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AAbbssttrraacctt:: Better access to work from home (WFH) during the COVID-19 pandemic offered 
parents the possibility to accommodate increasing childcare needs, but at the same time it led to 
an unprecedented scale of workers performing paid and care work  simultaneously. The overall 
effects of WFH on work-life balance (WLB) during the pandemic are thus not clear. In our study 
we argue that three important moderators alter the positive relationship between WFH on 
perceived changes to WLB during the pandemic: i) time that children spent at home due to the 
pandemic, ii) change in parent’s working hours during the pandemic and iii) presence of a partner 
in the household. We place particular interest in gender differences for these effects. We use 
unique data from the Familydemic Survey, conducted between June and September 2021, on a 
representative sample of 9,364 mothers and fathers living with at least one child aged less than 
12 in six countries (Canada, Italy, Germany, Poland, Sweden and the US). We find evidence 
showing that WFH was positively related to perceived change in WLB among mothers and 
fathers, regardless of partnership status. However, the positive effect was weaker among those 
mothers whose child(ren) stayed at home due to childcare closures for longer than a month. The 
positive relationship among mothers disappeared if women increased their working hours during 
the pandemic. In addition, we found a negative relationship between WFH and WLB among 
fathers who increased their working hours during the pandemic. We also provide evidence that 
mothers (compared to fathers), parents whose children were out of childcare for six months or 
more (compared to other parents) and parents who increased their working hours  (compared to 
other parents) were more likely to report worsened work-life balance during the pandemic. 
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1. Introduction 

 

During the COVID-19 pandemic, there was a rapid increase in the prevalence of working from 

home (OECD, 2021). The number of those who worked from home at least occasionally in 

Europe increased from 15% before the outbreak of the pandemic to 25% in 2021, and in many 

old EU Member States the incidence of working from home reached 40% of the entire 

workforce (Eurostat, 2023). Although fewer people are working from home nowadays than 

during the peak of the pandemic, this mode of work is still favoured by many employees and is 

forecasted to become an integral part of the work world (Parker, Horowitz and Minkin, 2022; 

Saad and Wigert, 2021). The pandemic has also transformed the domestic division of labor and 

other family-related spheres of life. One of the triggers of these shifts was the school and 

childcare closures followed by widespread moves toward remote learning, even for the 

youngest children (e.g. Adisa et al., 2021).  

 

Better access to work from home (hereafter WFH) offered parents the possibility to 

accommodate increasing childcare needs but at the same time, it led to an unprecedented scale 

of workers performing paid and care work, including homeschooling, simultaneously. This 

resulted in an immense increase in work fragmentation, multitasking and mental load (e.g. 

Hjalmsdottir et al., 2021; Raile et al., 2021). Limited possibilities of outsourcing not only 

childcare but also housework (due to confinement measures) created an additional burden on 

families. Both mothers and fathers increased their time with children during the pandemic 

(Augustine and Prickett, 2022; Carlson and Petts, 2022; Derndorfer et al., 2021; Farre et al., 

2021). However, mothers were the ones to bear most of the increased childcare burden (see e.g. 

Meraviglia and Dudka, 2021; Zamberlan et al., 2021; Manzo and Minello, 2020). 

 

The overall effects of WFH on work-life balance during the pandemic are, however, not clear 

as circumstances of performing work from home across families and countries differ 

substantially. Some evidence suggests that those who worked from home during the pandemic 

experienced improved work-family balance (Kaufman and Taniguchi, 2021). Furthermore, 

some studies report a decrease in work-life conflict over the first few months of the pandemic 

though this pattern was not evident for those with children under age 13 (Schieman et al., 2021). 

Yet other studies suggest that the pandemic circumstances, which required working from home 
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without the possibility of childcare and social connection, made it more difficult to balance 

work and family (Adisa et al, 2022). In particular, mothers faced greater stress in achieving 

work-life balance when they were the ones who took on more of the work at home and had less 

time for their paid jobs (Hjálmsdóttir and Bjarnadóttir, 2021; Petts, Carlson & Pepin 2020). It 

may also be that the pluses and minuses cancelled out to leave no overall effect of working 

from home on work-life balance (Mathieu et al, 2023). 

 

In this study, using unique survey data from the Familydemic Harmonised Database conducted 

in six countries from across the Atlantic (US, Canada, Sweden, Germany, Italy and Poland), we 

explore the role of working from home on the perception of change in work-life balance among 

9,364 working parents of children under age 12. We focus on the moderating role of the 

presence of children at home due to COVID-19-related confinement policies, change in the 

number of parents’ working hours and partner presence in the household, with particular 

attention to gender. 

 

This study contributes to research on work-life balance during the pandemic in several ways. 

First, we consider changes in perceptions of work-life balance. This is important because high 

levels of experienced work-life balance increase job satisfaction, family satisfaction, and life 

satisfaction while reducing turnover intentions, family conflicts, and emotional exhaustion 

(Haar and Brougham, 2022; Sirgy and Lee, 2018). Second, this study examines how changes 

in the use of WFH are associated with perceived improved or worsened work-life balance. 

Because many people started to WFH only during the pandemic, it is important to consider how 

the impact of shifting to work from home might differ not only from consistently going to 

a physical workplace but also from consistently working from home before and during the 

pandemic. Third, this study considers how the changing context of work and home might shape 

the relationship between WFH and perceived changes to work-life balance. Due to pandemic 

circumstances, children were at home for varying amounts of time and parents also experienced 

increases and decreases in their work hours, conditions that could make WFH more or less 

suited to achieving work-life balance. In our study, for the first time, we directly measure the 

role of children’s time spent at home due to childcare and school closures during the pandemic 

as well as changes in the number of parents’ working hours.  Furthermore, the current study 

uses data from parents in six countries from Europe and North America and so allows for greater 

variation in experiences such as work from home and children at home that were shaped by 

pandemic policies. Finally, our study contributes to a better understanding of factors that limit 
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the positive effect of working from home on work-life balance, which corresponds with recent 

findings on boundary management and work-life balance while working from home. 

 

2. The work-life balance concept  

In this study, we refer to the ‘work-life balance’ concept. It is important to first distinguish the 

concept of ‘work-life balance’ from the concepts of ‘work-family balance’ and ‘work-family 

conflict’. Work-family conflict is usually defined as “a form of interrole conflict in which the 

role pressures from the work and family domains are mutually incompatible in some respect” 

(Greenhaus and Beutell, 1985, p. 77). Here pressures from work spill over into family life and 

create conflict, and/or pressures from family spill over into work life and create conflict. While 

pressures can come from either domain, it is more common for individuals to report negative 

impacts of work on family than vice versa (Hoser, 2012).  

In contrast, work-family balance is a broader concept and has two components: the lack of 

work-family conflict and the presence of work-family facilitation, that is “the extent to which 

participation at work (or home) is made easier by virtue of the experiences, skills, and 

opportunities gained or developed at home (or work)” (Frone, 2003, p. 145). Therefore, work-

family balance incorporates the idea that each domain has the potential to improve the other 

and therefore enable a greater sense of harmony (McMillan, Morris, and Atchley, 2011).  

However, the term ‘work-family balance’ narrows down the realm of one's life to paid work 

and family, ignoring one’s engagement in non-work and non-family spheres, such as individual 

hobbies or leisure activities, which are paramount for fostering individual well-being 

(Kekäläinenm, Freund, Sipilä, and Kokko, 2020; Mansfield, Daykin, and Kay 2020). This term 

is also explicitly gendered as the family domain is associated with wives and mothers (Pocock, 

2005). In contrast, the work-life balance concept allows for the inclusion of  multiple spheres 

of one’s life. While ‘life’ is broader than ‘family’ it still encompasses dimensions of childcare 

and housework  that take up a considerable part of this equation, especially for women (Pocock, 

2005; Toffoletti and Starr, 2016). Finally, work-life balance measures show greater validity 

than work-family balance measures (Keeney et al., 2013). 

Yet, the emphasised distinction between ‘work’ and ‘life’ in the work-life balance concept has 

been subject to criticism (Kurowska 2020; Pettinger et al,. 2005; Pichler, 2009). First, because 

'work' may be considered an integral part of one's life. Second, because 'work' is often equated 

solely with paid employment, while 'life' encompasses all tasks and activities beyond paid work, 

i.e. also unpaid - but nevertheless - work activities. To respond to both criticisms some 

researchers have attempted to conceptualise and measure work in a manner that includes not 
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only paid work but also unpaid work while identifying non-work as a distinct sphere (Ransome, 

2007; Kurowska, 2020). However, such an approach risks contradicting the common 

understanding of what 'work' signifies for individuals. This may be crucial if one aims to rely 

on individual assessments of change in work-life balance among studied population(s). 

Taking all these considerations into account, in our study, we have chosen to utilise the work-

life balance concept, despite the acknowledged criticism, as it encompasses a broader scope of 

one's life, rather than solely focusing on the work-family nexus. Given the academic ambiguity 

in conceptualizations and measurement of work-life balance (Kurowska 2020; Pettinger et al,. 

2005), we decided  to rely on respondents' own understanding of what work-life balance means 

in their lives (Kurowska et al., 2023). The term 'work-life balance' is the most commonly used 

expression referring to  the organization of paid work and other aspects of one’s life (Gregory 

and Milner, 2009).  In this study, our particular focus lies in examining perceived changes to 

work-life balance among parents during the COVID-19 pandemic. The specific details of the 

applied measurement approach are described in the data and methods section. 

 

3. Theoretical framework 

Since paid work and family/private domains have generally been seen as separate spheres in 

modern times, we consider the relevance of boundary management in distinguishing between 

(paid) work and family/other roles. Ashforth, Kreiner, and Fugate (2000) refer to work and 

home as “bounded in both space and time” since they are generally confined to specific physical 

locations (eg., workplace versus household) and specific days and times (eg., Monday to Friday 

from 9 am to 5 pm). Yet, the role boundaries between paid work and family/private life may 

experience different levels of flexibility and permeability. Flexible boundaries allow 

individuals to engage in roles in various times and spaces. Permeable boundaries suggest that 

individuals can be in the time and place for one role but engage in another role. Working from 

home challenges the strict boundaries between work and family, and it certainly allows for 

flexibility and permeability of work and family/other roles. Individuals who work from home 

are able to transition between roles more quickly (Ashforth, Kreiner and Fugate, 2000). 

It is also important to note that work-life balance is not a static concept. In particular, parents 

may transition in and out of work-family conflict or across different levels of work-family 

conflict (Cooklin et al, 2016). For example, parents’ work-life balance tends to be higher when 

their children are older (Craig and Sawrikar, 2009). In the context of the COVID-19 pandemic, 

there is potential for both increases and decreases in work-life balance. Vaziri et al. (2020) focus 

on changes in the work-family interface and find that those who had a beneficial profile (low 
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work-family conflict and high work-family enrichment) before the pandemic were relatively 

stable in their experience of a high work-family balance while those who had passive profiles 

(low work-family conflict and low work-family enrichment) before the pandemic often 

experienced increases in both work-family conflict and balance. In addition, while many people 

without children were able to experience a better work-family balance over time through the 

pandemic, those with preteen children were less likely to experience improvements (Schieman 

et al., 2021).  Mencarini, Nivakoski and Agosti (2023) provide some evidence that the presence 

of young children was the cause of mothers’ difficulty in maintaining work-family balance 

during the pandemic.  

 

 

4. The impact of work from home on work-life balance 

Numerous previous studies have shown that WFH may lead to higher work-life balance, 

particularly among parents (Crosbie and Moore 2004, Felstead et al. 2002; Laß and Wooden, 

2022). The mechanism behind this relationship is straightforward - WFH creates opportunities 

for combining paid work and family, as it helps to relax time constraints, reduce commuting 

times and allows more time to be devoted to family life (Chung and Van der Lippe, 2020) and 

to be more present in children’s lives (Callister and Singley, 2004). WFH may also allow 

working parents to better organise paid work around childcare and housework which would not 

be possible when working from the office. That is to say, WFH allows parents to perform paid 

work in parallel to some household tasks (e.g. laundry or cooking) after initiating them (Hill et 

al., 2003; Bailey and Kurland, 2002), when children are asleep (Chung and Van der Lippe, 

2020, Powell and Craig, 2015) or are old enough to manage on their own without supervision 

(Callister and Singley, 2004). Qualitative studies suggest that women who work from home 

purposely choose this work arrangement to accommodate paid work and family demands 

(Sullivan and Lewis, 2001, Hilbrecht et al., 2008). For example, Laß and Wooden (2022) show 

that mothers benefit more from home working than fathers. WFH is also considered to be one 

of the most preferred flexible working arrangements, especially for women (Mas and Pallais, 

2017). 

 

The question still remains whether WFH has improved work-life balance during the COVID-

19 pandemic. As before, there were potential advantages and disadvantages to working from 

home during the pandemic. To improve work-life balance, workers engaged in several physical, 

cognitive, and relational strategies, such as making their workspace more comfortable or taking 
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coffee and lunch breaks with their families, to make the most of working from home (Caringal-

Go et al., 2022). In particular, working from home provided great flexibility for managing both 

work and home (Uddin, 2021). For parents, lockdown often encouraged more time with family 

and thus a feeling of greater closeness (Adisa, Aiyenitaju, and Adekoya, 2021). While parenting 

during pandemic times was stressful, WFH provided some relief for mothers in reducing the 

impact of work-family conflict on their parenting style (Bernhardt, Recksiedler, and Linberg, 

2022). All these considerations lead us to the formulation of our first hypothesis: 

 

Hypothesis 1:  Working from home was positively related to a perceived change in work-life 

balance among parents during the pandemic 

 

However, challenging the strict boundaries between work and family, working from home may 

also come with some costs and lead to negative effects on WLB (Kurowska, 2020; Felstead and 

Henseke, 2017). Studies have shown that WFH may exacerbate work-family conflict by 

blurring boundaries between paid work and family life, interrupting roles, and experiencing 

higher levels of stress (Glavin and Schieman, 2012). When there is no clear setting of the 

beginning and the end of the working day and no physical boundaries between the workplace 

and the home this may result in a negative spillover from one sphere to the other (Glavin and 

Schieman, 2012; Lott, 2020). Furthermore, studies show that WFH can lead to more 

multitasking and time fragmentation - particularly among women (Powell and Craig, 2015; Hill 

et al., 2003) - and (as a result) higher mental load (Eurofound, 2020; Gadeyne et al., 2018). In 

our study, we explore particular circumstances in which the negative effects of WFH on WLB 

are likely to appear and the overall positive relation between WFH and WLB is likely to be 

weakened or even reversed.  

 

5. Moderators of the impact of working from home on work-life balance 

 

We consider  three moderators of the positive impact of WFH on WLB - the amount of time 

that dependent children were at home, changes in work hours, and partner status.  

WFH often limits mothers’ ability to focus on paid work while reinforcing their domestic roles 

(Çoban, 2022). Even in gender egalitarian societies, mothers faced high levels of stress as they 

juggled work with childcare and home-schooling (Hjálmsdóttir and Bjarnadóttir, 2021). In 

some instances, working from home contributed to role congestion (Adisa, Aiyenitaju, and 

Adekoya, 2021). For example, mothers in academia noticed higher work expectations after 
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transitioning to remote work, making it more difficult to achieve harmony in work-life balance 

(Burk et al., 2021).  

Working from home while dependent children are continuously present on a daily basis is likely 

to temper any positive effects of working from home. This may lead to permanent blurring of 

boundaries, multitasking and negative spillovers from family-to-work and vice-versa as one has 

to simultaneously combine paid work with parental involvement in children’s education and 

basic supervision. During the COVID-19 pandemic, in most of the study countries, many 

children stayed at home due to childcare closures, school classes being moved online, and 

frequent quarantines (Kurowska et al., 2023). This created increased demands on parents (Qian 

and Fuller, 2020), particularly working ones (Petts, Carlson and Pepin 2020). As noted above, 

both mothers and fathers substantially increased their time with children during the pandemic 

(Augustine and Prickett, 2022). While several studies show a slightly more equal gendered 

division of labor during the pandemic (Carlson and Petts, 2022; Craig and Churchill, 2021; 

Chung et al., 2021), other studies find no change or an increasing gap between men and women. 

For example, Adisa et al. (2021) find that British women’s domestic load increased during the 

pandemic and working from home often shifted even more responsibility onto them relative to 

their husbands. All these considerations lead us to the formulation of our second hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 2: Having a child at home for a long time due to the COVID-19 pandemic weakened 

the positive relationship between working from home and perceived change in work-life 

balance, particularly among mothers.  

 

Nevertheless, not only time spent by children at home - during the pandemic - but also time 

spent by parents on work, could significantly limit the positive effects of WFH on WLB. 

Felstead and Henseke (2017) show that those who WFH work longer hours and have a higher 

work-to-family spillover than those who work from the office. Furthermore, others have shown 

that while working from home, longer working hours negatively affect parents' capabilities to 

balance work with non-work (Kurowska, 2020).  

Initially, there was great concern over the decline in mothers’ work hours at the start of the 

pandemic (Collins et al., 2021; Carlson, Petts, and Pepin, 2021). However, those who worked 

from home during the pandemic were actually more likely to report an increase in work hours 

(Kaufman and Taniguchi, 2021). These findings were consistent with pre-pandemic results 

which showed that indeed WFH can lead to longer working hours (Eurofound and ILO, 2017; 

Chung and Van der Horst, 2018; Glavin and Schieman, 2012). For example, teachers often 

found they needed to work more in order to adjust to working from home, and this combination 
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was particularly detrimental to work-family balance and quality of life (Lizana and Vega-

Fernadez, 2021). 

Regardless of whether the increase in working hours is an effect of working from home in some 

situations or just coincides with working from home, it is reasonable to expect that an increase 

in working hours while working from home diminishes the positive relation between WFH and 

WLB. Therefore, we formulate our third hypothesis as follows:  

 

Hypothesis 3: An increase in working hours while working from home weakened the positive 

relationship between working from home and perceived change in work-life balance. 

Finally, working from home may have a very different effect on WLB depending on the 

partnership and cohabitation status of the parent. Single parents often struggle to balance work 

and family as they deal with additional financial and role strains (Reimann, Marx, and Diewald, 

2019; Van Gasse and Mortelmans, 2020). For example, single mothers often increase their time 

in paid work while maintaining high involvement with their children. They also find it difficult 

to manage boundaries between work and family which leaves them with a “feeling of always 

being ‘on call’” (Bakker and Karsten, 2013, p. 181). Nevertheless, some single parents 

purposely adjust their work lives in order to better fit the needs of their parental responsibilities 

(Kaufman, 2013). In addition, single parents need to organise their separate households and 

manage child-related responsibilities with previous partners, which can lead to additional role 

strains (Emery, 2011). In contrast to parents living with a partner, parents living alone with their 

kids have fewer opportunities to separate paid work from family life, as there is no other parent 

to take care of the kids while they are working. The added stresses of the pandemic made it 

particularly difficult for single mothers to balance their work and family, and this was 

exacerbated for single mothers who lived without any other adults (Hertz, Mattes, and Shook, 

2021). Based on this we formulate our final hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 4:  The positive relationship between WFH and perceived change in WLB was 

weaker among parents living alone with kids compared to parents living with a partner.  

Importantly, the experience of change to WLB for those who WFH can be different for single 

mothers and fathers due to different expectations regarding their social roles, with higher 

expectations for family-related responsibilities for mothers and work-related responsibilities for 

fathers (Bakker and Karsten, 2013; van der Heijden et al., 2016). Indeed, previous research 

indicates that single mothers experience more work-to-family conflict than partnered mothers, 

whereas single fathers experience more family-to-work conflict than partnered fathers (van den 

Eynde et al., 2019). Therefore, in our study, we also explore the gender differences in the 
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relationship between WFH and perceived change in WLB among parents living alone with their 

children.  

 

6. Data and  methods 

We use data from a unique, cross-country comparative dataset, the Familydemic Harmonized 

Dataset (hereafter FHD). This was an online survey conducted between June and September 

2021, on representative samples of mothers and fathers living with at least one child aged less 

than 12 in six countries: Canada, Italy, Germany, Poland, Sweden and the US (Kurowska et al., 

2023). The Familydemic Survey collected comprehensive - current as well as retrospective - 

information on the lives of respondents and their families over the time period starting just 

before the outbreak of COVID-19 (February 2020) until the time of the interview (June-

September 2021).  

Table 1 describes the full sample characteristics in FHD. A detailed description of the research 

design, data collection, testing and harmonization processes can be found in Data Descriptor, 

published in open access in Scientific Data (see Kurowska et al., 2023).  

 

Table 1. Full sample basic characteristics by country (unweighted data from the 
Familydemic Harmonized Dataset). 

Country 
Original 

sample size of 

parents 

Percent of 

sample included 

FHD 

Ratio of 

women to 

men 

Age 
Number of 

children 
Percent of 

highly 

educated Mean/SD Mean/SD 

Canada 4,685 95.13% 01.40 38.2 (6.4) 1.93 (0.94) 18.13 
Germany 2,445 85.56% 02.43 38.7 (7.1) 1.76 ((0.77) 21.28 

Italy 3,054 96.76% 01.03 
40.8 

(10.2) 
0.82 (0.95) 17.18 

Poland 4,188 84.12% 01.19 
40.1 

(11.1) 
0.79 (0.95) 33.22 

Sweden 2,683 98.7% 01.19 39.5 (6.3) 1.96 (0.8) 30.24 

US 2,383 96.43% 01.03 35.2 (8.2) 1.96 (1.07) 19.19 
Source: Kurowska et al., 2023.  

 

Among others, FHD provides detailed information on the socio-economic characteristics of 

respondents and their partners, respondents’ and their partners’ performance in the labor market 

before and during the pandemic with detailed information on whether the person had the 

possibility to work from home and the frequency of working from home before the pandemic 
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(February 2020) and in the moment of the survey (June-September 2021), time spent by 

children out of school / in remote schooling due to COVID-19 related confinement policies and 

respondents’ subjective perceptions of changes to their work-life balance since the beginning 

of the pandemic. Having this rich information, we were able to investigate the links between 

WFH and perceived change in WLB (hereafter pWLB) accounting for the circumstances in 

which parents had to combine paid work and care. The total sample consists of 9,364 parents 

who had been working before the pandemic (February 2020) as well as at the moment of the 

survey (June/September 2021).  

The dependent variable has been built based on respondents choosing the most relevant ending 

to the following statement: “Comparing the current situation with the month before COVID-

19, my work-life balance…”. The possible answers included: “1. Improved a lot, 2. Somewhat 

improved, 3. Did not change, 4. Somewhat deteriorated, 5. Deteriorated a lot”. We have created 

a variable with three values: no change in pWLB (corresponding to answer 3), 

improvement/increase in pWLB (corresponding to answers 1 and 2) and worsening/decrease in 

pWLB (corresponding to answers 4 and 5). The question used here differs from questions used 

in other studies to measure work-life balance (see e.g. Carlson, Grzywacz and Zivnuska, 

2009;  Kalliath and Brough, 2008; Hill et al., 2003). We have chosen a different measure for 

two major reasons. First, there is no single and widely used approach, because diverse existing 

tools have divergent underpinning theoretical frameworks (Alameddine et al., 2023). Secondly, 

we aimed to explore perceived change in WLB during the pandemic and to the best of our 

knowledge no such measure has been used so far.  

Our main explanatory variable related to the use of WFH has three values:  

No use - No use, denoting parents who neither worked from home before the pandemic 

(February 2020) nor at the moment of the survey (June/September 2021); 

No use - Use, denoting parents who did not work from home before the pandemic (February 

2020) but did it at the moment of the survey (June/September 2021) and   

Use - Use, denoting parents who did work from home before the pandemic (February 2020) as 

well as the moment of the survey (June/September 2021).  

Our moderating variables include the amount of time children were at home, changes in 

working hours and cohabiting partner status. The length of time a child/children were at home 

due to childcare/school closures during the pandemic is measured with three values: i) 0-1 

month; ii) 2-5 months; iii) 6 months or more. The change in number of working hours that 

occurred during the pandemic (between February 2020 and at the moment of the survey) is 

measured with three categories: i) no change; ii) an increase in working hours; iii) a decrease 
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in working hours. Cohabiting partner status is measured as a dummy variable with those who 

are living with a partner and those who are living alone with children. 

We estimate fixed effects multinomial logistic regression models with standard errors clustered 

on the country variable. We run models for all parents, as well as separately for parents living 

with partners and those living alone with their children. In all models we control for age, 

education, occupation, number of children, change in the received extra help with childcare, 

partnership status, change in partnership and cohabitation status and country. In models for 

partnered parents, we also control for changes in the partner’s working mode/arrangement. The 

basic characteristics of the sample used in empirical models are shown in Table 2 in the next 

section. In order to test our hypotheses we run models for all parents including interactions 

between our main explanatory variable (WFH) and our moderators. 

To compare the moderation effects of the length children stayed at home due to childcare/school 

closures and changes in working hours on WFH-pWLB relationship by gender and by 

cohabitation status, we run the models on subsamples of parents living with a partner and those 

who live alone with children. This is due to the fact that the change in pWLB of parents living 

with partners and those living with children alone can be affected differently by the same 

covariates.  

While interpreting our findings we refer to predicted probabilities (estimated marginal means) 

rather than to odds ratios, as they are recommended as the most accurate and straightforward 

inference in multinomial regressions (Paolino, 2021, Wullf, 2015). Estimated marginal means 

are interpreted as the predicted probability that the response (change in pWLB) takes a certain 

value (improving, worsening, holding the same) depending on the value of the selected 

explanatory covariate and averaged over all the remaining covariates. We evaluate whether the 

difference between two predicted probabilities is significant by comparing 83% confidence 

intervals. We do it following Austin and Hux (2002) who showed that two means differ from 

each other with the p-value at around 0.05 if 83% CI do not overlap. The regression tables with 

results for all models can be found in Appendix A (Tables 1-5). 

 

7. Results 

7.1 Sample characteristics 

The characteristics of respondents are presented in Table 2. A slight majority of the sample 

used for analysis consists of fathers (51%) and individuals with a university degree (53%). 

A majority are under age 40 (56%) and have at least two children (63%).  
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Among the selected respondents, approximately 21% indicated worsened pWLB and 24% 

indicated improved pWLB when comparing their situation from before the COVID-19 

pandemic to their situation in September 2021. In our sample, there is a higher proportion of 

mothers than fathers indicating worsened pWLB (24% vs. 18%) and a slightly lower proportion 

of mothers than fathers indicating improved pWLB (24% vs. 25%). When considering the 

cross-country variation, we observe that Poland stands out as a country where the highest 

proportion of respondents indicated that their pWLB did not change (72%), and only 13% 

indicated improved pWLB and 15% indicated worsened pWLB. Among all countries, Canada 

holds the highest share of respondents who indicated worsened pWLB (31%), whereas USA 

has the highest proportion of workers who indicated improved pWLB (49%). In Germany, Italy, 

Sweden and USA the proportion of respondents indicating improved pWLB was higher than 

those who reported worsened pWLB, whereas in Canada and Poland it was the opposite.  

In terms of the use of WFH, 15% of respondents in our sample started working from home 

during the pandemic and 29% of them continued working from home. A higher proportion of 

mothers than fathers started working from home (17% vs 13%) but the proportion of 

respondents who continued working from home during the pandemic was slightly lower for 

mothers than fathers (24% vs. 25%). We observe large differences between countries, with the 

highest proportions of those who started working from home during the pandemic in Germany 

(22%), Italy (20%) and Sweden (21%). The highest proportions of those who continued 

working from home were observed in Canada (32%), Sweden (32%) and the USA (43%). In 

our sample, Poland is the country with the highest proportion of those who did not work from 

home before the pandemic and did not engage in it during the pandemic (71%).  

Table 2. The structure of respondents (in %): full sample used in the analysis, by gender 
and by country. 

 
Full 

sample 
Gender Country 

 
 

Fathers Mothers CA DE IT PL SE US 
 

 
50.74 49.26 20.85 14.32 17.29 23.36 16.91 7.28 

Change in pWLB: 
         

No change 54.90 57.19 52.55 44.31 54.96 57.20 72.02 50.16 35.78 

Improved WLB 24.37 25.09 23.63 24.33 24.98 24.52 13.17 28.62 48.97 
Worsened WLB 20.73 17.72 23.82 31.35 20.06 18.28 14.81 21.23 15.25 

Total: 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
Change in the use of 

WFH 
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No use-No use 60.03 60.58 59.46 60.25 56.90 63.43 70.92 46.75 53.37 

No use-Use 15.36 13.39 16.82 7.63 22.37 20.28 13.31 21.16 3.81 
Use-Use 24.62 25.49 23.72 32.12 20.73 15.75 15.78 32.09 42.81 

Total: 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
Educational 

attainment 

   

      
Less than tertiary 49.88 52.79 46.89 44.85 60.33 65.16 47.19 36.20 45.01 
Tertiary education 50.12 47.21 53.11 55.15 39.67 34.84 52.81 63.80 54.99 

Total: 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
Age group 

   
      

20-30 years old 11.65 8.99 14.39 9.38 9.99 7.97 15.91 6.44 28.59 
31-39 years old 44.45 40.29 48.73 53.23 47.73 30.88 42.43 47.95 43.40 
40-49 years old 39.91 41.09 32.60 33.30 36.02 49.35 33.10 39.86 24.78 

50-59 years old 6.99 9.64 4.27 4.10 6.26 11.80 8.55 5.75 3.23 
Total: 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 

Parthership status 
         

Living with a partner 89.84 92.74 86.86 89.75 87.92 93.45 90.31 90.15 83.14 
Not living with a 

partner 
10.16 7.26 13.14 10.25 12.08 6.55 9.69 9.85 16.86 

Total: 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
Number of children 

         
1 36.89 35.95 37.85 29.15 39.45 46.08 48.38 20.97 32.26 
2 48.69 49.15 48.21 51.64 49.89 46.36 40.51 58.37 47.07 

3+ 14.43 14.90 13.94 19.21 10.66 7.54 11.11 20.66 20.67 
Total: 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 

Months child at home 
         

0-1 38.90 39.92 37.85 32.84 34.08 26.93 14.64 89.20 43.70 
2-5 36.60 36.62 36.58 46.16 45.04 50.65 35.17 08.02 29.47 
6+ 24.51 23.46 25.58 21.00 20.88 22.42 50.19 2.78 26.83 

Total: 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
Source: Own calculations based on FHD (see Kurowska et al., 2023). 

 

7.2 Regression results 

Fathers who continued working from the office during the pandemic (No use-No use group) 

had a similar predicted probability of reporting worsened as reporting improved WLB (Figure 
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1A). Mothers who continued working from the office had a higher predicted probability of 

reporting worsened than improved WLB (Figure 1A). On the contrary, parents who either 

continued working from home during the pandemic (Use - Use group) or started to work from 

home during the pandemic (No use - Use group) had nearly two times higher predicted 

probabilities of reporting improved WLB than worsened WLB (Figure 1A). This is true for 

both mothers and fathers, but rather driven by those mothers and fathers who lived with 

a partner (upper part of  Figure 1C). For parents living alone with kids, we found no statistically 

significant differences between predicted probabilities in reporting worsened and improved 

change in WLB (bottom part of  Figure 1C). However, as the subsample  of parents living alone 

with kids is small (about 10% of the total sample), this finding must be interpreted with caution. 

Figure 1A Predicted probabilities of reporting improved and worsened WLB among mothers 

and fathers during the COVID-19 pandemic, according to (change in) working arrangements.  

 
Notes: Predicted probabilities are derived based on the estimation results presented in Appendix (Table 1). 

Confidence intervals represent 83% confidence intervals.  

 

As expected (H1), compared to parents who continued working in the office, those who started 

to work from home or continued working from home during the pandemic had higher predicted 

probabilities of reporting increased WLB (left-hand side of Figure 1A). This relationship was 

consistent across genders. It was found among parents living with a partner as well as among 

parents living alone with their children (Figure 1B). However, these differences seem to be 
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smaller in the group of parents living alone with their kids (Figure 1B). In particular, the 

difference is not statistically significant for fathers living alone with their children (left-hand 

side of Figure 1C). This  may on one hand partially support hypothesis 4, but on the other hand, 

it may also result from the small sample size of this group of fathers in our study.  

 

Figure 1B Predicted probabilities of reporting improved and worsened WLB by partnership 

status during the COVID-19 pandemic, according to (change in) working arrangements, among 

parents living alone with their child(ren).  

 
 
Notes: Predicted probabilities are derived based on the estimation results presented in Appendix (Table 2). 

Confidence intervals represent 83% confidence intervals.  

 

Mothers who did not change their working arrangement during the pandemic, regardless of 

whether they worked from the office (No use - No use) or from home (Use - Use), had higher 

predicted probabilities of experiencing worsened WLB during the pandemic than fathers (right-

hand side of Figure 1A). This relationship was rather driven by mothers living with partners 

(right-hand side of Figure 1C). We have not found differences in the probabilities of reporting 

worsened WLB among any group of parents (men, women, single, partnered) if they started to 

work from home during the pandemic (No use- Use group; right-hand side of Figures 1A, 1B 
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and 1C). However, as mentioned earlier, findings for the group of parents living alone with 

their children must be treated with caution.  

 

Figure 1C Predicted probabilities of reporting improved and worsened WLB among mothers 

and fathers living with and without a partner, during the COVID-19 pandemic, according to 

(change in) working arrangements.  

 
 
Source: Familydemic Harmonized Dataset (mid 2021).  .  

Notes: The findings for the group of parents living alone are based on a small sample and thus have to be 

interpreted with caution. Predicted probabilities are derived based on the estimation results presented in 

Appendix (Table 3). Confidence intervals represent 83% confidence intervals.  

 

As expected (H2), we found a negative moderation effect of the length of time children spent 

at home due to childcare and school closures related to the COVID-19 pandemic on pWLB 

of  mothers. First, only among mothers whose child(ren) were at home for the shortest period 

of time (up to one month only), starting to work from home during the pandemic (No use- Use) 

was related to a lower probability of worsened pWLB e (upper right-hand side of Figure 2). 

Secondly, for mothers who WFH (both: No use-Use and Use-Use groups), the longer the child 

was at home, the lower the predicted probability of reporting improved WLB. However, the 

differences between the groups - according to the length of time a child was at home - are not 
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statistically significant (upper left-hand side of Figure 2). Additionally, it is worth stressing that 

among mothers who started to WFH or continued to do so during the pandemic, those whose 

child(ren) were at home for 6 months or longer were more likely to report worsened WLB than 

those mothers whose children were only  occasionally or for a very short time at home (upper 

right-hand side of Figure 2). For parents who worked from the office (No use - No use groups), 

the time spent by a child/children at home did not seem to have any effect on their pWLB 

(Figure 2).  

Figure 2 Predicted probabilities of reporting improved and worsened WLB among mothers 

and among fathers during the COVID-19 pandemic, according to (change in) working 

arrangements and the time at least one child was at home due to childcare closures resulting 

from confinement policies.  

 
 
Notes: Predicted probabilities are derived based on the estimation results presented in Appendix (Table 4). 

Confidence intervals represent 83% confidence intervals. 

 

Finally, as expected (H3), change in parent’s working hours negatively moderated the role of 

WFH for pWLB (Figure 3). Only among mothers who decreased or did not change their 

working hours, starting or continuing to WFH during the pandemic was related to higher 

predicted probabilities of experiencing improvement in WLB (compared to those mothers who 

continued working in the office). In other words, for those who increased working hours during 
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the pandemic, we do not find statistically significant differences in predicted probabilities of 

improvement in WLB between those working in the office and those working at home. What is 

more, among fathers, we found that those who increased working hours during the pandemic 

were significantly more likely to experience worsened WLB if they started to work from home 

during the pandemic, compared to those who worked from the office. Furthermore, among 

fathers who decreased the number of working hours during the pandemic, moving to the WFH 

arrangement, as well as continuing to WFH, was related to a lower predicted probability of 

reporting worsened WLB.  

 

Figure 3 Predicted probabilities of reporting improved and worsened WLB among mothers and 

among fathers during the COVID-19 pandemic, according to (change in) working hours during 

the pandemic.   

 
Notes: Predicted probabilities are derived based on the estimation results presented in Appendix (Table 5). 

Confidence intervals represent 83% confidence intervals. 

 

7.3 Robustness checks:  

We ran the models with different specifications of the main explanatory variable (a categorical 

variable representing the frequency of working from home before the pandemic and at the 

moment of the survey) to check if the results differ in any way. The results were very consistent 

across all the models with different explanatory variables (Tables 6-10 in Appendix). We also 
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checked whether the division of childcare in the family changed in our sample of parents during 

the pandemic (based on descriptive information), and we did not find substantial  changes.  This 

means that we were able to reject the idea that the obtained results were largely due to the 

changes in the type of division of care work (traditional, equal, unconventional) that mothers 

and fathers were providing. Finally, the models were run solely on the sub-sample of individuals 

whose occupational grade corresponds to 1-5 codes (managers, professionals, associated 

professionals, technicians and associate professional, clerical and sales workers) of the ISCO 

(1 dig) classification. We have done it because evidence suggests that in such occupations 

performing WFH is considered to be more possible than in other occupational categories 

(Dingel and Neiman, 2021). By doing this our sample was reduced by 25%, which means that 

75% of individuals in our sample were able to work from home. Running models only on the 

sub-sample of individuals who can work from home allowed us to explore whether the gender 

differences in the association between work from home and pWLB are due to the fact that 

women may be overrepresented in the jobs where this mode of work is less possible. We find 

no substantial differences between the results obtained on the general sample and the sub-

sample of occupations with the codes 1-5 of the 1-digit ISCO classification. All results of the 

robustness checks are presented in the Appendix (Tables 11-15).  

 

8. Discussion and conclusion 

 COVID-19 has had a large impact on work conditions and life experiences. Given the 

expansion of  home-based work  (OECD, 2021) and the large-scale school and childcare 

closures (Adisa et al., 2021), the current study sought to examine the association between work 

from home and perceived changes in parents’ work-life balance during the pandemic. We used 

unique survey data from six countries (US, Canada, Sweden, Germany, Italy and Poland) to 

explore gender differences in this relationship as well as the moderating role of the presence of 

children at home due to COVID-19 related confinement policies, change in parents’ working 

hours, and partner presence in the household. Our findings demonstrate the positive association 

between WFH and improved work-life balance for parents, irrespective of gender and partner 

status. This is consistent with previous research showing that WFH is particularly helpful in 

achieving greater work-life balance among parents (Crosbie and Moore 2004; Felstead et al. 

2002; Laß and Wooden, 2022). WFH allows for greater flexibility in managing both work and 

household tasks (Uddin, 2021). For example, those who WFH enjoy being able to make their 

work space more comfortable (Caringal-Go et al., 2022) and spending more time with their 
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families (Augustine and Prickett, 2022), resulting in a greater sense of closeness (Adisa, 

Aiyenitaju, and Adekoya, 2021). 

Nevertheless, we find that the relationship between WFH and WLB was moderated by having 

children at home longer, working longer hours, and living without a partner. First, the positive 

impact of WFH on WLB was weakened for mothers whose children remained at home for 

extended periods due to childcare and school closures during the pandemic. Working from 

home during the pandemic was decidedly different and potentially more difficult for mothers 

with children at home (Couch, O’Sullivan, and Malatzky, 2021). Our findings align with 

previous research by Allen et al. (2021), indicating that having more individuals at home while 

working remotely during the pandemic led to lower work-nonwork balance. Other research 

shows that it was difficult to ensure a child-free work space at home (Couch, O’Sullivan, and 

Malatzky, 2021). Our findings, however, stress that the negative moderating effect of children 

being at home was gendered. In this respect, our findings are in line with the study of Graham 

et al. (2021) on adults living in the US, who found that women working from home with 

children during the pandemic experienced greater work-family conflicts. Particularly for 

mothers, attempting to work from home during lockdown often fed into feelings of guilt as 

mothers often felt that they should be more available for their children when at home (Rodriguez 

Castro, Brady, and Cook 2020).  

Second, the positive impact of working from home was nullified for mothers who experienced 

an increase in working hours during this period. The emphasis on being a good mother is still 

strong and tends to edge out the emphasis on being a career woman. Sorensen (2017) suggests 

that given the stronger norms surrounding being a good mother than being a career 

woman,  part-time work is the least controversial path for working mothers in achieving work-

life balance. Extending this logic, mothers who increase work hours would not live up to 

expectations for being a good mother and thus may feel that their WLB is disrupted. In addition, 

fathers who began working from home while simultaneously extending their working hours 

reported decreased work-life balance compared to fathers who kept their working hours 

unchanged or lowered them. Since working from home increases fathers’ time in routine 

childcare (Carlson, Petts, and Pepin, 2021), it is likely that those fathers who also increase their 

paid work hours would find themselves in a difficult situation, and thus feel a lack of balance 

in their lives. Our findings are consistent with previous research showing that longer working 

hours while working from home reduces WLB (Felstead and Henseke, 2017; Kurowska, 2020). 

This is particularly concerning given that those who worked from home during the pandemic 
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were more likely to increase their work hours (Kaufman and Taniguchi, 2021), often due to the 

need to adjust their work roles (Lizana and Vega-Fernadez, 2021). 

 

Third, the positive relationship between WFH and WLB was found to be smaller among 

parents, particularly fathers, who live alone with their children. Single parents often struggle 

with financial and role strains which make it more difficult to balance work and family 

(Reimann, Marx, and Diewald, 2019; Van Gasse and Mortelmans, 2020). Single parents may 

also face role strains in their negotiation of child-related responsibilities with previous partners 

(Emery, 2011). Those who live without any other adults may face additional stressors (Hertz, 

Mattes, and Shook, 2021), and attempts to keep high levels of involvement with their children 

may leave single parents feeling like they are always ‘on call’ with a lack of boundaries between 

work and family (Bakker and Karsten, 2013).  

As with any research, our study is not without limitations. Being cross-sectional in design, we 

were unable to fully eliminate potential selection effects. It is possible that parents who chose 

to work from home differed from those who continued working from the office in ways that we 

were unable to adequately control. Additionally, there may have been self-sorting biases, as 

parents who opted for remote work may have prioritised higher work-life balance than others. 

However, we partly addressed this concern by distinguishing between parents who had already 

been working from home before the pandemic and those who transitioned to remote work 

during the pandemic. Considering that remote work was largely exogenously imposed due to 

COVID-19 confinement measures, we believe the selection effects were minimised for the 

latter group. Our study reveals that the positive relationship between working from home and 

perceived changes in work-life balance extended not only to parents who maintained remote 

work throughout the pandemic but also to parents who newly adopted remote work during the 

pandemic. Nevertheless, additional research and (quasi) experimental designs are necessary to 

establish robust causal relationships between working from home and work-life balance. 

Further research is also required to explore the role of segmentation and integration strategies 

of boundary management by gender for changes in work-life balance while working from home 

during and after the COVID-19 pandemic.  

In conclusion, our research offers significant insights into the conditionality of the positive 

effects of working from home on work-life balance among parents during the COVID-19 

pandemic. It highlights the critical role of factors such as increased childcare responsibilities 

and working hours for the capabilities of parents to balance paid work with private and family 

life. Our study emphasises the importance of conditions for parents', but particularly mothers’, 
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ability to effectively manage boundaries between work and non-work activities for positive 

work-life balance outcomes. The presence of children at home throughout the day and increased 

working hours hindered such capabilities. This reinforces the discussions put forth by Allen and 

colleagues (2021) about the association between not only a preference for segmentation but 

also the ability to separate paid work from other activities, such as having a dedicated home-

based office, and greater work-nonwork balance. There is a need for better policies that address 

work-life balance. Work-life balance is often framed as an individual choice in which women, 

and sometimes men, must make personal arrangements in order to achieve the right balance for 

themselves. Particularly for women, failures in achieving work-life balance are seen as personal 

failures rather than policy or organizational failures (Toffoletti and Starr, 2016). This allows 

employers to leave it to their employees to figure things out, often expecting women to do so 

but not men (Hari, 2017). State and employer policies that offer WFH should consider issues 

of childcare and work hours, putting into place other supports that ameliorate these issues. 

These findings contribute to the ongoing discussions on remote work and work-life balance and 

call for further investigation to enhance our understanding of this relationship in the post-

pandemic era. 
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Appendix 

 
Table 1. Coefficients obtained from the estimation of the multinomial logit model that includes an 

interaction between the change in the use of WFH and gender (Figure 1A in the main body of the 

manuscript). 
VARIABLES Improved WLB Worsened WLB 
Change in the use of WFH     
No use-Use 1.069*** 0.417*** 
  (0.237) (0.106) 
Use-Use 1.145*** 0.211*** 
  (0.095) (0.060) 
Mothers -0.146 0.319*** 
  (0.090) (0.048) 
No use-Use # Mothers 0.386*** -0.051 
  (0.101) (0.128) 
Use-Use # Mothers 0.155 0.059 
  (0.157) (0.092) 
Tertiary education 0.211** 0.277** 
  (0.084) (0.108) 
Age: 31-39 years old -0.220** 0.085 
  (0.101) (0.075) 
Age: 40-49 years old -0.300** 0.024 
  (0.119) (0.059) 
Age: 50-59 years old -0.468*** -0.017 
  (0.115) (0.142) 
Germany -0.161*** -0.639*** 
  (0.031) (0.022) 
Italy -0.108*** -0.669*** 
  (0.026) (0.030) 
Poland -0.971*** -1.146*** 
  (0.020) (0.008) 
Sweden -0.141*** -0.599*** 
  (0.032) (0.016) 
USA 0.849*** -0.476*** 
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  (0.047) (0.013) 
Number of children below 18 y/o in the household = 2 -0.043 -0.068 
  (0.028) (0.046) 
Number of children below 18 y/o in the household = 3+ 0.063 0.000 
  (0.071) (0.053) 
ISCO (1 digit) -0.028** -0.029* 
  (0.014) (0.015) 

Change in the received extra help with childcare: More help 0.511*** 0.684*** 
  (0.084) (0.062) 

Change in the received extra help with childcare: Less help 0.445*** 0.594*** 
  (0.113) (0.113) 
Constant -0.965*** -0.814*** 
  (0.163) (0.092) 
      
Observations 9,364 9,364 

Notes: The base outcome is 0 (no change in respondent’s WLB). Standard errors in parentheses are clustered at 

the country level. Country Fixed effects are included in the model. *** denotes p<0.01, ** denotes p<0.05, and * 

denotes p<0.1 

Table 2. Coefficients obtained from the estimation of the multinomial logit model that includes an interaction 

between the change in the use of WFH and partnership status during Covid-19 (Figure 1B in the main body of 

the manuscript). 

VARIABLES Improved WLB Worsened WLB 
Change in the use of WFH     
No use-Use 1.294*** 0.413*** 
  (0.229) (0.098) 
Use-Use 1.270*** 0.266*** 
  (0.120) (0.077) 
Parents living with child(ren) alone 0.310** 0.444*** 
  (0.122) (0.075) 
No use-Use # Parents living with child(ren) alone -0.186 -0.308 
  (0.231) (0.370) 
Use-Use # Parents living with child(ren) alone -0.460** -0.241 
  (0.181) (0.353) 
Mothers -0.025 0.295*** 
  (0.114) (0.045) 
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Tertiary education 0.218*** 0.292*** 
  (0.083) (0.107) 
Age: 31-39 years old -0.205** 0.105 
  (0.102) (0.076) 
Age: 40-49 years old -0.291** 0.028 
  (0.119) (0.058) 
Age: 50-59 years old -0.465*** -0.026 
  (0.113) (0.149) 
Germany -0.173*** -0.642*** 
  (0.037) (0.020) 
Italy -0.104*** -0.642*** 
  (0.022) (0.029) 
Poland -0.972*** -1.140*** 
  (0.018) (0.008) 
Sweden -0.145*** -0.603*** 
  (0.036) (0.017) 
USA 0.822*** -0.513*** 
  (0.041) (0.011) 

Number of children below 18 y/o in the household = 2 -0.037 -0.038 
  (0.032) (0.046) 

Number of children below 18 y/o in the household = 3+ 0.072 0.036 
  (0.077) (0.059) 
ISCO (1 digit) -0.024 -0.031** 
  (0.016) (0.016) 

Change in the received extra help with childcare: More help 0.497*** 0.671*** 
  (0.083) (0.052) 

Change in the received extra help with childcare: Less help 0.438*** 0.580*** 
  (0.109) (0.111) 
Constant -1.086*** -0.882*** 
  (0.184) (0.107) 
      
Observations 9,364 9,364 

Notes: The base outcome is 0 (no change in respondent’s WLB). Standard errors in parentheses are clustered at 

the country level. Country Fixed effects are included in the model. *** denotes p<0.01, ** denotes p<0.05, and * 

denotes p<0.1 
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Table 3. Coefficients obtained from the estimation of the multinomial logit model that includes an 

interaction between the change in the use of WFH and gender for the subsamples of parents living 

with a partner and parents living with child(ren) alone (Figure 1C in the main body of the manuscript). 

  
VARIABLES 

Parents living with a 

partner 
 

Parents living with 

child(ren) alone 

Improved 

WLB 
Worsened 

WLB 
Improved 

WLB 
Worsened 

WLB 

Change in the use of WFH         
No use-Use 1.101*** 0.453*** 0.670 -0.232 
  (0.248) (0.141) (0.410) (0.653) 
Use-Use 1.194*** 0.211*** 0.558* 0.156 
  (0.101) (0.079) (0.288) (0.270) 
Mothers -0.141 0.348*** -0.266 -0.054 
  (0.100) (0.056) (0.321) (0.089) 
No use-Use # Mothers 0.393*** -0.074 0.539 0.570 
  (0.107) (0.134) (0.440) (0.433) 
Use-Use # Mothers 0.166 0.094 0.295 -0.023 
  (0.170) (0.062) (0.408) (0.334) 
Tertiary education 0.215** 0.309** 0.308** 0.220 
  (0.094) (0.122) (0.138) (0.209) 
Age: 31-39 years old -0.254*** 0.111* 0.014 0.208 
  (0.088) (0.065) (0.241) (0.178) 
Age: 40-49 years old -0.316** 0.070 -0.329*** -0.122 
  (0.124) (0.051) (0.122) (0.194) 
Age: 50-59 years old -0.457*** 0.065 -0.680*** -0.366 
  (0.149) (0.138) (0.199) (0.272) 
Germany -0.148*** -0.638*** -0.259*** -0.439*** 
  (0.030) (0.027) (0.062) (0.101) 
Italy -0.073*** -0.629*** -0.217*** -0.518*** 
  (0.024) (0.036) (0.053) (0.128) 
Poland -0.972*** -1.138*** -0.959*** -0.936*** 
  (0.014) (0.016) (0.082) (0.072) 
Sweden -0.121*** -0.604*** -0.225*** -0.317*** 
  (0.034) (0.022) (0.058) (0.064) 
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USA 0.963*** -0.509*** 0.191*** -0.506*** 
  (0.041) (0.011) (0.061) (0.087) 
Number of children below 18 y/o in 

the household = 2 -0.038 -0.040 -0.039 -0.028 
  (0.033) (0.053) (0.145) (0.202) 
Number of children below 18 y/o in 

the household = 3+ 0.012 0.043 0.740*** 0.082 
  (0.064) (0.079) (0.221) (0.404) 
ISCO (1 digit) -0.024** -0.040*** -0.065 0.026 
  (0.011) (0.016) (0.057) (0.026) 
Change in partner's employment: No-

Yes Office 0.088 0.252*     
  (0.252) (0.133)     
Change in partner's employment: No-

Yes WFH -0.019 0.493     
  (0.130) (0.304)     
Change in partner's 

employment:  Yes-No 0.311** 0.618***     
  (0.127) (0.185)     
Change in the received extra help 

with childcare: More help 0.520*** 0.702*** 0.358 0.422*** 
  (0.086) (0.074) (0.225) (0.145) 
Change in the received extra help 

with childcare: Less help 0.448*** 0.528*** 0.189 0.776*** 
  (0.120) (0.112) (0.339) (0.158) 
Started living with the Partner 0.464 0.628*     
  (0.384) (0.372)     
Constant -1.037*** -0.954*** -0.420 -0.503*** 
  (0.190) (0.086) (0.299) (0.140) 
          
Observations 8,374 8,374 951 951 

Notes: The base outcome is 0 (no change in respondent’s WLB). Standard errors in parentheses are clustered at 

the country level. Country Fixed effects are included in the model. *** denotes p<0.01, ** denotes p<0.05, and * 

denotes p<0.1 
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Table 4. Coefficients obtained from the estimation of the multinomial logit model that includes an 

interaction between the change in the use of WFH and the number of months a child stayed at home 

without formal childcare for the subsamples of mothers and fathers (Figure 2 in the main body of the 

manuscript). 

  
VARIABLES 

Mothers Fathers 

Improved 

WLB 
Worsened 

WLB 
Improved 

WLB 
Worsened 

WLB 

Change in the use of WFH         
No use-Use 1.560*** 0.158 1.268*** 0.487** 
  (0.256) (0.286) (0.305) (0.242) 
Use-Use 1.385*** 0.280 1.305*** 0.127 
  (0.336) (0.304) (0.159) (0.270) 
Number of months a child stayed 

without formal childcare: 2-5 -0.146 0.048 0.077 0.061 
  (0.151) (0.154) (0.217) (0.101) 
Number of months a child stayed 

without formal childcare: 6+ 0.128 0.324 0.224 0.416** 
  (0.144) (0.262) (0.196) (0.167) 
No use-Use # Number of months a child 

stayed without formal childcare: 2-5 -0.040 0.296 -0.035 0.139 
  (0.244) (0.250) (0.450) (0.270) 
No use-Use # Number of months a child 

stayed without formal childcare: 6+ -0.362 0.367 -0.405 -0.223 
  (0.443) (0.281) (0.505) (0.196) 
Use-Use # Number of months a child 

stayed without formal childcare: 2-5 -0.005 -0.094 -0.118 0.301 
  (0.326) (0.486) (0.236) (0.341) 
Use-Use # Number of months a child 

stayed without formal childcare: 6+ -0.245 0.154 -0.025 -0.019 
  (0.406) (0.393) (0.348) (0.388) 
Tertiary education 0.195*** 0.402*** 0.238 0.257 
  (0.058) (0.083) (0.158) (0.194) 
Age: 31-39 years old -0.124 0.152** -0.469*** -0.171 
  (0.114) (0.062) (0.074) (0.193) 
Age: 40-49 years old -0.114 0.117 -0.615*** -0.308 
  (0.161) (0.146) (0.136) (0.220) 
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Age: 50-59 years old -0.108 0.279 -0.734*** -0.429 
  (0.154) (0.225) (0.158) (0.324) 
Germany -0.275*** -0.588*** -0.016 -0.809*** 
  (0.034) (0.036) (0.045) (0.034) 
Italy -0.190*** -0.707*** 0.010 -0.590*** 
  (0.044) (0.052) (0.043) (0.063) 
Poland -1.063*** -1.376*** -0.879*** -1.026*** 
  (0.048) (0.082) (0.058) (0.051) 
Sweden -0.075 -0.501*** -0.270*** -0.409*** 
  (0.089) (0.089) (0.077) (0.073) 
USA 0.699*** -0.526*** 1.067*** -0.585*** 
  (0.058) (0.041) (0.027) (0.041) 
Number of children below 18 y/o in the 

household = 2 -0.016 0.052 -0.023 -0.212** 
  (0.051) (0.037) (0.066) (0.085) 
Number of children below 18 y/o in the 

household = 3+ 0.008 0.157 0.081 -0.246*** 
  (0.074) (0.120) (0.116) (0.036) 
ISCO (1 digit) -0.061* -0.013 -0.002 -0.052*** 
  (0.036) (0.025) (0.019) (0.015) 
Change in partner's employment: No-

Yes Office 0.157 -0.147 -0.126 0.365 
  (0.407) (0.405) (0.324) (0.229) 
Change in partner's employment: No-

Yes WFH 0.099 -1.019** -0.065 0.935 
  (0.519) (0.487) (0.246) (0.583) 
Change in partner's employment:  Yes-

No 0.264* 0.333 0.331 0.765*** 
  (0.136) (0.484) (0.217) (0.128) 
Change in the received extra help with 

childcare: More help 0.408*** 0.726*** 0.593*** 0.617*** 
  (0.090) (0.096) (0.104) (0.101) 
Change in the received extra help with 

childcare: Less help 0.268 0.371** 0.585*** 0.683*** 
  (0.175) (0.170) (0.083) (0.129) 
Parents living with child(ren) alone -1.055 -0.101 0.746* 0.648 
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  (0.681) (0.107) (0.409) (0.513) 
Started living with the Partner 1.118** 0.933** -1.033 0.467 
  (0.554) (0.459) (0.631) (0.491) 
Constant -1.080*** -0.882*** -1.045*** -0.612*** 
  (0.268) (0.215) (0.193) (0.156) 
          
Observations 3,892 3,892 4,247 4,247 

Notes: The base outcome is 0 (no change in respondent’s WLB). Standard errors in parentheses are clustered at 

the country level. Country Fixed effects are included in the model. *** denotes p<0.01, ** denotes p<0.05, and * 

denotes p<0.1 

Table 5. Coefficients obtained from the estimation of the multinomial logit model that includes an interaction 

between the change in the use of WFH and the change in respondent’s working hours for the subsamples of 

mothers and fathers (Figure 3 in the main body of the manuscript). 

  
VARIABLES 

Mothers Fathers 

Improved 

WLB 
Worsened 

WLB 
Improved 

WLB 
Worsened 

WLB 

Change in the use of WFH         
No use-Use 1.490*** 0.436*** 1.132*** 0.328** 
  (0.207) (0.111) (0.249) (0.141) 
Use-Use 1.353*** 0.204* 1.208*** 0.157** 
  (0.218) (0.123) (0.096) (0.066) 
Change in respondent's working hours: 

Less hours 1.124*** 0.800*** 0.965*** 1.084*** 
  (0.096) (0.192) (0.146) (0.167) 
Change in respondent's working hours: 

More hours 0.894*** 1.434*** 0.433* 0.999*** 
  (0.189) (0.119) (0.224) (0.200) 
No use-Use # Change in respondent's 

working hours: Less hours -0.228 -0.133 -0.286* -0.868** 
  (0.200) (0.610) (0.168) (0.361) 
No use-Use # Change in respondent's 

working hours: -0.521 -0.528 0.267 1.144*** 
  (0.494) (0.333) (0.215) (0.194) 
Use-Use # Change in respondent's 

working hours: Less hours -0.354 -0.116 -0.293 -0.578 
  (0.435) (0.498) (0.321) (0.397) 
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Use-Use # Change in respondent's 

working hours: -0.470 0.345*** 0.211 0.485 
  (0.538) (0.132) (0.467) (0.311) 
Tertiary education 0.198*** 0.427*** 0.206 0.252 
  (0.058) (0.079) (0.163) (0.178) 
Age: 31-39 years old -0.084 0.223*** -0.464*** -0.037 
  (0.125) (0.049) (0.047) (0.144) 
Age: 40-49 years old -0.089 0.194 -0.578*** -0.113 
  (0.185) (0.132) (0.110) (0.176) 
Age: 50-59 years old -0.146 0.339* -0.696*** -0.165 
  (0.155) (0.204) (0.148) (0.311) 
Germany -0.275*** -0.563*** 0.016 -0.718*** 
  (0.038) (0.023) (0.042) (0.031) 
Italy -0.158*** -0.587*** 0.010 -0.592*** 
  (0.043) (0.035) (0.039) (0.066) 
Poland -0.959*** -1.178*** -0.890*** -0.982*** 
  (0.029) (0.021) (0.021) (0.021) 
Sweden 0.110*** -0.520*** -0.269*** -0.476*** 
  (0.022) (0.038) (0.032) (0.016) 
USA 0.709*** -0.499*** 0.976*** -0.671*** 
  (0.074) (0.041) (0.033) (0.068) 
Number of children below 18 y/o in 

the household = 2 -0.065 0.052 -0.040 -0.206** 
  (0.043) (0.060) (0.070) (0.087) 
Number of children below 18 y/o in 

the household = 3+ -0.053 0.220* 0.063 -0.236*** 
  (0.064) (0.130) (0.115) (0.037) 
ISCO (1 digit) -0.068* -0.010 -0.016 -0.060*** 
  (0.038) (0.020) (0.014) (0.014) 
Change in partner's employment: No-

Yes Office 0.097 -0.217 0.012 0.434*** 
  (0.365) (0.400) (0.283) (0.165) 
Change in partner's employment: No-

Yes WFH 0.073 -1.094** -0.120 0.900* 
  (0.500) (0.498) (0.207) (0.524) 
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Change in partner's employment:  Yes-

No 0.234 0.345 0.335 0.782*** 
  (0.167) (0.451) (0.211) (0.148) 
Change in the received extra help with 

childcare: More help 0.365*** 0.681*** 0.546*** 0.589*** 
  (0.105) (0.119) (0.109) (0.084) 
Change in the received extra help with 

childcare: Less help 0.233 0.241* 0.582*** 0.685*** 
  (0.148) (0.123) (0.103) (0.107) 
Parents living with child(ren) alone -1.015 -0.085 0.788** 0.685 
  (0.674) (0.132) (0.364) (0.545) 
Started living with the Partner 1.091** 0.996** -0.718 0.412 
  (0.554) (0.478) (0.485) (0.477) 
Constant -1.282*** -1.133*** -0.999*** -0.788*** 
  (0.263) (0.132) (0.153) (0.175) 
          
Observations 4,008 4,008 4,414 4,414 

Notes: The base outcome is 0 (no change in respondent’s WLB). Standard errors in parentheses are clustered at 

the country level. Country Fixed effects are included in the model. *** denotes p<0.01, ** denotes p<0.05, and * 

denotes p<0.1 

Table 6. Robustness check - Coefficients obtained from the estimation of the multinomial logit model that 

includes an interaction between the frequency of WFH and gender. 

VARIABLES 
Improved 

WLB 
Worsened 

WLB 
      
Number of months that respondent worked from home 0.086*** 0.033*** 
  (0.015) (0.008) 
Mothers -0.139 0.270*** 
  (0.106) (0.046) 
Mothers # Number of months that respondent worked from 

home 0.021*** 0.014** 
  (0.007) (0.007) 
Tertiary education 0.247** 0.246*** 
  (0.110) (0.095) 
Age: 31-39 years old -0.243** 0.064 
  (0.102) (0.081) 
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Age: 40-49 years old -0.353*** -0.010 
  (0.115) (0.059) 
Age: 50-59 years old -0.527*** -0.052 
  (0.109) (0.153) 
Germany 0.012 -0.582*** 
  (0.033) (0.017) 
Italy 0.081 -0.602*** 
  (0.052) (0.019) 
Poland -0.823*** -1.084*** 
  (0.031) (0.013) 
Sweden 0.065*** -0.536*** 
  (0.025) (0.023) 
USA 1.012*** -0.437*** 
  (0.063) (0.015) 
Number of children below 18 y/o in the household = 2 -0.018 -0.059 
  (0.035) (0.045) 

Number of children below 18 y/o in the household = 3+ 0.081 0.013 
  (0.070) (0.042) 

ISCO (1 digit) -0.042** -0.024* 
  (0.020) (0.013) 
Change in the received extra help with childcare: More help 0.489*** 0.672*** 
  (0.097) (0.066) 

Change in the received extra help with childcare: Less help 0.483*** 0.596*** 
  (0.144) (0.122) 

Constant -0.935*** -0.860*** 
  (0.166) (0.108) 
      
Observations 9,364 9,364 

Notes: The independent variable (i.e. frequency of WFH) was measured by the question asking about the main 

place of employment in each month during the pandemic (15 months overall). The answers included: working at 

the workplace, working from home, on leave, or not employed. A continuous variable representing the frequency 

of WFH was created and used in the above models. Standard errors in parentheses are clustered at the country 

level. Country Fixed effects are included in the model. *** denotes p<0.01, ** denotes p<0.05, and * denotes 

p<0.1 
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Table 7. Robustness check - Coefficients obtained from the estimation of the multinomial logit model 

that includes an interaction between the frequency of WFH and partnership status during Covid-19. 

VARIABLES 
Improved 

WLB 
Worsened 

WLB 
      
Number of months that respondent worked from home 0.098*** 0.041*** 
  (0.017) (0.006) 
Parents living with child(ren) alone 0.200 0.407*** 
  (0.147) (0.049) 
Parents living with child(ren) alone # Number of months that 

respondent worked from home -0.016 -0.014 
  (0.025) (0.028) 
Mothers -0.044 0.297*** 
  (0.125) (0.048) 
Tertiary education 0.253** 0.263*** 
  (0.108) (0.092) 
Age: 31-39 years old -0.228** 0.090 
  (0.105) (0.081) 
Age: 40-49 years old -0.342*** -0.001 
  (0.119) (0.060) 
Age: 50-59 years old -0.521*** -0.053 
  (0.111) (0.158) 
Germany 0.004 -0.586*** 
  (0.032) (0.016) 
Italy 0.090* -0.577*** 
  (0.053) (0.019) 
Poland -0.818*** -1.077*** 
  (0.032) (0.014) 
Sweden 0.062** -0.539*** 
  (0.024) (0.022) 
USA 0.996*** -0.468*** 
  (0.062) (0.015) 
Number of children below 18 y/o in the household = 2 -0.011 -0.032 
  (0.035) (0.045) 
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Number of children below 18 y/o in the household = 3+ 0.090 0.046 
  (0.078) (0.050) 

ISCO (1 digit) -0.038* -0.024** 
  (0.019) (0.012) 
Change in the received extra help with childcare: More help 0.482*** 0.658*** 
  (0.100) (0.059) 

Change in the received extra help with childcare: Less help 0.478*** 0.583*** 
  (0.141) (0.117) 

Constant -1.032*** -0.962*** 
  (0.200) (0.107) 
      
Observations 9,364 9,364 

Notes: The independent variable (i.e. frequency of WFH) was measured by the question asking about the main 

place of employment in each month during the pandemic (15 months overall). The answers included: working at 

the workplace, working from home, on leave, or not employed. A continuous variable representing the frequency 

of WFH was created and used in the above models. Standard errors in parentheses are clustered at the country 

level. Country Fixed effects are included in the model. *** denotes p<0.01, ** denotes p<0.05, and * denotes 

p<0.1 

 
Table 8. Robustness check - Coefficients obtained from the estimation of the multinomial logit model 

that includes an interaction between the frequency of WFH and gender for the subsamples of parents 

living with a partner and parents living with child(ren) alone. 

  
VARIABLES 

Parents living with a 

partner 
 

Parents living with 

child(ren) alone 

Improved 

WLB 
Worsened 

WLB 
Improved 

WLB 
 

Worsened 

WLB 

          
Number of months that respondent 

worked from home 0.089*** 0.034*** 0.056* 0.010 
  (0.015) (0.009) (0.032) (0.016) 
Mothers -0.120 0.313*** -0.267 -0.158 
  (0.098) (0.049) (0.346) (0.132) 
Mothers # Number of months that 

respondent worked from home 0.020** 0.011 0.041 0.048* 
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  (0.008) (0.009) (0.035) (0.028) 
Tertiary education 0.257** 0.284*** 0.248** 0.160 
  (0.119) (0.109) (0.111) (0.195) 
Age: 31-39 years old -0.282*** 0.089 0.011 0.203 
  (0.090) (0.072) (0.243) (0.194) 
Age: 40-49 years old -0.375*** 0.035 -0.355*** -0.143 
  (0.118) (0.049) (0.125) (0.209) 
Age: 50-59 years old -0.507*** 0.032 -0.796*** -0.408 
  (0.137) (0.150) (0.213) (0.270) 
Germany 0.034 -0.579*** -0.119* -0.414*** 
  (0.029) (0.018) (0.062) (0.066) 
Italy 0.117** -0.559*** -0.037 -0.505*** 
  (0.054) (0.020) (0.077) (0.092) 
Poland -0.818*** -1.074*** -0.830*** -0.904*** 
  (0.033) (0.021) (0.081) (0.060) 
Sweden 0.093*** -0.539*** -0.044 -0.305*** 
  (0.027) (0.032) (0.045) (0.022) 
USA 1.152*** -0.472*** 0.267*** -0.467*** 
  (0.064) (0.016) (0.082) (0.096) 
Number of children below 18 y/o in 

the household = 2 -0.016 -0.031 -0.016 -0.029 
  (0.038) (0.052) (0.153) (0.206) 
Number of children below 18 y/o in 

the household = 3+ 0.024 0.052 0.826*** 0.132 
  (0.061) (0.071) (0.261) (0.422) 
ISCO (1 digit) -0.037** -0.036*** -0.064 0.038 
  (0.017) (0.012) (0.061) (0.027) 
Change in partner's employment: No-

Yes Office 0.096 0.254*     
  (0.240) (0.134)     
Change in partner's employment: No-

Yes WFH 0.037 0.464     
  (0.126) (0.298)     
Change in partner's employment:  Yes-

No 0.286* 0.629***     
  (0.148) (0.188)     
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Change in the received extra help with 

childcare: More help 0.505*** 0.692*** 0.326* 0.386** 
  (0.106) (0.079) (0.187) (0.164) 
Change in the received extra help with 

childcare: Less help 0.488*** 0.533*** 0.209 0.779*** 
  (0.149) (0.120) (0.339) (0.152) 
Started living with the Partner 0.454 0.623*     
  (0.387) (0.372)     
Constant -1.005*** -1.000*** -0.503 -0.553*** 
  (0.191) (0.105) (0.370) (0.209) 
          
Observations 8,374 8,374 951 951 

Notes: The independent variable (i.e. frequency of WFH) was measured by the question asking about the main 

place of employment in each month during the pandemic (15 months overall). The answers included: working at 

the workplace, working from home, on leave, or not employed. A continuous variable representing the frequency 

of WFH was created and used in the above models. Standard errors in parentheses are clustered at the country 

level. Country Fixed effects are included in the model. *** denotes p<0.01, ** denotes p<0.05, and * denotes 

p<0.1 

 
Table 9. Robustness check - Coefficients obtained from the estimation of the multinomial logit model 

that includes an interaction between the frequency of WFH and the number of months a child stayed at 

home without formal childcare for the subsamples of mothers and fathers. 

  
VARIABLES 

Mothers Fathers 

Improved 

WLB 
Worsened 

WLB 
Improved 

WLB 
Worsened 

WLB 

          
Number of months that respondent worked 

from home 0.129*** 0.046*** 0.099*** 0.029 
  (0.039) (0.015) (0.029) (0.020) 
Number of months a child stayed without 

formal childcare: 2-5 -0.068 0.038 0.091 0.077 
  (0.172) (0.133) (0.206) (0.120) 
Number of months a child stayed without 

formal childcare: 6+ 0.134 0.402* 0.088 0.353* 
  (0.198) (0.238) (0.186) (0.198) 
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Number of months a child stayed without 

formal childcare: 2-5 # Number of months 

that respondent worked from home -0.033 -0.004 -0.012 0.016 
  (0.036) (0.026) (0.032) (0.027) 
Number of months a child stayed without 

formal childcare: 6+ # Number of months 

that respondent worked from home -0.047 -0.008 -0.001 0.003 
  (0.040) (0.024) (0.026) (0.024) 
Tertiary education 0.243** 0.375*** 0.257 0.237 
  (0.101) (0.073) (0.184) (0.193) 
Age: 31-39 years old -0.167 0.115* -0.470*** -0.171 
  (0.126) (0.063) (0.070) (0.188) 
Age: 40-49 years old -0.230* 0.060 -0.610*** -0.309 
  (0.138) (0.129) (0.117) (0.224) 
Age: 50-59 years old -0.137 0.241 -0.755*** -0.434 
  (0.139) (0.188) (0.156) (0.339) 
Germany -0.089** -0.528*** 0.143*** -0.740*** 
  (0.042) (0.037) (0.021) (0.016) 
Italy 0.015 -0.635*** 0.171*** -0.513*** 
  (0.041) (0.060) (0.052) (0.038) 
Poland -0.922*** -1.320*** -0.747*** -0.949*** 
  (0.035) (0.084) (0.049) (0.073) 
Sweden 0.130 -0.453*** -0.111 -0.362*** 
  (0.082) (0.093) (0.089) (0.048) 
USA 0.790*** -0.492*** 1.297*** -0.555*** 
  (0.064) (0.040) (0.042) (0.051) 
Number of children below 18 y/o in the 

household = 2 -0.007 0.071* 0.008 -0.207** 
  (0.061) (0.042) (0.070) (0.087) 
Number of children below 18 y/o in the 

household = 3+ 0.013 0.177 0.102 -0.241*** 
  (0.087) (0.115) (0.116) (0.035) 
ISCO (1 digit) -0.065* -0.005 -0.019 -0.050*** 
  (0.038) (0.023) (0.023) (0.015) 
Change in partner's employment: No-Yes 

Office 0.141 -0.171 -0.096 0.378 
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  (0.388) (0.408) (0.303) (0.239) 
Change in partner's employment: No-Yes 

WFH 0.052 -1.090** 0.006 0.890 
  (0.387) (0.522) (0.246) (0.582) 

Change in partner's employment:  Yes-No 0.171 0.316 0.347 0.792*** 
  (0.121) (0.484) (0.240) (0.135) 
Change in the received extra help with 

childcare: More help 0.391*** 0.713*** 0.592*** 0.613*** 
  (0.093) (0.104) (0.117) (0.105) 
Change in the received extra help with 

childcare: Less help 0.273 0.362** 0.653*** 0.699*** 
  (0.229) (0.184) (0.110) (0.128) 
Parents living with child(ren) alone -1.010 -0.111 0.722** 0.655 
  (0.692) (0.114) (0.320) (0.513) 
Started living with the Partner 1.214** 0.936** -1.148* 0.462 
  (0.518) (0.457) (0.680) (0.496) 
Constant -1.039*** -0.967*** -0.998*** -0.664*** 
  (0.291) (0.181) (0.175) (0.173) 
          
Observations 3,892 3,892 4,247 4,247 

Notes: The independent variable (i.e. frequency of WFH) was measured by the question asking about the main 

place of employment in each month during the pandemic (15 months overall). The answers included: working at 

the workplace, working from home, on leave, or not employed. A continuous variable representing the frequency 

of WFH was created and used in the above models. Standard errors in parentheses are clustered at the country 

level. Country Fixed effects are included in the model. *** denotes p<0.01, ** denotes p<0.05, and * denotes 

p<0.1 

 
Table 10. Robustness check - Coefficients obtained from the estimation of the multinomial logit 

model that includes an interaction between the frequency of WFH and the change in respondent’s 

working hours for the subsamples of mothers and fathers. 

  
VARIABLES 

Mothers Fathers 

Improved 

WLB 
Worsened 

WLB 
Improved 

WLB 
Worsened 

WLB 

          
Number of months that respondent worked 

from home 0.109*** 0.037*** 0.093*** 0.020* 
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  (0.022) (0.007) (0.020) (0.010) 
Change in respondent's working hours: 

Less hours 1.146*** 0.727*** 0.884*** 0.873*** 
  (0.085) (0.193) (0.177) (0.147) 
Change in respondent's working hours: 

More hours 0.713** 1.328*** 0.544*** 0.956*** 
  (0.294) (0.088) (0.172) (0.166) 
Change in respondent's working hours: 

Less hours # Number of months that 

respondent worked from home -0.022 0.008 -0.002 -0.013 
  (0.026) (0.047) (0.037) (0.031) 
Change in # Number of months that 

respondent worked from home 

respondent's working hours: More hours -0.022 0.019 0.003 0.073*** 
  (0.049) (0.013) (0.021) (0.022) 
Tertiary education 0.235** 0.397*** 0.234 0.234 
  (0.101) (0.068) (0.185) (0.171) 
Age: 31-39 years old -0.144 0.185*** -0.458*** -0.039 
  (0.134) (0.051) (0.060) (0.148) 
Age: 40-49 years old -0.205 0.137 -0.581*** -0.116 
  (0.168) (0.111) (0.107) (0.176) 
Age: 50-59 years old -0.169 0.298* -0.722*** -0.157 
  (0.174) (0.166) (0.155) (0.320) 
Germany -0.079* -0.513*** 0.166*** -0.660*** 
  (0.046) (0.028) (0.026) (0.014) 
Italy 0.054 -0.524*** 0.180*** -0.523*** 
  (0.044) (0.040) (0.066) (0.045) 
Poland -0.794*** -1.136*** -0.752*** -0.933*** 
  (0.029) (0.029) (0.057) (0.029) 
Sweden 0.381*** -0.440*** -0.108*** -0.424*** 
  (0.044) (0.047) (0.027) (0.010) 
USA 0.820*** -0.461*** 1.183*** -0.673*** 
  (0.092) (0.046) (0.060) (0.056) 
Number of children below 18 y/o in the 

household = 2 -0.051* 0.063 -0.012 -0.198** 
  (0.030) (0.057) (0.072) (0.092) 
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Number of children below 18 y/o in the 

household = 3+ -0.060 0.223* 0.085 -0.227*** 
  (0.074) (0.124) (0.119) (0.032) 
ISCO (1 digit) -0.074* -0.001 -0.031 -0.057*** 
  (0.039) (0.017) (0.019) (0.012) 
Change in partner's employment: No-Yes 

Office 0.043 -0.237 0.044 0.439** 
  (0.365) (0.396) (0.272) (0.172) 
Change in partner's employment: No-Yes 

WFH 0.057 -1.111** -0.086 0.867* 
  (0.403) (0.536) (0.215) (0.498) 
Change in partner's employment:  Yes-No 0.129 0.307 0.345 0.796*** 
  (0.162) (0.455) (0.239) (0.153) 
Change in the received extra help with 

childcare: More help 0.336*** 0.668*** 0.541*** 0.584*** 
  (0.119) (0.124) (0.118) (0.085) 
Change in the received extra help with 

childcare: Less help 0.253 0.234* 0.642*** 0.678*** 
  (0.180) (0.134) (0.126) (0.103) 
Parents living with child(ren) alone -1.016 -0.104 0.763** 0.741 
  (0.662) (0.140) (0.305) (0.527) 
Started living with the Partner 1.140** 0.994** -0.789 0.411 
  (0.572) (0.471) (0.523) (0.488) 
Constant -1.223*** -1.183*** -0.998*** -0.825*** 
  (0.281) (0.127) (0.161) (0.209) 
          
Observations 4,008 4,008 4,414 4,414 

Notes: The independent variable (i.e. frequency of WFH) was measured by the question asking about the main 

place of employment in each month during the pandemic (15 months overall). The answers included: working at 

the workplace, working from home, on leave, or not employed. A continuous variable representing the frequency 

of WFH was created and used in the above models. Standard errors in parentheses are clustered at the country 

level. Country Fixed effects are included in the model. *** denotes p<0.01, ** denotes p<0.05, and * denotes 

p<0.1 
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Table 11. Robustness check - Coefficients obtained from the estimation of the multinomial logit 

model that includes an interaction between the change in the use of WFH and gender (sample 

restricted to 1-5 codes of the ISCO 1-digit classification). 
VARIABLES Improved WLB Worsened WLB 
Change in the use of WFH     
No use-Use 1.093*** 0.350*** 
  (0.216) (0.102) 
Use-Use 1.108*** 0.124 
  (0.089) (0.078) 
Mothers -0.175** 0.228*** 
  (0.086) (0.066) 
No use-Use # Mothers 0.405*** 0.080 
  (0.117) (0.112) 
Use-Use # Mothers 0.226 0.172** 
  (0.175) (0.079) 
Tertiary education 0.210*** 0.318*** 
  (0.077) (0.110) 
Age: 31-39 years old -0.214** 0.128 
  (0.098) (0.085) 
Age: 40-49 years old -0.343** 0.063 
  (0.135) (0.077) 
Age: 50-59 years old -0.530*** -0.044 
  (0.101) (0.143) 
Germany -0.144*** -0.710*** 
  (0.054) (0.033) 
Italy -0.190*** -0.744*** 
  (0.049) (0.027) 
Poland -1.101*** -1.206*** 
  (0.040) (0.022) 
Sweden -0.095*** -0.690*** 
  (0.035) (0.029) 
USA 0.819*** -0.752*** 
  (0.038) (0.017) 

Number of children below 18 y/o in the household = 2 0.001 -0.034 
  (0.020) (0.046) 
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Number of children below 18 y/o in the household = 3+ 0.053 -0.012 
  (0.061) (0.051) 
ISCO (1 digit) -0.046 -0.058 
  (0.051) (0.041) 

Change in the received extra help with childcare: More help 0.520*** 0.734*** 
  (0.116) (0.102) 

Change in the received extra help with childcare: Less help 0.462*** 0.650*** 
  (0.147) (0.146) 
Constant -0.900*** -0.718*** 
  (0.226) (0.174) 
      
Observations 6,971 6,971 

Notes: The base outcome is 0 (no change in respondent’s WLB). Standard errors in parentheses are clustered at 

the country level. Country Fixed effects are included in the model. *** denotes p<0.01, ** denotes p<0.05, and * 

denotes p<0.1 

 

Table 12. Robustness check - Coefficients obtained from the estimation of the multinomial logit 

model that includes an interaction between the change in the use of WFH and partnership status during 

Covid-19 (sample restricted to 1-5 codes of the ISCO 1-digit classification). 
VARIABLES Improved WLB Worsened WLB 
Change in the use of WFH     
No use-Use 1.345*** 0.409*** 
  (0.222) (0.102) 
Use-Use 1.279*** 0.235*** 
  (0.123) (0.091) 
Parents living with child(ren) alone 0.392** 0.359** 
  (0.179) (0.143) 
No use-Use # Parents living with child(ren) alone -0.298 -0.183 
  (0.247) (0.436) 
Use-Use # Parents living with child(ren) alone -0.492*** -0.182 
  (0.188) (0.298) 
Mothers -0.006 0.272*** 
  (0.105) (0.061) 
Tertiary education 0.216*** 0.329*** 
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  (0.078) (0.109) 
Age: 31-39 years old -0.198** 0.144* 
  (0.097) (0.085) 
Age: 40-49 years old -0.336** 0.062 
  (0.132) (0.075) 
Age: 50-59 years old -0.528*** -0.053 
  (0.095) (0.151) 
Germany -0.149*** -0.712*** 
  (0.056) (0.033) 
Italy -0.180*** -0.722*** 
  (0.041) (0.028) 
Poland -1.098*** -1.200*** 
  (0.038) (0.024) 
Sweden -0.097*** -0.692*** 
  (0.038) (0.030) 
USA 0.801*** -0.777*** 
  (0.029) (0.021) 

Number of children below 18 y/o in the household = 2 0.008 -0.013 
  (0.022) (0.041) 

Number of children below 18 y/o in the household = 3+ 0.063 0.016 
  (0.070) (0.042) 
ISCO (1 digit) -0.044 -0.059 
  (0.050) (0.042) 

Change in the received extra help with childcare: More help 0.505*** 0.725*** 
  (0.116) (0.096) 

Change in the received extra help with childcare: Less help 0.457*** 0.638*** 
  (0.145) (0.145) 
Constant -1.056*** -0.806*** 
  (0.245) (0.173) 
      
Observations 6,971 6,971 

Notes: The base outcome is 0 (no change in respondent’s WLB). Standard errors in parentheses are clustered at 

the country level. Country Fixed effects are included in the model. *** denotes p<0.01, ** denotes p<0.05, and * 

denotes p<0.1 
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Table 13. Robustness check - Coefficients obtained from the estimation of the multinomial logit 

model that includes an interaction between the change in the use of WFH and gender for the 

subsamples of parents living with a partner and parents living with child(ren) alone (sample restricted 

to 1-5 codes of the ISCO 1-digit classification). 

VARIABLES 
Improved 

WLB 
Worsened 

WLB 
Improved 

WLB 
Worsened 

WLB 
Change in the use of WFH         
No use-Use 1.126*** 0.391*** 0.682** -0.218 
  (0.232) (0.142) (0.345) (0.809) 
Use-Use 1.163*** 0.150 0.496* -0.085 
  (0.102) (0.095) (0.292) (0.262) 
Mothers -0.177* 0.256*** -0.271 -0.091 
  (0.107) (0.067) (0.330) (0.272) 
No use-Use # Mothers 0.428*** 0.065 0.434 0.571 
  (0.143) (0.108) (0.442) (0.593) 
Use-Use # Mothers 0.229 0.173*** 0.368 0.264 
  (0.208) (0.037) (0.426) (0.593) 
Tertiary education 0.199** 0.343*** 0.373*** 0.284 
  (0.097) (0.132) (0.140) (0.175) 
Age: 31-39 years old -0.260*** 0.123 0.090 0.399** 
  (0.069) (0.109) (0.412) (0.170) 
Age: 40-49 years old -0.396*** 0.074 -0.137 0.065 
  (0.132) (0.092) (0.271) (0.194) 
Age: 50-59 years old -0.606*** -0.047 -0.143 0.031 
  (0.138) (0.161) (0.233) (0.296) 
Germany -0.113** -0.689*** -0.368*** -0.683*** 
  (0.052) (0.039) (0.036) (0.115) 
Italy -0.133*** -0.708*** -0.493*** -0.580*** 
  (0.046) (0.033) (0.059) (0.123) 
Poland -1.080*** -1.215*** -1.181*** -0.895*** 
  (0.037) (0.027) (0.102) (0.079) 
Sweden -0.078** -0.713*** -0.126** -0.199** 
  (0.038) (0.034) (0.053) (0.090) 
USA 0.956*** -0.744*** -0.097* -0.846*** 
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  (0.037) (0.019) (0.056) (0.037) 
Number of children below 18 y/o in 

the household = 2 0.004 0.018 0.030 -0.270* 
  (0.022) (0.058) (0.174) (0.163) 
Number of children below 18 y/o in 

the household = 3+ 0.029 0.027 0.534* 0.115 
  (0.069) (0.063) (0.281) (0.248) 
ISCO (1 digit) -0.050 -0.068* -0.036 0.021 
  (0.056) (0.041) (0.054) (0.142) 
Change in partner's employment: No-

Yes Office 0.095 0.161     
  (0.356) (0.169)     
Change in partner's employment: No-

Yes WFH -0.070 0.445**     
  (0.124) (0.199)     
Change in partner's 

employment:  Yes-No 0.316*** 0.572***     
  (0.111) (0.178)     
Change in the received extra help 

with childcare: More help 0.490*** 0.728*** 0.603** 0.640*** 
  (0.119) (0.091) (0.305) (0.176) 
Change in the received extra help 

with childcare: Less help 0.478*** 0.606*** 0.131 0.716*** 
  (0.145) (0.156) (0.335) (0.113) 
Started living with the Partner 0.808* 0.853**     
  (0.429) (0.361)     
Constant -0.930*** -0.838*** -0.587 -0.528 
  (0.264) (0.163) (0.395) (0.456) 
          
Observations 6,276 6,276 673 673 

Notes: The base outcome is 0 (no change in respondent’s WLB). Standard errors in parentheses are clustered at 

the country level. Country Fixed effects are included in the model. *** denotes p<0.01, ** denotes p<0.05, and * 

denotes p<0.1 
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Table 14. Robustness check - Coefficients obtained from the estimation of the multinomial logit 

model that includes an interaction between the change in the use of WFH and the number of months a 

child stayed at home without formal childcare for the subsamples of mothers and fathers (sample 

restricted to 1-5 codes of the ISCO 1-digit classification). 

  
VARIABLES 

Mothers Fathers 

Improved 

WLB 
Worsened 

WLB 
Improved 

WLB 
Worsened 

WLB 

Change in the use of WFH         
No use-Use 1.570*** 0.256 1.178*** 0.527** 
  (0.269) (0.336) (0.292) (0.241) 
Use-Use 1.398*** 0.347 1.125*** 0.187 
  (0.341) (0.334) (0.189) (0.311) 
Number of months a child stayed 

without formal childcare: 2-5 -0.130 0.226 -0.072 0.090 
  (0.187) (0.276) (0.270) (0.108) 
Number of months a child stayed 

without formal childcare: 6+ -0.037 0.476* 0.280 0.762*** 
  (0.219) (0.279) (0.258) (0.188) 
No use-Use # Number of months a child 

stayed without formal childcare: 2-5 0.029 0.201 0.208 0.174 
  (0.262) (0.343) (0.457) (0.260) 
No use-Use # Number of months a child 

stayed without formal childcare: 6+ -0.186 0.283 -0.384 -0.551*** 
  (0.502) (0.378) (0.529) (0.207) 
Use-Use # Number of months a child 

stayed without formal childcare: 2-5 0.020 -0.159 0.160 0.256 
  (0.322) (0.554) (0.273) (0.392) 
Use-Use # Number of months a child 

stayed without formal childcare: 6+ -0.094 0.042 0.099 -0.294 
  (0.414) (0.435) (0.451) (0.383) 
Tertiary education 0.206*** 0.412*** 0.198 0.328 
  (0.048) (0.086) (0.181) (0.209) 
Age: 31-39 years old -0.072 0.166 -0.674*** -0.241 
  (0.086) (0.136) (0.122) (0.261) 
Age: 40-49 years old -0.108 0.107 -0.930*** -0.427 
  (0.196) (0.246) (0.173) (0.328) 
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Age: 50-59 years old -0.054 0.137 -1.165*** -0.644 
  (0.124) (0.296) (0.136) (0.435) 
Germany -0.251*** -0.554*** 0.008 -0.988*** 
  (0.065) (0.032) (0.047) (0.055) 
Italy -0.265*** -0.684*** -0.050 -0.758*** 
  (0.083) (0.049) (0.043) (0.083) 
Poland -1.079*** -1.373*** -1.095*** -1.171*** 
  (0.067) (0.088) (0.074) (0.064) 
Sweden -0.055 -0.484*** -0.156** -0.529*** 
  (0.098) (0.110) (0.069) (0.095) 
USA 0.711*** -0.602*** 1.080*** -0.929*** 
  (0.061) (0.062) (0.031) (0.064) 
Number of children below 18 y/o in the 

household = 2 0.020 0.072* 0.048 -0.112 
  (0.048) (0.042) (0.068) (0.117) 
Number of children below 18 y/o in the 

household = 3+ 0.017 0.106 0.158 -0.226*** 
  (0.091) (0.131) (0.142) (0.076) 
ISCO (1 digit) -0.052 -0.079** -0.030 -0.028 
  (0.093) (0.034) (0.049) (0.056) 
Change in partner's employment: No-

Yes Office -0.048 -0.510 0.029 0.333* 
  (0.438) (0.569) (0.409) (0.189) 
Change in partner's employment: No-

Yes WFH 0.328 -0.795** -0.359 0.705* 
  (0.439) (0.354) (0.310) (0.409) 
Change in partner's employment:  Yes-

No 0.325 0.288 0.348* 0.773*** 
  (0.218) (0.599) (0.188) (0.140) 
Change in the received extra help with 

childcare: More help 0.445*** 0.740*** 0.534*** 0.649*** 
  (0.122) (0.140) (0.123) (0.075) 
Change in the received extra help with 

childcare: Less help 0.302 0.491** 0.652*** 0.739*** 
  (0.184) (0.207) (0.154) (0.162) 
Parents living with child(ren) alone -1.031 -0.640* 1.030* 0.315 
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  (0.679) (0.333) (0.555) (0.859) 
Started living with the Partner 1.122* 0.814 -0.216 1.148*** 
  (0.629) (0.599) (0.601) (0.419) 
Constant -1.181*** -0.879*** -0.662** -0.638** 
  (0.388) (0.233) (0.299) (0.270) 
          
Observations 3,172 3,172 2,957 2,957 

Notes: The base outcome is 0 (no change in respondent’s WLB). Standard errors in parentheses are clustered at 

the country level. Country Fixed effects are included in the model. *** denotes p<0.01, ** denotes p<0.05, and * 

denotes p<0.1 

Table 15. Robustness check - Coefficients obtained from the estimation of the multinomial logit model that 

includes an interaction between the change in the use of WFH and the change in respondent’s working hours for 

the subsamples of mothers and fathers (sample restricted to 1-5 codes of the ISCO 1-digit classification). 

  
VARIABLES 

Mothers Fathers 

Improved 

WLB 
Worsened 

WLB 
Improved 

WLB 
Worsened 

WLB 

Change in the use of WFH         
No use-Use 1.610*** 0.490*** 1.156*** 0.273* 
  (0.214) (0.115) (0.239) (0.156) 
Use-Use 1.433*** 0.205 1.185*** 0.105 
  (0.231) (0.127) (0.125) (0.094) 
Change in respondent's working hours: 

Less hours 1.243*** 0.571*** 1.233*** 1.329*** 
  (0.104) (0.182) (0.196) (0.278) 
Change in respondent's working hours: 

More hours 1.226*** 1.694*** 0.393 0.533 
  (0.302) (0.160) (0.335) (0.327) 
No use-Use # Change in respondent's 

working hours: Less hours -0.293*** 0.198 -0.505*** -1.205* 
  (0.077) (0.482) (0.126) (0.628) 
No use-Use # Change in respondent's 

working hours: -0.983* -0.872** 0.324 1.748*** 
  (0.557) (0.390) (0.349) (0.349) 
Use-Use # Change in respondent's 

working hours: Less hours -0.375 0.215 -0.629*** -0.785 
  (0.572) (0.582) (0.239) (0.487) 
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Use-Use # Change in respondent's 

working hours: -0.824 0.082 0.228 0.973* 
  (0.604) (0.103) (0.398) (0.497) 
Tertiary education 0.217*** 0.426*** 0.170 0.302 
  (0.042) (0.080) (0.183) (0.188) 
Age: 31-39 years old -0.025 0.259** -0.650*** -0.112 
  (0.092) (0.104) (0.109) (0.207) 
Age: 40-49 years old -0.086 0.214 -0.877*** -0.209 
  (0.213) (0.202) (0.167) (0.282) 
Age: 50-59 years old -0.069 0.240 -1.114*** -0.388 
  (0.110) (0.244) (0.143) (0.378) 
Germany -0.278*** -0.551*** 0.039 -0.890*** 
  (0.072) (0.028) (0.044) (0.054) 
Italy -0.234*** -0.530*** -0.053 -0.764*** 
  (0.080) (0.027) (0.036) (0.090) 
Poland -1.024*** -1.198*** -1.057*** -1.092*** 
  (0.045) (0.028) (0.037) (0.023) 
Sweden 0.112*** -0.589*** -0.206*** -0.669*** 
  (0.038) (0.046) (0.031) (0.029) 
USA 0.728*** -0.550*** 1.015*** -1.007*** 
  (0.062) (0.048) (0.045) (0.066) 
Number of children below 18 y/o in 

the household = 2 -0.027 0.081 0.003 -0.124 
  (0.054) (0.066) (0.053) (0.119) 
Number of children below 18 y/o in 

the household = 3+ -0.053 0.184* 0.134 -0.211* 
  (0.051) (0.108) (0.123) (0.114) 
ISCO (1 digit) -0.055 -0.086** -0.041 -0.041 
  (0.101) (0.033) (0.047) (0.049) 
Change in partner's employment: No-

Yes Office -0.101 -0.615 0.144 0.468** 
  (0.393) (0.569) (0.402) (0.220) 
Change in partner's employment: No-

Yes WFH 0.399 -0.787** -0.380 0.737* 
  (0.470) (0.363) (0.276) (0.379) 
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Change in partner's employment:  Yes-

No 0.329 0.348 0.316 0.772*** 
  (0.225) (0.554) (0.218) (0.154) 
Change in the received extra help with 

childcare: More help 0.371*** 0.684*** 0.450*** 0.587*** 
  (0.133) (0.148) (0.133) (0.068) 
Change in the received extra help with 

childcare: Less help 0.261* 0.349** 0.620*** 0.727*** 
  (0.155) (0.148) (0.154) (0.131) 
Parents living with child(ren) alone -1.038 -0.648** 1.074** 0.326 
  (0.722) (0.313) (0.506) (0.896) 
Started living with the Partner 1.109* 0.940 0.087 1.169*** 
  (0.596) (0.597) (0.452) (0.437) 
Constant -1.451*** -1.002*** -0.682** -0.669*** 
  (0.313) (0.183) (0.268) (0.206) 
          
Observations 3,257 3,257 3,052 3,052 

Notes: The base outcome is 0 (no change in respondent’s WLB). Standard errors in parentheses are clustered at 

the country level. Country Fixed effects are included in the model. *** denotes p<0.01, ** denotes p<0.05, and * 

denotes p<0.1 

 



UNIVERSITY OF WARSAW

FACULTY OF ECONOMIC SCIENCES

44/50 DŁUGA ST.

00-241 WARSAW

WWW.WNE.UW.EDU.PL


	WNE WP 29/2023 (436)
	Introduction
	The work-life balance concept
	Theoretical framework
	The impact of work from home on work-life balance
	Moderators of the impact of working from home on work-life balance
	Data and methods
	Results
	Discussion and conclusion

