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My research studies the gender gap in advancement
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% CHANGE FROM 
2016-2021 5% 9% 6% 6% 14% 27%

% POINT CHANGE 
FROM 2016-2021 +2pp +4pp +2pp +1pp +3pp +5pp

Despite important gains, women 
are still underrepresented

Women’s representation has increased across the 
pipeline since 2016. However, women—especially 
women of color—remain significantly underrepresented 
in leadership.6
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Why does this matter?

I Miscallocation of talent is costly
I E.g., Hsieh, Hurst, Jones, Klenow (2019)

I Diversity can enhance team performance
I E.g. Page (2007, 2017), Lazear (2007)

I Outside of organizations
I The participation of women in leadership positions has been shown to

affect government spending (e.g. Chattopadhyay and Duflo 2004)

I Important role model effects (e.g. Beaman, Duflo, Pande, Topalova,
2012; Porter and Serra 2020)



Today I will present a brief overview of

1. The gendered impacts of the Covid-19 pandemic on
I Employment and hours worked
I Time use
I Productivity

2. Some thoughts on where we are headed
I Who wants to WFH?
I WFH and advancement
I The “double disadvantage” faced by women in the hybrid workplace

3. Discussion

How can we harness the benefits and mitigate the risks to DEI of the hybrid
workplace?



Part 1: What happened

Impact on employment, Australia March 2020 - Feb 2021

114
LEONORA RISSE AND ANGELA JACKSON 
A gender lens on the workforce impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic in Australia 

Figure 1. Change in employment during economic downturns by gender, 
Australia

Source: Authors’ calculations using ABS Labour Force, Australia. Seasonally-adjusted data series. Net change in national 
employment measured from the pre-period to the peak of each economic downturn.

The gendered impact of the COVID-19 pandemic has been particularly evident 
when comparing men’s and women’s rates of workforce participation. Women’s labour 
force participation rate nationally fell to its lowest point to 57.5 per cent in May 2020, 
declining by 3.7 percentage points in the space of three months. Men’s labour force 
participation rate declined to 68.0 per cent, a fall of 2.8 percentage points (ABS, 
2021b). In the September quarter of 2020, GDP growth turned positive, marking the 
start of the Australian economy’s recovery which has continued, to date, throughout 
2021 (ABS, 2021b). 

Most of the second wave of COVID-19 cases in Australia occurred in the state 
of Victoria (Australian Government Department of Health, 2021). Because Victoria 
consequently endured a second COVID-19 lockdown from June 2020 to November 
2020, the negative impacts on the Victorian economy were more prolonged compared 
to the national economy. Victoria’s state final demand contracted for a third straight 
quarter in September 2020. Throughout 2020, Victorian men’s unemployment rate 
reached a high of 7.0 per cent in June 2020, while Victorian women’s unemployment 
rate kept climbing to a high of 8.6 per cent in October 2020. Victoria’s labour force 
participation rate fell to its lowest point in September 2020, to 68.2 per cent among men 
and 57.7 per cent among women. It was not until December 2020 that the Victorian 
economy saw a rebound in state final demand (ABS, 2021a). Overall, throughout the 
first twelve months of the pandemic, Victorian women experienced a deeper fall in 
employment, relative both to Victorian men and to women elsewhere in Australia, 
indicative of the disproportionate effect of the pandemic on women’s employment 
(Figure 2).

Source: Risse, L., & Jackson, A. (2021). A gender lens on the workforce impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic in
Australia. Australian Journal of Labour Economics, 24(2), 111-143. Figure notes: Authors’ calculations using ABS
Labour Force, Australia. Seasonally-adjusted data series. Net change in national employment measured from the
pre-period to the peak of each economic downturn.



Impact on employment, US Feb 2020 - April 2021

and occupation effects, and other factors in generating gender differences;
andwe assess how the gendered impact of the crisis matters for aggregate
outcomes during the recession and for the evolution of gender inequality
in the labormarket and beyond.Wefind not only that the pandemic reces-
sion had an unusually large impact on working women across a large set
of countries, but also that there is wide heterogeneity in the magnitude of
the impact and the role of different channels underlying these impacts.
The heterogeneity that we observe is informative for the role that policies
and institutions play in shaping the economic impact of the recession. We
also point to evidence that the pandemic recession will have long-lasting
effects on the labormarket. Inparticular, the recession is likely to result in a
substantial rise in employment flexibility in the postpandemic “new nor-
mal,” which has the potential to greatly benefit many working women.

Fig. 2. Change in gender gap in employment in the United States during the Great Re-
cession and the Pandemic Recession. The y-axis reports cumulative log point changes in
the employment gender gap from the start of each recession (difference between women’s
and men’s employment, negative numbers denote a decline in women’s relative employ-
ment). Sample includes all civilians ages 25–55 who are either employed, unemployed, or
not in the labor force. Employment series are seasonally adjusted by group from January
2000 to October 2020. The Great Recession corresponds to November 2007 to June 2009.
The pandemic recession corresponds to February 2020 to April 2021. Workers “with kids”
are those who have at least one own minor child (ages 0–17) residing in the same house-
hold. A color version of this figure is available online.

From Mancession to Shecession 85

Source: Alon, Coskun, Doepke, Koll, & Tertilt. (2022). From mancession to shecession: Women’s employment in
regular and pandemic recessions. NBER Macroeconomics Annual, 36(1), 83-151. Figure notes from the authors:
Change in gender gap in employment in the United States during the Great Recession and the Pandemic Recession.
The y-axis reports cumulative log point changes in the employment gender gap from the start of each recession
(difference between women’s and men’s employment, negative numbers denote a decline in women’s relative
employment). Sample includes all civilians ages 25–55 who are either employed, unemployed, or not in the labor
force. Employment series are seasonally adjusted by group from January 2000 to October 2020. The Great
Recession corresponds to November 2007 to June 2009. The pandemic recession corresponds to February 2020 to
April 2021.Workers “with kids” are those who have at least one own minor child (ages 0–17) residing in the same
household. A color version of this figure is available online.



Decomposition of pandemic induced gender gap (US)

Alon et al (2022) show that

I Child care responsibilities account for 18-20% of the gap (hours worked)

I Industry effects account for 20-50% of the gender gap

I Larger gender gap among those unable to WFH

Exploiting geographical variation in the timing of school and daycare closures,
papers provide causal evidence that shocks to parental responsibilities
contributed to the gender gap in employment/hours worked

I Heggeness (2020), Russell and Sun (2020)



Time use and WFH

Stancheva (2022) provides an overview of the literature on inequalities

I women were more likely to transition to WFH

I 5-10 pp gap across papers/countries

I women spend more time on childcare

I Some evidence of reduction in the gender gap in childcare when
fathers can work from home or are furloughed (in the UK, see
Hupkau and Petrongolo 2020, Sevilla and Smith 2020)



Time use in academia

Survey of 27,991 academics around the worldVOL. 111 165COVID-19 DISRUPTIONS DISPROPORTIONATELY AFFECT FEMALE ACADEMICS

after the start of the  COVID-19 disruptions, the 
 average number of hours in a given workday they 
spent on research, all other  job-related activ-
ities, childcare, commuting to and from work, 
housework, sleep, and all other activities (which 
would presumably include hobbies, exercise, 
entertainment, and other  nonwork activities). 
Our main explanatory variables are gender and 
the number and ages of child dependents, but we 
also collected information on other life circum-
stances such as the presence of elderly depen-
dents, marital status, and partner employment 
and time allocation. Respondents also reported 
the years of attaining their PhDs, their research 
areas, academic ranks, resources required for 
research success (such as equipment or access 
to human subjects), and basic demographics. 
Finally, we asked about changes in research 
funding and  institutional-level changes in pro-
motion policies since the onset of the pandemic.

II. Data and  Pre-COVID Trends

Before we present the main results of our sur-
vey, we describe our sample and  pre-pandemic 
trends. We focus on respondents with doctoral 
degrees who  self-identified as either male or 
female and whose  time-use answers add up to 
24 hours per day. A total of 19,905 respondents 
satisfied these criteria: 11,901 men and 8,004 
women.2

Figure 1 shows that on a typical workday prior 
to the spread of  COVID-19, female academics 
spent about 30 minutes less time on research 
and 20 minutes more time on other  job-related 
activities than men did. Women also spent about 
40 more minutes per day on childcare and 10 
more minutes on other household activities. 
Additionally, women reported spending 43 min-
utes less time than men on other  nonwork activ-
ities. Finally, there were no meaningful gender 
differences in  pre-COVID commuting or sleep 
times.

III. Empirical Framework

We use a  difference-in-difference approach to 
estimate the effects of  COVID-19 disruptions on 

2 See the online Appendix for summary statistics for 
demographic characteristics. The results are very similar 
when we use a sample of  tenure-track (or equivalent) faculty 
only (see the online Appendix).

how academics allocate their time on a typical 
workday. Equation (1) captures changes in time 
use for female academics relative to parallel 
changes for male academics:

(1)  ∆  TimeUse i   = α + β  Female i   +  ε i  , 

where i indexes individual respondents.
The  ∆  TimeUse i    variables represent the dif-

ference in hours spent on a given activity pre- 
and  post-COVID-19 (a negative value signifies 
a drop in hours since the pandemic). The vari-
able   Female i    is an indicator of a respondent’s 
being female. Our hypothesis is that the coeffi-
cient,  β , is negative for research, sleep, and other 
activities and positive for childcare and other 
housework.

Equation (2), our main specification, further 
decomposes the effects of the pandemic by the 
number of dependent children who live with a 
respondent:

(2)   ∆  TimeUse i   =  α + β 1    Female i   +  Kids  i  ′   β 2   

 +  [  Female ×  Kids ]  ′ i    β 12   

 +  X  i  ′  γ +  σ t   +  ε i  .  

The term   Kids i     is a vector of indicators for 
the number of child dependents in the care of 
respondent i with possible values of 0, 1, 2, and 
3 or more, while  Female ×  Kids i    is a vector of 
interaction terms representing the relationship 
between a respondent’s gender and the  number 

Figure 1. Mean Number of Hours Spent on Each 
Activity before  COVID-19 by Gender

Note: All comparisons by gender are statistically significant 
at the 1 percent confidence level.
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Source: Deryugina, Shurchkov, & Stearns (2021). Covid-19 disruptions disproportionately affect female academics.
In AEA Papers and Proceedings (Vol. 111, pp. 164-68).
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of children in her family. The vector   X i    is a set 
of respondent characteristics that includes 
 year-of-PhD fixed effects. In our robustness 
checks, we expand   X i    to include other controls, 
such as indicators of race and ethnicity, an indi-
cator of STEM research area, and an indicator 
of being located in the European Economic 
Area. Finally,   σ t    represent fixed effects for the 
date on which a respondent completed the sur-
vey. Our hypothesis is that the coefficients   β 2    
and   β 12    will both be negative for research time 
use, indicating a negative productivity shock 
on respondents with children that is more pro-
nounced for women. We also estimate hetero-
geneous effects of  COVID-19 disruptions on 
female academics by the age of a youngest 
child by additionally including in equation (2) 
a vector of interaction terms that capture the 
relationship between a respondent’s gender 
and the age of the youngest child in the respon-
dent’s household.

IV. Results: The Effects of  COVID-19 on Gender 
Differences in Time Use

The pandemic reduced daily work hours by 
about 1 hour per day relative to the  pre-pandemic 
9. 1-hour average, with time spent on research 
driving the vast majority of the reduction (time 
spent on other  job-related activities decreased 
by 3 minutes on average). This is consistent 
with the notion that teaching and service duties 
are more difficult to cut back on than research, 
making it more likely that the latter is pushed 
aside when overall work time becomes more 
limited. Time spent commuting fell by an hour, 
while time spent on childcare and housework 
increased by one hour a day and 45 minutes a 
day, respectively. On average, sleep and other 
activities remained unchanged.

Figure  2 decomposes the overall impact of 
 COVID-19 disruptions by gender, plotting   α ˆ    
(the estimated effects on males) and   α ˆ   +  β ˆ    (the 
estimated effects on females) from equation (1) 
for each of our  time-use outcomes.

The results document a disproportionate 
decline in research time among female aca-
demics relative to research time among male 
academics. There are no differential effects by 
gender on other  job-related activities. The larger 
drop in research time among women is mirrored 
by a disproportionate increase in time spent on 
childcare and other housework. We also find that 

women are spending slightly less time on other 
 nonwork activities than they did prior to the pan-
demic, while men are spending slightly more 
time on such activities. On the other hand, men, 
but not women, are sleeping more than they did 
prior to the pandemic, although the magnitudes 
of these effects are small.

Next, we decompose the gendered effects of 
the pandemic on research time by the number 
of children in a household (equation (2)). On 
average, childless men report spending 26 fewer 
minutes on research  post-COVID disruptions, 
and there is no significant difference along this 
dimension between childless women and child-
less men (Figure 3).

Figure  3 further demonstrates that having 
a child is correlated with a significantly larger 
 post-pandemic reduction in research time for 
both genders, but the effects are doubled for 
female academics. Overall, women with chil-
dren lose about an hour of research time per day 
more than childless men do. Men with children 
lose 30 minutes of research time more than men 
with no children. Importantly, the widening of 
the male-female research time gap is driven by 
the presence of at least one child in a family: 
we do not observe any significant additional 
declines in research time as the number of chil-
dren increases, regardless of gender.

When we look at the effects of the pandemic 
by reference to the age of the youngest child 
(controlling for the total number of children), 
we observe that the most severe disruptions 
occur in families in which the youngest child is 
under seven years of age (Figure 4).

Figure 2. Changes in the Number of Hours Spent on 
Each Activity by Gender

Note: Error bars represent 95 percent confidence intervals 
using robust standard errors.
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Source: Deryugina et al (2021)

In Deryugina et al (2022) the authors show
I School openness drives the gap in research time
I Having a stay at home partner helps, but does not close the gap in

research time



Productivity (in academia)

Some evidence of gender differences in short-run outcomes

I Relatively fewer submissions by women to Elsevier journals
I Squazzoni et al (2021)
I Accompanied by greater service by women outside of medicine

I Women missing out on Covid-19 research in economics
(Amano-Patiño et al. 2020)

I Research productivity drop larger for women than men in finance
(Barber et al 2021)

I Full impact yet to be seen



Part 2: Where we are headed

Demand for WFH higher for women than men

See more HBR charts in Data & Visuals 

What to do? Our advice is for leaders to recognize the reality of the

new labor market and adapt. Working from home is here to stay:

Among the millions of firms that tried remote work since the

pandemic struck, fewer than 20% plan to have them return to the

office full time after the pandemic ends. Requiring a full-time

office presence was easy in 2019 when other firms did the same.

In 2021, ordering employees back to the office full time risks a

stampede of top talent to rivals that offer hybrid working

arrangements.

Source: Barrero, Bloom, Davis (2021) Don’t force people to come back to the office. Harvard Business Review.
College educated parents only.



Part 2: Where we are headed

Demand for WFH higher for POC on average

See more HBR charts in Data & Visuals 

A subtler issue lurks in workforce diversity. Our survey data show

that people of color and highly educated women with young

children place especially high value on the ability to work from

home part of the week. A ban on working from home risks a rush

to the exit by these employees. That would exacerbate an already

pressing problem in many organizations that struggle to hire and

retain talented women and minority managers.

See more HBR charts in Data & Visuals 

Source: Barrero, Bloom, Davis (2021) HBR

If the office becomes less diverse, this can further reinforce differences in
preferences



WFH, performance evaluations, and advancement

Pre-pandemic research shows that WFH

I increases productivity but decreases promotion rates conditional on
performance (Bloom et al 2014)

I Experiment in call center in Shanghai, WFH 4 days per week,
N=249 employees

I increases objective measures of productivity (result driven by women), but
this is not reflected in evaluations by supervisors (Angelici, Profeta 2020)

I Experiment in Italy, WFH 1 day per week, N=310 employees

I risk that WFH will not be rewarded at the same rate conditional on
performance



Risk of two types of career tracks emerging

Intentionally or unintentionally

Goldin (2021) distinguishes between career tracks that require someone to be
“on call” and are inflexible versus those that have flexible and predictable hours

I Those who work in the office or are willing to go to the office on short
notice will be “on call” for work and will likely be fast-tracked and earn
more

I Those who WFH and are “on call” at home will likely suffer a pay penalty

I If women and minorities WFH more, then this will contribute to pay and
advancement differences



Risk that gender gaps may widen

Pre-pandemic research shows that gender gaps in the workplace exist

I Networks and visibility matter, they affect the gender gap in promotion rates
and earnings (Cullen & Perez-Truglia 2021, Zeltzer 2020)

I Women have a harder time receiving the same mentorship and networking
opportunities as their male colleagues (e.g. Williams et al 2016 within engineering, Haas 2022)

I Perform less attractive tasks, more non-promotable tasks
(e.g. Babcock et al 2017, Williams and Multhaup HBR 2018)

I Are often perceived as less committed to work due to their demand for flexible
time or care responsibilities (e.g. Williams et al 2016)

I Speak up less than men in professional environments where women are
underrepresented (e.g. Karpowitz & Mendelber 2014, Bursztyn et al 2017, Carter et al 2018, Jacobi
& Schweers 2017, Sievertsen & Smith 2022)

I Are interrupted more and/or treated differently (Smith-Lovin & Brody 1989, Jacobi &
Schweers 2017, Dupas et al 2022)

All of these differences may be exacerbated by gender differences in demand for
WFH and flexibility
I “Women face a double disadvantage in the hybrid workplace” (Haas 2021)



Differences in workplace experience persist

See e.g., McKinsey and Lean In (2021) Women in the Workplace
I US survey data from men and women
I Higher burnout of women than men, with widening of the gap
I Higher share of women spending time on DEI initiatives (rarely rewarded)
I Women experiencing more microaggressions than men

Survey of women around the world (Deloitte 2022 Women at Work)
I 94% of women believe that taking advantage of flexible opportunities will affect

the likelihood that they are promoted at work
I 60% of women in workplaces with hybrid work feel excluded
I Microaggressions and difficulties speaking up, failure to get credit for an idea,

and exclusion from informal interactions more prevalent among hybrid workers

Even women in leadership positions had (may continue to have) a hard time
with virtual meetings (survey by catalyst.org)
I 45% of women business leaders find it hard to speak up in virtual meetings
I 20% felt ignored during video calls



Discussion: What can we do moving forward?

Awareness of potential biases important
I Who works on what tasks, how we evaluate others, how teams interact

Work towards fixing the institutions/environment rather than women
I Step back and let others speak up (especially those WFH). Listen.
I Design new and fair task allocation, reward, and promotion systems or update

them to reflect the new normal
I Use of objective performance evaluation measures even more important
I Reward DEI work which falls disproportionately on women and minorities

(e.g. via research funds in academia)

We could also encourage everyone to take advantage of flexible work arrangements
I Change the expectation that WFH and flexibility will be penalized (and make

sure it isn’t)
I Change the notion that WFH is “pretending to work” and “not hustling”

Internal checks and reviews are also important
I Changing environment requires self-monitoring



Questions, comments, discussion

Thank you!

maria.recalde@unimelb.edu.au


