leave was introduced in Australia in 2013 in the form of 2-weeks at the na-
tional minimum wage (Dad and Partner Pay). Its adoption was far from widespread, with
limited take-up, both as documented by policy evaluations conducted by the Australian
government (Baxter, Budinski, and Stevens, 2024) and as evident in our data. Consis-
tently, our results are unchanged when we restrict the sample to families unaffected by
this policy. The policy and its low take-up are described in Appendix F.3; the robustness of
our results to the sample of pre-2012 rst births is shown in Appendix J.3.

Pre-school education, for children aged 3 to 5 years old, is not compulsory, and respon-
sibility for its management is shared between the Australian Government and the state
or territory governments. At the time of the Fair Work Act introduction, enroliment was
between 60 and 80% in most States (cumulatively for government- and privately-run insti-
tutions), for the year before the start of formal schooling (Dowling and O'Malley, 2009).
Government subsidies are available to cover portions of the childcare costs and are de-
creasing in household income. Formal schooling begins at 6 years old and is compulsory.

%63ee https://www.fairwork.gov.au/about-us/workplace-laws/fair-work-system/
australias-industrial-relations-timeline
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3.3 First Stage: Quantitative Evidence of the Effect of the Law on
Work Arrangements

We employ a difference-in-differences methodology to show that the Fair Work Act did
have bite: after the passage of the law, mothers of young kids were 25% more likely
to report having a regular schedule and 79% more likely to be in jobs with a permanent
contract and reduced hours; with new mothers being particularly affected (43% and 103%
respectively). This is a large shift in work arrangements we will leverage in subsequent
sections.

3.3.1 Average Treatment Effect

Our starting point is a standard difference-in-difference (event study) design, in which,
following the wording of the law, the treated group is parents of children below school
age. Later, in a second step, we will test for heterogeneous treatment effects by age of the
rst child.

Specication  We run the following speci cation, separately by gender:

Yo T Q Ty i ¢ Xii it (1)
j x2009

where Y;; is the outcome of interest for individual i at time t and Tj is an indicator
function that takes the value of one if i's oldest child in yearj is aged 5 or younger?’ The
parameters ; and . are individual and time xed effects respectively, and the controls
Xt are age-of-the-parent xed effects and dummies fori's oldest child being in age ranges
6-8, 9-10, older than 10, interacted with year dummies, included to account for potential
persistence in parental behavior. The coef cients of interest are the ;'s, which tell us how
the behavior of parents whose rst child is aged ve or younger in year | differs from that
of analogous parents in 2009, relative to non-parents.

Threats to Identi cation The difference-in-differences strategy just described relies on
a parallel trends assumption between mothers and non-mothers; namely, that mothers of
young children before and after 2009 would have shown similar work arrangements in
the absence of the law, relative to non-mothers. We provide supporting evidence for this
assumption in several ways. In addition to showing the absence of pre-trends in Figure
1 discussed below (and related appendix gures), in Appendix C we show that there was
no systematic change in fertility or selection into fertility around 2009, that the nancial
crisis (which was mild in Australia, not even a formal recession) does not play a role in
these results, and that there was no employer response on the hiring margin (no backlash
through decreased hiring).

27In our main speci cation, treatment is de ned based on the age of the rst child: this is based on the
intuition that time costs of the rst child are an order of magnitude bigger than marginal costs for subsequent
children (Jones, Karger, and Michelman, 2025). De ning treatment based on the age of the youngest child
yields similar (though noisier) estimates, and, when including both, dummies on the age of the youngest
child yield coef cient estimates of zero.
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Results: Schedule Regularity Increase for Mothers, Through the Increase of Reduced-
hours Permanent Contracts Our main nding is that new mothers are more likely to
have a regular schedule after the Fair Work Act than mothers with similarly aged young
children before 2009. This is led by an increase in the probability of having a permanent
contract — in particular, a permanent contract with reduced hours.

The fraction of mothers of children below school age with a regular schedule increased
on average by 8.5 percentage points (25%) in the years following the Fair Work Act, driven
by a similarly-sized increase (7 p.p.) in the probability of having a reduced-hours perma-
nent contract; with the size of the effect increasing over the rst few years. From panel
(a) in Figure 1, we learn that 32% of working mothers with a rst child aged 0-5 in 2009
had a regular schedule, and this gure is similar for mothers of similarly aged children in
prior years. However, after 2009, this number started increasing, with a peak increase of
10 percentage points in 2014, and remained higher thereafter. Consistent with the quali-
tative evidence presented in Section 3.2, this increase was paralleled by an increase in the
probability of having a permanent contract, and in particular a reduced-hours permanent
contract, where reduced hours indicate 25 to 34 hours per week (approximately 80% of
full-time). Indeed, panel (b) shows that while only 7% of working mothers with a pre-
school-aged child had a reduced-hours permanent contract in 2009, this gure more than
doubled in the following years, with a similar peak increase of 10 percentage points after
3-4 years, and remained at a permanently higher level thereafter. While these estimates
condition on working women, Appendix Figure D.1 shows that this pattern holds identi-
cally when using the unconditional variable as outcome (i.e. with O's instead of missing for
non-working women), which clari es that the extensive margin of labor force participation
(and the potential ensuing selection) is not driving the observed pattern.

3.3.2 Heterogeneous Treatment Effects

We posit that the treatment effect of the law might be heterogeneous depending on the
age of the child when the law is passed:. a law changing labor market opportunities for
women might have a larger effect if passed when a woman's rst child is just born and
she is reoptimizing her labor supply, rather than later when certain choices (of leaving the
labor market for example) might be hard to reverse.?® Indeed, we nd that the entirety
of the effect of the Fair Work Act on the probability of having a regular schedule and a
permanent contract is concentrated among mothers whose rst child was born after the
passage of the law. We further show that, other than increasing the probability of having a
regular schedule, the Fair Work Act did not change other work arrangements for mothers,
such as exibility or work from home, and that fathers were not impacted at all.

Motivating Evidence  We test the hypothesis of heterogeneous treatment effects by age
of the child by augmenting Equation (1) as follows: we replace T , the dummy for i's rst

child being aged 0-5, with T;° * and T,® **, dummies for i's rst child being aged 0-2 and

28Kuka and Shenhav (2024) document this pattern for the US: they nd that single mothers exposed to the
expansion of the Earned Income Tax Credit immediately after a rst birth have 3 to 4 p.p. higher employment
in the ve years after a rst birth than single mothers exposed 3 to 6 years after a rst birth.
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3-5 respectively. Appendix Figure D.2 replicates Figure 1, on the same outcomes, using this
augmented speci cation. As discussed in detail in Appendix D.2, this gure shows that the
change in work arrangements happens sharply after 2009 for mothers whose rst child is
aged 0-2. For mothers whose rst child is aged 3-5, the change only happens with a delay,
and the uptake of these new work arrangements corresponds to the year in which children
born after the Fair Work Act started turning three. This suggests that indeed the law did
not impact mothers whose child was already three or older at the time of passage of the
law (despite the fact that the law in principle applies to them too), and mostly bene ted
mothers who could take advantage of these new work arrangements within two years of
their rst childbirth.

Speci cation  Informed by the pattern just described, and as explained step-by-step in
Appendix D.2, we summarize the impact of the Fair Work Act on work arrangements using
a more succinct, modi ed version of Equation (1):

Y, O 2-TiAt0 S Z'T;to  + P ost2009 (2)
BeT 3% BHET I3 +pos2012 ¢ X i

where, relative to Equation (1), we replace T with T;jo * and T;j3 > and we replace
the 16 year dummies with two time indicators ( P 0st2009 an indicator for the year being
equal to or after 2010, and P ost2012 an indicator for the year being equal to or after
2013). These mobile “post” dummies are meant to capture the point at which mothers
whose rst child was born after the passage Fair Work Act started entering the indicated
group: the step-by-step reasoning behind this speci cation, and the supporting evidence
are detailed in Appendix D.2. Estimates from running this speci cation are reported in
Table 2.

Results: While Schedule Regularity Increases for Mothers, Flexibility Does Not Ta-
ble 2 con rms the visual evidence that the probability of being on a regular schedule for
mothers increased hand-in-hand with permanent contracts — in particular, reduced-hours
permanent contracts —, while other work arrangements, such as exibility and work from
home, either did not change or give inconclusive results. Columns (1), (3), and (4) sum-
marize the ndings from the previous paragraphs: the probability for a mother of a 0-2
year old of having a regular schedule increased by 43% after the Fair Work Act (13.9 per-
centage points), accompanied by an increase in the probability of having a permanent con-
tracts by 12.5 percentage points (column 2) and of a reduced-hours permanent contract
by 8.6 percentage points, which corresponds to a doubling of the base rate. Consistently,
the probability of being on call decreased by 31% (column 5).

Other work arrangements, while in principle covered by the Fair Work Act, did not
change systematically, highlighting the importance of understanding the public discussion
around this law rather than simply its words. Flexibility, measured as agreeing with the
statement “My working times can be exible”, did not change (column 6 of Table 2), sug-
gesting that mothers were not constrained in this dimension before the Fair Work Act; if
anything, the negative coef cient in the rst row is consistent with a switch from casual to
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permanent contracts (as casual contracts are associated with greater schedule exibility)
rather than with the acquisition of the right to request exibility. The analysis regarding
work from home is inconclusive: the coef cient estimates in column (7) range from nega-
tive to positive, are not signi cantly different from zero, and the corresponding gure (not
shown) displays a lot of volatility in the estimated coef cients.

Results: No Changes in Work Arrangements for Fathers ~ We replicate the same analysis
on men, and show that there are no systematic changes for fathers of young children
around 2009. Appendix Table D.2 replicates Table 2 on the sample of men. Permanent
contracts are very common among men (80% of working fathers have this arrangement),
who tend to work full-time, and this does not change with the Fair Work Act. For fathers,
the probability of being on a regular schedule was almost double that of mothers before
the Fair Work Act (59% probability for fathers versus 32% probability for mothers of O to
2-year-olds) and was not affected by the law, along with the other work arrangements.

Interpretation  We interpret the evidence as supporting a few key facts, which inform the
subsequent analysis. First, the Fair Work Act has had a statistically signi cant impact only
on the work arrangements of mothers, and none on those of fathers. This is consistent with
government reports, which indicate that the greatest majority of requests made under the
Fair Work Act comes from women (76% of them, according to survey evidence in O'Neill,
2012). This insight, together with the evidence we will present in Section 4 of the child
penalty being an issue only for mothers, motivates the primary focus on women. Secondly,
we have shown that the entirety of the effect is concentrated among women whose rst
child was born after the passage of the law, and is persistent. This suggests the follow-
ing pattern: women rearrange their working life and re-optimize soon after they become
mothers, based on the constraints they face at that moment, and these arrangements are
sticky; so that mothers of three-year-old children, although technically treated by the law,
did not change their arrangements when the Fair Work Act was introduced. This supports
our choice in the subsequent analysis of de ning treatment and exposure to the law based
on the year of birth of the rst child.

4 The Status Quo: Child Penalties Before The Fair Work
Act

We now set the ground for the remainder of the analysis by describing the child penalty be-
fore the Fair Work Act. Women who became mothers before the Fair Work Act experienced
a large decrease in labor supply upon childbirth, a massive increase in home production,
and, consistently with the institutional setting, a sizeable transition from permanent to ca-
sual employment. This changed sharply after the reform, as did women's time allocation,
as we will show in the next section.
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4.1 Measuring the Child Penalty

We de ne the “child penalty” as the change in an outcome of interest in the seven years
following the birth of an individual's rst child, relative to the four years before the child-
birth, and relative to a counterfactual trend based on similarly aged childless individuals
and individuals with (much) older children. We present it here as an event study. Note
that we de ne the child penalty as the gap between a woman who becomes a mother and
her counterfactual self had she not had children, rather than the gap between mothers and
fathers. Using the male-female gap would not alter the conclusions of our analysis, since
we do not nd any changes around childbirth in most variables for men, neither before
nor after the Fair Work Act.

Our main object of interest is how work arrangements and time use change around the
birth of their rst child for women and men. Formally, we are interested in the coef cients

k from the following event study regression:

Ye Q S« 1t Ei kY i ¢ mie it (3)
" 3
where E; represents the year of birth ofi's rst child, and ;; {, and p~. are individual,

time, and age xed effects respectively. We run this regression separately for men and
women, and for couples as a single entity where appropriate. The coef cients of interest,

k'S, represent the change in outcomeY k periods after childbirth, relative to two years
before — this is the child penalty in outcome Y, k years from childbirth. Never-parents and
individuals who don't have a child aged ve or younger when they enter the survey are
kept in the sample and act as controls?® In order to account for heterogeneous treatment
effects across cohorts, we estimate the equation above using the Sun and Abraham (2021)
estimator.3° We cluster standard errors at the individual level.

While we don't explicitly account for heterogeneity by age at rst birth in our main
speci cation, this is likely to be of second order importance in this setting, and our re-
sults are unchanged when we do. Recent papers by Melentyeva and Riedel (2023) and
by Adams et al. (2024) emphasize that the impact of a child on his or her mother's labor
market outcomes depends on the age of the mother upon childbirth, since this correlates
with the potential earning trajectories absent childbirth: failing to account for this het-
erogeneity might introduce bias in the estimation of the child penalty. While this is of
rst-order importance when the object of the analysis is the child penalty itself, it can be
relatively less important when, such as in this case, the main parameter of interest is the
changein the child penalty following a change in policy, provided that the policy does not
impact age at rst birth. As we discuss in Section 5.1 and detail in Appendix C (Appendix
Table C.1), the Fair Work Act did not impact age at rst birth, so we are not worried by
heterogeneity by age at rst birth biasing our results. In addition, when we do explicitly

20nly keeping never parents as controls yields identical results, as does only keeping close yet-to-be
parents as controls (though results are noisier in this smaller sample); footnotes 20 and 21 in Section 2
discuss this in detail. The full set of results is available upon request.

30 Accounting for treatment effect heterogeneity is a novelty relative to the current practice in the literature
on the child penalty, as emphasized by Melentyeva and Riedel (2023).
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account for heterogeneity by age at rst birth, as we do in Appendix E, our estimates are
extremely close to those in which we do not3!- 32

4.2 Evidence on the Child Penalty Before the Fair Work Act

In this section, we document the stark transition from permanent to casual employment
experienced at the time of childbirth by women who became mothers before the Fair Work
Act. This transition is accompanied by a substantial reallocation of time from paid work
(-28 hours per week) to home production (+53 hours per week) and a large decrease in
leisure and sleep (-24 hours per week). Men do not change their employment contract
upon fatherhood; they only mildly change labor supply and time spent on housework
(about two hours a week of less paid work and more housework) and spend about a third
of the time with the newborn relative to women, decreasing leisure and sleep about half
as much relative to women.

Mothers Transition from Permanent to Casual Contracts Before the Fair Work Act,
women moved to casual jobs after becoming parents, while men did not. As explained in
Section 3, before the Fair Work Act it used to be very hard to reduce hours below full-time
while keeping a permanent job. Instead, in order to reduce hours, people often had to
move to casual contracts, which don't require any commitment and are associated with
irregular hours. Unsurprisingly, motherhood, with its large increase in time demands, was
associated with a sharp transition from permanent to casual jobs. This is evident in panel
(a) of Figure 2, which plots the estimate of the child penalty in the probability of being
on a permanent contract conditional on working, separately for women (in pink circles)
and men (in blue squares). From the gure, we see that, while the pre-birth prevalence
of permanent contracts among working men and women was the same (73%), for women
we observe a large drop (almost 20 percentage points) in the probability of being on a
permanent contract upon motherhood, which increases over time to nearly 30 percentage
points in the subsequent seven years (the average over this time horizon is 25 p.p.). Recall
that this is only among women who are employed, so the drop is not explained by women
dropping out of the labor force. Instead, we see no changes in contract type for men who
become fathers.

Partners Specialize and This has Long Term Consequences We document a post-
childbirth decrease in leisure and sleep of both partners, which hides very heterogeneous
changes in time use. Panels (c) and (d) of Figure 2 show the change in time use around the
birth of their rst child, for women and men respectively. In panel (d) we see that, for men,

3lKleven (2025) nds an analogous equivalence result in the U.S., concluding that “These results speak
against any non-trivial bias from heterogeneous treatment effects [by age at rst birth].”

32Note also that a big part of Melentyeva and Riedel (2023)'s critique hinges on the undesirable properties
of the two-way xed effect estimator in the presence of heterogeneous dynamic treatment effects (that is,
forbidden comparisons and contamination, introduced in the staggered event-study literature by Sun and
Abraham, 2021), which do not apply to our setting since we use the Sun and Abraham (2021) estimator,
and not the two-way xed effects, in our event study speci cations.
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time in paid work decreases by a small amount (on average, 2.6 hours per week), while
time spent in household work increases marginally (1.4 hours per week), and basically the
entire increase in active time (14 hours per week) comes from time spent parenting. For
women, in panel (c), the story is very different: in order to make space for the 42 hours
a week spent parenting and the 11 hours a week of increased housework, they decrease
time in paid work and commute by 28 hours per week (a 77% decrease relative to their
pre-child work hours). On net, women decrease their leisure and sleep twice as much as
men: panel (b) shows that post-childbirth leisure and sleep decrease by 21% for women
(-24 hours per week), and by 12% for men (-14 hours per week). This indicates that the
large increase in maternal labor supply we document in the next section did not come from
women having extra leisure time.

Choices of time use made when the rst child is born have long-lasting consequences.
From panel (c) of Figure 2, we see that, while time spent taking care of the child decreases
over time, women do not increase time in paid work symmetrically, suggesting that work
choices made at a time of high pressure — the arrival of a baby — might be hard to reverse
even after the direct pressure decreases. This translates into a permanently lower income
for mothers. If there isn't perfect income pooling, or if bargaining power in a couple
depends on income, this might have adverse consequences for women's welfare in the
long run.

5 The Impact of Work Arrangements on the Child Penalty
and on the Intra-household Allocation of Time

Exploiting the quasi-experiment brought about by the Fair Work Act, we show that having
access to a job with a permanent contract and reduced hours dramatically lowers the child
penalty in labor supply and housework for treated mothers, while their partners' time use
is unaffected.

We show this using two complementary empirical strategies. The rst exploits variation
in the timing of childbirth, while the second adds to it variation in exposure to the law
at the occupation-by-industry level, de ning individual exposure from the job mothers
held before childbirth. We include results from both strategies because we view the rst
strategy, which compares women who become mothers before and after the Fair Work
Act, as a transparent and direct way to show that a large change to the aggregate child
penalty occurred exactly the year the Fair Work Act was introduced; while the second
strategy, which exploits exposure to the speci ¢ provision of the law we are analyzing, as a
way to control for potential time-varying unobserved confounders and more credibly claim
causality.

We nd that women who had their rst child after the Fair Work Act are 70% less
likely to move out of a permanent contract after childbirth and work 54% more hours
per week relative to their earlier counterparts. The entirety of the effect is concentrated
among women in jobs most exposed to the law. While treated mothers do reduce time
spent on housework (but not on parenting), their partners do not pick up the slack. Since
parenting is the biggest component of home production, women's reduction of housework
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is not enough to tilt the household task sharing towards equality, and the female share in
home production does not change signi cantly, despite a large and signi cant increase in
the female share of household income.

5.1 Strategy 1: Early versus Late Cohorts

In this section, we compare women who became mothers in the four years preceding the
Fair Work Act (early cohorts) and those who became mothers in the four years after the
Fair Work Act (late cohorts): we nd that later cohorts of mothers are only 30% as likely
as the early cohorts to move from permanent to casual contracts after childbirth, and this
is accompanied by a 22% lower child penalty in labor supply. Under the assumption that
the late cohorts of mothers would have behaved like the early ones absent the law, this
comparison recovers the causal estimate of the change in work arrangement brought by the
Fair Work Act on the child penalty. We support this assumption by showing that mothers
in the early and late cohorts were similar on observables before childbirth and that the
change in the child penalty happened sharply around the 2009 cohort (so the early versus
late comparison is not capturing a smooth time trend), as well as by addressing possible
contemporaneous confounders.

5.1.1 Empirical Strategy

We compare the child penalties in contractual form, labor supply, and home production
for early and late cohorts of mothers, where early cohorts are de ned as women who had
their rst child between 2005 and 2008 (before the 2009 Fair Work Act) and late cohorts
are women who became mothers between 2010 and 2013.

We start by estimating the child penalty for each year relative to childbirth, separately
for early and late cohorts of mothers. In particular, we estimate Equation (3) separately
for the two groups, keeping the non-mothers and mothers of older children as controls
in both, and we plot the resulting estimates in the same graph, to gauge the difference
visually.

We also estimate the child penalty for the two groups of cohorts jointly, in a more suc-
cinct speci cation, in order to formally test for their difference. In particular, we estimate
the following model:

Yit Di post Dit Postie it hhie it 4)

where Dy 17t Ej* > 0;7¢ is an indicator function for i's rst child being between 0
and 7 years old (which are all the post-childbirth observations we keep for new parents),
and Post'ie 17E; A 2009 is an indicator function taking value of one if i's rst child

was born after 2009 — meaning, an indicator for i being part of the late cohorts. The 2009
cohort is partially treated, and we exclude it from this analysis. Similarly, the year right

before childbirth is also partially treated (some women stop working during pregnancy;,
for example), therefore we also drop it in this analysis. In this speci cation, the estimate
of summarizes the child penalty in Y for the early cohorts, while s is the difference
in child penalty for late cohorts relative to early cohorts, which is the object of interest
discussed in this section.
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5.1.2 Results

Late (post-Fair Work Act) cohorts of mothers are 70% less likely to transition from per-
manent to casual contracts after childbirth, relative to early (pre-Fair Work Act) cohorts.
They are also eight percentage points more likely to be in the labor force post-childbirth
and they work four more hours per week conditional on working. While they decrease the
number of hours in housework, time spent directly with the child is unaffected.

Figure 3 shows the change in the child penalty for women brought by the Fair Work Act,
for all the outcomes of interest. In this gure, the green circles connected by dashed lines
display the estimates of 's from Equation (3) estimated only on mothers whose rst child
was born between 2005 and 2008, and the red squares connected by solid lines display
the same estimates but on the sample of mothers whose rst child was born between 2010
and 2013. Table 3 reports the estimates of and . from Equation (4), where we test
formally for the difference in child penalty between late and early cohorts of mothers.

Lower Probability of Transitioning to Casual Employment and to an Irregular Sched-

ule After Childbirth Post-Fair Work Act cohorts of mothers experienced a substantially
lower probability of transitioning to casual employment, consistently with the interpreta-
tion of the law and the evidence presented in Section 3. Panel (a) of Figure 3 shows the
change in the probability of being on a permanent contract conditional on working around
motherhood. The green circles replicate the pink line in Figure 2(a) and show that for pre-
Fair Work Act cohorts of mothers this probability dropped by 20 to 30 percentage points,
with the magnitude of the drop increasing over time. The red squares show that instead for
post-Fair Work Act cohorts of mothers this probability dropped far less (about 70% less):
women who became mothers after the Fair Work Act did use their new right to remain in
permanent and regular employment, instead of switching into casual employment, when
moving to below full-time after childbirth.

The documented decrease in the child penalty in permanent contracts hold also un-
conditionally, and it is accompanied by a corresponding decrease in the child penalty in
regular schedule. Table 3 shows that the change in the child penalty in permanent con-
tract is comparable when considering the unconditional probability of having a permanent
contract (column 1) as to when using the conditional probability as outcome (column 2)
— thus ruling out a systematic exit of mothers who would have moved to a casual contract
post-childbirth as the driver of the conditional result. Consistently with the institutional
context, the child penalty in the probability of having a regular schedule decreases along-
side that of having a permanent contracts (column 3), highlighting the strong correlation
between contract type and schedule regularity. Note that the increase in the unconditional
probability of having a permanent contract is almost twice as large as the increase in
employment (column 6), thus showing that the documented intensive-margin changes in
work arrangements cannot be fully explained by extensive-margin changes—though greater
entry in the labor market because of more suitable work arrangements is part of the story
too.
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Treated Mothers Work Longer Hours  This change in type of contract and schedule
regularity was accompanied by a signi cant increase on the extensive and, in particular, on
the intensive margin. Panel (b) of Figure 3 shows that, on average, late cohorts of mothers
returned to work at a higher rate relative to the earlier cohorts, and in particular, they
are eight percentage points more likely to return; the gure is the same both considering
labor force participation and employment (columns 5 and 6 in Table 3), indicating that
unemployment does not change systematically. Even more starkly, panel (c) of Figure 3
shows that, among working mothers, late cohorts worked on average four more hours per
week, which corresponds to a decrease in the child penalty by 22%. This is a very large
change, especially in light of the current near-consensus in the literature nding public
policies aiming at improving maternal labor supply mostly ineffective (Cortés and Pan,
2023; Olivetti and Petrongolo, 2017). 33

With Tighter Time Constraints, Mothers Favor Parenting Over Housework This large
decrease of the child penalty in labor supply was accompanied by a decrease of the child
penalty in housework, but no change in the time spent directly with the child. Panels (d)
and (e) of Figure 3 shows that later cohorts of mothers experienced a smaller increase in
time spent on housework relative to their earlier counterparts (+9 hours a week instead
of +11 hours a week), but they spent exactly the same time playing with and caring for
the child (+42 hours a week). This suggests that in their optimization, mothers who work
more cut rst on less valuable forms of home production (housework), thus mitigating
concerns that working mothers invest less in their children.

This is consistent with analogous results found for the US by Bastian and Lochner
(2022): better labor market opportunities translate into a greater fraction of time spent
in paid work and a smaller fraction in home production. However, the rst kind of home
production that is substituted away is housework, which is presumably considered less
important than parenting, time for which is not affected at all by the large increase in
labor supply.

5.1.3 Threats to Validity and Robustness Checks

The interpretation of our results of this early versus late cohorts comparison as causal relies
on the assumption that, absent the Fair Work Act, the late cohorts of mothers would have
behaved, after childbirth, in the same way as the early cohorts. We support this assumption

33 Differently from other countries studied in the literature (e.g. Denmark in Kleven et al., 2019b, Austria
in Kleven et al., 2024b, US in Cortés and Pan, 2023), in Australia there is no child penalty in hourly wages,
neither before nor after the Fair Work Act. This is consistent with a labor market characterized by highly
regulated wages, with a comparatively high national minimum wage, and awards that cover most employees
and include tables with pay rates by detailed type of job (Creighton and Stewart, 2010, p. 352; Lass and
Wooden, 2019). This is also not in contradiction with the changing composition of contracts: while perma-
nent contracts could, in principle, be associated with higher “status” and higher wages within a job, casual
workers are mandated by law to be paid with a 20-25% premium. This is called casual loading, and is part of
the minimum wage legislation, summarized here https://www.fairwork.gov.au/tools-and-resources/
fact-sheets/minimum-workplace-entitlements/minimum-wages . Thus, there is no reason to expect that
the post-motherhood transition to casual contracts we observe at baseline, or the changes in this transition
brought about by the Fair Work Act, would induce a mechanical increase or decrease in hourly wage.
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by discussing and addressing three sets of concerns. First, we show that women in early
and late cohorts were similar on observables before becoming mothers, ruling out selection
into childbearing as a concern. Second, we show that the change in the child penalty
happened sharply around the 2009 cohort rather than being a slow-moving time trend.
Third, we rule out potential confounders such as Paid Parental Leave (women affected
by this other reform are not driving our results), Dad and Partner Pay (excluding couples
potentially impacted by this reform does not change our results), and other provisions in
the Fair Work Act (which were mostly systematizing existing rights rather than adding new
ones). These last sets of robustness checks are detailed in Appendices F and G.

First, we address selection into childbearing. This selection could drive our results if
the women who had children after the Fair Work Act are systematically different from
their earlier counterparts. As highlighted before, and as we discuss further in Appendix C,
we nd no systematic change in the fertility trend around 2009, nor do we nd systematic
differences in pre-birth observables between women who became mothers before and after
the Fair Work Act. For example, both early and late cohorts of women have their rst child
at 29 years of age on average, 93% of both groups are in the labor force two years before
childbirth, and in both groups, two years before childbirth, they work roughly 39 hours
per week conditional on working (Appendix Table C.1). This supports the assumption
that women becoming mothers before and after the Fair Work Act can be meaningfully
compared.

Second, a simple secular trend in maternal labor supply may explain our results. If the
child penalty did not change discontinuously around 2009 but rather slowly evolved, we
cannot attribute the observed changes to the Fair Work Act. Section 5.1.4 discusses — and
dismisses — this eventuality.

Third, something else may have happened around the same time to explain the discon-
tinuous change in the child penalty we document. First, we address the hypothesis that the
nancial crisis might have increased labor supply of mothers through the added-worker ef-
fect. In Appendix F.1, we show that our results are unchanged, and if anything stronger,
when we control for a woman's partner's earnings and labor supply. This is unsurpris-
ing, given that the nancial crisis was mild in Australia (not even a formal recession; see
Borland, 2011) and controlling for it does not affect our results on work arrangements. 34
Second, in Appendix F.2 we discuss how most of the other provisions of the Fair Work Act

were a systematization of pre-existing rights, rather than policies introducing new rights.
The couple of provisions that did introduce new rights, except for the one we study, were
either relatively minor (e.g. leave for jury duties, previously regulated by States or by the
awards), or turned out to be quantitatively irrelevant. Third, in Appendix F.3 we show that
the two weeks of Paternity Leave introduced four years after the Fair Work Act (in 2013)
did not systematically change the amount of leave taken by fathers, and in Appendix J.3
we show that our results are unchanged when we restrict the sample to rst births that
happened two or more years before this new legislation, and thus could have not been
impacted by it. Finally, we consider the introduction of federal Paid Parental Leave in
Australia in 2010, which may in principle explain why mothers in the late cohorts have
better labor market outcomes. We exploit the fact that approximately half of the women in

34 Appendix C.3 shows robustness of the work arrangement results to accounting for the nancial crisis.
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our sample already had access to Paid Leave through their employer even before the 2010
provision, and we show that our results also hold in this group of women not affected (or
affected less) by the introduction of employer-provided Paid Parental Leave3® Appendix G
describes this in detalil.

5.1.4 ltis Not a Time Trend

So far, we have shown that women who became mothers after the Fair Work Act expe-
rienced a systematically smaller child penalty in labor supply and housework relative to
earlier counterparts. Here we con rm that this is driven by a sharp change in 2009 and
not by a slow-moving time trend. We do so by estimating the child penalty separately
by cohorts, where cohort is now de ned by the year of birth of the rst child: for all the
outcomes of interest, this time series of child penalties is relatively at before 2009, then
shows a discrete jump in 2009, and continues being at at the new level afterward.

Empirical Strategy = More formally, we expand on Equation (4) by estimating a separate
coef cient by cohort:

Ye Q8¢ Di 17c cohortiieeY |  pio i (5)
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where Dy is a dummy for i's rst child being between 0 and 7 years old (as above) and

cohort’ie is the cohort i belongs to. We de ne cohorts based on pairs of years of childbirth

to preserve statistical power. Here, . is the average child penalty in the rst seven years

after the birth of the rst child, for mothers belonging to cohort c¢. The sequence of these
coef cients shows the time evolution of the child penalty.

Results Figure 4 shows that the time series of the child penalties are relatively at up
to 2009, then display a discrete jump around the 2009 cohort, and nally remain at at a
higher level (i.e. smaller child penalties). In these graphs, the year of rst childbirth cis
on the x-axis, and the corresponding ., from estimating Equation (5), is on the y-axis.

This pattern of child penalties being stable before the 2009 cohort, displaying a jump
exactly at 2009, and then remaining stable afterwards is common among both the type
of contract and labor supply. Panel (a) shows that a woman who gave birth to her rst
child in 2003 or 2004 was 21 percentage points less likely to be on a permanent contract
conditional on working after childbirth; and this number for a woman who had her rst
child in 2007 or 2008 was -25 percentage points. Instead, for a woman who became a
mother in 2010 or 2011, the decrease in the probability of being in a permanent contract
after childbirth was only 9 percentage points, and remained similarly small for women
who became mothers in the following years.

35The fact that the formal introduction of Paid Parental Leave is not a confounder in this setting is explained
by it not substantially altering pre-existing incentives: as explained in Section 3.2.3 and discussed further in
Appendix G, job-protected unpaid parental leave had been available to Australian workers since the 1970s,
and new parents had been eligible for a monetary transfer (the Baby Bonus, not combinable with Paid
Parental Leave) since 2002.

26



This pattern looks similarly striking when the outcome is labor supply. On the intensive
margin (panel b), the magnitude of the child penalty in working hours slightly increases,
over time, for the birthing cohorts 2003 to 2008, before discontinuously decreasing after
2009. The gure shows that a woman experienced a drop in hours of work in the seven
years after childbirth by 16 hours per week if her rst child was born in 2003 or 2004 and
by 17 if born between 2005 and 2008, but the child penalty in weekly hours of work was
14 hours per week or less for women who became mothers in 2010 or later. The extensive
margin (panel c) shows a similar sharp change exactly around the 2009 cohort, in the
direction of greater labor supply (smaller child penalty).

Home production is more nuanced, consistent with the pre-post analysis above. Panel
(d) shows that the child penalty in housework displays a shift downward for post-2009
cohorts, but the shift is less pronounced than for labor supply. In panel (e), we can see
that time spent parenting is pretty much constant in the years around the Fair Work Act.

5.2 Strategy 2: Exposure by Occupation and Industry

Despite the fact that the early versus late cohorts comparison presented in Section 5.1 is
robust to a series of checks, our results might, in principle, still be driven by something
systematically changing for mothers in 2009 we have not accounted for. Here we address
this concern by adding a further level of variation: exposure to the law, determined by the
characteristics of the job women held before childbirth. We nd that indeed the entirety
of the effect on contract type (lower likelihood to transition from permanent to casual
contract after childbirth for post-Fair Work Act cohorts of mothers), labor supply (lower
drop in labor supply), and housework (lower spike in housework) is concentrated among
mothers in the most exposed jobs. Adding this level of variation also allows us to zoom into
the household division of labor of the most exposed couples, and test for changes we might
not detect at the aggregate level. We nd that male partners of treated mothers do not
pick up the slack in housework, and thus, while female share in paid work and household
income increases substantially, female share in home production does not changé®

5.2.1 A Measure of Occupational Exposure

Our empirical strategy is based on the idea that different jobs are differentially exposed
to the Fair Work Act and that the pre-2009 share of casual contracts in a job (“casual
prevalence”) can ef ciently summarize such exposure.

Intuition ~ We rely on the fact that employers could refuse requests made under the Fair
Work Act on “reasonable business grounds”. This implies that the reform did not affect
some jobs, in which irregular and casual employment is likely inherent to the nature of the
job (e.g. hospitality). Conversely, other jobs only offered permanent contracts even before
the law (e.g. public administration), thus the Fair Work Act likely did not affect them

36Since housework represents a much smaller share than parenting in the total time spent in home pro-
duction, a small decrease in housework for mothers does not translate into a signi cant change in female
share of home production.
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either. This creates three categories of jobs: jobs with a high share of casual contracts
were unaffected by the law for technological reasons, jobs with a very low share of casual
contracts were unaffected because there was no scope for change in the direction of more
permanent contracts (and more regular schedules), while an intermediate share of casual
contracts indicates that there was scope for improvement, without technological reasons
preventing it. Therefore, we conjecture that women in this intermediate group of jobs
would be most exposed to the reform.

The Intuition in Practice ~ We de ne a “job” as an occupation-by-industry cell, and we
measure casual prevalence as the share of casual contracts within a job using pre-2009
observations. Occupations and industries are identi ed at the 2-digit level: in our view,
this strikes a good balance between cells that are suf ciently granular that people within
the same cell do suf ciently similar jobs, while retaining a suf cient sample size for ac-
curately estimating the level of casual prevalence3’ Our measure of casual prevalence is
the fraction of all worker-years in a given occupation-by-industry cell that report having

a casual contract, restricting to observations prior to 2009. The resulting distribution of
casual prevalence is displayed in Appendix Figure H.1.

Terciles of Casual Prevalence We split the jobs (occupation-by-industry cells) in terciles
of casual prevalence; Figure 5 depicts where occupations and industries fall in this clas-
si cation. Each occupation is present in multiple industries, and each industry contains
multiple occupations, which is why each bar contains multiple colors. From the gure,
we see that the occupations with the lowest casual prevalence, meaning the occupations
characterized by the highest fraction of permanent jobs, are corporate managers and vari-
ous types of professionals, and public administration is the industry in which the smallest
fraction of employees are on a casual contract. At the other end of the spectrum, security
guards, salespersons, and workers at hotels and restaurants are those most likely to be
on a casual contract. In the middle tercile of casual prevalence, we nd teaching profes-
sionals, of ce clerks, and life science professionals, working in education and health and
social work. It is reasonable to imagine that full-time permanent teachers coexist with
casual teachers called in if a colleague is sick, and similarly for nurses. These occupations
and industries have both a large fraction of permanent workers and a sizeable fraction of
casuals, meaning that there is both scope for the law to bring a change in the direction
of more permanent contracts, and no technological constraints against it: these are the
occupations and industries in which we expect the Fair Work Act to have the most bite.
The bottom and middle terciles of casual prevalence include jobs that are quite similar,
and women who make similar fertility choices, while the top tercile is fairly different: this
is why we will mostly focus on the bottom-versus-middle comparison. In Appendix H.2 we
discuss the similarity and differences between the terciles. The main takeaway is that jobs
in the bottom and middle terciles are similar in terms of weekly hours of work, pay, and
educational requirements, while for the top tercile these gures are much lower. Women
in these jobs tend to make similar choices in terms of fertility too: women in jobs in the

37This is also a practical choice, since 2-digit is the highest level of granularity afforded by the general
release of the dataset.
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bottom and in the middle tercile of casual prevalence have their rst child at 32 and 31
respectively, around three years later relative to women with jobs in the top tercile of
the casual prevalence distribution; they also have similar realized fertility three, ve, and
seven years after the birth of their rst child. This is why, in our empirical analysis, we will
emphasize the comparison between the bottom and middle tercile, as the bottom tercile
provides a more credible counterfactual for the middle tercile than the top.

5.2.2 Empirical Strategy

We group mothers by exposure to the Fair Work Act depending on the casual prevalence
of the job they held before childbirth, and we test whether the child penalty evolved dif-
ferently after 2009 for more and less exposed groups of women.

We split women in terciles of casual prevalence and we carry out three related exercises.
Each woman is assigned the tercile of casual prevalence of the modal job she held in the
ve years prior to childbirth. 38 First, we replicate the early versus late cohort comparison
of Section 5.1 separately by tercile, to show that the observed changes are concentrated in
the middle (most exposed) tercile. Second, we estimate the time series of the child penalty
separately by tercile, to show parallel pre-trends in the child penalty between more and
less exposed terciles. This is carried out in Appendix J.1. Third, we estimate the relative
difference-in-differences for the child penalties (triple-difference), as explained below.

Estimating the difference-in-differences for the child penalties is a little more involved
than a standard diff-in-diff because we are not interested in estimating the treatment effect
onY (e.g. labor force participation), but on the pre-post birth changein Y (e.g. the child
penalty in labor force participation). In practice, we augment Equation (4) by including
the interaction with indicators for terciles:

Yit a Dit
a2 Dit 1tercile”ie 2
a3 Dit 1tercileie 3e
b Di Postie (6)
b2 Dii Postie 17tercile”ie 2e
b3 Dit Postie 17tercile”ie 3e
i Q " td nieq® 1tercileTie de
d>"1;2;3¢

where Dy 17t E;* > 0;7¢ is an indicator function that takes value of one if i's rst
child is aged 0 to 7; the dummy Post'ie indicates that i's rst child was born on or af-
ter 2010 (and hence i belongs to the late cohorts, using the terminology from previous
sections); and the bottom line speci es that time and age xed effects are estimated sep-
arately by tercile. Here , is the baseline child penalty for the bottom tercile of casual
prevalence, meaning that it is the difference in Y in the seven years following the birth

3\We do the same for the controls (non-mothers and mothers who enter the sample with old children)
based on a randomly assigned fake childbirth year.
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of their rst child relative to the four years before, for individuals in the bottom tercile of
casual prevalence, which we take as reference group. ., is the baseline difference in the
child penalty for the treated group (middle tercile) relative to the reference group (bottom
tercile), and 43 is analogous for the placebo group (top tercile); these baselines are esti-
mated off the early cohorts, meaning mothers who had their rst child between 2003 and
2008. The coef cient  is the difference in child penalty for the late cohorts relative to the
early cohorts for the reference group, and . is the difference-in-differences coef cient
of interest, which captures the difference in child penalty for late versus early cohorts of
mothers in the treated group, relative to the same difference for the reference group. 3
is the difference-in-differences coef cient for the placebo group.

5.2.3 Results for Mothers

We con rm that the aggregate results presented earlier are concentrated among mothers
in the jobs most exposed to the Fair Work Act, supporting the hypothesis that the greater
likelihood of being on a permanent contract and on a regular schedule brought by the Fair
Work Act was responsible for the observed increase in maternal labor supply (decrease in
the child penalty).

Figure 6 replicates Figure 3 (early versus late cohort comparison) but split by terciles
of exposure. As before, the estimates for the early cohorts of mothers (that is, women who
became mothers between 2005 and 2008, before the Fair Work Act) are represented by
circles connected by dashed lines, while the ones for the late cohorts of mothers (women
whose rst childbirth was between 2010 and 2013) are represented by squares connected
by solid lines. The panels on the left, in blue, are estimated on women with pre-birth jobs
in the bottom tercile of casual prevalence: these women were in jobs where it was already
the norm for everyone to be on a permanent contract, and thus were likely not affected
by the Fair Work Act. The panels in the middle, in orange, are estimated on women with
pre-birth jobs in the middle tercile of casual prevalence: in these jobs, not everyone was
already on permanent contracts — and thus there was scope for improvement, but also
not everyone was on casual contracts, thus suggesting the absence of “technological” con-
straints against permanent contracts. Finally, the panels on the right, in grey, are estimated
on mothers with pre-birth jobs in the top tercile of casual prevalence: here, casual con-
tracts are presumably part of the “technology” of the job, and it's likely that employers can
refuse requests made under the Fair Work Act on “reasonable business grounds”: we do
not expect this group to be impacted by the Fair Work Act as much as the middle group (if
at all).

Probability of Transitioning Out of a Permanent Contract Upon Childbirth: from 37
Percentage Points to Zero for Most Exposed Mothers ~ Women with pre-birth jobs in
the middle tercile of “casual prevalence” experienced a stark decrease in the probability
of transitioning to a casual contract after childbirth after the Fair Work Act, while women
with jobs in the other two terciles did not. Panel (a) of Figure 6 shows the child penalty
in the probability of being on a permanent contract, conditional on working. For women
with jobs in the bottom tercile of casual prevalence (blue, on the left), relatively few
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women transitioned from permanent to casual contract after childbirth at baseline, before
the Fair Work Act (9 percentage points); this number is virtually zero for post-Fair Work
Act cohorts of mothers, and the difference between cohorts is not statistically signi cant
(11 p.p., with a standard error of 7 p.p.). Mothers in the top tercile (grey, on the right)
experienced a similar decrease in the probability of being in a permanent contract both
before and after the Fair Work Act. Women with pre-birth jobs in the middle tercile of
casual prevalence — the most exposed — (orange, in the middle) are the ones for which
we observe the sharpest change: while the early cohorts experienced a massive drop in
the probability of remaining in a permanent contract after childbirth (-37 p.p.), the late
cohorts in this group experienced no change in the probability of remaining in a permanent
contract after childbirth. The difference is large and signi cant at the 0.1% level (40 p.p.,
S.E.: 8 p.p.).

Exposure to Fair Work Act Increased Labor Supply and Decreased Housework, But
Not Parenting The large change in maternal labor supply (decrease in child penalty)
between pre- and post-Fair Work Act cohorts of mothers is fully concentrated in the mid-
dle tercile, as is the change in housework; parenting does not change for any group. By
looking at Figure 6, it is evident that the middle tercile (in orange), which experienced the
largest relative increase in the probability of being on a permanent contract (panel a), is
also the same group that experienced the largest relative increase in labor supply (panel b,
+11 hours per week, with a standard error of 2.6 hours/week) and decrease in housework
(panel d, -5.5 hours per week, S.E.: 2 hours/week). Parenting (panel c) is unchanged even
in this group (+1.5 hours per week, S.E.: 3 hours/week), despite the massive increase in
labor supply; again con rming that mothers exposed to the Fair Work Act did not increase
their labor supply at the expense of time spent directly with the child.

The triple-difference coef cient estimates are consistent with the patterns visualized in
the graphs. In Table 4, we highlight in blue the coef cients of interest ( ) from running
Speci cation (6), namely those on the triple interaction between post-childbirth (“Child
Penalty 0-7”), post-Fair Work Act cohort (“Post-2009 First Birth”), and pre-birth job in
middle tercile of casual prevalence (Tercile = 2). They convey the same message as Figure
6; numbers can be slightly different because this speci cation uses all available cohorts
(birthing cohorts from 2003 to 2017, excluding 2009) as opposed to focusing only on the
cohorts closest to the Fair Work Act3°

Using this more succinct speci cation, we show that the conditional result on perma-
nent contracts is not driven by selective exit. If it was driven by a systematic exit of
mothers with a greater propensity to move to casual contracts, theunconditional proba-
bility of holding a permanent contract would not change for treated mothers, given that
both exits and casual contracts are coded as zero in the unconditional variable. Instead,
the triple-difference coef cient of interest for the unconditional probability of having a
permanent contract (column 2 of Table 4) is slightly larger than the corresponding coef -
cient on the conditional probability (column 4), thus ruling out selection through exit as

3n the event study graphs we restrict to cohorts 2005-2008 and 2010-2013 in order to have a balanced
panel for both early and late cohorts of parents.
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the driver of the observed increase in the conditional probability of having a permanent
contract (decrease in the child penalty).

Finally, we show that the increase in the probability of being on a permanent contract
and the increase in the probability of working on a regular schedule are basically overlap-
ping for the most exposed mothers. In column (4) of Table 4, the outcome is a dummy
variable for having a permanent contract, conditional on working, while in column (6) the
outcome is a dummy for working a regular schedule, also conditional on working. The
triple-difference coef cients, highlighted in blue, are virtually identical.

5.2.4 Labor Market Outcomes For Mothers: Consequences and and Mechanisms

After showing that the aggregate results presented in Section 5.1 are indeed driven by the
mothers most exposed to the Fair Work Act, here we dig further into the labor market
consequences of this new time allocation, documenting a noisily positive effect on career
progression (though not statistically signi cant). We also look into some of the mech-
anisms, establishing that the law did not induce into part-time mothers who would have
counterfactually worked full-time and ruling out the explanation that exposed mothers are
simply closer to their desired level of hours after the reform.

Exposure to the Fair Work Act Increased Employment and Hours, But Not Hourly
Wages The increase in labor supply (decrease in the child penalty) for the mothers most
exposed to the Fair Work Act came both from the extensive and intensive margin, and was
not accompanied by a change in hourly wages, thus translating into a large increase in
annual labor earnings. Table 5 reports the coef cient estimates from running the triple-
difference speci cation (6) on labor market outcomes; again, the coef cients of interest

( b2) are highlighted in blue. These estimates show that the large increase in uncon-
ditional hours of work for the most exposed mothers in the middle tercile documented
above came both from the extensive margin (+11 percentage points, column 2) and from
the intensive margin (+3.7 hours per week, column 4). This increase in labor supply was
not accompanied by a change in hourly wages - the coef cient of interest in column (6),
albeit positive, is very small and not statistically different from zero. As discussed exten-
sively in footnote 33, this is consistent with the high degree of wage regulation in the
Australian labor market. Thus, the high and persistent increase in labor supply translates
into a large and persistent increase in earnings (+14,890 2021 AUD per year, column 8),
corresponding to a 41% smaller child penalty in annual labor earnings for the mothers in
pre-birth jobs most exposed to the Fair Work Act.

Exposure to the Fair Work Act Has Noisily Positive, But Not Statistically Signi cant,
Effects on Career Progression The large increase in labor supply of exposed mothers
translates into a suggestive noisy improvement in career progression, though the aggregate
numbers are not signi cantly different from zero. In Appendix I.1, we study the impact of
the Fair Work Act on the probability of being promoted and on the probability of having a
supervisory role. For both variables, the average child penalty in the seven years following
the birth of their rst child is not statistically different for most exposed mothers (Tercile
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2) in post-Fair Work Act cohorts relative to earlier cohorts and to less exposed mothers
(Appendix Table 1.1). On the other hand, Appendix Figure 1.1 shows that for the mothers
with pre-birth jobs most exposed to the Fair Work Act there is a signi cant increase in
the probability of being promoted in the year following the rst childbirth. In addition,

it shows that, for the most exposed group (middle tercile), the progressive shifting away
from supervisory roles after childbirth evident in the early (pre-Fair Work Act) cohorts is no
longer happening for the post-Fair Work Act cohorts. While the evidence from the event-
studies is suggestive, it is extremely noisy and in both cases only signi cant in a single
relative-event year, thus we are hesitant to draw strong conclusions on the positive career
impact of the Fair Work Act (but we can rule out signi cant negative impacts).

The Compliers Would Have Not Worked Full-Time, And The Gap Between Actual and
Desired Hours Does Not Close In Appendix |.2 we address and rule out two concerns:
(i) that mothers that would have counterfactually remained full-time are driven by the
Fair Work Act into working part-time; and (ii) that the Fair Work Act “simply” allowed
mothers to choose a number of work hours closer to their optimum. In principle, a re-
form that makes less-than-full-time hours less costly (interpreting irregularity as a cost)
might also entice women who would have worked full-time to work part-time. In fact, we
do not see it happening: there is no decrease in the probability of working full-time; if
anything, the point estimates point to the opposite direction (see Appendix Table 1.2 and
Appendix Figure I.1). Another possible concern is that casual contracts offer suboptimally
low hours, and the new reduced-hours permanent contracts simply offer hours that are
closer to the optimal number of part-time hours mothers desire. In fact, the gap between
actual and desired hours does not close for the exposed group (the point estimates, though
insigni cant, go in the opposite direction; see Appendix Table 1.2). Intuitively, when the
only contract available is a casual contract with irregular hours, mothers want fewer hours,
because each hour is more costly with an irregular schedule. With the regular schedule
granted by permanent contracts, mothers want (and get) more hours. So we can rule out
the explanation that the permanent contracts increase hours simply by getting mothers
closer to their desired level of hours.

5.2.5 Results for Couples and Intra-household Time Allocation

We do not nd any evidence that increased labor supply and earnings of mothers impact
how the time burden of children is shared among partners, or that men's time use is
impacted at all.

In what follows, treatment status for men is de ned as their female partner's treatment
status, and treatment status for a couple is de ned as the woman's treatment status. That
is, men (and couples) in “bottom tercile” are partners of women with pre-birth jobs in the
bottom tercile of casual prevalence, and analogously for the other two groups, regardless
of their own job.

(Lack of) Changes in Men's Time Use Partners of treated mothers don't change their
labor supply, nor their time spent in home production, despite the large changes in their
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female partner's time use. As we can see from panel (a) of Figure 7, men do not change
their labor supply around childbirth, and this is true for all groups and cohorts. Panel (c)
shows that the same is true for housework, except for a small and not signi cant increase in
housework for the late cohorts of fathers in the middle tercile. In panel (b) we see a small
increase in parenting for partners of most exposed mothers (middle panel, in orange),
but the increase is not statistically signi cant and does not signi cantly alter how home
production is shared between the partners, to which we turn next. Consistently, the triple-
difference coef cient estimates reported in blue in Table 6 (columns 2, 4, and 6) show no
signi cant change in time use for the partners of most exposed mothers.

Women Contribute More to Household Income But No Less to Home Production
Most exposed mothers, who increase their labor supply (thanks to greater access to regu-
lar schedules granted by the Fair Work Act) increase their contribution to total household
income, but this does not lead to a change in the relative distribution of home production.
Panel (a) of Figure 8 displays the child penalty in “Female Share of Household Income”,
computed as the fraction of total household annual labor income earned by the woman.
For all groups and for all cohorts we observe a decrease in the female contribution to total
household income after childbirth, consistent with the post-childbirth decrease in labor
supply for women but not for men documented previously. However, for the middle tercile
(most exposed to the Fair Work Act), the late cohorts experience a drop in this measure
half the size that of their earlier counterparts (while we don't observe similarly sharp dif-
ferences between the two cohorts for women in bottom and top terciles). This is a direct
consequence of the fact that most exposed mothers increased their contribution to the total
labor supply of the household, as shown in panel (b)#° Despite the substantial increase
in the female share of household income and of the female share in paid work for most
exposed mothers, we do not observe a signi cant decrease in the female share of home
production (panel c). Since housework represents a small share of home production when
there is a young child to take care of, the decrease in women's time spent in housework
is compatible with the lack of change in the relative distribution of total time in home
production.

This lack of reallocation of home production among partners, despite a substantial
increase in the female share of household income, suggests that women's labor market
opportunities are not the main reason we observe such an unbalanced allocation of the
time burden of children. In other words, task allocation within the household is not simply
a linear function of relative labor market earnings. The reason for the observed unequal
division of home production is to be looked for elsewhere, possibly in gender norms.

5.2.6 Threats to Validity and Robustness Checks

Our job exposure strategy relies on a triple-difference version of the parallel trend assump-
tion: that the child penaltiesof mothers in the treated tercile would have evolved, over

40Here the outcome variable is the fraction of female time spent in paid work over total household time

; P . Woman's weekly hours in paid work
Spent in pald work: Woman's weekly hours in paid work + Man's weekly hours in paid work *
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time, similarly to the ones of the other two groups. We support this assumption in several
ways. First, we show parallel pre-trends in child penalties across terciles. Second, we
show no selection into childbirth: early and late cohorts of mothers in the three groups
are similar in terms of observables in the pre-birth years, and fertility trends are similar
across terciles. Third, we rule out selection into occupation by showing that our results
are robust to assigning women the exposure of the job they had before the Fair Work Act.
Fourth, we show that fertility is not affected and that possible differential fertility timing

is not driving the results. We discuss these four sets of checks in detail in Appendix J.

In the rst check, carried out in Appendix J.1, we show that the child penalties in the
outcomes of interest (probability of being on a permanent contract, labor supply, house-
work) for the bottom and middle terciles were evolving in parallel before the 2009 cohort.
We do this by displaying the evolution over cohorts of the child penalty in our main out-
comes of interest, separately for the three terciles of casual prevalence to whom mothers
belong. Namely, we replicate Figure 4 separately for the three terciles of casual preva-
lence. The gures clearly show that the child penalties for the bottom and middle terciles
were evolving in parallel, though on different levels, before 2009, with the middle tercile
displaying bigger penalties. They also show that there was a sharp change in 2009 for the
middle tercile and that after 2009, the child penalties for the bottom and middle tercile
continued to evolve in parallel, but much closer to each other, or, in certain cases, on the
same level.

The second set of checks shows that will-be mothers are similar on pre-birth observables
in each tercile. In Appendix J.2 we replicate the balance table in pre-birth characteristics
between early and later cohorts of mothers (Appendix Table C.1) separately by terciles.
In all three terciles, will-be mothers whose rst child was born between 2003 and 2008
are similar in pre-birth characteristics such as hours worked, hourly pay, and female share
of household labor income to will-be mothers whose rst child was born between 2010
and 2017. This lends support to the assumption that earlier cohorts of mothers in similar
pre-birth jobs are a good counterfactual for later cohorts of mothers.

Third, we show that selection into occupation is not a concern in this setting. If more
career-oriented women endogenously switched to jobs in the middle tercile, for example,
this would be an interesting story but would change the interpretation of our results. We
rule this out with two observations. First, most of our analysis focuses on a short time
span (four-year childbirth cohorts around 2009), and it's unlikely that workers in their
late twenties would make a dramatic occupation switch in this small window. Second, in
Appendix J.3, we show formally that our results are unchanged when de ning exposure
on jobs that were chosen before the Fair Work Act: we limit the sample to two-year cohorts
around the Fair Work Act and assign women the exposure of the job they had three years
before childbirth (thus the job they had before the Fair Work Act); our results are the same
as with the primary strategy.

Finally, in Appendix J.4, we show both that fertility was not affected by the Fair Work
Act and that differential fertility was not the channel that mediated the estimated effect.
Running our triple-difference speci cation on measures of birth/adoption and of com-
pleted fertility, we show that mothers exposed to the Fair Work Act did not display a
systematically different fertility pattern relative to less exposed mothers. Consistently, our
main results replicate very closely on the sample of mothers with a completed fertility of
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one, although the estimates are noisier due to the smaller sample size. Lastly, we discuss
how women with pre-birth jobs in the bottom and in the middle tercile of casual preva-
lence (our preferred comparison) are very similar in terms of education level, age at rst
birth, and fertility patterns (and this does not change systematically with the law), thus
indicating that the issues of differential age at rst birth and differential birth spacing by
education raised by Adams et al. (2024) for general estimation of child penalties are not a
concern in this context.

6 Conclusion

This paper studies the role of work arrangements in explaining the child penalty in labor
supply, de ned as the large drop in working hours that women face when becoming moth-
ers. Leveraging the variation introduced by the Fair Work Act, which entitled parents of
young children to request a change in their work arrangements, we establish three sets of
facts. First, the Fair Work Act was used by new mothers to reduce their weekly working
hours without renouncing their permanent contract, hence maintaining a regular sched-
ule. In the institutional context in place in Australia at the time of the reform, permanent
contracts provided the most predictable hours, but such contracts were almost exclusively
available for full-time jobs. The shift introduced by the Fair Work Act allowed mothers to
work under permanent contracts while reducing their working hours, and therefore en-
joying the predictabilty of a regular schedule while being able to work less-than-full-time
hours.

The second part of our analysis documents that this shift led to a decrease in the child
penalty in working hours. When given the option to work the regular schedule afforded by
a permanent contract, mothers were able to work longer hours than what they would have
done with the irregular schedule associated with a casual contract. Using our measure of
occupational exposure to the Fair Work Act as a further source of identi cation, we nd
that the most exposed women, for whom the probability of staying in a permanent contract
and keeping a regular schedule after childbirth more than doubled, are also the group for
whom the child penalty in hours of work dropped by more than 30%.

The nal set of results we present discusses the effect on intra-household repartition of
tasks of the above-mentioned improvement: while the changes in mothers' working hours
imply a shift towards equality in the male- and female-shares of household income, we do
not observe any changes in the female disproportionate share of home production.

We conclude the paper opening the way for further research in this area. First, our pa-
per shows the existence of a “child penalty” in work arrangements: most notably, women
switch out of their permanent contract at the time of childbirth, in order to be able to
reduce their labor supply on the intensive margin. When these work arrangements are
allowed to change, labor supply changes as well. Further research is warranted to explore
further both which work arrangements are predictive of the size of the child penalty, and
what we can learn from the way work arrangements change around childbirth. Second,
one would expect that changing labor supply around childbirth would be part of an over-
all rearrangement of tasks within the household. We have argued that this is not the case,
and that increasing women's share of household income does not map into a more equal
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distribution of home production. Exploring why the reallocation did not happen and un-
derstanding what in certain cases prevents labor market conditions from impacting the
intra-household allocation of tasks seems like a fruitful avenue for future research. Fi-
nally, this paper is silent on the impact of this policy on rms. We can speculate it being
weakly positive — rms are allowed to refuse requests on reasonable business grounds —
but we are unable to quantify it with the data available at the time of writing (the Linked
Employer-Employee Dataset only starts in 2011, after the passage of the 2009 Fair Work
Act we study). Quantifying the impact on rms of allowing workers more control over
their schedules is a promising, policy-relevant direction for future research.
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7 Figures

Figure 1: Change in Work Arrangements for Mothers Relative to Non-Mothers

(a) Regular Schedule (b) Reduced-Hours Permanent Contract

Note: This gure shows the change in the probability of having a regular schedule (panel a) and of having a
reduced-hours permanent contract (panel b) for mothers relative to non-mothers over time. More formally,
we are plotting the estimates of ; from Equation (1), where the outcome variables are having a regular
schedule (panel a) and reduced-hours permanent contract, i.e. a dummy for working between 25 and 34
hours per week under a permanent contract (panel b). Both variables are conditional on working — see
Appendix A for details. Standard errors are clustered at the individual level.
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Figure 2: Child Penalties Before the Fair Work Act

(a) Permanent Contract (Conditional) (b) Leisure and Sleep [Hours/week]

(c) Weekly Time Use - Women (d) Weekly Time Use - Men

Note: This gure shows the child penalty in the probability of having a permanent contract conditional on
working (panel a), in leisure and sleep (panel b), and in different dimensions of time use (panels ¢ and d).
Namely, the gure plots the coef cients 's from estimating Equation (3), which includes individual, time,
and age xed effects. In panels (a) and (b) the blue squares are the estimates for men, the pink circles
are the estimates for women, and the shades around them are 95% con dence intervals; the outcomes
are, respectively, a dummy for being on a permanent contract conditional on working (panel a) and the
number of weekly hours spent in leisure and sleep (panel b). Panels c and d plot the estimates for different
dimensions of time use, separately for women (panel ¢) and men (panel d). The blue squares are estimates
for the outcome variable “weekly hours spent in paid work and commuting”, the green triangles for weekly
hours spent in housework, and the yellow diamonds for weekly hours spent playing with or caring for the
child. We only include parents who had their rst child between 2005 and 2008, and we include non-parents
and parents of older children as controls - see Section 4.1 for details. All regressions are estimated using the
Sun and Abraham (2021) estimator, and clustering standard errors at the individual level.
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Figure 3: Change in the Child Penalty for Women: Early versus Late Cohorts (Pre- versus Post-
Fair Work Act)

(a) Permanent Contract Conditional

(b) Labor Force Participation (c) Weekly Working Hours

(d) Total Time Housework (e) Total Time Parenting

Note: This gure shows how the child penalty in permanent contract and time use for women has changed after
the passage of the Fair Work Act. In panel (a) the outcome is a dummy for having a permanent contract conditional
on working; in panel (b) the outcome is a dummy for whether the individual is in the labor force; in panel (c) the
outcome is weekly hours in paid employment conditional on working; in panel (d) the outcome is weekly hours
spent doing housework, and in panel (e) weekly hours spent playing with and taking care of the child. All panels
plot the child penalty by year relative to childbirth (the coef cients 's in Equation (3)) for women, estimated
separately for early cohorts (rst childbirth between 2005 and 2008, green circles connected by dashed lines)
and late cohorts ( rst childbirth between 2010 and 2013, red squares connected by solid lines). Women without
children and with much older children are included in both regressions as controls, and women having children in
other sample years are excluded from both regression - see text for details. All regressions are estimated using the
Sun and Abraham (2021) estimator, and clustering stanﬂ%rd errors at the individual level.



Figure 4: Time Evolution of the Child Penalty for Women

(a) Permanent Contract Conditional (b) Weekly Working Hours

(c) Labor Force Participation (d) Total Time Housework (e) Total Time Parenting

Note: This gure shows how the child penalty in permanent contract and time use for women has changed
over the sample period. All panels plot the estimates of . from Equation (5); that is, they display the average
of the child penalty from zero to seven years after the birth of their rst child for women (on the y-axis) by
year of birth of their rst child (on the x-axis). The blue circles are the estimates for each biyearly cohort, and
the shades around them are 95% con dence intervals. We cluster standard errors at the individual level.
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Figure 5: Exposure to the Fair Work Act: Occupations and Industries by Terciles of Casual Preva-
lence

(a) Occupations

(b) Industries

Note: For each occupation (top panel) and industry (bottom panel) in our sample, this gure plots the frequency of
observations by terciles of casual prevalence. Since casual prevalence (share of workers with a casual contract) is
de ned at the industry-by-occupation level, each industry and each occupation can include jobs with different
values of casual prevalence. The industries and occupations displayed here are more aggregate than the 2-digit
used for the classi cation. Jobs (occupation-by-industry&glls) are weighted by the number of pre-2009
observations, including both women and men.



Figure 6: Contract Type and Time Use of Women around Childbirth, Before and After Reform, by
Exposure to the Fair Work Act

Bottom Tercile Middle Tercile Top Tercile
(a) Permanent Contract Conditional

(b) Paid Work

(c) Parenting

(d) Housework

Note: This gure shows the child penalty in permanent contract and time use for women by early and late cohorts and by
terciles of casual prevalence. The leftmost panels restrict the sample to women whose modal job in the ve years before
their rst childbirth was in the bottom tercile of casual prevalence (jobs with the highest share of permanent contracts);
the middle panels to women whose modal job in the ve years before their rst childbirth was in the middle tercile of
casual prevalence (the most exposed to the Fair Work Act); the rightmost panels to women whose modal job in the ve
years before their rst childbirth was in the top tercile of casual prevalence (jobs with the highest share of casual contracts)

- see text for details. Further details on estimation in note to Figure 7.
49



Figure 7: Time Use of Men around Childbirth, Before and After Reform, by their Partner's Exposure to
the Fair Work Act

Bottom Tercile Middle Tercile Top Tercile
(a) Paid Work

(b) Parenting

(c) Housework

Note: This gure shows the child penalty in time use for men by early and late cohorts and by their female partner's
tercile of casual prevalence; that is, it replicates the time use part of Figure 6 for men, but based on their female partner's
treatment status. In each panel, we report estimates of ¢'s from estimating a version of Equation (3) that pools adjacent
years in pairs for power (i.e. the relative-year dummies are bi-annual as opposed to annual). Each set of coef cient
estimates comes from separate regressions, all of which include individual, time, and age xed effects. In the top row,
the outcome is weekly hours spent in paid work and commute; in the second row, the outcome is weekly hours spent
parenting (playing with and caring for the child); in the bottom row, the outcome is weekly hours spent in household
work (housework and errands). Within each panel, the circles connected via dashed lines are estimates restricting the
sample to male partners of women who had their rst child between 2005 and 2008, while the squares connected via
solid lines are coef cient estimates restricting the sample to male partners of women whose rst child was born between
2010 and 2013. The shades around the point estimates are 95% con dence intervals. All regressions are estimated using
the Sun and Abraham (2021) estimator, and clustering standard errors at the individual level. Further details in note to
Figure 6.

50



Figure 8: Female Share of Household Income, Working Time, and Home Production around Child-
birth, Before and After Reform, by Exposure to the Fair Work Act

Bottom Tercile Middle Tercile Top Tercile
(a) Female Share of Household Income

(b) Female Share of Household Time in Paid Work

(c) Female Share of Household Time in Home Production

Note: This gure shows the child penalty in female share of household income, female share in total household time spent
in paid work, and female share in total household time spent in home production (sum of housework and parenting) by
early and late cohorts and by terciles of casual prevalence. The treatment status of the household is based on the woman's

treatment status. See notes to Figures 6 and 7 for details.
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Table 1: Descriptive Statistics

N Mean SD P1 P99

Women

Age 132421 38.8 143 15 65
In labor force 126654 0.72 045 O 1
Employed 126654 0.68 0.47 O 1
Weekly hours in paid employment (conditional) 85734 314 142 3 67
Annual labor income, 2021 AUD (thousands) 132421 350 421 0 1629
Hourly wage, 2021 AUD 85734 313 323 0 996
Total time work 106033 238 206 O 70
Total time housework 106282 214 173 O 80
Total time parenting 106138 9.61 188 O 84
Total time home production 106314 31.0 286 O 121
Total time leisure and sleep 104962 109.8 31.2 28 166
Regular schedule 85907 050 050 O 1
On call and irregular shifts 85933 0.10 030 O 1
My working times can be exible (yes-no) 63065 049 050 O 1
Any hours worked from home 91716 0.21 041 O 1
Permanent contract (conditional) 76380 063 048 O 1
Casual contract (conditional) 76380 0.26 044 O 1
Fixed-term contract (conditional) 76380 0.10 030 O 1
Reduced hours (25-34) permanent contract 76380 0.11 031 O 1
Has bachelor degree or above 126618 0.27 044 O 1
Men

Age 125761 385 144 15 65
In labor force 116100 0.84 036 O 1
Employed 116100 0.79 041 O 1
Weekly hours in paid employment (conditional) 91809 41.7 144 5 80
Annual labor income, 2021 AUD (thousands) 125761 60.4 674 0 286.2
Hourly wage, 2021 AUD 91809 333 283 0 1165
Total time work 93825 372 227 O 84
Total time housework 94047 136 120 O 60
Total time parenting 94013 460 928 O 40
Total time home production 94065 182 165 O 78
Total time leisure and sleep 93204 110.6 285 43 166.5
Regular schedule 91966 056 050 O 1
On call and irregular shifts 91981 0.10 030 O 1
My working times can be exible (yes-no) 64191 052 050 O 1
Any hours worked from home 101659 022 041 O 1
Permanent contract (conditional) 74624 0.72 045 O 1
Casual contract (conditional) 74624 019 039 O 1
Fixed-term contract (conditional) 74624 0.092 029 O 1
Reduced hours (25-34) permanent contract 74624 0.021 014 O 1
Has bachelor degree or above 116056 0.22 041 O 1

Note: The table shows descriptive statistics (humber of observations, mean, standard deviation, 1st and 99th
percentile) for the variables in the analysis from the full sample, separately by gender. The dataset covers
the years 2001-2019. We restrict the sample to people aged 15 to 65. All variables are de ned in Appendix
A.
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Table 2: Changes in Work Arrangements for Mothers

(1) (2 3) (4) (5) (6) (7
Permanent Reduced- Reduced- My working
Regular contract hours hours times can be Any hour
. On call . worked from
Schedule (condi- Permanent Permanent exible (yes home
tional) (Cond.) (Uncond.) /no)
First child 0-2 Post-2009  0.139* 0.125%# 0.0863** 0.0520*#* -0.0324* -0.0456 -0.0330
(0.0251) (0.0247) (0.0171) (0.00913) (0.0163) (0.0312) (0.0222)
First child 3-5 Post-2012  0.0952#* 0.102%## 0.0803*#* 0.0524%* -0.0501* 0.00232 0.0378
(0.0283) (0.0294) (0.0205) (0.0116) (0.0176) (0.0312) (0.0238)
Pre-period mean:
First child aged 0-2 0.323 0.657 0.0837 0.0367 0.103 0.588 0.314
First child aged 3-5 0.352 0.649 0.107 0.0529 0.123 0.579 0.310
Observations:
N 83553 74013 74013 123930 83580 61120 88698
N Individuals 9782 9118 9118 12506 9783 8259 10532

Standard errors in parentheses
p @0:10, * p @0:05, ¥* p @0:01, ¥** p @0:001

Note: This table shows the estimates of © 2 and "2 > from Equation (2). The bottom panel includes the pre-period means of the outcome variables,
namely averages for the relevant group of the years for which the mobile “post” dummy is zero. Standard errors are clustered at the individual level.
Here the sample is restricted to women only. The outcomes are: in column (1) a dummy for being on a regular schedule; in column (2) a dummy for
having a permanent contract, conditional on working; in column (3) a dummy for working reduced hours (25-34 hours per week) on a permanent
contract, conditional on working; in column (4) the same as in (3) but unconditional; in column (5) a dummy for being on call or working an irregular
schedule; in column (6) a dummy for agreeing with the statement “My working times can be exible”; in column (7) a dummy for working from home

at least one hour a week on a regular basis. All variables are de ned in Appendix A.



Table 3: Child Penalty for Early and Late Cohorts of Mothers

@)

)

®3)

(4) ()

@) 8)

GG

Perma- Perma- Weekl_y
hours in .
nent nent . Total time .
Regular paid em- In labor Total time
contract contract house- .
X : schedule  ployment force parenting
(uncondi- (condi- . work
tional) tional) (condi-
tional)
Child Penalty 0-7 -0.400%*  .0.252%*  .0.426%*F  -18.37%F  .0.375%* 11.30"*  41.61%
(0.0245)  (0.0310) (0.0308)  (0.868)  (0.0223) (0.830) (1.137)
Child Penalty 0-7 * Post-2009 First Birth ~ 0.142%*  0.177%* 0.121% 3.992*  0.0795%*  0.0813* -1.739 0.540
(0.0335) (0.0394) (0.0408) (1.083) (0.0288) (0.0290) (1.006) (1.478)
Pre-birth mean:
Early cohorts 0.586 0.727 0.652 38.89 0.920 0.860 14.57 0.300
Late cohorts 0.619 0.736 0.677 37.63 0.928 0.873 13.12 0.235
Observations:
N 84594 49993 56229 56116 84594 84594 70796 70748
N Individuals 9625 6858 7369 7368 9625 9625 8648 8648
N New Parents 776 636 662 662 776 776 749 748

Standard errors in parentheses
p @0:10, ¥ p @0:05, ¥ p @0:01, ¥* p @0:001

Note: This table reports the estimates for the child penalty in several outcomes of interest, both at baseline, namely for the cohorts of women who
became mothers for the rst time before the Fair Work Act (early cohorts; rst row), and as change (difference between late cohorts and early cohorts;
second row). More formally, the displayed coef cients are estimates from running Speci cation (4): the top row reports estimates for the baseline
child penalty (), while the bottom row reports estimates for the change in child penalty ( 05t ). For consistency with Figure 3, we restrict to four-year
cohorts around the Fair Work Act (2005-08 and 2010-13) and we drop the year right before childbirth (partially treated due to pregnancy). All
outcome variables are de ned in Appendix A.
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Table 4: Changes in Child Penalty by Exposure to the Fair Work Act - Women (1/2 - Work Arrangements and Time Use)

(1) 2 3) (4) (5) (6) ] (8 9) (10) (11) 12)
perma- perma- Perma- perma- ) ) Total time  Totaltime  Total time  Total time
nent nent nent nent Regular Regular Total time Total time
contract contract contract contract schedule schedule work work h(()jme_pro- home pro- house- house-
uction duction work work
(uncond) (uncond) (cond) (cond)
Child Penalty 0-7 -0.369%*  _0.325%* 0175 -0.0769 -0.430%F  0.380%*F  .26.94%* 2558t 5g gttt 55.66%H 10.48%## 9.080%H*
(0.0225) (0.0389) (0.0293) (0.0451) (0.0285) (0.0466) (0.925) (1.484) (1.325) (1.973) (0.687) (1.093)
* Tercile = 2 -0.122% -0.174% -0.135% -4.927% 4.444 2.534
(0.0528) (0.0645) (0.0658) (2.190) (3.068) (1.582)
* Tercile =3 0.0110 -0.159% 0.00291 1513 -0.887 1.425
(0.0576) (0.0799) (0.0745) (2.182) (3.187) (1.714)
Child Penalty 0-7 * Post-2009 First Birth 0.152%# 0.0824 0.147%% 0.0768 0.101% 0.0220 3.742%# -1.032 -1.692 0.479 -2.194% 0.276
(0.0268) (0.0465) (0.0331) (0.0516) (0.0331) (0.0524) (1.057) (1.780) (1.557) (2.381) (0.788) (1.223)
* Tercile = 2 0.179% 0.152% 0.155% 8.239%# -4.523 -5.113
(0.0630) (0.0739) (0.0740) (2.443) (3.517) (1.740)
* Tercile = 3 -0.00110 0.0387 0.113 6.926 -2.678 -1.332
(0.0687) (0.0885) (0.0904) (2.702) (4.000) (2.093)
Early (pre-2010) cohorts: Mean Y pre-birth 0.671 0.804 0.724 39.37 16.59 16.01
- tercile 1 0.768 0.865 0.820 42.58 16.00 15.42
- tercile 2 0.729 0.821 0.713 41.38 15.53 15.07
- tercile 3 0.480 0.687 0.602 33.13 18.54 17.81
Late (post-2010) cohorts: Mean Y pre-birth 0.681 0.771 0.746 40.70 13.53 13.25
- tercile 1 0.807 0.847 0.860 45.08 13.03 12.86
- tercile 2 0.690 0.756 0.726 41.37 13.37 13.28
- tercile 3 0.484 0.667 0.587 32.78 14.61 13.79
Early cohorts: New parents 415 305 366 396 397 397
- tercile 1 134 107 128 131 131 131
- tercile 2 138 109 127 132 132 132
- tercile 3 143 89 111 133 134 134
Late cohorts: New parents 734 572 670 695 695 695
- tercile 1 234 192 223 226 226 226
- tercile 2 296 238 282 283 283 283
- tercile 3 204 142 165 186 186 186
Tot observations 31792 31792 16583 16582 23589 23588 26986 26986 27092 27092 27088 27088

Standard errors In parentheses

p @0:10, ¥ p @0:05, ¥ p @0:01, ¥** p @0:001

Note: This table reports the estimates of the child penalty in contract type, work arrangements, and time use for women and its interaction with treatment status
(de ned by the tercile of casual prevalence of a woman's modal job in the ve years before the birth of her rst child). More formally, even-numbered columns report
coef cients from estimating Speci cation (6), i.e. 5 (rstrow), a2 (second row), a3 (third row),  (fourth row), .o (fthrow), and 3 (sixth row). Our main
coef cient of interest is .2 in the fth row. Odd-numbered columns report estimates from Speci cation (4), which does not distinguish between terciles of casual
prevalence. The outcomes in columns (1) through (6) are dummy variables: in columns (1) and (2), the outcome is an indicator for having a permanent contract
(unconditionally), while the same outcome but conditional on employment is in columns (3) and (4). The outcome in columns (5) and (6) is a dummy for having a
regular schedule. The outcomes in columns (7) through (12) are measured in hours per week.
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Table 5: Changes in Child Penalty by Exposure to the Fair Work Act - Women (2/2 - Labor Market Outcomes)

(€] @ 3 4 ®) (6) M G
Weekly Weekly Annual Annual
hours in hours in labor labor
] ) Log Log . .
Employed  Employed paid em- paid em- hourly hourly income, income,
ployment ployment wage wage 2021 AUD 2021 AUD
(condi- (condi- (thou- (thou-
tional) tional) sands) sands)
Child Penalty 0-7 -0.346%F 020" 1687 .14.37FF 0.0811F 0.0632 -33.13%F .35 26+
(0.0191) (0.0305) (0.697) (0.996) (0.0235) (0.0362) (1.588) (3.289)
* Tercile = 2 -0.0776 -5.251%# 0.0651 -3.028
(0.0442) (1.578) (0.0534) (4.141)
* Tercile = 3 -0.0823 -2.312 -0.0409 10.05*
(0.0475) (1.719) (0.0597) (3.944)
Child Penalty 0-7 * Post-2009 First Birth 0.0749%# 0.00592 4.294%+ 2.458% -0.0226 -0.0445 7.386%4 0.946
(0.0222) (0.0370) (0.797) (1.203) (0.0268) (0.0441) (1.810) (3.732)
* Tercile = 2 0.109* 3.715% 0.00800 14.89 ¥
(0.0514) (1.796) (0.0627) (4.614)
* Tercile = 3 0.0828 2.671 0.0810 3.859
(0.0584) (2.076) (0.0694) (4.583)
Early (pre-2010) cohorts: Mean Y pre-birth 0.923 40.20 2.947 59.73
- tercile 1 0.951 41.89 2.993 73.85
- tercile 2 0.949 40.87 3.040 64.04
- tercile 3 0.858 36.80 2.743 37.56
Late (post-2010) cohorts: Mean Y pre-birth 0.933 39.20 3.268 62.53
- tercile 1 0.972 40.81 3.401 78.93
- tercile 2 0.959 39.49 3.267 62.59
- tercile 3 0.828 35.63 3.021 38.54
Early cohorts: New parents 415 365 335 426
- tercile 1 134 128 121 137
- tercile 2 138 127 117 141
- tercile 3 143 110 97 148
Late cohorts: New parents 734 670 617 782
- tercile 1 234 222 211 250
- tercile 2 296 283 257 313
- tercile 3 204 165 149 219
Tot observations 31792 31792 23520 23519 19155 19154 35105 35105

Standard errors In parentheses

p @0:10, * p @0:05, ¥ p @0:01, ** p @0:001

Note: This table reports the estimates of the child penalty in labor market outcomes for women and its interaction with treatment status (de ned by the tercile of casual
prevalence of a woman's modal job in the ve years before the birth of her rst child). More details in the note to Table 4. The outcome in columns (1) and (2) is a
dummy variable for being in employment; in columns (3) and (4) it is the number of hours of work conditional on being in employment. The outcome in columns (5)
and (6) is the logarithm of hourly wages, and in columns (7) and (8) it is annual labor income in thousands of 2021 Australian Dollars. A detailed variable description
is in Appendix A.
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Table 6: Changes in Child Penalty by Exposure to the Fair Work Act - Men and Couples

@ @) 3 4 ®) (6) @ ® €) (10) (11) 12)
. . Total time Total time Total time Total time Total time Total time Total time Total time Annual Annual
Total time Total time h - h ) h ) h ) home pro-  home pro- rk work labor labor
work work ome pro ome pro ouse ouse duction duction wo income income
duction duction work work (female (female
(men) (men) (men) (men) (men) (men) (female (female share) share) (female (female
share) share) share) share)
Child Penalty 0-7 -1.462 -1.826 16.3g%#* 18.01% 0.265 1.303 0.154%# 0.142%# -0.259%F 0220 0.173%F  0,139%H
(0.788) (1.210) (0.770) (1.322) (0.441) (0.778) (0.00890) (0.0144) (0.0117) (0.0177) (0.0122) (0.0176)
* Tercile = 2 0.218 -3.525% -1.319 0.0303 -0.0606* -0.0584%
(1.815) (1.778) (1.020) (0.0210) (0.0255) (0.0267)
* Tercile= 3 1.193 -1.394 -1.901 0.00268 -0.0272 -0.0410
(2.000) (2.050) (1.195) (0.0219) (0.0316) (0.0317)
Child Penalty 0-7 * Post-2009 First Birth 0.370 0.549 1.017 0.567 0.829 -0.110 -0.000549 0.0182 0.0474%%  .0.00814  0.0588%* 0.0113
(0.878) (1.465) (0.928) (1.604) (0.517) (0.938) (0.0108) (0.0176) (0.0136) (0.0215) (0.0147) (0.0231)
* Tercile = 2 -0.172 1.395 1.066 -0.0313 0.0888 ** 0.0925%
(1.981) (2.126) (1.205) (0.0249) (0.0295) (0.0324)
* Tercile = 3 -0.572 -0.370 1.963 -0.0298 0.0878*% 0.0463
(2.351) (2.482) (1.396) (0.0276) (0.0372) (0.0395)
Early (pre-2010) cohorts: Mean Y pre-birth 46.82 13.09 12.37 0.551 0.448 0.474
- tercile 1 49.07 13.22 12.30 0.550 0.454 0.489
- tercile 2 48.51 12.45 12.01 0.553 0.455 0.501
- tercile 3 42.13 13.67 12.86 0.549 0.434 0.423
Late (post-2010) cohorts: Mean Y pre-birth 48.61 12.96 12.30 0.520 0.447 0.453
- tercile 1 49.27 12.71 12.20 0.518 0.476 0.491
- tercile 2 48.61 13.05 12.44 0.518 0.456 0.456
- tercile 3 47.60 13.16 12.18 0.530 0.383 0.388
Early cohorts: New parents 396 397 397 397 390 391
- tercile 1 131 131 131 131 130 131
- tercile 2 132 132 132 132 132 130
- tercile 3 133 134 134 134 128 130
Late cohorts: New parents 695 695 695 695 689 688
- tercile 1 226 226 226 226 225 225
- tercile 2 283 283 283 283 282 280
- tercile 3 186 186 186 186 182 183
Tot observations 26986 26986 27092 27092 27088 27088 27090 27090 25789 25789 25327 25327

Standard errors In parentheses

p @0:10, ¥ p @0:05, ¥ p @0:01, ¥** p @0:001

Note: This table reports the estimates of the child penalty in time use for men and in intra-household time allocation and its interaction with treatment status (de ned
based on the man's female partner). More details in the note to Table 4. The outcomes in column (1) through (6) are measured in weekly hours and are estimated on
men only; the outcome in columns (7) and (8) is female share in total household time spent in home production, in columns (9) and (10) it is female share in total
household time spent in paid work, in columns (11) and (12) it is female share in annual household labor income.



Appendix

List of Appendices
A Variables' Construction 60
B Characteristics of Casual Contracts and Qualitative Evidence on the Effect of
the Fair Work Act 64
C Threats to the Identi cation of the Direct Effect of the Fair Work Act on Work
Arrangements 69
D Further Evidence on the Effect of the Fair Work Act on Work Arrangements 80
E Heterogeneity by Age at First Birth 85
F Threats to Identi cation in the Early versus Late Cohort Design 87
G Paid Parental Leave 96
H Further Details on the Exposure Design 100
| Additional Evidence from the Exposure Design 103
J Threats to Identi cation in the Exposure Design 110

59



A Variables' Construction

Demographics and Employment Outcomes  “Age" is the age of the respondent. “In
labor force” is a dummy equal to one if the individual is either employed or unemployed
but looking for work, and equal to zero if the individual is not in the labor force; it can be
missing if the individual is not administered this part of questionnaire - see Summer eld,
Garrard, Hahn, Jin, Kamath, Macalalad, Watson, Wilkins, and Wooden (2019) for further
details. “Employed” is a dummy equal to one if the respondent is employed; this includes
also respondents on parental leave. “Weekly hours in paid employment” is conditional on
hours being strictly positive.

Income and Wages “Annual labor income” and “Hourly wage” are yearly earnings and
hourly wages, both in 2021 Australian dollars. As instructed in the HILDA User Manual
(Summer eld et al., 2019), the raw hourly wage is computed as the ratio between “Im-
puted current weekly gross wages and salary in all jobs” (which we winsorize at 0.5% level,
by year and gender) and “Combined hours per week usually worked in all jobs”, condi-
tional on both variables being positive and the individual being employed. “Log hourly
wage” is the natural logarithm of the raw hourly wage.

The way hourly wages are measured and computed in HILDA can introduce noise and
might not be reliable in periods of large job changes (such as after childbirth for example);
thus we avoid to emphasize the results on hourly wages. Hourly wages are computed as
the ratio of weekly wages to the number of hours spent in paid employment every week.
However, weekly wages come from a question that asks “What was the total amount of
your most recent pay"” (suggesting to take out a pay slip to answer accurately) while weekly
hours come from a question that asks “Including any paid or unpaid overtime, how many
hours per week do you usually work in all your jobs?". Moreover, they are asked in two
different parts of the survey (questions about income come much after other questions
on current employment). Therefore, while for a person that has not experienced large
job changes we can expect the answers to the two questions to be consistent, we cannot
have the same expectation for people who are experiencing large job changes, such as new
mothers. For example, we might expect a new mother to answer the wage question based
on the pay slip she received when she last worked while the hours questions based on
the hours she currently works; since we are taking the ratio, small mistakes can turn into
large and systematic noise. Thus, we don't necessarily think that hourly wage is a reliable
measure in the rst year of life of the child, and we avoid to emphasize results for this
variable.

Contract Type and Weekly Hours  “Permanent contract (conditional)" is a dummy equal
to one if the respondent has a permanent contract, and equal to zero if they have casual
or xed-term contracts (it is missing for individuals not in employment). “Casual contract
(conditional)” is similarly de ned. “Permanent contract (unconditional)" is de ned as

its conditional counterpart except that it takes the value of zero (instead of missing) for
individuals not in employment. The variable “Reduced hours” is a dummy equal to 1 if
the weekly working hours of the respondent are between 25 and 34. “Full-time” refers
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to working 35 hours per week or more, and “Less-that-full-time” is de ned as working
between 1 and 34 hours per week. Throughout the paper, we specify whether they are
“conditional”, meaning that they are conditional on working a positive amount of hours
(thus missing for individuals not in employment), or “unconditional”, meaning that they
take a value of O for individuals not in employment.

Regular Schedule and On Call  There are mainly two questions that refer to work sched-
ules. Note that these questions are explicitly asked also to individuals currently on paid
leave. The rst one, which we label “Regular weekly schedule" asks “On which days of
the week do you usually work in your main job?", and possible answers are “Monday to
Friday", “Nine day fortnight", that their days vary from week to week, that they vary from
month to month, or “other”. If the respondent replies the latter, they are then asked to
indicate which days of the week they usually work. The second question is “Regular daily
schedule”, and respondents are asked “Which of these best describes your current work
schedule in your main job?". Possible answers are listed below.

1. A regular daytime schedule

A regular evening shift

A regular night shift

A rotating shift (changes from days to evenings to nights)
Split shift (two distinct periods each day)

On call

Irregular schedule

© N o g b~ W DN

Other

Our measure, which is called “Regular schedule” is a dummy variable equal to 1 if
the answer to the rst question is “Monday to Friday”, or if the respondent indicates four
weekdays after answering “other” (e.g. Monday to Thursday), and the answer to the
second question is “A regular daytime schedule", and equal to O for any other combination
of the two answers. We de ne someone as being “On Call” if they answer “On Call” or
“Irregular Schedule” to the second question.

Workplace Flexibility =~ The main measure of workplace exibility we adopt is a dummy
indicating agreement with the statement "My working times an be exible". This is built
based on a categorical variable denoting how strongly respondents agree, on a scale from
1 to 7, with the statement “My working times can be exible”. We discretize it by indi-
cating as agreement any answer of 4 or above and disagreement otherwise. Results are
unchanged if we use the categories separately, or alternative variables, such as the answer
to the question “Would you be entitled to exible start/ nish times if you were to need
it?". Note that also in this case this question is explicitly asked also to individuals currently
on paid leave.
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Work From Home The variable “Hours worked from home" is based on the question
‘Approximately how many hours each week do you usually work at home?". This is missing
for unemployed respondents but not for individuals on paid leave. The dummy “Any hour
worked from home” takes the value of one if the respondent answers one or more to the
previous question.

Education and Other Labor Market Outcomes “Has bachelor degree" is a dummy vari-
able equal to one if the respondent holds a bachelor degree, a graduate diploma or a
postgraduate one. “Occupational status scale" is the Australian Socioeconomic Index 2006
from McMillan, Beavis, and Jones (2009), ranging from 1 to 100. “Promoted in the past
year” is a dummy variable that takes the value of one if the respondent replies “yes” to
the question “Did any of these happen to you in the past 12 months? [...] Promoted at
work”. This can be “conditional on current employment”, that is, conditional on being em-
ployed at the time of answering (and missing otherwise), or “unconditional”, which does
not impose this restriction. “Supervise other employees” is a dummy variable that takes
the value of one if answering “yes” to the question “As part of your job, do you normally
supervise the work of other employees?”. This can also be conditional on employment or
unconditional; in the latter case it takes value of zero for individuals who are unemployed
or not in the labor force.

Time Use For most of our time use variables, we rely on direct questions of the form
“How much time would you spend on each of the following activities in a typical week?"
This is the case for the following measures:

» Playing with and caring for your children (Parenting)

— “Playing with your children, helping them with personal care, teaching, coach-
ing or actively supervising them, or getting them to child care, school and other
activities ”

* Housework is the sum of

— “Housework, such as preparing meals, washing dishes, cleaning house, washing
clothes, ironing and sewing”

— “Household errands, such as shopping, banking, paying bills, and keeping nan-
cial records (but do not include driving children to school and to other activi-
ties)”

— “Outdoor tasks, including home maintenance (repairs, improvements, painting,
etc.), car maintenance or repairs and gardening”

* Paid employment and commute is the sum of

— “Paid employment”
— “Travelling to and from a place of paid employment”

* Total active time is the sum of
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— The six items listed above

— “Looking after other people's children (aged under 12 years) on a regular, un-
paid basis”

— “Volunteer or charity work (for example, canteen work at the local school, un-
paid work for a community club or organisation)”

— “Caring for a disabled spouse or disabled adult relative, or caring for elderly
parents or parents-in-law”

Home Production is the sum of Housework and Playing with your children. Leisure and
Sleep is calculated using the total number of hours in a week (168) and subtracting the
number of hours of Total Active Time (following Jarosz, Matysiak, and Osiewalska, 2023).
The form explicitly asks not to count any activity twice; at the end, it asks to sum the hours
indicated for all activites and speci es the following: “This cannot exceed 168 hours and
typically will not be greater than 120. If it is, please re-think your answers.” This miti-

gates potential worries that our measures of home production and total active time might
include double-counting of hours.

The details of the cleaning are the following:

« If an individual reports time use for all activities except a few (e.g. they report
positive hours for employment and housework but don't report any hours for volun-
teering), we assume they devote zero hours to them#!

« If an individual reports zero hours on all activities, we set them as missing; 42

* When we group variables (e.g. work and commute) this is non-missing if at least one
of the underlying categories is non-missing;

 Total active time (and thus Leisure and Sleep) is non-missing only if all underlying
variables are non-missing#?

Female Share “Female share of home production” is the number of weekly hours a
woman spends in home production divided by the sum of weekly hours she and her male
partner spend in home production. “Female share of paid work” is de ned analogously.
“Female share of total income” is the fraction of total annual gross household labor in-
come earned by the woman. This is de ned only for the individuals for which we also
observe the time use variables (but results are unchanged without this restriction). These
“share” variables are only de ned for heterosexual couples, and only when we observe the
underlying time use and income variable for both partners in the couple.

410.8% of observations (individual-year) reporting positive hours for other activities don't report any hour
for housework, 1.4% for employment, 7.8% for volunteering.

421.3% of observations with non-missing hours report zero hours on all activities.

43All underlying variables are non-missing for 98.9% of observations that report hours.
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B Characteristics of Casual Contracts and Qualitative Evi-
dence on the Effect of the Fair Work Act

B.1 Casual Contracts Are Associated With Irregular Schedules

Casual contracts are characterized by irregular schedules. This is true both across jobs,
as can be seen by the scatterplots in Figure B.1, and within jobs, as can be inferred from
the coef cient on “permanent” in Table B.1 remaining high and highly signi cant after
controlling for occupation-by-industry xed effects.

Figure B.1 shows the negative correlation between casual contracts and schedule reg-
ularity across jobs. In this gure, for each job (2-digit industry-by-occupation cell) we
compute the fraction of workers with a casual contract (x-axis, both panels), the share of
workers who report being on call (panel a) and the share of workers who report having a
regular schedule (panel b), using observation before the Fair Work Act. From these bin-
scatters, the negative correlation between casual contracts and having a regular schedule
is very clear across jobs.

Table B.1 shows that this negative correlation between having a casual contract and
having a regular schedule—and the corresponding positive correlation between having a
permanent contract and having a regular schedule—also holds within jobs and within peo-
ple who change contract during their careers. In this table we report the coef cient esti-
mates from regressing the dummy for having a regular schedule on the dummy for hav-
ing a permanent contract, without any further controls (column 1), controlling for jobs
(occupation-by-industry) xed effects (column 2), and controlling for individual xed ef-
fects (column 3). The positive correlation remains high and statistically signi cant also
when including these controls (17 p.p. and 18.4 p.p. respectively), thus indicating that
this correlation is driven by the nature of the casual/permanent contract itself rather than
by other characteristics of jobs it is associated to.
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Figure B.1: Correlation between Casual Contract and (Ir)regular Schedule

(a) Share of Casual Contracts and Fraction of(b) Share of Casual Contracts and Fraction of
Workers on Call Workers on a Regular Schedule

Note: This gure shows a binscatter between share of casual contracts and two measures of (ir)regular
schedule. The unit of observation is a job (occupation-by-industry, 2-digit), weighted by the fraction of
workers, all measured before 2009. Variables construction is detailed in Appendix A.

Table B.1: Probability of Having a Regular Schedule by Type of Contract

1) (2) (3)
Regular schedule Regular schedule Regular schedule

Permanent contract (conditional) 0.289 ##* 0.170%# 0.184%#

(109.88) (66.28) (66.24)
Constant 0.362* 0.440% 0.436%

(167.33) (215.31) (204.94)
Observations 150955 147482 146227
Included xed effects None Occ-by-ind (2d) Individual

t statistics in parentheses
* p@n:05, * p @:01, *** p @001

Note: The table shows the estimated coef cients from a regression of a dummy variable for being on a
regular schedule on a dummy variable for having a permanent contract (as opposed to casual or xed
term, conditional on working). Column 1 includes no additional controls, column 2 includes occupation-by-
industry (2-digit) xed effects, and column 3 includes individual xed effects.
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B.2 Qualitative Evidence on the Effect of the Fair Work Act

The advent of “permanent part-time”, meaning the arrangement to work less than full-time
but on a permanent contract, is evident both in the wording of the awards in the raw data.
Table B.2 shows how the wording of the awards was changed to introduce and expand
on the notion of permanent part-time. Figure B.2 shows the type of contract for mothers
who work less than 35 hours per week: the giant post-2009 increase in the fraction of
permanent contracts among less than full-time workers is clear. Figure B.3 shows the
distribution of hours worked by mothers under permanent contracts: the clear missing
mass of hours right below full-time in the pre-2009 data disappears post-2009.
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Table B.2: Comparing Pre-2009 Awards to Modern Awards

Before Fair Work Act

After Fair Work Act

Name Year Provision Name Year Provision
Private Hospi- 2006 (i) A permanent part-time em- | Health Profession- 2010 A part - time employee is an
tal Employees ployee is one who is per-| als and Support employee who is engaged to
(State) Award manently appointed to work | Services Award work less than the full - time
(AN120434) a specied number of hours | (MA000027) hours of an average of 38
which are less than those pre- hours per week and who has
scribed for a full-time em- reasonably predictable hours
ployee. Permanent part-time of work. Before commenc-
employees shall be paid an ing employment, the employer
hourly rate calculated on the and employee will agree in
basis of [...] (Section 8) writing on a regular pattern of
work including the number of
hours to be worked each week,
the days of the week the em-
ployee will work and the start-
ing and nishing times each
day. (Section 10.3)
Community  Col- 2006 "Part-Time Tutor" means a tu- | Educational 2010 A part-time employee is an em-
leges Tutors tor other than a casual tutor | Services (Post- ployee employed for less than
(State) Award who is engaged to work reg- | Secondary Ed- the normal ordinary hours
(AN120151) ularly, but has a lesser tutor- | ucation) Award specied for a full-time em-
ing load than a full-time tutor. | (MAOOO0075) ployee, or in the case of a
[...] A part-time tutor shall be teaching staff member for less
entitled to the same conditions than the face-to-face teaching
as a full-time tutor and shall load of a full-time teaching
be entitled to all conditions on staff member at that work-
a pro-rata basis. (Section 2.6 place, for which all award enti-
and 3.2.2) tlements are paid or calculated
on a pro rata basis by reference
to the time worked. Before
engagement the employer and
the part-time employee will
agree in writing on a regular
pattern of work, including the
number of hours to be worked
each week, the days of the
week the employee will work,
the starting and nishing times
each day where hours are not
averaged and any periods dur-
ing a year when work by the
employee will not be required.
Changes in hours may only be
made by agreement in writing
between the employer and the
employee. (Section 10.3)
Restaurant 2006 A part-time employee shall be | Fast  Food In- 2010 A part-time employee is an em-
Keepers Award entitled to all provisions of a | dustry Award ployee who works less than 38
(AN170086) full-time employee on a pro | (MAOOO003) hours per week and has rea-

rata basis. (Section 27)

sonably predictable hours of
work. (Section 12.1)

Note: The table shows quotes from different Awards, before and after the Fair Work Act, to illustrate how provisions
concerning part-time employment changed. The correspondence between pre-2009 Awards and the post-Fair Work Act
relevant contract was downloaded here: https://www.fwc.gov.au/agreements-awards/awards/awards-research (date
of download: February 5 2024). All the texts from the Awards can be downloaded from https://www.fwc.gov.au/
document-search(dateofdownload:March26,2024) 67



Figure B.2: Type of Contracts among Mothers Working Less Than Full-Time, Before and
After the Fair Work Act

(a) Pre 2009 (b) Post 2009

Note: This gure shows the distribution of types of contracts for mothers working less than full-time (1 to
34 hours per week), before and after the 2009 Fair Work Act.

Figure B.3: Number of Hours Worked by Mothers in Permanent Jobs, Before and After the
Fair Work Act

(a) Pre 2009 (b) Post 2009

Note: This gure shows the distribution of hours worked under permanent contracts by mothers, before and
after the 2009 Fair Work Act.
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C Threats to the Identi cation of the Direct Effect of the
Fair Work Act on Work Arrangements

Section 3.3 quanti es the effect of the Fair Work Act on work arrangements. These ndings
rely on the assumption that new mothers of young children before and after 2009 would
have shown similar work arrangements in the absence of the law, relative to non-mothers.
In this Appendix, we address potential threats to identi cation. First, we show that fertility
does not change systematically around 2009 (Section C.1), and that women who became
mothers before and after 2009 are similar on pre-birth observables (Section C.2). Second,
we address the concern that a potential “added-worker effect” induced by the global -
nancial crisis could be driving our results, showing that results are robust to controlling
for partner's labor market status (Section C.3). Finally, we demonstrate that there was no
employer backlash in hiring in response to the reform, by showing that there are no gen-
der differences in the trend of employment, even for the childbearing age bracket (Section
C.4).

C.1 No Systematic Changes in Fertility

Australian women did not become mothers at different rates around 2009. Figure C.1
plots the fraction of Australian women in our sample (aged between 15 and 65) who give
birth to their rst child by year, and superimposes best- t lines separately before and after

2009. Although there is a slight upward trend in rst births, it does not seem to change

systematically around 2009, supporting the claim that the law did not directly impact rates

of rst births. The graph looks very similar if we restrict the sample to women aged 20 to

45 (although the range of the y-axis understandably changes).

Figure C.1: Fertility Did Not Change Discontinuously Around 2009

Note: This gure plots the fertility rate for rst births in our sample over the sample period. Each dot

represents the total number of women giving birth to their rst child in the corresponding year divided by

the total number of women in our sample in that year. The vertical dotted line indicates the year 2009, in
which the Fair Work Act was introduced.
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C.2 Early and Late Cohorts of Mothers are Similar on Pre-Birth Ob-
servables

Women who became mothers before and after 2009 were not observationally different on
most dimensions when compared before childbirth. This lends support to the hypothesis
that they would have behaved similarly also after childbirth, had institutional conditions
not changed thanks to the Fair Work Act. Table C.1 presents means and standard deviations
of key labor market variables for mothers who had their rst child between 2003 and 2008
(early cohorts) and for mothers who had their rst child between 2010 and 2017 (late co-
horts), measured two years before their rst childbirth. The last two columns present the
between-groups difference, and standard indications for whether the difference is signif-
icantly different from zero. The few signi cant differences could be by chance (multiple
testing) and, if anything, play against the results we nd. 44 Table C.2 shows that “early”
and “late” mothers also worked in similar industries and occupations before childbirth.

4We comment on two variables in particular, for which the difference appears to be signi cantly different
from zero and may arise concerns. First, women in the late cohort have a higher annual labor income on
average, compared to women in the early cohort. Because the Australian economy was growing overall, a
greater labor income for the late cohort of mothers (measured two years before they give birth) can simply
re ect the national trend of increasing wages, rather than selection into fertility. Indeed, the difference in
real labor incomes corresponds to an increase by 15.6% between the early and the late cohorts — very close
to the 14.2% increase in real annual labor income for all Australian women from the period 2001-2006 to
the period 2008-2015. Second, women in the late cohort are less likely to be in a casual contract before
childbirth. Even if this was not spurious signi cance due to multiple hypothesis testing, we argue that this
is unlikely to be driving our results. From Table 3, column 1, we know that for women in the early cohort of
mothers the likelihood of leaving their permanent contract is 40 p.p., which, from a baseline level of 59% of
women in permanent contract pre-birth (unconditional), implies that that 68% of women with permanent
contracts in the early cohort leave their permanent contract when they give birth. Given that the fraction
of women in permanent contracts pre-birth is slightly larger in the late cohort, the same propensity to leave
a permanent contract would translate into a larger drop in the probability of holding a permanent contract
for the late cohort, when measured in percentage points. If that was the case, we would observe aegative
coef cient in our speci cation in Table 3 (meaning, a larger chance of dropping out, in percentage points),
while we nd a positive (and large) one.
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Table C.1: Balance Table: Early versus Late Cohorts of Mothers-to-be

Early cohort (2003-2008)

Late cohort (2010-2017)

N Mean SD N Mean SD Diff. SE
Age at rst birth 433 28.72 (6.09) 800 29.05 (5.51) 0.32 (0.34)
In labor force 427  0.93 (0.26) 797 0.93 (0.25) 0.00 (0.02)
Employed 427 0.88 (0.33) 797 0.88 (0.33) 0.00 (0.02)
Weekly hours in paid employment (conditional) 374  39.18 (10.87) 700 38.19 (10.63) -0.99 (0.69)
Annual labor income, 2021 AUD (thousands) 433 48.64 (38.71) 800 56.27 (41.02) 7.63** (2.40)
Hourly wage, 2021 AUD 374 2920 (13.65) 700 30.51 (13.81) 1.31 (0.88)
Total time work 307 38.18 (18.06) 684 38.42 (17.41) 0.24 (1.21)
Total time housework 308 15.73 (13.05) 687 13.36 (12.27) -2.37** (0.86)
Total time parenting 308 0.50 (3.21) 687 0.25 (2.25) -0.25 (0.18)
Total time home production 308 16.23 (13.88) 687 13.61 (12.60) -2.63** (0.89)
Total time leisure and sleep 306 112.69 (21.42) 679 114.84 (19.17) 2.15 (1.37)
Regular schedule 374 0.64 (0.48) 700 0.69 (0.46) 0.04 (0.03)
On call and irregular shifts 374  0.06 (0.23) 700 0.05 (0.22) -0.01  (0.01)
My working times can be exible (yes-no) 110 0.37 (0.49) 609 0.44 (0.50) 0.07 (0.05)
Any hours worked from home 380 0.18 (0.38) 703 0.20 (0.40) 0.02 (0.03)
Permanent contract (conditional) 352 0.71 (0.45) 667 0.75 (0.43) 0.04 (0.03)
Casual contract (conditional) 352 0.18 (0.39) 667 0.12 (0.33) -0.06** (0.02)
Fixed-term contract (conditional) 352 011 (0.32) 667 0.13 (0.34) 0.03 (0.02)
Reduced hours (25-34) permanent contract 352 0.06 (0.23) 667  0.07 (0.25) 0.01 (0.02)
Has bachelor degree or above 427  0.38 (0.49) 797  0.39 (0.49) 0.01 (0.03)

Note: The table shows the summary statistics for the sample of will-be mothers. All variables except for age are measured two years before childbirth.
Early cohorts include women who had their rst childbirth between 2003 and 2008, and late cohorts include women whose rst child was born
between 2010 and 2017. We restrict the sample to people aged 15 to 65. For the variable descriptions, see Appendix A. Stars indicate statistical

signi cance ( p @0:10, ¥ p @0:05, ¥ p @0:01, ** p @0:001).
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Table C.2: Balance Table: Occupation and Industry of Early versus Late Cohorts of Mothers

Early cohort (2003-2008) Late cohort (2010-2017)

N  Mean SD N  Mean SD Diff. SE
Occupations
Managers 374 0.11 (0.32) 699 0.11 (0.32) -0.00 (0.02)
Professionals 374 0.33 (0.47) 699 0.37 (0.48) 0.05 (0.03)
Technicians and Trade Workers 374 0.06 (0.25) 699 0.04 (0.20) -0.02 (0.01)
Community and Personal Service Workers 374 0.12 (0.32) 699 0.14 (0.35) 0.02 (0.02)
Clerical and Admin Workers 374 0.19 (0.39) 699 0.20 (0.40) 0.01 (0.03)
Sales Workers 374 0.13 (0.33) 699 0.09 (0.28) -0.04* (0.02)
Machinery Operators and Drivers 374 0.01 (0.09) 699 0.00 (0.07) -0.00 (0.00)
Labourers 374 0.05 (0.23) 699 0.04 (0.19) -0.02 (0.01)
Industries
Agriculture, Forestry and Fishing 372 0.01 (0.10) 696 0.01 (0.10) -0.00 (0.01)
Mining 372 0.01 (0.10) 696 0.01 (0.11) 0.00 (0.01)
Manifacturing 372 0.06 (0.24) 696 0.04 (0.19) -0.02 (0.01)
Electricity, Gas, Water, Waste 372 0.01 (0.07) 696 0.00 (0.07) -0.00 (0.00)
Construction 372 0.02 (0.13) 696 0.02 (0.15) 0.01 (0.01)
Wholesale Trade 372  0.02 (0.14) 696 0.02 (0.15) 0.01 (0.01)
Retail Trade 372 0.13 (0.33) 696 0.09 (0.28) -0.04* (0.02)
Accommodation and Food Services 372 0.09 (0.29) 696 0.08 (0.27) -0.02 (0.02)
Trasport, Postal, Wharehousing 372 0.02 (0.13) 696 0.02 (0.12) -0.00 (0.01)
Information Media and Telecommunications 372 0.03 (0.17) 696 0.02 (0.15) -0.01 (0.01)
Financial and Insurance Services 372 0.05 (0.21) 696 0.05 (0.23) 0.01 (0.01)
Rental, Hiring, Real Estate 372  0.02 (0.13) 696 0.02 (0.13) 0.00 (0.01)
Professional, Scienti c and Technical Services 372 0.09 (0.28) 696 0.10 (0.30) 0.01 (0.02)
Admin and Support Services 372 0.02 (0.15) 696 0.04 (0.19) 0.02 (0.01)
Public Admin and Safety 372 0.07 (0.26) 696 0.07 (0.25) -0.00 (0.02)
Education and Training 372 0.13 (0.34) 696 0.14 (0.35) 0.01 (0.02)
Healthcare and Social Assistance 372 0.18 (0.38) 696 0.21 (0.42) 0.04 (0.03)
Arts and Recreation Services 372 0.02 (0.15) 696 0.02 (0.13) -0.00 (0.01)
Other Services 372 0.03 (0.18) 696 0.04 (0.19) 0.00 (0.01)

Note See note to Table C.1. Each raw represents a dummy variable taking the value of one if the individual works in the given occupation / industry.



C.3 Accounting for the Financial Crisis

The global nancial crisis was particularly mild in Australia, which never went into for-
mal recession (Barrett, 2018; Borland, 2011; Reserve Bank of Australia, n.d.). Thus, it is
unlikely to be driving our results.

Here we show formally that the nancial crisis is unlikely to be the driver of our results
in Section 3.3. In the tables below, we show that, controlling for their male partner's
employment and earnings, our results on the effect of the Fair Work Act on mothers' work
arrangements remain virtually identical. Tables C.3, C.4, and C.5 replicate columns (1)-
(3) of Table 2 respectively, and progressively add controls for whether a woman's male
partner is employed or how many hours per week he works and his labor earnings. The
coef cients of interest in the rst two rows are practically unchanged from adding these
controls. This indicates that the results on the effect of the Fair Work Act on mothers' work
arrangements presented in Section 3.3 are not driven by women rearranging their labor
supply due to their partner's reduced labor earnings from the nancial crisis.
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Table C.3: Robustness of Effect of Fair Work Act on Work Arrangements to Accounting For The Financial Crisis: Regular Schedule

1) (2) 3) 4) (5) (6) )
Regular Regular Regular Regular Regular Regular Regular
schedule schedule schedule schedule schedule schedule schedule
(woman) (woman) (woman) (woman) (woman) (woman) (woman)
First child 0-2  Post-2009 0.109# 0.104* 0.105* 0.104* 0.104* 0.105* 0.104*
(0.0319) (0.0320) (0.0320) (0.0320) (0.0323) (0.0323) (0.0323)
First child 3-5 Post-2012 0.0778 0.0727* 0.0734* 0.0727* 0.0782* 0.0787* 0.0782*
(0.0354) (0.0356) (0.0355) (0.0356) (0.0363) (0.0363) (0.0363)
Employed (man) 0.0204 0.0284% 0.0206
(0.0125) (0.0134) (0.0150)
Hours per week usually worked in all jobs (man) -0.000615 -0.000528 -0.000627
(0.000340) (0.000341) (0.000340)
Weekly labor earnings (000) (man) -0.00807 -0.00642
(0.00519) (0.00548)
Log(1+weekly labor earnings) (man) -0.0000392 0.000611
(0.00162) (0.00172)
Pre-period mean:
First child aged 0-2 0.318 0.319 0.319 0.319 0.316 0.316 0.316
First child aged 3-5 0.331 0.332 0.332 0.332 0.317 0.317 0.317
Observations:
N 34493 31828 31828 31828 29122 29122 29122
N Individuals 4992 4664 4664 4664 4383 4383 4383

Standard errors in parentheses
p @0:10, ¥ p @0:05, ¥ p @0:01, ** p @0:001

Note The table replicates column (1) of Table 2 but includes controls for mothers' male partner's employment status, hours of work, and earnings. The outcome
variable is a dummy for having a regular schedule, conditional on working. Note that the coef cients without controls (column 1) are marginally different from the
table in the main text because, in order to carry out a meaningful exercise, here we restrict the sample to women with male partners.



Table C.4: Robustness of Effect of Fair Work Act on Work Arrangements to Accounting For The Financial Crisis: Permanent Contract

=74

1) 2 3) 4) ©) (6) )
Permanent Permanent Permanent Permanent Permanent Permanent Permanent
contract contract contract contract contract contract contract
(condi- (condi- (condi- (condi- (condi- (condi- (condi-
tional) tional) tional) tional) tional) tional) tional)
(woman) (woman) (woman) (woman) (woman) (woman) (woman)
First child 0-2  Post-2009 0.107* 0.105* 0.105% 0.105%* 0.102*# 0.102*# 0.102*#
(0.0290) (0.0292) (0.0292) (0.0292) (0.0294) (0.0294) (0.0294)
First child 3-5 Post-2012 0.126' 0.128* 0.128* 0.128* 0.126** 0.126** 0.126**
(0.0362) (0.0363) (0.0363) (0.0363) (0.0367) (0.0367) (0.0367)
Employed (man) 0.0545%* 0.0516% 0.0408*
(0.0137) (0.0147) (0.0167)
Hours per week usually worked in all jobs (man) 0.000830* 0.000834* 0.000795*
(0.000347) (0.000359) (0.000353)
Weekly labor earnings (000) (man) 0.00285 -0.000245
(0.00592) (0.00646)
Log(1+weekly labor earnings) (man) 0.00238 0.00151
(0.00178) (0.00191)
Pre-period mean:
First child aged 0-2 0.680 0.679 0.679 0.679 0.681 0.681 0.681
First child aged 3-5 0.660 0.659 0.659 0.659 0.657 0.657 0.657
Observations:
N 29629 27487 27487 27487 25008 25008 25008
N Individuals 4524 4237 4237 4237 3969 3969 3969

Standard errors in parentheses
p @0:10, * p @0:05, ** p @0:01, ** p @0:001

Note The table replicates column (2) of Table 2 but includes controls for mothers' male partner's employment status, hours of work, and earnings. The outcome
variable is a dummy for having a permanent contract, conditional on working. Note that the coef cients without controls (column 1) are marginally different from
the table in the main text because, in order to carry out a meaningful exercise, here we restrict the sample to women with male partners.



9.

Table C.5: Robustness of Effect of Fair Work Act on Work Arrangements to Accounting For The Financial Crisis: Permanent Reduced

Hours
@ @ 3 4 ®) (6) (7
Reduced Reduced Reduced Reduced Reduced Reduced Reduced
hours hours hours hours hours hours hours
(25-34) (25-34) (25-34) (25-34) (25-34) (25-34) (25-34)
permanent permanent permanent permanent permanent permanent permanent
contract contract contract contract contract contract contract
(woman) (woman) (woman) (woman) (woman) (woman) (woman)
First child 0-2  Post-2009 0.117# 0.116%* 0.116%* 0.116%* 0.115%* 0.115%* 0.115%*
(0.0208) (0.0209) (0.0209) (0.0209) (0.0215) (0.0215) (0.0215)
First child 3-5  Post-2012 0.0942H+ 0.0968*# 0.0961+# 0.0968*# 0.100%# 0.0994+# 0.100%#
(0.0272) (0.0276) (0.0276) (0.0276) (0.0285) (0.0285) (0.0285)
Employed (man) -0.00376 -0.0114 -0.0172
(0.0108) (0.0113) (0.0132)
Hours per week usually worked in all jobs (man) 0.000322 0.000176 0.000268
(0.000244) (0.000251) (0.000247)
Weekly labor earnings (000) (man) 0.00747*% 0.00948*
(0.00377) (0.00396)
Log(1+weekly labor earnings) (man) 0.00233 0.00233
(0.00136) (0.00142)
Pre-period mean:
First child aged 0-2 0.0649 0.0650 0.0650 0.0650 0.0671 0.0671 0.0671
First child aged 3-5 0.0959 0.0963 0.0963 0.0963 0.0991 0.0991 0.0991
Observations:
N 29629 27487 27487 27487 25008 25008 25008
N Individuals 4524 4237 4237 4237 3969 3969 3969

Standard errors in parentheses
p @0:10, ¥ p @0:05, ¥ p @0:01, ** p @0:001

Note The table replicates column (3) of Table 2 but includes controls for mothers' male partner's employment status, hours of work, and earnings. The outcome
variable is a dummy for working between 25 and 34 hours a week under a permanent contract, conditional on working. Note that the coef cients without controls
(column 1) are marginally different from the table in the main text because, in order to carry out a meaningful exercise, here we restrict the sample to women with
male partners.



C.4 No Backlash in Hiring

When giving rights to a speci ¢ group of workers, employers might react by not hiring
them: we show here that this was not the case for the 2009 Australian Fair Work Act,
which is consistent with the law giving a “right to request” rather than a “hard” right. Note
that this might be different in different contexts, as we discuss below. Following Fernandez-
Kranz and Rodriguez-Planas (2021), we formally test whether women of childbearing age
were less likely to be in employment, worked systematically fewer hours, or were paid
systematically less after the Fair Work Act relative to men and relative to older women. We
don't nd support for this backlash in any dimension.

The speci cation we use to test for backlash in hiring is a triple-difference, which com-
pares men and women, of childbearing age versus not, before and after the passage of the
2009 Fair Work Act. In Table C.6, we report coef cient estimates from regressing a dummy
for being employed (columns 1-2), number of hours conditional on working (columns 3-
4), and the logarithm of hourly wages (columns 5-6) on an indicator for being a woman,
an indicator for being of childbearing age (20-40), an indicator for the year being after
2009 (the year of the Fair Work Act), all the pairwise interactions and the triple inter-
action. We also control for age and year xed effects. The coef cient of interest is the
coef cient on the triple interaction, reported in the rst row. For all outcomes, we run the
regression both for individuals aged 20-65 (odd-numbered columns) and also restricting to
individuals aged 25-50 (even-numbered columns). Since the second age range is smaller,
we expect it to group individuals who are more comparable to each other.

After the Fair Work Act, women of childbearing age were not less likely to be employed,
did not work for fewer hours, and were not paid less relative to men and older women.
If the Fair Work Act had caused a backlash from employers, making them less likely to
hire women of childbearing age, this would show up as a negative coef cient on the triple
interaction. In all the speci cations, the coef cients are not statistically different from zero
and the point estimates are positive for employment, hours of work, and hourly wages,
indicating that such employer backlash did not materialize.

A Case of Employer Backlash: Spain  While we do not nd any evidence of backlash to
the right granted by the Fair Work Act to Australian workers, a related piece of legislation
in Spain granting parents the right to request part-time did cause an employer backlash,
as documented by Ferndndez-Kranz and Rodriguez-Planas (2021). The difference is likely
due both to the differential strength of the right granted and to the very different labor
markets in Australia and in Spain at the time of the passage of the laws.

For what concerns the strength of the right given by the law, the Australian 2009 Fair
Work Act grants parents a right to request a change in work arrangements, request that em-
ployers can refuse on reasonable business grounds. The Spanish 199%w to Promote the
Reconciliation of Work and Family Lifestudied by Fernandez-Kranz and Rodriguez-Planas
(2021) is also a right to request, but in practice the employer is very rarely allowed to
refuse the request®® In addition, the Australian Fair Work Act did not allow the employee

4The only instance in which the employer is allowed to refuse the request is when the latter concerns
hours that are outside the employee's usual shift. Even in this instance, there have been cases in which the
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to appeal against the employer's decision in court in the time frame of our analysis, while
the Spanish law allows for appeals. These two differences imply that the Spanish legis-
lation is much harder on employers, generating potential costs for them that they may
pass-through to their employees, while this is much less true in Australia.

Moreover, the laws were passed in countries experiencing very different labor markets:
the unemployment rate in Spain in 1999 was 15.5%, while it was 5.6% in Australia in
2009.4¢ This suggests a potentially different bargaining power of employers, with Spanish
employers with a potential scope for backlash that Australian employers likely did not
have.

Thus, the very different context and the different strength of the Australian Fair Work
Act and of the Spanish Law to Promote the Reconciliation of Work and Family Life likely
explain the difference between the results we present here and the ndings in Fernandez-
Kranz and Rodriguez-Planas (2021).

decision has been appealed, and the court has ruled in favor of the worker, since the law forefronts the child's
interest.

46Source: International Labour Organization. “Labour Force Statistics database ( LFS)” ILOSTAT. Accessed
October 16, 2024. ilostat.ilo.org/data.
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6.

Table C.6: No Backlash in Hiring
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Weekly Weekly
hours in hours in
Employed Employed paid paid Log hourly Log hourly
employment  employment wage wage
(condi- (condi-
tional) tional)
Childbearing age (20-40) Woman Post-2009 0.00689 0.00310 0.730 1.009 0.0219 0.0450
(0.0168) (0.0223) (0.623) (0.830) (0.0236) (0.0324)
Childbearing age (20-40) Woman 0.0469%#* -0.00513 -0.353 -2.318%##* 0.00904 -0.0847+#
(0.0127) (0.0164) (0.467) (0.610) (0.0177) (0.0238)
Woman Post-2009 0.0335# 0.0315%* 1.7934* 2.088%* -0.00964 -0.01517
(0.00366) (0.00440) (0.137) (0.163) (0.00529) (0.00634)
Childbearing age (20-40) Post-2009 -0.0549# -0.00508 -0.669 -0.451 -0.00798 0.0129
(0.0122) (0.0163) (0.437) (0.578) (0.0166) (0.0228)
Woman -0.156" -0.169%* -11.58* -12.64% -0.0923%* -0.0908**
(0.00282) (0.00334) (0.106) (0.124) (0.00409) (0.00483)
Constant 0.828"* 0.890** 43.09"# 44 55 3.204%% 3.324%
(0.00131) (0.00158) (0.0469) (0.0560) (0.00183) (0.00219)
Observations 217344 130098 164073 105292 148302 95953
Age Range 20-65 25-50 20-65 25-50 20-65 25-50

Standard errors in parentheses
p @0:10, ¥ p @0:05, ¥ p @0:01, ** p @0:001

Note The table reports coef cient estimates from regressing a dummy for being employed (columns 1-2), number of hours conditional on working
(columns 3-4), and the logarithm of hourly wages (columns 5-6) on an indicator for being a woman, an indicator for being of childbearing age
(20-40), an indicator for the year being after 2009 (the year of the Fair Work Act), all the pairwise interactions and the triple interaction. We also
control for age and year xed effects (thus the uninteracted childbearing-age dummy and post-2009 dummy drop out). In odd-numbered columns
the sample is comprised of individuals aged 20 to 65; in even-numbered columns of individuals aged 25 to 50.



D Further Evidence on the Effect of the Fair Work Act on
Work Arrangements

D.1 Further Changes in Work Arrangements of Mothers

Figure D.1: Change in Work Arrangements for Mothers Relative to Non-Mothers: Reduced-
Hours Permanent Contract (Unconditional)

Note: This gure shows the change in the unconditional probability of having a reduced-hours permanent
contract for mothers relative to non-mothers over time. More formally, we are plotting the estimates of

j from Equation (1), where the outcome variables is having a reduced-hours permanent contract, i.e. a
dummy for working between 25 and 34 hours per week under a permanent contract, unconditionally (i.e.
the variable takes the value of 0 if the individual is not working). See Appendix A for details. Standard
errors are clustered at the individual level.

D.2 Heterogeneity in Effect of Fair Work Act by Age of First Child

To support the claim that the change in work arrangements is concentrated among mothers
whose rst child was born after the Fair Work Act, we show heterogeneity in treatment
effects — and in particular, in the timing of treatment effects — by the age of the rst child.
We test for heterogeneous treatment effects by augmenting Equation (1) as follows: we
replace T , the dummy for i's rst child being aged 0-5, with T i Zand T2 %, dummies
for i's rst child being aged 0-2 and 3-5 respectively. Appendix Figure D.2 repllcates Figure
1 but with this split: the panels on the left show the coef cient estimates on T;jo > while

the panels on the right show the coef cient estimates on T;j3 > These gures show clearly
that the increase in regular schedule and in reduced-hours permanent contracts happened
immediately after the passage of the law in 2009 for mothers of very young children, while
the increase for mothers of 3-to-5 year olds only occurred after 2012, the year in which
the rst children born after the passage of the Fair Work Act turned three.

The pattern is even more evident if visualized in table format. In Appendix Table D.1
we report estimates for three different speci cations. The rst speci cation is a standard
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difference-in-difference, i.e. Equation (1), but with a single post-2009 dummy as opposed
to 16 year dummies: columns (1) and (4) report the estimate of the coef cient on the
interaction between T (the dummy for i's rst child being aged 0-5) and a post-2009

dummy. The second speci cation, in columns (2) and (5), replaces T with Tij0 * and
T;-s > both interacted with the post-2009 dummy. The third speci cation, in columns (3)

]

and (6), replicates the second butTiAj3 > is interacted with a post-2012 rather than post-
2009 dummy: these mobile “post” dummies indicate the year in mothers whose rst child
was born after the Fair Work Act start entering the indicated group, and corresponds to
the vertical dashed lines in Figure D.1. This speci cation corresponds to Equation (2) in
the main text.

Table D.1 reveals that the average treatment effect hides large treatment effect hetero-
geneities. From columns (1) and (4) we learn that for mothers of 0-5 year olds the prob-
ability of having a regular schedule and a reduced-hours permanent contract increased
on average by 8.5 and 7 percentage points, respectively, after the 2009 Fair Work Act.
Columns (2) and (5) show that this effect is fully concentrated among mothers of 0-2 year
olds, rather than mothers of 3-5 year olds. However, this difference is driven by mothers
who already had a relatively older child at the time of passage of the law: when we ex-
clude these mothers from treatment by replacing the post-2009 dummy with a post-2012
dummy in the interaction with Tij3 > (thus only including as treated mothers with a very
young child or no child at all at the time of the passage of the Fair Work Act), the coef-
cient on this interaction term returns large and highly statistically signi cant. Informed
by this evidence and by similar ndings in the literature (e.g. Kuka and Shenhav, 2024),
we use Speci cation (2) (written out in Section 3.3.2, and estimated in columns 3 and 6)
as our preferred speci cation when summarizing the effects of the Fair Work Act on work

arrangements.
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Figure D.2: Change in Work Arrangements for Mothers Relative to Non-Mothers, by Year
and Age of Child

(a) Regular Schedule

(b) Reduced-hours Permanent Contract

Note: This gure shows the change in work arrangements for mothers relative to non-mothers over time. In
panel (a) (top row), the outcome is a dummy for having a regular schedule; in panel (b) (bottom row), the
outcome variable is the probability of having a reduced-hours permanent contract conditional on working.
Relative to the speci cation in Figure 1, here we replace T j; , the dummy for i's rst child being aged 0-5,
with T ijo ZandT ”3 * dummies for i's rst child being aged 0-2 and 3-5 respectively: in this gure we
report the relative coef cients J-O z (left panels) and 8 (right panels). The vertical dashed lines
indicate the rst cohort that includes a child born after the passage of the law (2009 for 0-2 year old, 2012
for 3-5 year old). Standard errors are clustered at the individual level.
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Table D.1: Heterogeneity in Effect of Fair Work Act by Age of First Child

1) @ ®3) (4) ®) (6)
Reduced- Reduced- Reduced-
Regular Regular Regular hours hours hours
Schedule Schedule Schedule  Permanent Permanent Permanent
(Cond.) (Cond.) (Cond.)
First child 0-5 Post-2009  0.0854+ 0.0698+
(0.0219) (0.0155)
First child 0-2  Post-2009 0.123#F  0.139%# 0.0757"*  0.0863"*
(0.0239) (0.0251) (0.0171) (0.0171)
First child 3-5  Post-2009 0.0632 0.0632%
(0.0304) (0.0213)
First child 3-5  Post-2012 0.0952# 0.0803*
(0.0283) (0.0205)
Pre-period mean:
First child aged 0-5 0.340 0.0883
First child aged 0-2 0.323 0.323 0.0837 0.0837
First child aged 3-5 0.366 0.352 0.0957 0.107
Observations:
N 83553 83553 83553 74013 74013 74013
N Individuals 9782 9782 9782 9118 9118 9118

Standard errors in parentheses
p @0:10, * p @0:05, ** p @0:01, ¥** p @0:001

Note: This table shows coef cient estimates from running three different speci cations. Columns (1) and
(4) report estimates of  from the following speci cation:

Yit Ti Ti TPost2009 ; + Xi it ;

columns (2) and (5) report estimates of ' 2 and "3 > from the following speci cation

Yy 07 0% 027 0Z4postpoog PUT 3T BT 3% ipost2009 i ¢ Xy it
columns (3) and (6) report the estimates of © 2 and "2 5 from Equation (2). All variables and parameters
in these equations are de ned in the main text (Section 3.3). The bottom panel of the table includes the
pre-period means of the outcome variable, namely averages for the relevant group of the years for which
the relevant “post” dummy is zero. Standard errors are clustered at the individual level. Here the sample is
restricted to women only. The outcomes are: in columns (1)-(3) a dummy for being on a regular schedule;
in column (4)-(6) a dummy for working reduced hours (25-34 hours per week) on a permanent contract,

conditional on working. Standard errors are clustered at the individual level.
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D.3 No Effects of the Fair Work Act on Fathers' Work Arrangements

Here we report the result of running the same empirical analysis of Section 3.3 on men. Although the Fair Work Act is gender-
neutral and its provisions apply to both parents, we don't nd any changes in men's work arrangements: all the coef cients
in Table D.2 are small in magnitude and not signi cantly different from zero.

Table D.2: Changes in Work Arrangements for Fathers

@ @ 3 4 ®) (6) ()
Permanent Reduced- Reduced- My working h
Regular contract hours hours times can be Any hour
. On call . worked from
Schedule (condi- Permanent Permanent exible (yes home
tional) (Cond.) (Uncond.) /no)
First child 0-2  Post-2009 0.0221 -0.0115 -0.00526 -0.00225 0.00363 0.0231 -0.0161
(0.0185) (0.0178) (0.00593) (0.00451) (0.0112) (0.0229) (0.0162)
First child 3-5 Post-2012 0.0121 0.0131 -0.00250 0.000628 -0.00795 0.0127 -0.00196
(0.0225) (0.0221) (0.00890) (0.00666) (0.0131) (0.0248) (0.0198)
Pre-period mean:
First child aged 0-2 0.586 0.800 0.0197 0.0149 0.0791 0.510 0.251
First child aged 3-5 0.623 0.813 0.0251 0.0188 0.0853 0.519 0.274
Observations:
N 89605 72264 72264 113454 89621 62311 98520
N Individuals 10063 8852 8852 11995 10065 8200 11182

Standard errors in parentheses

p @0:10, ¥ p @0:05, ¥ p @0:01, ¥** p @0:001

Note: This tables replicates Table 2 for men. See note to Table 2 for details.



E Heterogeneity by Age at First Birth

Accounting for heterogeneity by age at rst birth does not yield systematically different
results in the estimation of the child penalty. As discussed in Section 4.1, the potential bias
deriving by heterogeneity in age at rst birth is likely to be of second order importance
in this setting in which the object of interest is the changein the child penalty (as a con-
sequence of a reform that did not systematically change age at rst birth), rather than in
the child penalty per se In addition, our use of the Sun and Abraham (2021) estimator,
instead of the two-way xed effect estimator generally used in the child penalty literature,
rules out the concerns of heterogeneous dynamic treatment effects contaminating leads
and lags estimates and potentially invalidating the pre-trends tests.

Here we show that explicitly accounting for heterogeneity by age at rst birth does not
systematically change our event-study estimates. We do so following Kleven (2025). First,
we estimate a stacked event study that allows for heterogeneous treatment effects by age
at rst birth, by fully interacting Equation (3) with indicators for the mother/father having
their rst child in age group @

Yi Q Q S 1t Ei ke 17°qie oY i i wieqie it (7)

where 17q’i*e ¢ is an indicator function for individual i's age at rst birth belonging
to group g.4’ Here everything is speci ed as in Equation (3), except that the relative event
time coef cients are allowed to vary by age group: q is the change in outcomeY Kk periods
after childbirth for women/men whose age at rst birth belongs to age group q'ie q. The
age and year xed effects are all allowed to vary with gie. As before, we estimate this
speci cation separately for men and women. The weighted average treatment effect across
age-at- rst-birth groups can be calculated as

k Q!qkq (8)

>Q

where ! 4 is the sample share of age-at- rst-birth group q.

The weighted-average treatment effect estimates are very close to the estimates that
don't explicitly account for treatment effect heterogeneity by age at rst birth. Figure
E.1 displays the event study estimates displayed in Figure 2 along with the heterogeneity-
robust estimates computed using the stacked estimator just described. The coef cient
estimates are extremely close, although slightly noisier given the greater number of pa-
rameters being estimated. This similarity indicates that potential heterogeneity by age at
rst birth is not systematically biasing our results.

4"We use the same age groups as Kleven (2025): 25-28, 29-32, 33-36, and 37-45 years of age. We also
use the groups 15-19, 20-24, and 46-65 since we don't apply the same sample restrictions as he does.
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