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Abstract 

The COVID-19 pandemic reshaped work arrangements, prompting widespread adoption of 

working from home (WFH) and raising questions about its implications for gendered labour. 

Using Australian panel data and fixed-effects models, this study investigates how WFH shapes 

time allocations to paid and domestic work among dual-earner households. We examine 

differential effects by gender, WFH intensity, and children’s age. Findings indicate a post-

pandemic rise in WFH prevalence and intensity, accompanied by divergent gendered patterns 

of labour time. Under high-intensity WFH, women particularly mothers of older children, 

expanded their paid work, while men, especially fathers of young children, substantially 

increased domestic work. Low-intensity WFH primarily supports additional paid work for both 

women and men. Overall, the results reveal that WFH does not consistently reinforce or 

challenge traditional gender patterns; rather, its effects are contingent on intensity and family 

context, producing both opportunities for and constraints on gender equality in the organisation 

of work. 

 

JEL classification: D13; J16; J22 

Keywords: Work from home, Gendered paid and unpaid work, COVID-19 pandemic, Time 

use, Flexible work arrangements 
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1 Introduction 

Since the COVID-19 pandemic, working from home (WFH) has become an increasingly 

common feature of paid employment in many countries. In Australia, for example, the 

proportion of employees who worked exclusively from home skyrocketed from less than 1% 

prior to the pandemic to 13% in 2020 (Mooi-Reci and Wooden 2025). Similar expansions 

occurred globally as the COVID-19 pandemic transformed how and where paid work was 

performed, because governments worldwide responded to the crisis with mandated lockdowns 

and social distancing orders. Millions of people switched from on-site work to WFH, blurring 

the temporal and spatial boundaries between paid work, housework and caring for others 

(Carlson et al. 2021; Sevilla and Smith 2020).  

At the beginning of the pandemic, it seemed possible that the exogenous shock might 

jump-start social change (see e.g., Alon et al. 2020; van Barneveld et al. 2020; Saad-Filho 

2020). By requiring men and women to be at home simultaneously regardless of their prior 

individual choices about work and family roles, the lockdowns were seen as a ‘natural 

experiment’ that might facilitate more gender equality in paid and unpaid labour time (Shen 

2023; Thomson 2020). It was suggested that many men would appreciate the unexpected 

opportunity to be more hands-on with children (e.g., Carlson et al. 2021; Swenson 2020) such 

that ‘more father involvement could erode social norms currently underpinning the unequal 

divisions of domestic labour’ (Alon et al. 2020: 1).  

Early results from time use studies in multiple countries found that the pandemic did 

indeed cause a large increase in domestic labour, with both men and women averaging 

significantly more unpaid work than hitherto (see e.g., Andrew et al. 2022; Carlson et al. 2021; 

Craig 2020; Del Boca et al. 2020; Pasqualini et al. 2022; Shafer et al. 2020; Sevilla and Smith 

2020). Evidence was mixed on whether gender gaps narrowed or widened under lockdowns 

(e.g., Derndorfer et al. 2021; Leap et al. 2023), but most studies reported at least temporary 

increases in men’s domestic labour and care (see e.g., Carlson and Petts 2022; Craig and 
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Churchill 2021; Garcia 2022; Haney and Barber 2022; Meraviglia and Dudka 2021; Sánchez et 

al 2021; Steinmetz et al 2022; van Tienoven et al 2023). It remains an open question as to 

whether and for whom any aspects of this changed behaviour will last. Emerging research 

suggests that gendered labour patterns began reverting to the mean alongside the widespread 

return to on-site work after the pandemic (e.g., Nishimura 2022; Steinmetz et al. 2022; Sullivan 

et al. 2021; Wojnicka and Kubisa 2024; Alipour 2025). However, others note exceptions. For 

example, an American time use study finds gendered housework gaps remain narrower post-

COVID-19 (Marcén and Morales 2025) and notes that ‘a pandemic imprint on gender relations’ 

is apparent in men’s increased participation in domestic labour in the US, Canada, and the UK 

(Petts et al. 2023: 1).  

Despite the growing literature on WFH since the pandemic, several limitations remain. 

First, most studies treat WFH as a binary condition, overlooking the potential differences 

between occasional, hybrid, and predominantly remote work. Second, the longitudinal effects 

of WFH on changes in paid and unpaid work remain underexplored, particularly in relation to 

gender and parental responsibilities. These gaps are especially consequential for analyses of 

gender inequality as little is known about how WFH interacts with household composition and 

care demands to shape gender patterns of labour allocation over time. In this study, we take an 

explicitly gendered analytical approach and move beyond binary classifications of WFH to 

consider its intensity—the proportion of working hours performed at home—recognizing that 

different configurations of remote work embody distinct constraints, opportunities, and 

gendered implications.  

Using longitudinal data from the Household, Income and Labour Dynamics in Australia 

(HILDA) Survey and two-way fixed-effects models, we assess how changes in WFH intensity 

influence time spent in paid work, unpaid domestic labour, and commuting, and how these 

relationships vary over time. We examine how caregiving responsibilities, captured by the 

number and age of children, shape women’s and men’s capacity to mobilize flexibility, and 
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advance theoretical understanding of how flexible work arrangements interact with gendered 

care structures and household dynamics in the post-pandemic era. 

 

2 Background 

Our study builds on extensive pre-pandemic and pandemic-era research examining how WFH 

shapes paid and unpaid labour. Evidence on its effects on paid labour is mixed. A recent 

systematic review of 26 studies on the impact of WFH on employee productivity and 

performance found that most reported a positive impact and few reported a neutral or negative 

effect (Anakpo et al. 2023). Kitagawa et al (2021) argue that the detail matters, concluding that 

those who work on-site generally have higher productivity than those who WFH, but that 

multiple workplace and demographic factors can confound this finding. WFH has been found 

to grant some workers greater autonomy and control over their work, improving their efficiency 

(Allen et al. 2015), and enhancing their job satisfaction (Golden and Gajendran, 2019; Laß et 

al. 2025) and mental health (Kitagawa et al. 2021). Conversely, WFH can increase workers’ 

job insecurity and contribute to feelings of isolation (e.g., Mooi-Reci and Wooden 2025; Fan 

and Moen 2023), due to reduced visibility in the workplace (e.g., Bloom et al. 2015). The 

‘flexibility stigma’ (Chung 2020) can negatively affect career progress, particularly among men 

(Mooi-Reci and Wooden 2025) and lead home-based and hybrid workers to try to counter 

employers’ negative perceptions of WFH through the ‘self-exploitation’ of working longer 

hours (Chung 2022).  

WFH’s effects on domestic labour are also mixed. Flexible workplace arrangements 

such as WFH potentially help people combine domestic and employment obligations (e.g., van 

der Lippe and Lippényi 2020; Chung 2020) but again the picture is complicated by demographic 

variation (Kurowska 2020). Gender and parenthood are especially salient. Culturally defined 

gender roles shape participation in both employment and unpaid work, so ‘teleworking can 

simultaneously enhance work–life balance while perpetuating traditional work and family 
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roles’ (Sullivan and Lewis 2001: 123) for men and women. Some note more positive effects of 

WFH on work-family conflict for women than men (van der Lippe and Lippényi 2018; Laß and 

Wooden 2023). Research finds that women are more likely than men to use WFH to juggle care 

demands (Arwin et al 2021; Hilbrecht et al. 2008), and men more commonly use it to extend 

their paid work hours (Powell and Craig 2015). 

 

2.1 Work from Home, Flexibility, and the Gendered Organization of Work 

We conceptualize the relationship between WFH and gendered labour through three interrelated 

theoretical perspectives: gender structure theory, doing gender, and work–family fit 

theory (Risman 2004; West and Zimmerman 1987; Voydanoff 2005; Greenhaus and Powell 

2006). As illustrated in Figure 1, each offers complementary insights into the organization of 

work, domestic labour and care. 

Gender structure theory posits that gender operates as a multi-level system of inequality, 

embedded in institutions, organizational practices, and household arrangements (Risman 2004). 

It follows that men’s and women’s opportunities and constraints are shaped by structural forces 

such as labour market organization, social policies, and cultural norms. Within this framework, 

gender is a socially constructed pattern that organizes roles, expectations, and resource 

allocations across multiple contexts. Applied to WFH, this perspective draws attention to how 

institutional and policy contexts, such as the gendered structuring of employment, childcare 

provision, and taxation in Australia (see below) shape who can work from home, how often, 

and under what conditions. 

Doing gender theory complements this structural view by focusing on the micro-level 

enactment of gender in everyday interactions and practices (West and Zimmerman 1987). 

Within households, men and women negotiate the allocation of paid and unpaid work in line 

with social norms of masculinity, femininity, and caregiving.  In the context of WFH, men and 

women actively negotiate how paid and unpaid work are allocated within households, drawing 
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on socially normative expectations about masculinity, femininity, and caregiving. For example, 

men may leverage WFH to extend paid work, signaling commitment to employers, whereas 

women may strategically use WFH to accommodate caregiving and household responsibilities. 

Together, these theories link structural constraints with agency: while institutional and cultural 

arrangements shape possibilities, individuals’ actions reinforce, negotiate, or sometimes 

challenge gender norms. 

Figure 1. Expected Theoretical Relationships  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Work–family fit theory provides a functional lens for understanding how the alignment 

between work demands and family responsibilities mediates outcomes (Voydanoff 2005; 

Greenhaus and Powell 2006). This framework focuses on the interaction between job 

characteristics, household responsibilities, and individual capacities, highlighting that flexible 

arrangements such as WFH do not automatically translate into equitable labour allocations. 

Instead, their impact is contingent on the interplay between the intensity and timing of WFH, 

the distribution of care responsibilities, and the broader social and policy environment. Work–
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family fit thus bridges the structural and micro-level perspectives, explaining under what 

conditions WFH may facilitate or constrain gender equality in paid and unpaid labour. 

Building on these theories, our study examines how WFH reshapes the gendered 

allocation of paid work, unpaid domestic work, and commuting time among dual-earner 

households before, during, and after the COVID-19 pandemic. We argue that if mandated WFH 

was a significant catalyst for paid and unpaid labour changes during COVID-19, we would 

expect it be amongst those who continue to (be able to) use it post-COVID-19 that these changes 

endure. We expect men to have returned to pre-COVID-19 WFH patterns more than women, 

and in line with the research outlined above, we expect both WFH usage patterns and time 

allocation effects to differ by gender. The expected relationships between WFH, gender, and 

time allocation are summarized in Figure 1 above. 

2.2 Gender, Unpaid labour, Caregiving and Work from Home in Australia 

That WFH’s intra-household effects differ for men and women is unsurprising, given the 

longstanding imbalance in unpaid domestic work (e.g., caregiving, cooking, cleaning) which 

historically has mostly been done by women (e.g. Folbre 2014; Goldscheider et al. 2015). As 

many more women entered employment over recent decades, men's unpaid domestic work 

including caregiving did not rise to the same extent (e.g. Sullivan et al. 2018; England et al. 

2020; Pailhé et al. 2021). If women are disproportionately responsible for domestic labour and 

care, it follows that if they are employed in a job that allows them to WFH, many will use it to 

maximise their unpaid work time. Conversely, if men are primarily focused on paid work, they 

will likely use WFH to maximise their employment effort. We would expect this to be 

particularly the case in a country like Australia, in which social and economic policies have 

historically tended to reinforce traditional gendered divisions of labour. 

High education levels and rising costs of living have underpinned strong growth in 

Australian women’s employment (Craig et al. 2024). However, childcare is very expensive 

(Adamson and Brennan 2017). Fees combine with tax and transfer policies to disincentivise 
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mothers of young children from full-time work by penalising secondary earners in couple-

headed households (Stewart 2022). They face effective marginal tax rates near 100% of their 

earnings if they use childcare for more than three days a week (Wood et al. 2020). Thus, the 

1½ earner family model (part-time employed woman and full-time employed man) is modal in 

heterosexual households with young children, and women are more likely than men to take jobs 

below their qualification levels and to be employed on casual contracts (Charlesworth and 

MacDonald 2015). Time demands are most pressing and gendered divisions of housework and 

care are widest when children are young (Baxter et al. 2024).  

WFH patterns are also gendered in Australia. Time use research conducted prior to 

COVID-19 found, for example, that the dominant pattern for WFH men was bringing usually 

on-site work home to do in outside standard office hours, in the evenings or on weekends 

(Powell and Craig 2015). This type of WFH has been called ‘extension WFH’ (Yang et al. 

2023; Laß and Wooden 2025). For women, the dominant WFH pattern was fitting part-time 

hours around their children’s school and daycare schedules or working with their young 

children also present (Powell and Craig 2015). Some mothers become self-employed explicitly 

to be able to WFH and care for children more flexibly and cheaply (Foley et al. 2018). This is 

more likely to be ‘replacement WFH’ in which all or most work is done at home (Yang et al. 

2023; Laβ and Wooden 2025). In Australia, WFH was thus associated with longer paid work 

hours for men and shorter paid work hours for women, and intensified, rather than reduced, 

gendered differences in unpaid work and care allocation (Powell and Craig 2015). However, 

that pre-COVID-19 research was cross-sectional and was only able to infer, rather than probe, 

differences between extension WFH and replacement WFH.  

 

2.3 Hypotheses 

Building on the theories and research outlined above, we conceptualize WFH as a continuum 

of intensity: from occasional home-based work after hours to regular WFH across multiple days. 
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The impact on paid and unpaid work and commuting time may be very different between people 

who WFH only after office hours and people that are entitled to work from home one or more 

days. WFH multiple days may lead to savings in commuting time that can be used to do more 

paid or unpaid work. We also expect WFH usage and time allocation effects to differ by the 

extent of domestic labour and care demand, in particular the number and age of children in the 

household. Australia provides an ideal context to test these expectations. Its strengthening dual-

earner norm combined with moderate gender egalitarianism make it a critical case for 

understanding broader patterns in advanced economies. Our hypotheses are: 

• H1: Post-COVID-19, the proportion of employment hours that are worked from home will 

be higher than pre-COVID-19, particularly among women. 

• H2: The associations between WFH and time allocated to paid work, unpaid work and 

commuting will be most pronounced during COVID-19, but post-COVID-19 will not 

revert fully to pre-COVID-19 levels. 

• H3: At low intensity, WFH will be positively associated with paid work time. At high 

intensity, WFH will be negatively associated with paid work and commuting and positively 

associated with unpaid work. 

• H4: Period-related associations between WFH and time allocated to paid work, unpaid work 

and commuting will vary by WFH intensity. 

• H5: Period-related associations between WFH and time allocated to paid work, unpaid work 

and commuting will be larger for parents of young children, and larger for mothers than 

fathers.  

 

3 Approach and Method 

3.1 Data 

We use data from the Household Income and Labour Dynamics in Australia (HILDA) https// 

melbourneinstitute.unimelb.edu.au/hilda), an annual longitudinal survey that collects 
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information on socio-economic characteristics, labour market outcomes, earnings and income 

of Australians since 2001. In addition to a face-to-face interview, HILDA contains a self-

completion questionnaire that includes questions on time use in specific activities. We analyse 

time use on three dimensions that together comprise total work time: paid work, unpaid work 

and commuting. Commuting is included because WFH may save travel time, which could be 

reallocated to additional paid and unpaid work, maintaining productivity (Ma et al. 2024).  

For employed respondents, HILDA provides the employment hours and number of 

hours—if any—usually worked at home. Although HILDA does not record the reasons for 

WFH and the type of working arrangements, it allows us to capture heterogeneity of WFH 

intensity. We categorize respondents based on the proportion of their total paid hours they 

worked at home: 1) always on-site, 2) less than 20% of their paid hours at home (typically after 

office hours or occasionally), 3) 20% and 60% of paid hours at home (regular but partial WFH), 

and 4) more than 60% of their paid hours at home (predominantly remote workers).  

HILDA data on unpaid work include time spent on childcare (playing with children, 

supervising, transporting and educating them), housework (preparing meals, cleaning, washing 

dishes and clothes, ironing and sewing), household errands (shopping, banking, paying bills, 

and keeping financial records), outdoor tasks (home maintenance, gardening, car repairing and 

maintenance), and caregiving (caring for a spouse, parents or other adult relatives). These 

activities are measured through survey questions asking respondents to report the number of 

hours spent on each activity during the previous week. While retrospective recall time measures 

are less precise than time-diary data (Sullivan et al. 2018), they offer consistent, longitudinally 

comparable estimates and are the only national data available to robustly analyse both paid and 

unpaid work within post-pandemic Australian households. Additionally, HILDA follows 

individuals over time and has a wealth of contextual information on employment and family 

conditions (see model specifications below).  
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We restrict the sample to men and women in couples in which both partners are 

employed and aged under 65. Applying these criteria and pooling across waves yields 

approximately 44,000 person-year observations for men and women combined.  

3.2 Methods 

We begin by studying descriptively and through multivariate regressions the association 

between WFH and time allocation separately by gender and across three periods: pre-pandemic 

(prior to 2020), the pandemic with COVID-19 restrictions in place (2020–21), and post-

restrictions (2022–23). We then examine how the effects differ by family care demand 

including the age of children in the multivariate regression analyses. Our outcomes include 

weekly hours spent in paid work, unpaid work, and commuting, and total work time, defined 

as the sum of these three activities. In the analyses we allow the relationship between the 

outcome 𝑌௜௧ and WFH to vary across the three periods estimating a two-way fixed-effects model 

of the form: 

𝑌௜௧ = 𝛼 + ∑ 𝛽௣ଷ௣ୀଵ 𝑝𝑒𝑟𝑖𝑜𝑑௜௣ ∗ 𝑤𝑓ℎ௜௧  + 𝛾 𝑥௜௧ +  𝜃௜  +  𝛿௧ + 𝜀௜௧                                    (1) 

p=1,..,3 

where 𝑌௜௧ represents the time allocated to paid work, unpaid work and commuting by respondent 

i in year t. The term 𝜃௜ denotes individual fixed-effects, which control for stable personal 

attributes such as preferences, gender ideology or unmeasured ability while 𝛿௧ represents year 

fixed-effects capturing year-specific shocks common to all individuals. The variable 𝑤𝑓ℎ௜௧ 
indicates whether the person i worked any hours from home in year t and 𝑝𝑒𝑟𝑖𝑜𝑑௜௣ are dummies 

that represent the three time-periods. The vector 𝒙௜௧ includes a set of time-varying controls: 

marital status, age, type of contract, occupation, industry, health status, age of the youngest 

child, household income, individual labour earnings, number of adults in the household, number 
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of children in the household by age, spousal time in paid and unpaid work. The parameter of 

interest 𝛽௣ captures the average change in the outcome for a WFH person in period p.  

Equation (1) assumes that the association between WFH and time allocation is constant 

across all intensity levels. As noted above, this is not true in practice, so we extend Equation 

(1) by differentiating respondents according to the share of their employment hours conducted 

from home and divide the sample into four groups defined by j: 1) people who work all hours 

on-site, 2) people who work from home for up to 20% of their paid hours, 3) people who work 

from home between 20% and 60% of the hours, and 4) people who work from home more than 

60% of the time. The model that accounts for differences in the fraction of hours worked from 

home is:  

𝑌௜௧ = 𝛼 + ∑ ∑ 𝛽௣௝ସ௝ୀଵ 𝑝𝑒𝑟𝑖𝑜𝑑௜௣ ∗ 𝑠ℎ𝑎𝑟𝑒_𝑤𝑓ℎ௜௝௧ଷ௣ୀଵ + 𝛾 𝑥௜௧ +  𝜃௜  +  𝛿௧ + 𝜀௜௧             (2)                            

p=1,..,3 j =1,…,4 

where 𝛽௣௝ estimates the relationship between WFH intensity 𝑠ℎ𝑎𝑟𝑒_𝑤𝑓ℎ௜௝௧ and the outcome in 

period p.  

Finally, we estimate a model to test if the relationship between WFH and time use varies with 

WFH intensity, the age of the youngest child and period. To do so, we split the sample into 

three groups according to the age of the youngest child: no dependent child, 0–9, 10 or older. 

For simplicity, in this Equation, (3), WFH intensity 𝑠ℎ𝑎𝑟𝑒_𝑤𝑓ℎ௜௝௧ is grouped into three 

categories (no WFH, 0 < WFH ≤ 60%, WFH > 60%) rather than four categories as in Equation 

(2). This consolidation does not affect the substantive results, which are robust to finer 

categorizations (full results available on request). The model includes interaction terms between 

the WFH intensity categories, dummies representing the three youngest-child age groups 𝑎𝑔𝑒_𝑦𝑜𝑢𝑛𝑔_𝑐ℎ𝑖𝑙𝑑௜௔௧ and periods 𝑝𝑒𝑟𝑖𝑜𝑑௜௣ and is estimated by the following equation: 
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𝑌௜௧ = 𝛼 + ∑ 𝛽௝𝑠ℎ𝑎𝑟𝑒_𝑤𝑓ℎ௜௝௧ଷ௝ୀଵ  + ∑ 𝜆௔𝑎𝑔𝑒_𝑦𝑜𝑢𝑛𝑔_𝑐ℎ𝑖𝑙𝑑௜௔௧ଷ௔ୀଵ   + ∑ ∑ 𝜇௝௔ 𝑠ℎ𝑎𝑟𝑒_𝑤𝑓ℎ௜௝௧ ∗ଷ௔ୀଵଷ௝ୀଵ𝑎𝑔𝑒_𝑦𝑜𝑢𝑛𝑔_𝑐ℎ𝑖𝑙𝑑௜௔௧ +   ∑ ∑ 𝜂௝௣ 𝑠ℎ𝑎𝑟𝑒_𝑤𝑓ℎ௜௝௧ ∗ 𝑝𝑒𝑟𝑖𝑜𝑑௜௣ଷ௣ୀଵଷ௝ୀଵ + ∑ ∑ 𝜃௔௣ 𝑎𝑔𝑒_𝑦𝑜𝑢𝑛𝑔_𝑐ℎ𝑖𝑙𝑑௜௔௧ ∗ଷ௣ୀଵଷ௔ୀଵ𝑝𝑒𝑟𝑖𝑜𝑑௜௣ + ∑ ∑ ∑ 𝜏௝௔௣ 𝑠ℎ𝑎𝑟𝑒_𝑤𝑓ℎ௜௝௧ ∗ 𝑎𝑔𝑒_𝑦𝑜𝑢𝑛𝑔_𝑐ℎ𝑖𝑙𝑑௜௔௧ ∗ 𝑝𝑒𝑟𝑖𝑜𝑑௜௣ଷ௣ୀଵ +ଷ௔ୀଵଷ௝ୀଵ 𝛾 𝑥௜௧  +  𝛿௧ + 𝜀௜௝௧      (3)                          

 

4 Results 

4.1 Descriptive Results 

Consistent with studies elsewhere, in Australia WFH spiked during the COVID-19 pandemic. 

Hybrid working arrangements were still accepted by many employers even after the pandemic 

restrictions were lifted. As shown in Figure 2, the share of employees in our sample who worked 

any hours from home was relatively stable prior to 2020, surged dramatically during 2020-2021 

and barely declined in the two subsequent years. Before the pandemic, more men than women 

worked from home. However, the increase in WFH participation during the pandemic was 

markedly larger for women than men. The proportion of women WFH rose from 28.0% to 

44.5%, while the proportion for men rose from 31% to 41.3%. The incidence of WFH is 

substantially higher among our sample than in the broad HILDA sample, suggesting that it is a 

work-family arrangement particularly drawn upon by dual earner households. 

The pandemic also increased the proportion of employed hours WFH in dual earner couples. 

As shown in Table 1, prior to 2020, most employees who WFH did so for a small share of their 

total hours: 19% of men and 12% of women, suggesting that they were bringing usually on-site 

work home. This was the most common WFH arrangement for both sexes. During 2020-21, the 

share of women working more than 60% of their employed hours at home rose from 7% pre-

COVID-19 to 26.3%. The corresponding figures for men grew from 4.1% to 19.9%. Thus, 

reflecting the lockdown mandates, 60% or more hours WFH was the most common WFH 

arrangement for both sexes during COVID-19. Many of these would have been full-time at 

home. The share of high-intensity WFH declined in 2022-23 but remained substantially higher 

than the years prior to 2020. Also, in 2022-23 the decline in the share of people working more 
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than 60% of their hours at home corresponded to an increase in the share of people doing 

between 20 and 60% of their hours at home. This means more people were doing larger shares 

of their work at home than before COVID-19. For women, over 60% of hours worked from 

home remains the highest category (18%), a substantial change in average WFH usage patterns. 

These descriptive patterns are consistent with H1 suggesting a sustained and gendered 

expansion in the intensity of WFH after the pandemic. 

 

Figure 2 Proportion of persons working from home 

 
Notes: Figure 2 shows the proportion of men and women working any hours from home. Sample of couples in which both 
spouses are employed and aged under 65. Source: HILDA, 2001-2023. 
 
 

Table 1 also presents descriptive statistics for the average time spent on commuting, 

paid and unpaid work by gender, period and work arrangement. Low-intensity WFH individuals 

average more time in paid work and high-intensity WFH individuals average more time in 

unpaid work, and considerably less time commuting compared with those who work 

exclusively on-site. Within unpaid labour, there are large differences evident in time spent on 

childcare, housework and household errands (see Table A.1).  
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Table A.2a - A.2b show the socio-demographic characteristics of the sample by gender, 

period and WFH (women in Panel a; men in Panel b).  Overall, WFH is associated with greater 

childcare responsibilities and older age reflecting life-course and occupational factors that 

shape access to flexible work. However, while prior to 2020 those who were doing WFH for 

more than 60% of their paid hours were mainly self-employed and had on average lower 

earnings, during COVID-19 and in the years afterwards there was a shift into this group of full-

time employed workers with managerial and professional occupations and relatively high 

income. This was to be expected during lockdown as these types of employment could be done 

from home most readily, but Table A.2a - A.2b also show a substantial compositional change 

in who does more than 60% WFH that persists post-COVID-19. 
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Table 1 Working from home intensity and time use. 

Notes: This table shows the proportion of men and women working from home and time use by period and share of hours worked from home.

 Prior to 2020 2020-21 2022-23 
 No 

WFH 
20% or 

less 
20< % 

WFH≤60 
More 

than 60% 
No 

WFH 
20% or 

less 
20< % 

WFH≤60 
More 

than 60% 
No 

WFH 
20% or 

less 
20< % 

WFH≤60 
More than 

60% 
Women             
WFH intensity (%) 72.0 12.3 8.7 7.0 55.5 7.1 11.0 26.3 56.7 7.6 17.7 18.0 
Time in paid work 31.4 38.2 33.8 25.4 31.1 37.7 36.2 34.4 31.6 37.7 37.9 33.7 
Time in unpaid 
work 31.0 29.9 38.6 46.5 30.0 28.3 33.5 34.0 30.0 29.5 28.9 36.1 

Time commuting 3.8 4.3 4.0 0.8 3.4 3.8 3.9 2.0 3.6 4.3 4.3 1.8 
Total time 66.1 72.4 76.3 72.8 64.5 69.7 73.6 70.4 65.2 71.5 71.1 71.6 
Observations 25,102 4,311 3,072 2,361 2,497 326 502 1,202 2,446 333 775 782 
Men             
WFH intensity (%) 69.0 18.9 8.0 4.1 58.7 11.3 10.1 19.9 59.7 11.8 15.3 13.2 
Time in paid work 42.8 47.2 45.2 41.6 41.5 45.0 42.2 41.6 42.3 44.9 41.5 40.8 
Time in unpaid 
work 20.0 19.6 21.9 22.2 19.9 19.1 22.0 23.1 20.1 20.6 23.4 24.7 

Time commuting 4.9 5.3 5.6 1.8 4.4 4.9 5.0 2.6 4.6 5.0 5.1 2.1 
Total time 67.7 72.2 72.7 65.7 65.9 69.0 69.2 67.3 67.0 70.5 69.9 67.6 
Observations 24,050 6,616 2,797 1,377 2,639 506 459 905 2,544 509 665 571 



18 
 

4.2 The Impact of Work from Home on Time Use over Time. How are the COVID-19 

Effects Working Out? 

We first test H2 by studying the relationship between WFH and time allocation across three 

periods, pre-pandemic (before 2020), during pandemic with COVID-19 restrictions (2020–21), 

and post-restrictions (2022–23), using the fixed-effects model of Equation (1). As expected, 

WFH is associated with increased time in paid and unpaid work and reduced time in 

commuting. However, the results presented in Table 2 reveal marked temporal variation in the 

association between WFH and paid and unpaid labour. Specifically, the WFH gap in paid work 

reduced and the unpaid work effects of WFH intensified during the years when COVID-19 

restrictions were in place, relative to the pre-pandemic period. 

Table 2 The impact of working from home on time use by period 

Notes: This table reports the estimates of the impact of working from home on time use by period. Controls are age, health 
status, number of adults in the households, number of children aged 0-4, aged 5-9, aged 10-14, aged 15-29, age of the youngest 
child in the household, number of bedrooms, occupation, industry, employment arrangements, tenure at work, labour earnings, 
household income, spouse’s time in paid and unpaid work. The estimates are obtained from two-way fixed effects models. 
Confidence Intervals are reported at 95% level. Standard errors are clustered at individual level. *p-value<0.1 ** p-value<0.05 
*** p-value<0.01                              
 

For women, WFH was associated with an average increase of 2.38 hours per week in 

unpaid labour during the COVID-19 years (2020-21) compared with 0.97 hours before 2020. 

For men, WFH had no measurable impact on unpaid work prior to the pandemic but increased 

Time use (hrs/week) Paid Work Unpaid work Commuting Total 
Women     
By period     
Prior to 2020  0.67*** 

(0.33; 1.02) 
0.97*** 

(0.42; 1.52) 
-0.24*** 

(-0.36; -0.12) 
1.40*** 

(0.80; 2.00) 
2020-21  0.49* 

(-0.07; 1.04) 
2.38*** 

(1.41; 3.35) 
-1.39*** 

(-1.61; -1.16) 
1.48*** 

(0.42; 2.54) 
2022-23 0.09 

(-0.56; 0.74) 
1.56*** 

(0.43; 2.68) 
-1.19*** 

(-1.43; -0.95) 
0.46 

(-0.74; 1.65) 
Observations 42,231 42,231 42,231 42,231 
Men     
By period     
Prior to 2020  0.92*** 

(0.61; 1.24) 
0.00 

(-0.37; 0.37) 
0.13* 

(-0.01; 0.26) 
1.05*** 

(0.58; 1.52) 
2020-21  0.17 

(-0.39; 0.74) 
1.45*** 

(0.70; 2.19) 
-1.33*** 

(-1.60; -1.07) 
0.29 

(-0.62; 1.19) 
2022-23 -0.36 

(-1.03; 0.32) 
1.63*** 

(0.77; 2.49) 
-1.18*** 

(-1.45; -0.90) 
0.10 

(-0.98; 1.18) 
Observations 41,685 41,685 41,685 41,685 
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it by 1.45 hours per week during the COVID-19 years (2020-21). These shifts indicate that 

when external constraints forced men and women alike to WFH both genders took on additional 

unpaid responsibilities, though women continued to devote more time overall to domestic 

labour. Importantly, the post-pandemic results show partial reversion: by 2022-23, the WFH 

unpaid work association for women had returned closer to its pre-pandemic level (+1.56 hours 

per week) whereas for men it remained elevated, suggesting a more enduring adjustment in 

some fathers’ domestic involvement. 

We next test H3 and H4 and estimate Equation (2) to examine whether the intensity of 

WFH matters for the allocation of time and if any associations change across periods. Estimates 

of this model are presented in Table 3. Results indicate that prior to 2020 people who WFH less 

than 20% of their hours spend substantially more time on paid work and slightly less time on 

unpaid work compared to people who work entirely on-site, suggesting that occasional WFH 

facilitates additional paid work while modestly displacing domestic tasks. WFH between 20% 

and 60% is associated with more time in both paid and unpaid work, although the increase in 

paid work is smaller than for the 20% category. In contrast, WFH more than 60% of paid hours 

is associated with substantially less time in paid work and considerably more time in unpaid 

work, indicating a substantial reallocation toward domestic labour. Reductions in commuting 

time are present across all WFH intensities, but the largest decreases occur when WFH exceeds 

60% of paid hours. Supplementary analyses (Table A.3) indicate that the rise in unpaid work 

among those working more than 60% of their hours at home reflects increases across all 

categories of domestic labour, including childcare, housework and household errands. 

Individuals working between 20% and 60% of their paid hours at home spend more time on 

housework and errands than individuals who work on-site, although differences in time spent 

with children are small and statistically insignificant.  
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Table 3 The impact of WFH intensity on time use by period 

 
 
Notes: This table reports the estimates of the impact of working from home intensity on time use by period. Controls are age, 
marital status, health status, number of adults in the households, number of children aged 0-4, aged 5-9, aged 10-14, aged 15-
29, age of the youngest child in the household, number of bedrooms, occupation, industry, type of contract, tenure at work, 
labour earnings, household income, spouse’s time in paid and unpaid work. The estimates are obtained from two-way fixed 
effects models. Confidence Intervals are reported at 95% level. Standard errors are clustered at individual level. *p-value<0.1 
** p-value<0.05 *** p-value<0.01                              

Time use (hrs/week) Paid Work Unpaid work Commuting Total 
Women     
Prior to 2020     
20% or less 1.64*** 

(1.28; 2.00) 
-0.12 

(-0.72; 0.49) 
0.14* 

(-0.00; 0.28) 
1.66*** 

(1.00; 2.32) 
20< % WFH≤60 0.32 

(-0.21; 0.85) 
1.18*** 

(0.36; 1.99) 
-0.09 

(-0.25; 0.07) 
1.41*** 

(0.54; 2.28) 
More than 60% -2.12*** 

(-3.01; -1.22) 
4.39*** 

(3.15; 5.62) 
-1.95*** 

(-2.16; -1.74) 
0.32 

(-1.11; 1.76) 
2020-21     
20% or less 1.46*** 

(0.50; 2.42) 
0.74 

(-1.02; 2.49) 
-0.11 

(-0.49; 0.27) 
2.09** 

(0.13; 4.05) 
20< % WFH≤60 0.68 

(-0.24; 1.59) 
1.72** 

(0.32; 3.12) 
-0.39** 

(-0.69; -0.09) 
2.01** 

(0.38; 3.65) 
More than 60% -0.18 

(-0.83; 0.46) 
3.51*** 

(2.33; 4.68) 
-2.41*** 

(-2.68; -2.14) 
0.91 

(-0.35; 2.18) 
2022-23     
20% or less 1.14** 

(0.09; 2.19) 
0.25 

(-1.56; 2.07) 
0.09 

(-0.28; 0.46) 
1.48 

(-0.46; 3.42) 
20< % WFH≤60 0.26 

(-0.54; 1.06) 
0.39 

(-0.99; 1.76) 
-0.45*** 

(-0.73; -0.16) 
0.20 

(-1.29; 1.69) 
More than 60% -1.06** 

(-1.54; 0.35) 
3.81*** 

(2.19; 5.42) 
-2.83*** 

(-3.16; -2.50) 
-0.08 

(-1.77; 1.61) 
Observations 42,163 42,163 42,163 42,163 
Men     
Prior to 2020     
20% or less 1.22*** 

(0.90; 1.53) 
-0.43** 

(-0.81; -0.04) 
0.28*** 

(0.14; 0.42) 
1.07*** 

(0.58; 1.56) 
20< % WFH≤60 1.00*** 

(0.42; 1.57) 
0.45 

(-0.17; 1.07) 
0.34*** 

(0.12; 0.57) 
1.79*** 

(0.97; 2.60) 
More than 60% -1.84*** 

(-2.91; -0.77) 
2.44*** 

(1.49; 3.38) 
-1.85*** 

(-2.17; -1.52) 
-1.25* 

(-2.51; 0.01) 
2020-21     
20% or less 0.54 

(-0.33; 1.41) 
-0.57 

(-1.58; 0.44) 
-0.05 

(-0.43; 0.33) 
-0.08 

(-1.43; 1.27) 
20< % WFH≤60 -0.19 

(-1.16; 0.77) 
0.96* 

(-0.13; 2.04) 
-0.20 

(-0.59; 0.19) 
0.56 

(-0.84; 1.97) 
More than 60% -0.08 

(-0.78; 0.62) 
3.11*** 

(2.13; 4.10) 
-2.90*** 

(-3.23; -2.56) 
0.14 

(-1.05; 1.33) 
2022-23     
20% or less 0.29 

(-0.70; 1.27) 
0.04 

(-1.10; 1.17) 
-0.18 

(-0.57; 0.20) 
0.14 

(-1.34; 1.62) 
20< % WFH≤60 -0.92** 

(-1.77; -0.06) 
1.37** 

(0.24; 2.49) 
-0.59*** 

(-0.91; -0.26) 
-0.14 

(-1.58; 1.29) 
More than 60% -0.59 

(-1.64; 0.45) 
4.13*** 

(2.75; 5.51) 
-3.20*** 

(-3.59; -2.80) 
0.34 

(-1.37; 2.05) 
Observations 41,629 41,629 41,629 41,629 
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Overall, H3 is fully supported for women, who show the expected relationship between WFH 

intensity and paid and unpaid work, whereas for men the hypothesis is only partially supported, 

as post-COVID-19 changes in paid work are less consistent across WFH intensity levels.  

To test H4 we now examine if the association between WFH intensity and time use changes 

across periods. The most notable change is the increased gap in unpaid work between WFH 

men and men that worked on-site during and after the pandemic compared to earlier years. As 

shown in Table 3, men who worked more than 60% of their paid hours from home spent 3.11 

additional hours per week on unpaid work in 2020-21 and 4.13 additional hours on unpaid work 

in 2022-23, relative to people that worked exclusively on-site. Before 2020, this gap was only 

2.44 hours. For women, the role of WFH intensity followed a different pattern. The unpaid 

work gap between women who worked more than 60% of hours from home and those who 

worked fully on-site declined over time: from 4.39 hours pre-2020, to 3.51 hours during 

COVID-19 and 3.81 hours post-COVID-19. In 2020-21 unpaid work also increased among 

women working between 20% and 60% of their hours from home, suggesting that hybrid 

arrangements intensified women’s dual work-care responsibilities during lockdowns. By 2022-

23, this effect had largely subsided, as unpaid work time for women working less than 60% of 

their hours at home was no longer meaningfully different from that of women working entirely 

on-site.   

A further noteworthy pattern from Table 3 concerns paid work. During and after the 

COVID-19 pandemic, the gap in paid work between men who WFH and those who worked 

exclusively on-site narrowed, partly offsetting the contemporaneous rise in men’s unpaid work. 

Prior to 2020, men who WFH less than 20%, or between 20% and 60%, devoted more time to 

paid work than men who worked entirely on-site, while those who worked primarily from home 

(over 60% of hours) spent fewer hours in paid employment. During and after the pandemic, 

however, these differences diminished substantially, indicating a convergence in men’s paid 
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work effort across work locations. For women, the pattern was different. Women who WFH 

less than 20% of their hours consistently devoted more time in paid work than women working 

on-site across all years, but the most striking change occurred among women who worked 

primarily from home. Before the pandemic, those working more than 60% from home spent 

2.19 fewer hours per week in paid work than women who worked on-site; this difference 

became smaller and statistically insignificant during the pandemic and only partially reverted 

in the years afterwards. 

Taken together, these within-person changes suggest a structural rebalancing of 

gendered WFH practices. For women, the normalization of remote and hybrid work appears to 

have reduced the extent to which WFH serves as a mechanism for scaling back paid 

employment. For men, the same normalization diminished their earlier tendency to use WFH 

to extend paid hours beyond standard schedules. The pandemic thus reshaped both the meaning 

and function of home-based work, transforming it from a gendered flexibility strategy into a 

more routine feature of employment across genders. These findings support H4: the impacts of 

WFH on time allocation were most pronounced during COVID-19, with some persistence post-

COVID-19, and also show that the effects are closely tied to the intensity of WFH. 

  

4.3 The Impact of Work from Home on Time Use over Time by Age of the Youngest Child 

To test H5, we next stratify the analysis by the age of the youngest child in the household, 

examining whether the relationship between WFH and time allocation varies with family care 

demands and across periods. Estimates from Table 4 illustrate these associations separately for 

women and men, as formalised in Equation (3). The rationale for this disaggregation is that 

parents with young children may reallocate the time saved from reduced commuting toward 

childcare and domestic responsibilities, while those with older or no children may instead 

devote it to paid work or personal activities.  
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The estimates from Equation (3) provide partial support for H5, which predicts that the effects 

of WFH on paid and unpaid work are larger for parents with young children and that those 

effects are more pronounced during and after the COVID-19 pandemic.  

For fathers with a youngest child aged 0-9 who WFH less than 60% of their hours, unpaid work 

increased considerably post-COVID-19 by 2.29 hours per week, relative to fathers of young 

children who worked exclusively on-site. Before the pandemic, this group of fathers tended 

instead to expand their paid work when working from home, with no comparable rise in unpaid 

labour. Moreover, in the two years following COVID-19, fathers working more than 60% of 

their hours from home spent 4.60 additional hours per week on unpaid work if their youngest 

child was aged 0-9, and 4.49 additional hours if the youngest child was 10 or older, compared 

with fathers working on-site. Thus, even after accounting for work intensity, fathers who 

worked primarily from home after the pandemic consistently devoted more time to unpaid 

labour than before it, suggesting a durable behavioural change across family stages. Another 

change for fathers concerned the relationship between WFH and paid work. Before the 

pandemic, low-intensity WFH was associated with higher paid work and high-intensity WFH 

with lower paid work; during and after the pandemic, both low- and high-intensity WFH fathers 

were spending a more similar number of hours in paid work to fathers working on-site 

regardless of the age of the youngest child. 
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Table 4 The impact of WFH intensity on time use by age of youngest child and period 

 

 
 
 

 Paid Work Unpaid work Commuting Total 
Women 
No Children 
0< % WFH≤60 
Prior to 2020 1.56*** 

(1.04; 2.08) 
0.37 

(-0.33; 1.07) 
0.21** 

(0.00; 0.42) 
2.15*** 

(1.34; 2.96) 
2020-21 0.43 

(-0.78; 1.64) 
0.79 

(-0.43; 2.01) 
-0.38* 

(-0.77; 0.02) 
0.84 

(-0.92; 2.61) 
2022-23 0.30 

(-0.81; 1.64) 
0.76 

(-0.45; 1.98) 
-0.39** 

(-0.77; -0.01) 
0.67 

(-0.94; 2.28) 
More than 60%     
Prior to 2020 -0.29 

(-1.77; 1.20) 
1.84** 

(0.26; 3.42) 
-1.92*** 

(-2.23; -1.61) 
-0.36 

(-2.49; 1.76) 
2020-21 0.20 

(-0.78; 1.19) 
2.62*** 

(1.26; 3.97) 
-2.44*** 

(-2.85; -2.02) 
0.38 

(-1.22; 1.99) 
2022-23 -1.24 

(-2.73; 0.24) 
2.40** 

(0.45; 4.34) 
-2.64*** 

(-3.17; -2.10) 
-1.48 

(-3.73; 0.76) 
Age 0 to 9 
0< % WFH≤60 
Prior to 2020 0.64** 

(0.09; 1.18) 
-0.12 

(-1.25; 1.01) 
0.01 

(-0.16; 0.18) 
0.52 

(-0.59; 1.63) 
2020-21 0.90 

(-0.24; 2.03) 
1.07 

(-1.45; 3.59) 
-0.29 

(-0.71; 0.13) 
1.68 

(-0.96; 4.32) 
2022-23 -0.08 

(-1.18; 1.03) 
-1.17 

(-3.77; 1.43) 
-0.16 

(-0.57; 0.24) 
-1.41 

(-4.07; 1.25) 
More than 60%     
Prior to 2020 -2.79*** 

(-4.03; -1.55) 
6.22*** 

(4.25; 8.20) 
-1.89*** 

(-2.16; -1.63) 
1.54 

(-0.50; 3.59) 
2020-21 -0.57 

(-1.61; 0.47) 
4.06*** 

(1.60; 6.51) 
-2.27*** 

(-2.72; -1.83) 
1.22 

(-1.27; 3.70) 
2022-23 -1.37** 

(-2.73; -0.01) 
3.39** 

(0.27; 6.52) 
-2.83*** 

(-3.31; -2.35) 
-0.81 

(-3.89; 2.28) 
Age 10 or above     
0< % WFH≤60     
Prior to 2020 1.29*** 

(0.65; 1.92) 
1.09** 

(0.08; 2.09) 
-0.13 

(-0.34; 0.07) 
2.24*** 

(1.10; 3.39) 
2020-21 1.75** 

(0.33; 3.17) 
2.70** 

(0.40; 5.00) 
-0.14 

(-0.67; 0.38) 
4.31*** 

(1.65; 6.97) 
2022-23 1.78** 

(0.31; 3.25) 
1.66 

(-0.79; 4.12) 
-0.30 

(-0.82; 0.22) 
3.14** 

(0.51; 5.77) 
More than 60%     
Prior to 2020 -3.08*** 

(-4.40; -1.77) 
3.95*** 

(1.90; 6.00) 
-1.97*** 

(-2.27; -1.67) 
-1.10 

(-3.23; 1.03) 
2020-21 -0.24 

(-1.56; 1.09) 
4.14*** 

(1.89; 6.38) 
-2.52*** 

(-3.05; -2.00) 
1.38 

(-1.09; 3.84) 
2022-23 -0.13 

(-2.00; 1.75) 
6.75*** 

(3.56; 9.94) 
-3.06*** 

(-3.74; -2.39) 
3.56** 

(0.18; 6.94) 
Observations 42,163 42,163 42,163 42,163 
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(continue) 

 
Notes: This table reports the estimates of the impact of working from home on time use by age of the youngest child and period. 
Controls are age, health status, number of adults in the households, number of children aged 0-4, aged 5-9, aged 10-14, aged 
15-29, age of the youngest child in the household, number of bedrooms, occupation, industry, employment arrangements, 
tenure at work, labour earnings, household income, spouse’s time in paid and unpaid work. The estimates are obtained from 
two-way fixed effects models. Confidence Intervals are reported at 95% level. Standard errors are clustered at individual level. 
*p-value<0.1 ** p-value<0.05 *** p-value<0.01 

 Paid Work Unpaid work Commuting Total 
Men 
No Children 
0< % WFH≤60 
Prior to 2020 1.08*** 

(0.61; 1.56) 
-0.02 

(-0.49; 0.45) 
0.38*** 

(0.18; 0.57) 
1.44*** 

(0.77; 2.11) 
2020-21 0.45 

(-0.55; 1.44) 
-0.20 

(-1.16; 0.76) 
-0.49** 

(-0.91; -0.07) 
-0.24 

(-1.67; 1.18) 
2022-23 -0.39 

(-1.54; 0.76) 
0.26 

(-0.83; 1.36) 
-0.33 

(-0.76; 0.10) 
-0.46 

(-2.05; 1.14) 
More than 60%     
Prior to 2020 -2.02** 

(-3.58; -0.47) 
2.09*** 

(1.01; 3.16) 
-1.85*** 

(-2.28; -1.41) 
-1.78** 

(-3.53; -0.03) 
2020-21 0.30 

(-1.12; 1.34) 
1.61*** 

(0.57; 2.65) 
-2.60*** 

(-3.11; -2.10) 
-0.70 

(-2.36; 0.97) 
2022-23 -1.82* 

(-3.77; 0.13) 
3.07*** 

(1.59; 4.54) 
-2.89*** 

(-3.47; -2.31) 
-1.64 

(-3.97; 0.69) 
Age 0 to 9 
0< % WFH≤60 
Prior to 2020 1.41*** 

(0.92; 1.90) 
-0.67* 

(-1.39; 0.05) 
0.28** 

(0.06; 0.50) 
1.02** 

(0.19; 1.85) 
2020-21 0.74 

(-0.51; 2.00) 
-0.15 

(-1.58; 1.87) 
-0.20 

(-0.70; 0.30) 
0.69 

(-1.29; 2.68) 
2022-23 0.14 

(-0.98; 1.26) 
2.29** 

(0.42; 4.15) 
-0.77*** 

(-1.24; -0.31) 
1.65 

(-0.47; 3.78) 
More than 60%     
Prior to 2020 -1.60* 

(-3.23; 0.02) 
1.87* 

(-0.22; 3.96) 
-1.84*** 

(-2.34; -1.34) 
-1.57 

(-3.93; 0.79) 
2020-21 0.24 

(-0.79; 1.27) 
4.60*** 

(2.64; 6.57) 
-2.92*** 

(-3.45; -2.39) 
1.93* 

(-0.22; 4.07) 
2022-23 0.24 

(-1.10; 1.57) 
4.60*** 

(2.04; 7.17) 
-3.58*** 

(-4.23; -2.93) 
1.26 

(-1.61; 4.14) 
Age 10 or above     
0< % WFH≤60     
Prior to 2020 0.87*** 

(0.33; 1.41) 
0.11 

(-0.53; 0.76) 
0.18* 

(-0.04; 0.40) 
1.17*** 

(0.36; 1.98) 
2020-21 -1.06 

(-2.47; 0.35) 
0.80 

(-0.90; 2.51) 
0.56* 

(-0.07; 1.18) 
0.30 

(-1.96; 2.56) 
2022-23 -0.88 

(-2.40; 0.63) 
-0.85 

(-2.49; 0.78) 
0.04 

(-0.49; 0.57) 
-1.70 

(-4.00; 0.61) 
More than 60%     
Prior to 2020 -1.75** 

(-3.32; -0.17) 
2.98*** 

(1.60; 4.36) 
-1.88*** 

(-2.36; -1.39) 
-0.64 

(-2.59; 1.30) 
2020-21 -1.10 

(-2.49; 0.29) 
2.72*** 

(0.93; 4.51) 
-3.38*** 

(-4.05; -2.70) 
-1.76* 

(-3.82; 0.30) 
2022-23 0.35 

(-1.63; 2.34) 
4.49*** 

(1.45; 7.53) 
-3.00*** 

(-3.78; -2.21) 
1.85 

(-1.78; 5.47) 
Observations 41,629 41,629 41,629 41,629 



26 
 

For mothers, the post-COVID-19 changes are less marked and, in some respects, move 

in the opposite direction. For example, among mothers of children aged 0-9, working more than 

60% of their paid hours at home had a stronger association with both lower paid work and 

higher unpaid work before the pandemic (-2.79 and +6.22 hours, respectively) than it did after- 

COVID-19 (-1.37 and +3.39 hours). This attenuation indicates that for mothers, high-intensity 

WFH has become less tightly coupled to unpaid labour demands. Post-COVID-19, mothers of 

children aged 10 and older who worked less than 60% of their time from home spent 1.75 

additional hours per week in paid work, while also doing more unpaid work, relative to mothers 

that worked on-site. While women with older children who worked primarily from home 

continued to perform more unpaid work than their on-site-working counterparts in all periods, 

the pre-pandemic penalty in paid work was no longer evident after COVID-19. These findings 

indicate that H5 is only partially supported, as after the COVID-19 pandemic WFH fathers did 

more unpaid work and similar paid hours compared to fathers working on-site. On the other 

hand, while for high-intensity WFH mothers of younger children the differences in paid and 

unpaid work relative to mothers working on-site seem to reduce, for mothers of older children 

in the post-COVID-19 period the positive relationship between low-intensity WFH and paid 

work is  actually strengthened. 

 

5 Discussion and Conclusion  

In Australia, the persistence of remote and hybrid work after the COVID-19 pandemic marks a 

significant reorganization of the temporal and spatial boundaries of employment for dual-earner 

couples. Using rich Australian longitudinal household data with observations before, during 

and after the pandemic, alongside fixed-effect models, our findings show that WFH has become 

both more common and more intensive since 2020, reshaping how paid and unpaid labour are 

allocated within households. For women, especially mothers of older children, high-intensity 

WFH (60% or more of paid hours) is no longer associated with less time in paid work, 
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suggesting that flexible work is no longer primarily used as a strategy to accommodate domestic 

responsibilities. For men, however, the post-pandemic period has brought an expansion of 

unpaid work among those who WFH intensively, without a corresponding reduction in paid 

work. Together, these results signal more similarity in gendered labour patterns within dual-

earner households, as men’s unpaid work expands and women’s paid work consolidates under 

conditions of normalized flexibility. 

These patterns contribute to long-standing debates on gender equality in paid and unpaid 

work (West and Zimmerman 1987; Voydanoff 2005; Greenhaus and Powell 2006; 

Goldscheider et al. 2015). Prior to COVID-19, men’s limited engagement in unpaid work and 

women’s disproportionate share of household labour were often understood as structural 

features of the gendered organization of time (Risman 2004), enacted and perpetuated through 

everyday interactions and practices, in line with social norms of gender roles (West and 

Zimmerman 1987). Our findings suggest that the diffusion of WFH may have slightly disrupted 

this pattern, not through deliberate policy intervention, but through a systemic shift in where 

and how work is performed. We gained insight into conditions under which WFH can offer a 

work–family fit that facilitates more gender-equal participation in paid and unpaid labour 

(Voydanoff 2005; Greenhaus and Powell 2006). When spatial separation between market and 

domestic spheres is blurred, some traditional gender asymmetries appear to weaken. Fathers’ 

increased unpaid work, particularly among those with young children, signals a potential 

reconfiguration of domestic norms once flexibility becomes commonplace rather than 

exceptional.  

At the same time, the results underscore the persistence of structural privilege in access to 

flexible work. Individuals who can work from home are disproportionately older, higher-

income, and employed in professional or managerial roles; groups that already enjoy greater 

autonomy over their time management. Our results thus reflect patterns among the most 
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advantaged dual-earner households, not a widespread transformation in gender relations. The 

“flexibility dividend” remains socially stratified. 

From a broader theoretical perspective, our findings highlight that WFH does not 

operate as a consistent mechanism of gender equality. Its effects depend on intensity, family 

stage, and the social meanings attached to working from home. Post-pandemic, flexibility 

appears to have shifted from being a female accommodation strategy to a more gender-neutral 

organizational practice, yet its potential to advance equality will depend on whether men’s 

growing unpaid work involvement endures once the novelty of home-based work wanes. Also, 

it may have been that during and after COVID-19 men who were already (at least somewhat) 

in favour of more-equal division of domestic labour took advantage of the opportunity to do 

more unpaid work and childcare. This would imply that enduring change in the domestic sphere 

will require cultural and attitudinal shifts alongside flexible work conditions. 

In sum, COVID-19 has not only expanded the prevalence of WFH but has also subtly 

recalibrated the boundaries of paid and unpaid work participation. For some households, 

particularly those with dual earners and older children, this shift has opened new space for 

shared domesticity and sustained employment. For others, the benefits remain limited by 

occupational and structural constraints. Policy and organizational implications follow directly 

from these findings. To consolidate gender-equal gains from remote work, flexibility needs to 

be more widely available. The Australian federal government has moved in this direction 

through the Fair Work Legislation Amendment (Secure Jobs, Better Pay) Act 2022, which 

amends the Fair Work Act 2009 to strengthen the right to request flexible working 

arrangements. Employers and policymakers can also promote gender-neutral flexible work 

policies, normalize men’s use of remote work for caregiving, and safeguard boundaries through 

measures such as the right to disconnect. It is notable that 60%+ WFH was much more heavily 

dominated by the self-employed before COVID-19 than after it, suggesting that employees 

whose jobs allowed it seized the new opportunity to WFH within the relative security of their 
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organizational employment. Organizational cultures that reward output rather than physical 

presence, and family policies that support men’s and women’s domestic labour and caregiving 

without career penalties, are essential if the normalization of WFH is to become a driver of 

gender equality in work and family life. 

Several caveats should be noted. First, our analyses rely on survey-based recall of time 

use, which are less precise than time diaries. Second, the sample is restricted to dual-earner 

heterosexual couples under age 65, limiting generalizability to single parents or single-earner 

couples. Third, WFH access and intensity remain unevenly distributed across occupations and 

income levels, meaning the results reflect relatively advantaged households. Finally, while our 

longitudinal fixed-effects design accounts for within-person changes, unobserved time-varying 

shocks may still influence both work arrangements and labour allocation. Despite these caveats, 

our study shows that the post-pandemic expansion of WFH has created a tentative opportunity 

for more equitable participation in paid and unpaid labour, particularly among families in which 

the father works most of the hours at home, and among mothers of older children. Whether this 

opportunity translates into lasting gender equality will depend less on the technology that 

enables remote work and more on the social, cultural, and policy frameworks that shape how it 

is used. 
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Appendix 
 
Table A.1 Descriptive statistics. Time use. 
   Pre-2020 2020-2021 2022-2023 
 No 

WFH 
20% 

or less 
20< % 

WFH≤60 
More 

than 60% 
No 

WFH 
20% 

or less 
20< % 

WFH≤60 
More than 

60% 
No 

WFH 
20% 

or less 
20< % 

WFH≤60 
More than 

60% 
Women             
Time in paid work 31.4 38.2 33.8 25.4 31.1 37.7 36.2 34.4 31.6 37.7 37.9 33.7 
Time in unpaid work 31.0 29.9 38.6 46.5 30.0 28.3 33.5 34.0 30.0 29.5 28.9 36.1 
    Childcare 9.8 9.6 14.7 15.9 10.8 10.6 13.7 12.8 11.0 11.4 10.9 13.5 
    Housework 13.7 12.9 15.3 19.3 12.1 10.9 12.5 13.3 11.8 11.3 11.1 13.6 
    Errands 4.5 4.4 5.3 7.2 4.1 4.1 4.5 4.6 4.4 4.2 4.3 5.4 
    Outdoor tasks 2.4 2.4 2.7 3.5 2.5 2.2 2.1 2.6 2.3 2.2 2.0 2.5 
    Caregiving 0.5 0.6 0.6 0.7 0.5 0.4 0.6 0.7 0.5 0.5 0.7 1.2 
Time commuting 3.8 4.3 4.0 0.8 3.4 3.8 3.9 2.0 3.6 4.3 4.3 1.8 
Total  66.1 72.4 76.3 72.8 64.5 69.7 73.6 70.4 65.2 71.5 71.1 71.6 
Observations 25,102 4,311 3,072 2,361 2,497 326 502 1,202 2,446 333 775 782 
Men             
Time in paid work 42.8 47.2 45.2 41.6 41.5 45.0 42.2 41.6 42.3 44.9 41.5 40.8 
Time in unpaid work 20.0 19.6 21.9 22.2 19.9 19.1 22.0 23.1 20.1 20.6 23.4 24.7 
    Childcare 5.6 5.8 6.3 5.4 5.9 5.7 6.4 7.3 5.9 6.8 7.7 7.6 
    Housework 6.1 5.8 6.5 6.7 6.1 5.6 6.8 7.6 6.3 5.5 7.6 8.3 
    Errands 3.2 3.3 4.0 4.4 3.2 3.1 4.0 4.0 3.3 3.4 4.0 4.7 
    Outdoor tasks 4.8 4.4 4.7 5.4 4.4 4.5 4.4 3.9 4.3 4.4 3.8 3.7 
    Caregiving 0.3 0.3 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.4 0.2 0.3 0.5 0.3 0.4 
Time commuting 4.9 5.3 5.6 1.8 4.4 4.9 5.0 2.6 4.6 5.0 5.1 2.1 
Total  67.7 72.2 72.7 65.7 65.9 69.0 69.2 67.3 67.0 70.5 69.9 67.6 
Observations 24,050 6,616 2,797 1,377 2,639 506 459 905 2,544 509 665 571 
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Table A.2a Descriptive statistics. Socio-demographic characteristics. Women 
   Pre-2020 2020-2021 2022-2023 
 No 

WFH 
20% or 

less 
20< % 

WFH≤60 
More than 

60% 
No 

WFH 
20% or 

less 
20< % 

WFH≤60 
More than 

60% 
No 

WFH 
20% or 

less 
20< % 

WFH≤60 
More than 

60% 
Women             
Age 39.8 41.5 42.2 44.1 40.2 42.5 41.7 41.4 40.4 41.6 42.0 42.5 
Health (%)             
    No disability 0.852 0.850 0.841 0.827 0.836 0.822 0.806 0.834 0.816 0.861 0.845 0.799 
    Mild disability 0.072 0.075 0.065 0.063 0.079 0.098 0.108 0.083 0.076 0.057 0.076 0.109 
    Moderate disability 0.075 0.074 0.092 0.110 0.084 0.080 0.080 0.082 0.107 0.075 0.076 0.092 
    Severe disability 0.001 0.002 0.002 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.006 0.001 0.002 0.006 0.003 0.000 
Employment 
arrangement (%)             

Permanent full-time 0.383 0.528 0.377 0.064 0.370 0.472 0.508 0.438 0.375 0.538 0.565 0.392 
Permanent part-time 0.285 0.161 0.176 0.122 0.335 0.169 0.191 0.209 0.317 0.168 0.190 0.195 
Fixed-Term 0.095 0.115 0.117 0.030 0.081 0.117 0.096 0.099 0.084 0.129 0.106 0.102 
Casual employee 0.194 0.062 0.091 0.071 0.173 0.049 0.050 0.045 0.178 0.030 0.039 0.068 
Other employee 0.002 0.001 0.003 0.003 0.000 0.000 0.002 0.001 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.001 
Self-Employed 0.042 0.134 0.236 0.709 0.041 0.193 0.153 0.208 0.046 0.135 0.099 0.241 
Years with current 
employer 6.1 8.2 8.5 8.6 6.8 8.3 7.8 7.3 6.5 8.3 7.4 7.1 

Occupation (%)             
Managers 0.083 0.203 0.172 0.160 0.071 0.218 0.237 0.160 0.083 0.189 0.242 0.202 
Professionals 0.268 0.524 0.588 0.273 0.308 0.460 0.512 0.448 0.319 0.535 0.470 0.370 
Technicians and Trades 
Workers 0.049 0.023 0.016 0.040 0.051 0.034 0.018 0.030 0.043 0.012 0.017 0.029 

Community and 
Personal Service 
Workers 

0.163 0.066 0.044 0.117 0.194 0.101 0.056 0.052 0.200 0.087 0.058 0.073 

Clerical and 
Administrative Workers 0.266 0.125 0.124 0.352 0.202 0.120 0.147 0.270 0.181 0.141 0.185 0.298 

Sales Workers 0.093 0.041 0.036 0.032 0.099 0.046 0.020 0.032 0.094 0.015 0.023 0.023 
Machinery Operators 
and Drivers 0.011 0.002 0.002 0.009 0.018 0.000 0.000 0.003 0.022 0.000 0.000 0.001 

Labourers 0.067 0.016 0.017 0.017 0.057 0.022 0.010 0.005 0.059 0.021 0.005 0.004 
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 (continue)  

   Pre-2020 2020-2021 2022-2023 
 No 

WFH 
20% or 

less 
20< % 

WFH≤60 
More than 

60% 
No 

WFH 
20% or 

less 
20< % 

WFH≤60 
More than 

60% 
No 

WFH 
20% or 

less 
20< % 

WFH≤60 
More than 

60% 
Industry (%)             
Agriculture, Forestry 
and Fishing 0.010 0.011 0.014 0.084 0.008 0.022 0.008 0.019 0.009 0.015 0.004 0.026 

Mining 0.006 0.005 0.004 0.003 0.006 0.003 0.008 0.005 0.010 0.003 0.008 0.005 
Manufacturing 0.045 0.028 0.031 0.062 0.042 0.016 0.036 0.048 0.042 0.030 0.031 0.038 
Electricity, Gas, Water 
and Waste Services 0.005 0.004 0.001 0.002 0.002 0.006 0.008 0.013 0.002 0.000 0.004 0.010 

Construction 0.013 0.012 0.019 0.102 0.010 0.012 0.014 0.038 0.018 0.021 0.022 0.052 
Wholesale Trade 0.022 0.023 0.022 0.020 0.013 0.009 0.010 0.026 0.012 0.006 0.027 0.018 
Retail Trade 0.112 0.051 0.037 0.037 0.122 0.050 0.034 0.028 0.118 0.054 0.022 0.022 
Accommodation and 
Food Services 0.058 0.027 0.018 0.022 0.039 0.034 0.020 0.013 0.044 0.021 0.010 0.014 

Transport, Postal and 
Warehousing 0.023 0.013 0.013 0.032 0.021 0.006 0.012 0.019 0.030 0.000 0.020 0.018 

Information Media and 
Telecommunications 0.020 0.022 0.016 0.017 0.004 0.006 0.018 0.021 0.004 0.009 0.020 0.024 

Financial and 
Insurance Services 0.049 0.036 0.050 0.036 0.020 0.022 0.048 0.103 0.016 0.030 0.065 0.153 

Rental, Hiring and Real 
Estate Services 0.015 0.020 0.013 0.027 0.010 0.025 0.018 0.023 0.009 0.009 0.023 0.012 

Professional, Scientific    
and Technical Services 0.065 0.104 0.118 0.210 0.052 0.065 0.086 0.159 0.038 0.099 0.121 0.171 

Administrative and 
Support Services 0.033 0.024 0.030 0.057 0.030 0.034 0.028 0.038 0.025 0.033 0.030 0.043 

Public Administration 
and Safety 0.074 0.047 0.033 0.010 0.056 0.050 0.090 0.118 0.044 0.042 0.133 0.091 

Education and Training 0.121 0.359 0.430 0.079 0.138 0.350 0.301 0.153 0.165 0.355 0.216 0.072 
Health Care and Social 
Assistance 0.286 0.167 0.106 0.117 0.392 0.207 0.212 0.123 0.378 0.232 0.199 0.175 

Arts and Recreation 
Services 0.015 0.014 0.012 0.021 0.006 0.028 0.012 0.013 0.009 0.012 0.010 0.009 

Other Services 0.029 0.033 0.033 0.064 0.028 0.056 0.036 0.040 0.030 0.027 0.034 0.047 
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 (continue)                                                                                                                                                                                                                       

 

 

 
 

   Pre-2020 2020-2021 2022-2023 
 No 

WFH 
20% 

or less 
20< % 

WFH≤60 
More than 

60% 
No 

WFH 
20% or 

less 
20< % 

WFH≤60 
More than 

60% 
No 

WFH 
20% 

or less 
20< % 

WFH≤60 
More than 

60% 
Household Income 
($/year) 143,625 168,324 167,980 149,969 156,209 177,692 186,275 187,582 152,821 184,512 189,866 186,169 

Labour Earnings 
($/year) 58,536 87,166 80,981 53,780 65,253 91,918 92,437 89,890 62,555 94,703 99,166 90,551 

Adults in the household 2.47 2.44 2.46 2.43 2.44 2.52 2.49 2.40 2.48 2.49 2.45 2.38 
Dependent Children 0.93 0.99 1.28 1.23 0.97 1.07 1.22 1.04 1.01 1.12 1.06 1.13 
Age Youngest Child 8.74 9.21 8.00 7.52 7.90 8.74 8.36 7.68 7.80 8.20 8.50 7.55 
Number of bedrooms 3.37 3.45 3.55 3.66 3.48 3.57 3.57 3.46 3.51 3.59 3.48 3.57 
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Table A.2b Descriptive statistics. Socio-demographic characteristics. Men 
   Pre-2020 2020-2021 2022-2023 
 No 

WFH 
20% or 

less 
20< % 

WFH≤60 
More than 

60% 
No 

WFH 
20% or 

less 
20< % 

WFH≤60 
More than 

60% 
No 

WFH 
20% or 

less 
20< % 

WFH≤60 
More than 

60% 
Men             
Age 41.3 43.7 45.4 48.2 41.2 44.4 43.7 43.1 41.6 44.4 42.8 43.6 
Health (%)             
    No disability 0.850 0.847 0.833 0.765 0.840 0.820 0.852 0.887 0.837 0.853 0.842 0.862 
    Mild disability 0.085 0.084 0.083 0.090 0.087 0.077 0.087 0.064 0.082 0.088 0.096 0.079 
    Moderate disability 0.064 0.069 0.083 0.145 0.072 0.101 0.061 0.048 0.078 0.059 0.060 0.058 
    Severe disability 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.002 0.002 0.000 0.001 0.002 0.000 0.002 0.002 
Employment 
arrangement (%)             

Permanent full-time 0.688 0.531 0.453 0.140 0.688 0.455 0.605 0.687 0.686 0.515 0.693 0.621 
Permanent part-time 0.036 0.012 0.019 0.021 0.066 0.022 0.046 0.035 0.056 0.014 0.033 0.046 
Fixed-Term 0.077 0.075 0.075 0.032 0.055 0.044 0.061 0.069 0.061 0.051 0.063 0.072 
Casual employee 0.098 0.019 0.023 0.026 0.098 0.022 0.015 0.020 0.104 0.030 0.018 0.028 
Other employee 0.002 0.001 0.002 0.004 0.001 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.002 0.002 0.000 0.000 
Self-Employed 0.100 0.364 0.428 0.777 0.092 0.459 0.273 0.189 0.092 0.389 0.193 0.233 
Years with current 
employer 7.7 10.2 10.1 11.3 7.7 10.8 9.2 8.1 7.7 10.3 8.4 7.8 

Occupation (%)             
Managers 0.151 0.324 0.276 0.337 0.147 0.293 0.290 0.312 0.155 0.301 0.338 0.314 
Professionals 0.200 0.297 0.440 0.412 0.155 0.259 0.451 0.507 0.167 0.314 0.439 0.531 
Technicians and Trades 
Workers 0.233 0.168 0.130 0.122 0.265 0.249 0.113 0.061 0.251 0.206 0.102 0.077 

Community and 
Personal Service 
Workers 

0.075 0.033 0.029 0.040 0.088 0.044 0.033 0.020 0.085 0.045 0.012 0.005 

Clerical and 
Administrative Workers 0.090 0.043 0.029 0.034 0.065 0.034 0.041 0.069 0.058 0.033 0.060 0.058 

Sales Workers 0.042 0.048 0.035 0.034 0.047 0.022 0.031 0.025 0.040 0.024 0.023 0.014 
Machinery Operators 
and Drivers 0.119 0.034 0.017 0.004 0.143 0.030 0.013 0.003 0.147 0.033 0.011 0.000 

Labourers 0.089 0.054 0.044 0.017 0.090 0.071 0.028 0.003 0.097 0.043 0.015 0.002 
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(continue)                                                                                                                                                                                                                                              

   Pre-2020 2020-2021 2022-2023 
 No 

WFH 
20% or 

less 
20< % 

WFH≤60 
More than 

60% 
No 

WFH 
20% or 

less 
20< % 

WFH≤60 
More than 

60% 
No 

WFH 
20% or 

less 
20< % 

WFH≤60 
More than 

60% 
Industry (%)             
Agriculture, Forestry 
and Fishing 0.022 0.042 0.024 0.144 0.023 0.054 0.020 0.025 0.025 0.054 0.003 0.029 

Mining 0.033 0.020 0.008 0.004 0.046 0.022 0.029 0.009 0.049 0.026 0.021 0.013 
Manufacturing 0.140 0.087 0.058 0.093 0.130 0.097 0.059 0.070 0.127 0.074 0.073 0.059 
Electricity, Gas, Water 
and Waste Services 0.022 0.009 0.005 0.002 0.022 0.008 0.009 0.016 0.017 0.012 0.024 0.016 

Construction 0.128 0.176 0.140 0.024 0.160 0.240 0.145 0.037 0.171 0.203 0.119 0.016 
Wholesale Trade 0.041 0.050 0.066 0.051 0.045 0.036 0.040 0.054 0.040 0.028 0.035 0.043 
Retail Trade 0.067 0.045 0.029 0.040 0.084 0.038 0.029 0.027 0.080 0.046 0.027 0.025 
Accommodation and 
Food Services 0.030 0.022 0.013 0.022 0.026 0.024 0.011 0.005 0.027 0.020 0.006 0.009 

Transport, Postal and 
Warehousing 0.077 0.043 0.037 0.018 0.084 0.034 0.020 0.008 0.082 0.040 0.026 0.029 

Information Media and 
Telecommunications 0.019 0.026 0.033 0.050 0.003 0.010 0.026 0.050 0.003 0.012 0.032 0.064 

Financial and 
Insurance Services 0.033 0.045 0.061 0.040 0.013 0.018 0.037 0.144 0.007 0.016 0.084 0.153 

Rental, Hiring and Real 
Estate Services 0.011 0.020 0.023 0.018 0.010 0.014 0.026 0.015 0.011 0.012 0.009 0.013 

Professional, Scientific 
and Technical Services 0.068 0.108 0.160 0.279 0.038 0.079 0.169 0.255 0.038 0.101 0.184 0.283 

Administrative and 
Support Services 0.024 0.035 0.024 0.020 0.022 0.060 0.015 0.015 0.027 0.042 0.015 0.025 

Public Administration 
and Safety 0.115 0.071 0.030 0.021 0.092 0.064 0.134 0.094 0.079 0.084 0.131 0.089 

Education and Training 0.043 0.124 0.201 0.043 0.051 0.121 0.108 0.096 0.058 0.117 0.102 0.046 
Health Care and Social 
Assistance 0.069 0.037 0.032 0.021 0.095 0.048 0.077 0.039 0.102 0.070 0.075 0.043 

Arts and Recreation 
Services 0.016 0.014 0.015 0.032 0.019 0.012 0.022 0.013 0.017 0.012 0.012 0.014 

Other Services 0.045 0.029 0.041 0.079 0.038 0.024 0.024 0.030 0.041 0.034 0.023 0.034 
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  (continue)                                                                                                                                                                                                                 

 
 

 

   Pre-2020 2020-2021 2022-2023 
 No 

WFH 
20% 

or less 
20< % 

WFH≤60 
More than 

60% 
No 

WFH 
20% or 

less 
20< % 

WFH≤60 
More than 

60% 
No 

WFH 
20% 

or less 
20< % 

WFH≤60 
More than 

60% 
Household Income 
($/year) 144,350 162,961 167,299 141,840 155,828 174,745 182,999 198,648 155,766 184,012 188,241 189,511 

Labour Earnings        
($/ year) 98,198 118,352 115,632 79,767 101,905 111,880 129.674 145,283 100,412 135,353 136,201 131,774 

Adults in the household 2.46 2.48 2.50 2.43 2.42 2.50 2.44 2.43 2.45 2.52 2.41 2.41 
Dependent Children 0.96 1.16 1.13 0.93 1.00 1.17 1.13 1.09 0.98 1.22 1.26 1.09 
Age Youngest Child 8.30 8.70 8.99 9.63 7.40 8.11 8.60 8.05 7.42 7.99 7.90 8.09 
Number of bedrooms 3.36 3.54 3.54 3.53 3.43 3.66 3.60 3.50 3.45 3.72 3.55 3.55 
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Table A.3 Impact of working from home and proportion of paid hours worked from home on unpaid work activities. 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Time use (hrs/week) Caring for 
children 

Housework Errands Outdoor 
activities 

Caregiving Total 

Women       
Prior to 2020       
20% or less -0.18 

(-0.61; 0.25) 
0.04 

(-0.24; 0.32) 
-0.10 

(-0.24; 0.04) 
0.05 

(-0.06; 0.16) 
0.07 

(-0.04; 0.19) 
-0.12 

(-0.72; 0.49) 
20< % WFH≤60 0.41 

(-0.18; 1.00) 
0.55** 

(0.15; 0.94) 
0.19* 

(-0.00; 0.38) 
0.08 

(-0.08; 0.25) 
-0.06 

(-0.17; 0.06) 
1.18*** 

(0.36; 1.99) 
More than 60% 0.99** 

(0.12; 1.87) 
2.12*** 

(1.56; 2.68) 
1.13*** 

(0.80; 1.46) 
0.12 

(-0.14; 0.37) 
0.02 

(-0.29; 0.33) 
4.39*** 

(3.15; 5.62) 
2020-21       
20% or less 0.40 

(-0.91; 1.72) 
0.09 

(-0.61; 0.80) 
0.26 

(-0.14; 0.66) 
-0.03 

(-0.40; 0.34) 
0.01 

(-0.22; 0.24) 
0.74 

(-1.02; 2.49) 
20< % WFH≤60 0.33 

(-0.74; 1.39) 
0.94*** 

(0.30; 1.58) 
0.32* 

(-0.05; 0.69) 
-0.05 

(-0.31; 0.20) 
0.19 

(-0.09; 0.46) 
1.72** 

(0.32; 3.12) 
More than 60% 0.65 

(-0.18; 1.48) 
1.73*** 

(1.19; 2.26) 
0.44*** 

(0.17; 0.71) 
0.39*** 

(0.15; 0.64) 
0.29** 

(0.01; 0.57) 
3.51*** 

(2.33; 4.68) 
2022-23       
20% or less -0.73 

(-2.06; 0.59) 
0.53 

(-0.23; 1.30) 
0.29 

(-0.17; 0.75) 
0.06 

(-0.34; 0.45) 
0.11 

(-0.21; 0.43) 
0.25 

(-1.56; 2.07) 
20< % WFH≤60 -0.30 

(-1.32; 0.72) 
0.37 

(-0.20; 0.94) 
0.01 

(-0.30; 0.33) 
-0.02 

(-0.26; 0.21) 
0.32** 

(0.07; 0.58) 
0.39 

(-0.99; 1.76) 
More than 60% 0.52 

(-0.64; 1.69) 
1.70*** 

(1.05; 2.34) 
0.76*** 

(0.37; 1.14) 
0.21 

(-0.08; 0.50) 
0.62*** 

(0.17; 1.08) 
3.81*** 

(2.19; 5.42) 
Observations 42,163 42,163 42,163 42,163 42,163 42,163 
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(continue)   

                 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Notes: This table reports the estimates of the impact of working from home on time spent in unpaid work activities. Controls are age, health status, number of adults in the households, number of children aged 0-4, 
aged 5-9, aged 10-14, aged 15-29, age of the youngest child in the household, number of bedrooms, occupation, industry, employment arrangements, tenure at work, labour earnings, household income, spouse’s time 
in paid and unpaid work. The estimates are obtained from two-way fixed effects models. Confidence Intervals are reported at 95% level. Standard errors are clustered at individual level. *p-value<0.1 ** p-value<0.05 
*** p-value<0.01 

 

Time use (hrs/week) Caring for 
children 

Housework Errands Outdoor 
activities 

Caregiving Total 

Men       
Prior to 2020       
20% or less -0.12 

(-0.35; 0.11) 
-0.10 

(-0.25; 0.05) 
-0.02 

(-0.13; 0.08) 
-0.17** 

(-0.31; -0.04) 
-0.01 

(-0.10; 0.08) 
-0.43** 

(-0.81; -0.04) 
20< % WFH≤60 -0.01 

(-0.36; 0.34) 
0.36*** 

(0.11; 0.61) 
0.25*** 

(0.09; 0.42) 
-0.09 

(-0.31; 0.14) 
-0.06 

(-0.17; 0.05) 
0.45 

(-0.17; 1.07) 
More than 60% 0.68*** 

(0.21; 1.14) 
0.92*** 

(0.54; 1.29) 
0.64*** 

(0.36; 0.91) 
0.30 

(-0.14; 0.74) 
-0.09 

(-0.22; 0.03) 
2.44*** 

(1.49; 3.38) 
2020-21       
20% or less -0.18 

(-0.79; 0.43) 
-0.12 

(-0.52; 0.28) 
-0.22* 

(-0.47; 0.03) 
-0.07 

(-0.48; 0.33) 
0.03 

(-0.17; 0.23) 
-0.57 

(-1.58; 0.44) 
20< % WFH≤60 -0.02 

(-0.65; 0.62) 
0.35 

(-0.09;0.78) 
0.37** 

(0.07; 0.67) 
0.20 

(-0.18; 0.57) 
0.06 

(-0.11; 0.23) 
0.96* 

(-0.13; 2.04) 
More than 60% 0.81*** 

(0.22; 1.39) 
1.29*** 

(0.89; 1.69) 
0.45*** 

(0.20; 0.70) 
0.65*** 

(0.34; 0.96) 
-0.09 

(-0.22; 0.05) 
3.11*** 

(2.13; 4.10) 
2022-23       
20% or less 0.42 

(-0.31; 1.15) 
-0.54*** 

(-0.94; -0.14) 
0.03 

(-0.27; 0.34) 
-0.04 

(-0.46; 0.37) 
0.17 

(-0.11; 0.44) 
0.04 

(-1.10; 1.17) 
20< % WFH≤60 0.39 

(-0.28; 1.06) 
0.57** 

(0.13; 1.00) 
0.26* 

(-0.03; 0.55) 
0.08 

(-0.26; 0.43) 
0.07 

(-0.22; 0.36) 
1.37** 

(0.24; 2.49) 
More than 60% 0.82* 

(-0.08; 1.71) 
1.85*** 

(1.33; 2.37) 
0.99*** 

(0.62; 1.35) 
0.39** 

(0.01; 0.76) 
0.09 

(-0.15; 0.32) 
4.13*** 

(2.75; 5.51) 
Observations 41,629 41,629 41,629 41,629 41,629 41,629 






