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Abstract

We document the slow progress of mothers reaching top positions in their companies in
terms of earnings and power over the last four decades in Norway. We then ask whether
government-funded universal paid parental leave extensions played a role in accelerating or
stalling this progress. We conduct a comprehensive analysis of the short- and long-term
effects of seven expansionary reforms between 1987 and 1993 and another in 2005. Up to a
quarter of a century after childbirth, such reforms neither helped nor hurt mothers’ chances
to be at the top of their companies’ pay ranking or in leadership positions. Investigating
mechanisms, such as tenure, hours of work, and promotions, which are key determinants of
careers, show that these are also unaffected in the short and long run. Neither the extension
of maternity leave nor the introduction of a paternity quota had an effect on mothers’ and
fathers’ career progress. We also show that the gender gap in hours-adjusted wages within
the household has remained unaltered.
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1 Introduction

Despite considerable progress towards gender equality in education and labor market outcomes
since the 1960s, much research documents the persistent under-representation of women among
top earners (e.g., Albrecht et al., 2003 and 2018; Arulampalam et al., 2007; Goldin, 2014;
Keller et al., 2020) as well as in leadership positions (e.g., Miller, 2018; World Economic Forum,
2020). Besides fairness considerations, the lack of gender diversity at the top may be inefficient
(Bertrand and Duflo, 2017). This is important since top earners and top executives are powerful
economic players. For instance, in Norway, which is the country we focus on in this study,
individuals in the top 1% of the income distribution on average have held around 18% of the
aggregate before-tax income in the last 20 years (Alstadsaeter et al., 2017; Aaberge et al., 2023).
Moreover, a large share of the best talents in any economy is likely to be reflected in top earnings
(Hsieh et al., 2018; Guvenen et al. 2020).

The two main factors that account for a persistent share of gender gaps in careers and pay
are women’s greater career discontinuities and shorter work hours, both of which are strongly
associated with motherhood (Bertrand et al., 2010; Angelov et al., 2016; Antecol et al., 2018;
Bitikofer et al., 2018; Kleven et al., 2019; Iversen et al., 2020; Keloharju et al., 2022)E| Most
industrialized countries — with the notable exception of the United States — have introduced
and expanded nationwide government-funded parental leave programs with the explicit intent
of reducing the cost of having children, enabling mothers to combine career and family, and
leveling the playing field between men and women in the labor market (Olivetti and Petrongolo,
2017; Rossin-Slater, 2018).

In this paper, we first document the evolution of the share of women in the upper decile
of their firms’ earnings distribution and in leadership positions (i.e., CEO, CFO, and board
directors, which we refer to as the “C-suite” of a company). Using high-quality Norwegian
employer-employee matched register data from 1983 to 2013, we show that all women have
made a steady, but nonetheless slow, progress in accessing top earnings jobs, from about 15%
to 33%. Mothers’ representation has increased more, but from a lower base, going from 10% at
the start of the period to approximately 28% at the end. Top-pay jobs are still overwhelmingly
occupied by men. Similar results emerge when it comes to holding positions in the C-suite.

We then ask whether eight stepwise expansions of job-protected paid parental leave from
18 weeks in 1986 to more than a year by 2005, including the introduction of earmarked leave
for fathers since 1993, have helped or hurt women reaching top positions. The parental leave
reforms had no effects on fertility in Norway, as we show, and most mothers, even among high
earners, use leave. Using a regression discontinuity design, we find that each of the expansions
had a statistically insignificant impact on the probability that mothers reach the upper decile
of the pay distribution within their companies. The effects are zero in the short, medium, or
long run. Similarly, the expansions had no effect on the likelihood that mothers climb to the

C-suite or occupy managerial positions in their firms. These null results hold even when we

! Azmat and Ferrer (2017), however, find no evidence of a motherhood penalty among associate lawyers in the
United States. An alternative approach to interpret this penalty emphasizes the importance of discrimination.
Lang and Spitzer (2020) provide an up-to-date review of this literature. Testing this interpretation directly is
beyond the scope of our paper.



estimate the cumulative effect of the incremental leave duration expansions; which did not set
aside any explicit paternity leave. They also hold if we combine each reform-specific sample into
one larger sample, which gives us further statistical power.

Parental leave in Norway is paid at the pre-birth wage for eligible mothers, who have worked
at least 6 out of 10 months before birth. The wage replacement is funded through general
taxation. After exhausting her leave, a mother can return to work for the same employer in
the same (or similar) job as she had before childbirth due to job-protection. In the short run,
theory predicts that, if firms do not bear any cost and the leave expansions are financed by
non-distortionary taxes, both labor supply and labor demand remain unaltered and we expect
to observe no change in wages. Due to the extension of leave duration, some workers, especially
those with high skills, who would have returned early are now incentivized to return later. This
may curtail mothers’ economic success by reducing the accumulation of their human capital.

In imperfectly competitive labor markets, however, where skills are not easily substitutable
and workers have limited mobility (Manning, 2003; Le Barbanchon et al., 2021), demand changes
may be important for high-achieving mothers. These women, in fact, are likely to fall behind
on the career ladder in the absence of an extended job-protected leave, as they tend to be more
vulnerable to career interruptions with greater human capital depreciation and atrophy of skills
while out of work (Demougin and Siow, 1994; Anderson et al., 2002; Ejrnzes and Kunze, 2013;
Adda et al., 2017). If employers, however, value continuity in employment relationships with
their high-skill workers, such mothers could face a steep positive pay profile after reentry and,
in the longer run, climb the job ladder to the top of their firms’ pay distribution. Long generous
leave may then facilitate the “rebound” effect of female earnings, first documented by Mincer
and Ofek (1982) in the context of any withdrawal from the labor market, and eventually lead to
substantial wage growth over highly skilled work-oriented mothers’ careersﬂ With ambiguous
theoretical predictions about the impact of the extension of government-provided paid maternity
leave on high-achieving mothers’ careers, the question remains essentially empirical.

In this study we focus on whether mothers reach a position in the company’s top earnings
decile and the C-suite, both of which are long-term outcomes. Few studies have analyzed similar
outcomes, perhaps due to data limitationsﬂ An exception is the work by Corekcioglu et al.
(2020), which reports evidence of nonpositive effects of the 1993 reform in Norway on mothers’
probability of being in the top decile or quartile of a firm’s earnings distribution in selected
years after childbirth. We present a more comprehensive analysis including a direct measure of
reaching a powerful position, the C-suite, as well as father’s outcomes, within household pay
gap, and the cumulative impact of all the preceding interventions as well as the 2005 reform. We
broaden the economic analysis, as used in the literature, by investigating mechanisms possibly
unveiling why we find zero effects through effects on the main determinants of careers.

Much of the existing empirical research on the impact of parental leave on labor market

outcomes focuses on average wages, wage growth, and employment. Evidence on the sign and

2In anticipation of future female hires being on leave for an extended period of time, employers could respond
to extended leave entitlements by statistically discriminating in their hiring strategy of, or wage offers to, childless
young women. This is an important margin, which is left for future analysis.

3 Although not at the core of their analysis, Kleven et al. (2021) show that a series of Austrian reforms had
no long-term effects among mothers in the top quartile of the pre-birth earnings distribution in the economy.



significance of the long-term effects tends to be mixed but with a convergence towards small
or zero effects, across several countries, including those with government mandated provisions
and large register data. In a study for West-Germany leveraging five reforms enacting substan-
tial leave duration extensions, Schonberg and Ludsteck (2014) find evidence of a small negative
effect in the short term, and an overall small, statistically insignificant, impact on maternal
employment, labor income, and the probability of moving out of full-time work up to the child’s
sixth birthday. Lalive et al. (2014) detect no detrimental effect on mothers’ earnings in the
first five years after childbirth using three major reforms in Austria. Analyzing the same three
reforms, Kleven et al. (2021) find short-term sizable negative (positive) impacts of leave ex-
tensions (reductions), which vanish however three years after childbirthﬁ Importantly, most of
these reforms involved substantial leave duration with relatively low wage replacements.

For Norway, which combines long leave duration and full (or high) wage replacement, Dahl
et al. (2016) show that the parental leave reforms from mid 1980s to 1992 had small positive,
but statistically insignificant, effects on mother’s annuity income up to 14 years after childbirth.
Their focus, therefore, is on reforms enacted before the introduction of a full year of leave and
before the paternity quota. The existing evidence of the effect of the 1993 parental leave on
fathers’ labor market income is limited to short-run effects and provides mixed results. Rege
and Solli (2013) find a negative impact up to the child’s fifth birthday, whereas Cools et al.
(2015) report a null effectﬂ We extend these earlier contributions by focusing on within-firm
pay rankings as well as executive positions, looking at a larger raft of reforms of paid leave, and
considering the pay gap within households.

Earlier studies find some evidence of effect heterogeneity across subgroups of women. For
instance, Anderson et al. (2002) and Ejrnzes and Kunze (2013) detect relatively larger negative
effects for high skilled mothers. We add to this evidence by considering potential heterogeneous
impacts by child parity, mother’s education and industry of employment. At higher parities,
women may have greater family commitments and lower career prospects. On the other hand,
college educated mothers and those employed in specific industries (e.g., the finance industry)
may be arguably better placed to climb to highly paid jobs and the C-suite of their organizations.

Furthermore, we broaden the perspective of the existing literature by presenting a system-
atic analysis of channels, which are related to human capital and job mobility, such as work
experience, firm tenure, hours of work, internal promotions, and firm-to-firm transitions. An
interesting question is to see whether some of these channels are differently affected than others
by the parental leave reforms in a way that can explain the zero effect results. Although the
short-run impact is ambiguous, there might be good reasons for a positive rebound effect in

the longer run. We document that the causal effects are zero throughout the entire post-birth

*Other studies on the effect of parental leave on mother’s earnings include Baum (2003), Ejrnees and Kunze
(2013), and Bailey et al. (2019). The first study finds a small and statistically insignificant effect of the 1993
US Family and Medical Leave Act on wages. The latter two papers identify significantly negative impacts on
wages of mothers in Germany and California, respectively. Examining the California’s paid family leave program,
Rossin-Slater et al. (2013) find that longer leave use is associated with greater weekly work hours and wage
incomes of employed mothers. Looking at the same reform, Baum and Ruhm (2016) confirm the positive impact
on employment probabilities for mothers nine to 12 months after birth, especially among those with relatively
weak labor force attachments.

"Ekberg et al. (2013) and Patnaik (2019) also find no effects of paternity quotas on fathers’ labor market
outcomes in Sweden and Quebec, respectively.



period across each of the channels considered.

In addition to contributing to the literature on parental leave and long-term labour market
outcomes, we also contribute to the burgeoning literature on gender diversity. We document
the under-representation of mothers (and women, more generally) at the top echelon of their
companies across the whole Norwegian economy. The literature so far has focused on convenience
samples (e.g., Hoogendoorn et al., 2013) or specific sectors or organizations (e.g., Auriol et al.,
2022; Hospido et al., 2022).

2 Institutional Background

Norway has a long history in supporting working women around motherhood, which dates back
to the late nineteenth century and has continued through to the post-WWII period (Vollset,
2011; Ellingsaeter et al., 2020)E| In 1956, women became eligible to maternity compensation
through the sickness benefit scheme that replaced part of pre-birth earnings and provided pro-
tected leave for up to 12 weeks (NOU 1996:13, p.214). With the 1978 Social Insurance Act
reform, paid parental leave was granted for 18 weeks. Eligibility required mothers to have
worked six of the 10 months before birth and earn more than the basic income. Mothers were
entitled to a minimum of six weeks after birth. Although there was no explicit formal paternal
quota, both parents could share the remaining 12 weeks, but mothers typically took the whole
leave availablem The mandates provided 100% income replacement up to a generous earnings
threshold (equivalent to six times the basic income)ﬁ Employers could not dismiss workers
for taking leave, and parents had the right to return to the same (or comparable) job. These
features remain in place over the entire observation period that we study.

From 1987 to 1993, Norway introduced a series of seven reforms that expanded paid parental
leave from 18 weeks to 42 weeks at 100% income replacement (see Table . In 1985, the Labour
Party led by Gro Harlem Brundtland won the general election with a strong mandate to reform.
One of the main goals of Brundtland’s government in power since 1986 was to achieve greater
gender equality, starting from her own cabinet in which eight of the 18 ministers were women.
The extension of the mandated paid parental leave was a key part of this program. Besides
political feasibility, the staggered introduction of the annual extensions might have been due to
the 1985 oil price shock which led to an unexpected public deficit and a significant devaluation
of the Norwegian krone. This was then compounded by the banking crisis, which began biting
in 1988 and continued through to 1992.

Starting in 1989, parents could also choose between a package comprising shorter leave with
full income replacement and a package with longer leave at 80% replacement. The 1993 reform

set aside a four week quota of paternity leave for the first time worldwide. This added to the 48

SMost of these early regulations were primarily intended to protect the child and mother’s health, especially
women in factory jobs. Since 1977, parliamentary debates have regularly given prominence to the goal of gender
equality, and in particular in relation to mothers’ and fathers’ rights.

"Working fathers had the right to two weeks of unpaid leave after birth. Their income would have been
typically replaced by their employers through bilateral agreements (Work Environment Act, 1 July 1977).

8This and all the thresholds related to the subsequent reforms were nonbinding for most mothers. When they
were exceeded, employers topped up benefits so that forgone earnings were fully replaced, even for women at the
top of the pay distribution (NOU 1996:13, p.218).



weeks at 80% replacement taken by the mother, leading to a total of 52 weeks at the household
level. If a couple opted instead for full income replacement, they would have enjoyed a total
of 42 weeks of leave, of which (at least) four had to be used by the father. The last reform we
consider was introduced in 2005, in which the father’s quota was extended to five weeks, without
changing the mandated length of maternity leave.

Because our aim is to identify the impact of the interventions on women’s ability to reach
top-pay positions, arguably a long term outcome for which we need a long time horizon after
childbirth, we do not consider later reforms given our observation window stops in 2013. By
including the 1993 and 2005 reforms, we can evaluate the role played by paternity leave on
mothers’ outcomes (as well as on fathers’), while giving us a total increase of 20 weeks of paid
maternity leave, a natural comparison to the initial 18 weeks introduced in 1978.

As our study naturally takes a long term perspective, there might be concerns that other
public policies might interact with our treatment. Among such policies, some of the most
relevant include the 1998 Cash-for-Care program, the changes in the public child care provision
introduced in 2002, and the gender board quota reform passed in 2005 but not fully implemented
until 2008. Since each of these policy changes did not occur at the same time as the parental
leave reforms under analysis, we ought to emphasize that they do not affect our definition of
treatment status and thus cannot contaminate our estimated treatment effects. More details on

these other programs are provided in the Online Appendix [A]

3 Data

Our analysis uses employer-employee matched panel data extracted from several registers on the
entire population of employees and the universe of private- and public-sector firms in Norway.
This enables us to have detailed workers’ employment and earnings information from 1967 to
2013, and to follow them with their employers from 1983 to 2013. Earnings information is
recorded without any top- or bottom-coding. For each firm, we observe the entire population
of workers at the establishment, including those at the very top of the organization, so that
we can determine the exact rank occupied by each worker in the earnings distribution within
her/his company. With unique identifiers for individuals and firms, we can match workers to
their employers and partners to one another, and follow them over time until 2013.

Besides earnings and employment, the registers provide information on demographics, ed-
ucation, and, from 1997 onwards, contracted hours worked. Data on all births by month and
year over the entire period are obtained from birth registers and merged with detailed individual
receipt of parental leave benefits and duration obtained from the social security registers. These
contain complete records for all mothers and fathers from 1992 onwards.

To analyse individual earnings positions within firms, we focus on annual total earnings,
reported in the tax registry and deflated using the consumer price index with 1998 as base year.
This measure comprises all types of formal remuneration, including overtime pay, performance-
related pay and bonuses, financial income and benefit income. We also analyze income adjusted
for hours of work, using the full-time equivalent monthly wage measure constructed by Statistics

Norway with hours data from wage statistics information.



Our final sample contains all individuals employed and with positive earnings from the first
time they entered the labor market after completing education (defined at age 18 for those
without a university qualification, and age 24 for those with a college degree or more) up to age
60. To construct a meaningful measure of intra-firm gender composition in top positions, we
exclude firms with fewer than 4 employees and the self—employedﬂ

We use three different measures to identify gender diversity in high-pay jobs and at the top
end of the corporate world. The first is an indicator of whether a female employee is in the top
decile of her firm’s earnings distribution. Different companies could use different pay structures,
and women may be at the top in low-paying ﬁrmsm In spite of this, appearing among the best
paid workers in any given organisation can be taken as a clear signal of high performance and
value to the firm, irrespective of job titles or career tracks. To construct this measure, we exploit
that we observe earnings with no differential attrition due to non-response or income top-coding
and the universe of employees in all firms in the economy over the sample period.

A slight variant of this measure is redefined with an indicator variable taking value one if a
mother is in the top decile of the salary distribution among all women and men in the same age
group in their firm, and zero otherwise. We distinguish eight age categories, seven of which are
defined in 5-year bands and the first is slightly broader (i.e., 18-24, 25-29, 30-34, 35-39, 4044,
45-49, 50-54, 55-60). This outcome accounts directly for the fact that it might be difficult for
women to be at the top of their organization at the time of childbirth when they are typically
young or at the early stages of their careers.

Our second measure is a more direct measure of powerful positions given by specific leadership
positions within each company, a proxy for being in the C-suite of the organization. Using data
from the job title register, which are available from 2003 onwards, we can identify the chief
executive officer, the chief financial officer, all the board directors and the chair of the board for
each firm in the data. Our measure takes value one if a woman holds one of these four positions,
and zero otherwise. Finally, our third measure, which is based on register-level occupational
data, singles out all the employees with managerial responsibilities within an organization from
2010 to the end of the sample period. This variable takes value one if a woman has managerial
duties, and zero otherwise. Because this outcome identifies managers across all hierarchical levels
and covers a short time horizon over the sample, we focus more on the previous two measures.

Figure [1| displays the trends between 1983 and 2013 in the first measure of gender diversity
just described, i.e., the proportion of mothers whose annual pay is in top decile of the earnings
distribution of their companies. Mothers are defined to be all women with children. Equality is
attained at 50%, shown by the horizontal line. To have a more complete picture of the evolution

across the entire distribution, the figure also presents the proportions of mothers in the middle

9The results in Sectionare not sensitive even if we select companies with 10 or more employees. Furthermore,
to comply with the eligibility criteria imposed by the Norwegian regulations, the sample used in the regression
discontinuity analysis is restricted to women who received labor income in the year prior to childbirth. One could
argue that excluding low-earning mothers in small (low-paying) firms could bias our estimates to reach the top
decile. To account for this possibility, we repeated our baseline analysis keeping women with lower earnings and
in smaller firms in the estimating sample, and setting their outcome measures to zero. All our main results are
unaffected.

0Qur measure, therefore, is robust to differential sorting of mothers into firms both pre- and post-birth based,
for instance, on expectations of maternity leave.



of the distribution (40th to 60th percentiles) and in the bottom decile within their firms. For
comparison, it also displays the trends for all women.

At the start of the period, mothers (and women in general) were severely under-represented
at the top and over-represented at the bottom of the within-firm pay distribution. Over the
31- year period under analysis, however, the fraction of mothers in the top earnings decile has
more than doubled, from about 10% in 1983 to nearly 28% in 2013. This is trend is remarkable
in parallel to all women though on a lower level. The share at the bottom decile instead has
substantially declined, from 60 to 35%. Mothers’ representation in the middle of the distribution
has gone up, but more modestly than at the top, from one-quarter to one-third over the sample
period. Similar trends emerge for the proportion of mothers in the top decile of their age-salary
distribution.

Figure [2| displays the shares of mothers and women in top executive posts. In 2003, only
20% of such posts were occupied by mothers, and 23% by all women. By 2013, those figures
increased to almost 30 and 37%, respectively. Part of this upward trend is likely to reflect the
2005 gender quota law. If we use the broader measure of management based on the occupational
code, we observe 35% of leadership posts occupied by mothers, and slightly more by all women,
from 2010 onwards. Although both Figures 1 and 2 show an ascent of mothers to their firms’
top echelon, we do not know if the parental leave reforms played any role, facilitating mothers’
return to top-flying careers after childbirth.

Within each household, parental leave may affect the father, either directly (through the
leave he actually takes) or indirectly (through the leave taken by his partner). In addition to
studying how extensions of parental leave have separately affected mothers and fathers at the
top, we also investigate if they improved pay differentials between mothers and men in the same
household. The differential between partners is given by Gp; = log(w}}) — log(w,{t), where w7,
is the pay measure of the female (s = f) or male (s = m) partner in household h for year ¢. The
evidence for Norway on G is surprisingly scant, especially if one takes a long run perspective.

Figure 3| displays the patterns of two measures of G (one based on total annual earnings, the
other on full-time equivalent monthly wages) for mothers in the top decile of their firm’s pay
distribution and for all mothers. For those in the top decile, the intra-household annual pay gap
is close to 0 up to the late 1990s and becomes negative since then. From the start of the 21st
century, therefore, mothers at the top of their firm’s pay distribution have been earning more
than their partners, and nearly 10% more by 2013. Adjusting for hours worked increases the pay
penalty for mothers, indicating that this group of highly paid women work longer hours than
their partners. By the end of the period, the gap is again negative reflecting a pay premium of
about 5% for female top earners. The average intra-household pay disadvantage for all mothers,
instead, is sizeable and still in excess of 40% in 2013, although declining from 65% since the late
1980s. The penalty in full-time equivalent monthly wages for all mothers has instead remained
stable around 20% over the period.

Summary statistics of the main variables used in the analysis are presented in Table[2] They

refer to all working women and men who had a child in the six months around the 1993 reform [I1]

"MSummary statistics for parents who had a child around the other reforms provide comparable evidence are
not presented for space concerns.



To give an idea of the change over time, we report figures for 1993, 2003, and 2013, that is, when
children were 0, 10, and 20 years old respectively, provided individuals were in employment in
those years. Selecting adjacent years delivers similar snapshots of the sample.

At the start of the period, mothers were nearly 30 years old, and fathers about two years
older. By the end of the period, the average age of this cohort of parents was about 50 and
51, respectively. Mothers and fathers had similar schooling levels, with nearly 13.5 years of
completed education. For most of them, mothers and fathers alike, the child born in 1993 was
the second, and on average they had one additional child by 2013. The fraction of individuals
in a marriage or a cohabitation was close to 60% in 1993, and this rose to about two-thirds 20
years later.

Worked hours were stable over time at about 33 and 37 per week for women and men,
respectively. At the time of the 1993 birth, mothers had already accumulated almost 10 years of
work experience, and fathers nearly 13. By the end of the period, the corresponding figures were
30 and 32 years, respectively. Firm tenure also increased smoothly over time, from approximately
four years in 1993 to 9 or 10 years at the end of the panel. This is reflected in the relatively
stable mobility across employers, with an average of 3 jobs held between childbirth and 2013.

Over the 20 year period, real annual earnings more than doubled for mothers and rose by
95% among fathers. This is reflected in the increases in the proportion of mothers and fathers
in the top earnings decile within their firms, confirming the patterns observed in Figure [1] for
mothers. It is also reflected in the other outcome measures, including the proportion of mothers
and fathers in the top earnings-by-age decile.

Finally, we also analyze internal promotions. To do this, we use comprehensive data on over
half a million white collar worker-year observations across 4,000 plants from 1987 to 1997. The
data are merged to the registers from plant-level job surveys compiled by the Confederation
of Norwegian Enterprise, the primary employer association in Norway. The sample includes
workers at private sector firms and over-represents manufacturing but retains broad coverageE
These data contain detailed job information that allows us to assign workers to one of seven
hierarchical ranks defined consistently across plants and over time. We can track individual
promotions within the same organization as well as promotions that involve a change of employer.
Table [2| shows that the annual promotion rate for women was 4%, just half the rate experienced

by menﬁ

12For more details, see Kunze and Miller (2017).

131n the Online Appendix Table we report the same descriptive statistics for workers in the top decile
of their firms earnings distribution and for executives and board members who had a child in the six months
around the 1993 reform. Compared to the whole population of parents, top earners were on average slightly older,
substantially more educated, more likely to be married or cohabit, had their first child later, accumulated more
work experience, and worked in larger firms. Not only were their mean earnings much higher, which is true by
construction, but their weekly hours worked were also greater, especially among mothers. While male top earners
have similar promotion rates to the whole population of fathers, female top earners have a strikingly higher rate
at about 18%. The average characteristics of executives and board members are typically in between those of
the whole population and those of top earners, except for firm size, as they worked in smaller organizations on
average.




4 Research Design

We use the same identification strategy in each of the eight reforms that took place between 1987
and 2005 and employ a regression discontinuity (RD) design. Let y, denote the relevant labor
market outcome measured at child age a (a=1, 2, ... up to age 26 depending on the reform), x
be the birth date (year and month) of the child, and ¢ the date of the reform’s enactment. For

every mother in the data and for each reform, we fit the following regression modelﬂ
Yo = g + fra(t — 2)I(t — ) + [5a + fralz — t)]]l(x —t) + &q, (1)

where I(z) is an indicator that takes value one if the event z occurs and zero otherwise, fy,(-)
and f,,(-) are unknown functions of the time distance to and from the reform, respectively,
which vary with child age, and ¢, is an error term. The parameter of interest is (,, which
captures the intention to treat (ITT) of the reform offering additional weeks of paid leave on
the outcome yj,.

To obtain an average treatment effect, 8, must be adjusted by the change in leave compliance
around the cutoff ¢ from another RD regression similar to . This is not possible for the reforms
that were introduced before 1992, because take-up information is not available. For the 1992,
1993, and 2005 reforms, for which we have information, we find that eligible mothers extended
their leave durations by the additional number of days allowed by the law, irrespective of whether
we consider all women or those in the top earnings decile (see Appendix Figures and .
This indicates a compliance close to 100% across all mothers as well as high-achieving mothers
who reach the top decile 10 years after childbirth. The (3, estimate from , therefore, should
be close to the average effect on the treated for those three reforms. There is no (anectodal)
evidence that take-up rates were lower for the earlier policy interventions. This is why we focus
on the ITT estimates for the rest of the paperE

Estimating for every post-reform year separately allows us to trace out the life cycle
pattern of the ITT effects from a minimum of eight years (after the 2005 reform) to a maximum
of 26 years (after the 1987 reform) in the case of the probability of being in the top decile of the
within-firm pay distribution. When our measure of gender diversity at the top is the likelihood
of being in the C-suite of the organization, we present estimates for 11 separate years (from 2003
to 2013) for all interventions, except for the 2005 reform for which we have again eight annual
estimates from the year after the reform to the end of the sample period.

In the benchmark specification, the time window around every reform is defined to be six
months, although we perform a number of sensitivity checks to test the robustness of the results

to this assumptionm The discontinuity that model exploits arises from the reform being

" Given time is the running variable with a treatment date as the threshold, our design reflects the regression
discontinuity in time approach described by Hausman and Rapson (2018). Notice, however, that our application
does not lack cross-sectional variation (as we have the universe of women having a child around the cutoff date)
and does not ignore the time-series properties of the data (as we analyze both short- and long-run effects).

15For fathers, instead, the take-up rate is lower at the start, about 40% in 1993, but growing considerably over
time to about 85% in 1998, and essentially universal after that year. Furthermore, as the difference in compliance
rates between treatment and control groups on each side of the cutoff ¢ is never large, scaling up the ITT estimates
does not have much scope.

1% Egssentially, we allow for shorter time windows, from five months down to one month around the introduction



contingent on the birth date of the child. As an example, let us consider the 1992 reform.
Mothers of a child born on April 1, 1992 or after were entitled to 35 weeks of fully paid leave,
while those with a child born on March 31, 1992 or before could only receive 32 weeks. When
estimating the effect of the 1992 reform, it should then be kept in mind that each 3, picks up the
impact on y, of this marginal increase in leave. From Table[l| we can see that each intervention
extended maternal leave from a minimum of two to a maximum of seven weeks, while the 2005
reform kept the same duration constant for mothers and increased the leave for fathers by one
week.

Although it is unlikely that the same woman contributes to the treatment group one year
and to the control group the subsequent year, or vice versa, this switch of treatment status could
nonetheless occur during the sequence of the seven reforms from 1987 to 1993. For this reason,
we performed sensitivity checks in which we drop individuals who switch treatment status. Since
such an exclusion does not alter any of the benchmark estimates, the results from that analysis
are not presented for the sake of brevity.

We perform a number of tests to validate the RD assumptions. First, we verify that there
is no manipulation of the assignment variable z, the child’s birth date. Appendix Figure
shows there is no systematic effect of the reforms on the distribution of births around the cutoff,
¢ [

Another check is that parents cannot modify their eligibility status around the cutoff date.
Eligibility to maternity leave is essentially driven by the mother’s annual earnings in the calendar
year prior to the reform. We restrict the sample to women who have received labor income
in the year prior to childbirth. Imposing a stronger restriction, such as having worked for
two consecutive calendar years before birth, does not change our estimates. Furthermore, the
distribution of parents’ predetermined characteristics may differ around the introduction of the
reform if parents can manipulate their child’s date of birth or their own eligibility status. We
find little evidence that this is the case. Only one of the 16 estimates shown in the first two
columns of Table [3] for mother’s age at childbirth and education is statistically significant, and
we cannot reject the hypothesis that all 16 coefficients are jointly equal to zero (p-value=0.359).
Repeating the exercise for other different subsamples used in the analysis below leads to similar
conclusions (see the remaining columns of Table [3)). Despite this balance, all our RD regressions
control for mother’s age and education, as well as municipality fixed effects. Excluding them
does not alter the results.

Finally, the estimates in the third column of Table [3] are small and never statistically sig-
nificantly different from zero, suggesting that none of the reforms had an impact on the timing
of first births. Also, as shown in Appendix Table none of the reforms affected either the
spacing between first and second births or the total number of children. This set of results

provides strong evidence that fertility outcomes were unchanged by the leave extensions.

of each reform. The estimates from all these different bandwidths confirm our main results. In the Online
Appendix, we report some of the results obtained with a bandwidth of three months. Given the large number of
results, we cannot show all of them. These results can be obtained upon request.

"Dahl et al. (2016) provide additional evidence that z cannot be timed in response to the reform (e.g.,
randomness of announcement and implementation dates) and discuss birth practices up to the 1992 reform that
made it hard for women to postpone induced births and cesarean sections. The same considerations apply to the
two later reforms in our study.
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5 Main Results

5.1 Top Pay and Leadership Jobs

We present our RD results graphically, separately for each reform. Figure [ plots the year-
specific (or child-age-specific) effect, 5, in , of each reform on the probability that a mother is
in the top earnings decile within her firm. We track women from the year following the reform
to the end of the sample period, with each dot in the figure representing a different year (or child
age) and the dotted lines around the point estimates indicating the 95% confidence intervals.
Following Gelman and Imbens (2019), the different f, functions to the left and right of each
reform are linear in the running variable = (month of childbirth) and estimated using triangular
weights. Each regression controls for a cubic polynomial in mother’s age, years of schooling,
and municipality fixed effects. At the bottom of every panel, we report the mean effect of each
reform averaged over all the post-reform years, > 7034, where 7, is a weight given by the
number of observations in the year in which the child age is a divided by the total number of
observations in the entire post-reform period for that specific reform. We also report the mean
effect averaged over the period ten years after each reform (labelled “Average RD 10+”). In
this way, we take away the years in which mothers are younger and less likely to be at the top
of their organization’s pay distribution.

Figure [4 provides little visual evidence that parental leave extensions affected mothers’
chances to be in the top earnings decile of their organization in both the short, medium, and
long run. We do find that the 1992 reform increased such chances by about 2 percentage points
between 2007 and 2012, when children were 15 to 20 years old. A similar, albeit shorter lived,
positive impact emerges after the 1989 reform between 2006 and 2008 when children were in
their late teens. The response to the 1990 reform instead was negative between 2003 and 2005.
In general however, considering all the reforms together, there is no systematic pattern of re-
sults with a sustained (either positive or negative) impact over time. Put differently, none of
the reforms contributed to the observed increased representation of mothers in the top echelons
of their companies’ pay revealed by Figure [Il At the same time, none of the leave expansions
had a negative impact on the mothers’ likelihood to reach the top pay decile in their ﬁrmsE

The same evidence emerges when we average out the impact of each extension, over either
the whole post-reform period or starting 10 years after every intervention. They are statistically
indistinguishable from zero and quantitatively small, with effect sizes ranging between —0.4 and
0.7 percentage points (or, at most, 5% of the baseline probability for a mother to be in the
top decile in 1987 and 2% of that in 2013)@ Using the proportion of mothers in the top

earnings-by-age decile as our outcome does not change the results@

18 Additional estimates displayed in Online Appendix Figure show that the results are not sensitive if we
change the bandwidth around the reform cutoff date from six to three months.

1975 trace out effects on other parts of the earnings distribution, we also look at the effect of the leave extensions
on the probability that mothers are in the middle (from the 40th to the 60th percentiles) or in the bottom decile
of the earnings distribution within their firm. The results in Online Appendix Figures [C.5] and [C.6] document
that, even in these other segments of the distribution, there is no evidence of a systematic impact of the reforms.
Extending maternity leave duration, therefore, had neither an immediate nor a delayed effect on mothers’ relative
intra-firm pay position, regardless of whether we look at the top, middle, or bottom of the earnings distribution.

20T that exercise, we restrict the analysis to women in firms with at least 10 coworkers within the same age
group. As a robustness check, we repeated the analysis on mothers in firms with at least 30 coworkers. We also
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Another, more direct way of assessing whether the expansion in parental leave duration
affected mothers’ chances to break the glass ceiling is to re-estimate the model using the proba-
bility for being in the C-suite (CEO, CFO, board chair, or board director) as our new outcome.
Figure [5] presents the results, which are available only from 2003 onwards. This clearly shows
that none of the eight parental leave reforms contributed to the increasing trend reported in
Figure 2 Nor did they significantly impact mothers’ high-flying careers negatively. If we con-
sider the fraction of women selected as chairs or directors of boards separately from the female
share in top executive positions, we find the same null result. We reach the same conclusion
also when we analyze the likelihood of mothers holding a managerial occupation (see Appendix
Figures and .

Summing up our benchmark results, we find little support for a short-term reduction in the
probability of being a top earner among mothers who faced leave expansions. Similarly, there
is no evidence of a long-term increase in the same probability. Even more clearly, mothers did
not see their chances to be in the C-suite either compromised or enhanced, even two decades or
more after childbirth. This evidence, therefore, convincingly shows that prolonged leave neither
favors nor hinders mothers’ career success.

In the previous section, we discuss the results of a few tests we performed to validate the
RD assumptions. We also consider the possibility of manipulation of the reform within a small
window around the cutoff. This could arise if (i) mothers strategically adjust the day of birth
(e.g., through Cesarean section) to benefit from longer leave; or (ii) firms choose to compensate
employees for longer leave even if they gave birth slightly earlier than the reform eligibility date.
The first possibility is rejected by the evidence displayed in Appendix Figure which shows
continuity of the density of births around the reform cutoffs. To address the potential source
of endogeneity induced by the second possibility, we conduct a donut-hole RD exercise which
checks the sensitivity of our estimates by excluding the observations closest to the cutoff (see
Cattaneo and Titiunik, 2022; Barreca et al., 2011). Appendix Figures and re-estimate
on our top pay and C-suite outcomes, excluding mothers giving birth within one month of
the reform dates. These new estimates are similar to the results presented in Figures [4] and

Confirming that the leave extensions did not induce selection in/out of the labor force is
important to the credibility of these null results. We thus ask whether the policy interventions
changed human capital accumulation or not. Appendix Figure shows that none of the
reforms affected work experience, enabling mothers to stay attached to the labor market despite
the longer (temporary) interruptions of employment. Although this might have allowed mothers
to retain part of their firm-specific human capital, it was not enough to support their careers
to climb to the top rung of their companies. While this result could be seen as a missed
opportunity, it nonetheless indicates that long work interruptions due to maternity leave do not

penalize mothers. Similar null estimates emerge also for firm tenure, as documented in Figure

of the Online Appendix.

Cumulative Impact — One concern with the analysis so far is that each reform only extends leave

by 2 to 4 weeks and since we estimate each reform separately, this may capture only marginal

redefined the outcome using 10-year age categories. In all cases, the results are similar and are thus not reported
for brevity.
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changes in maternity leave duration. In other words, each incremental change may be too small
to detect any statistically significant effect of the increased leave generosity. There might be
nonlinear effects that emerge only when work interruptions are long enough.

To address this statistical power issue, we look at the cumulative impact of all policy changes,
using a difference in discontinuity (or diff-in-disc) approach (e.g., Grembi et al., 2016). To keep
the comparison clean, we exclude the 1993 and 2005 reforms, since these introduced and extended
the daddy’s quota@ This estimator combines the previous RD specification with a difference-
in-difference design fitting linear regression functions to the observations distributed within a
given distance (in months) on either side of the 1992 and 1987 reforms@ It implies estimating
the boundary points of four regression functions of y on x, two on both sides of the normalized
distance of child’s birth from the cutoff, both before 1987 and after 1992. Formally, we restrict
the sample to mothers who had a birth within the six-month interval around each of the two

reforms and estimate the model
Yit = 00 + d1zit + mi(yo + V1zir) + e[ Ao + Mixie + mi(Oo + O124i)] + i, (2)

where m; is a dummy variable indicating eligibility for mother i to longer maternity leave, 7
is an indicator for the post-treatment period (i.e., taking value one for the post-1992 period,
and zero otherwise), and x;; is the normalized distance in months of the child’s birth from the
relevant reform’s eligibility cutoff. The parameter g is the diff-in-disc estimate, which identifies
the effect of the maternity leave extension between 1987 and 1992, as the treatment is 7m;,
and corresponds to the change in the effect of the 1992 reform over its 1987 counterpart. We
interpret this as the cumulative effect of the incremental leave duration changes pre-1993l§|
Since we do not consider the 2005 reform, we perform the main exercise using data only up to
2004. Extending the analysis beyond 2004, while excluding women who had a child around the
2005 reform or any time after that, does not change our findings.

The baseline diff-in-disc result in column (a) of Table |4] is unambiguous. The impact of
extending maternity leave duration from 18 to 35 weeks with full income replacement on the
probability of being in the within-firm top earnings decile is economically negligible (with an
increase of less than 1.5% over the outcome mean at the end of the period) and statistically
insignificant. The same emerges in column (b), where we exclude women who were exposed to
both the 1987 and 1992 reforms and find an insignificant size effect of less than 1% over the
outcome mean. The small expansions induced by each reform, therefore, do not seem to pose
a problem of statistical power. Differently from Ruhm (1998), Ejrnses and Kunze (2013), and
Bailey et al. (2019), this finding does not lend support to the view that longer maternity leaves

induce women to accumulate less work experience and, as a result, face lower labor market

2IThe inclusion of the 1993 reform in the diff-in-disc framework is straightforward and does not change the
results discussed below.

228ince we do not have information on board and top executive positions at the time of the introduction of
these reforms, the diff-in-disc design cannot be applied to measure cumulative effects on C-suite outcomes.

23 Although demand-side time-varying factors spurred by the policy introductions, such as statistical discrimi-
nation, could affect the difference feature of this estimator, its discontinuity dimension is likely to minimize this
potential bias. A more comprehensive analysis of the firms’ response goes beyond the scope of this paper and is
left for future research.
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earnings and a lower likelihood of being in the upper pay echelon of their firms. Likewise, the
same estimates do not lend support to the idea that mothers would benefit from prolonged leaves
in terms of deferred wage progression.

A different statistical power issue may stem from the concern that the baseline reform-specific
estimates rely on small samples. This is unlikely, because we use the universe of births around
each reform. Nonetheless, we perform an additional exercise which increases our sample size
considerably. That is, we first stack the data for the 1987-1992 reforms into one sample of more
than 140,000 births as opposed to an average sample size of about 30,000 for each reform in
isolation. We then estimate on this pooled sample.

Table [5| shows the estimates for the probability of being in the top decile and the probability
of being in the C-suite by year since reform. Referring to 1, 5, 10, 15, 20, and 25 years since
reform (or, equivalently, child’s age), the results offer a complete picture of short- and long-
run effects. Notice that the estimates at 25 years can rely only on two reforms (the first two
ones), which explains the slightly larger confidence intervals, whereas up to 20 years all policy
interventions contribute to the estimation, except the 2005 expansion. Both sets of estimates
confirm our previous results that the maternal leave extensions had no impact on either outcome.
Moreover, for both outcomes, the average RD coefficients are generally small and statistically
insignificant. We do observe a positive impact of 0.7 percentage points on mothers’ chances to
be in the top earnings decile 20 years after the reform enactment, but this effect is isolated,
modest in size (representing an increase of about 3% over the sample mean), and statistically
significant only at the 10% level. Also, it is not mirrored by success in the boardroom. Similar
results emerge if in the estimation sample we also include the births around the 1993 reform, or
if we use a shorter bandwidth of three months around each reform, or if we consider the sample
of first-time mothers.

Reiterating the previous benchmark results, we find that cumulating the effect of the first
six reforms, which jointly prolonged leave from 18 to 35 weeks, neither improved the relative
pay of mothers within their organizations, nor promoted them to positions of leadership in the
corporate world both in the short and the long run. The same null result emerges when we

combine each reform-specific sample into one larger sample.

5.2 Heterogeneity

Although we find no evidence of an impact on mothers’ top pay and leadership positions within
firms, parental leave expansions might have affected women differently depending on their level
of education, the number of children they had at the policy onset, or the type of firm or industry

in which they worked. In what follows, we explore these possibilities.

FEducation — It is possible that better educated women are in high-pay jobs even before child-
birth. If employers value the stability of job-to-worker matches, better educated mothers may
use longer maternity leaves to climb to, or remain at, the top of their organizations’ pay scale
even after birth. The cross-country evidence presented by Olivetti and Petrongolo (2017) shows
instead that longer parental leave is associated with wider earnings gaps among college-educated

mothers. We thus repeat the previous analysis focusing only on women with university or higher
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qualifications for the probability of being in the top earnings decile intra-firm. The results in
Appendix Figure confirm that even for college-educated women the extensions in maternity
leave did not contribute, either positively or negatively, to the growth in female representation

at the top of the intra-firm pay distribution.

Parity — We find that the leave expansions have no impact on birth timing@ We also find
no evidence of any effect on mother’s age at first birth and on spacing between first and second
births and completed fertility (see Appendix Table . Nonetheless, as shown by Lalive and
Zweimiiller (2009), there might be effect heterogeneity of the reforms by birth order. Larger
families may impose higher career costs on the main carer, usually the mother, even when
women have high earnings potential or are highly educated (Francesconi, 2002; Guryan et al.,
2008; Adda et al., 2017). Some studies emphasize the role of scale effects, and argue that the
marginal cost of second (and subsequent) children is usually less than that of the first child (e.g.,
Browning, 1992).

We therefore re-estimate equation for mothers who are exposed to the reforms when
giving birth to their first child separately from those who have their second child. The results
do not change when we consider higher parity households (third or fourth child). The estimates
on the probability of being in the top within-firm earnings decile among first-time mothers are
shown in Appendix Figure

We find that the 1989 reform pushed this probability up by approximately 2 percentage
points from 2006 to 2011, when first-born children were between 17 and 22 years old. The
average impact over the post-reform period however is smaller, around 1 percentage point, and
statistically insignificant. The responses to all the other reforms are similar to those found for
all mothers, indicating no systematic effect of paid leave on mothers’ chances of being in top
pay jobs in their companiesﬁ

The same null results across all outcomes emerge also for second-time mothers and for
mothers of only-children, which are not reported for brevity. The findings for mothers of only
children as well as first-time mothers are also confirmed by the diff-in-disc estimates shown in
columns (c) and (d) of Table |4 respectively. Taking stock of all these results, we conclude that
the extensions to paid leave did little to affect either first- or second-time mothers’ chances of

entering, or staying in, the top pay decile of their organizations.

Firm Size — Career opportunities may vary substantially with firm size, with wage spreads
rising with the number of workers in order to compensate for the increased competition for
higher-ranked jobs and with larger firms having better defined hierarchies and internal labor
market structures (Gabaix and Landier, 2008; Gayle et al., 2015; Huitfeldt et al., 2022). We
distinguish three sets of firms based on the number of employees: small (4-9), medium (10-99),
and large (100 or more)@

24This is in line with Dahl et al. (2016) who found this result up to the 1992 reform.

ZWe also find no impact of any of the extensions on first-time mothers’ chances of being in the middle or
bottom of the intra-firm earnings distribution. Nor can we detect any significant effect on their chances of filling
positions of leadership in their organizations. See Appendix Figures

26Using a sample of approximately 2000 Norwegian firms, Huitfeldt et al. (2022) focus their analysis on “large”
firms, which are defined as those with at least 30 employees. Our results remain qualitatively unaltered if we
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The results in Appendix Figures show that the 1992 reform raised the probability
to be in the top earnings decile for mothers in large firms, from 2008 to 2013. The 1990 reform
instead reduced this probability for women employed in medium-size firms between 2003 and
2005. We cannot detect any other significant effect. The aggregate effects are never statistically
significant, irrespective of firm size and of the reform we focus on, and so is the cumulative effect
for large firms shown in column (e) of Table 4, We also find no significant heterogeneous impact
by firm size on leadership positions. Regardless of the complexity of the internal labor market
which may be associated with firm size, there is therefore no evidence that the expansions to
parental leave influenced mothers’ chances to reach their companies’ upper earnings decile or to

be represented in their executive boards.

Industry — Another dimension of heterogeneity through which there might be strong gender
wage differentials is the type of industry in which men and women work. Parental leave expan-
sions could magnify or attenuate such differentials.

Goldin (2014) and Goldin and Katz (2016) argue that the extent of temporal job flexibility,
without substantial wage penalties, largely depends on industry- or occupation-specific techno-
logical features, including characteristics which determine the need for workers to be available at
particular (nonstandard) times, the degree of close substitutability among workers, the flexibility
of the job with regard to scheduling, and the need for an employee to keep in touch with other
workers (above and/or below their position in their own organization) or specific groups, such
as clients and stakeholders. Goldin (2014) also provides evidence that there is a strong negative
relationship between earnings gender gaps and the elasticity of earnings with respect to hours
worked. Larger elasticities correlate positively with the above mentioned technological charac-
teristics when these imply more time pressure. Larger elasticities are also typically observed
among workers in business and financial services, while lower elasticities emerge in technology,
science and health occupations.

To match those industrial sectors in our data, we use detailed information from the 5-digit
2007 Standard Industrial Classification, and define three separate groups of workers, one in
finance (including banking and insurance), another in health (including physicians and dentists)
and the last one in business and technology (including R&D, market research, advertisement, and
business consultancy). These can be reliably constructed from 1998 onwards. We repeated our
benchmark analysis for each industrial group separately. The estimates reported in Appendix
Figures show that none of the leave reforms had an impact on mothers’ chances to

be in the top earnings decile of their companies, irrespective of the grouping of industries.

5.3 Channels

Prolonged maternity leaves might have influenced mothers’ labor market performance in ways
other than through pay or executive leadership, e.g., through hours of work, promotion oppor-

tunities, or job mobility. In what follows, we explore such mechanisms.

redefine large firms using this alternative definition. Notice also that, because of sample size issues, the analysis
cannot be performed on small firm workers. Aggregating them to workers in medium size firms does not change
our estimates.
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Hours of Work — As emphasized by Goldin (2014) and Goldin and Katz (2016), some positions
have a highly convex pay structure with regard to hours worked, requiring a high degree of
workplace commitment and little flexibility to combine work and family life. Such positions are
generally held by highly skilled workers at the upper end of the earnings distribution. After work,
women may also be “downgraded” through shifts into part-time employment as documented for
Britain by Manning and Petrongolo (2008). We thus ask if top-earning mothers eligible for
longer leave were more likely to change their hours worked.

The results in Appendix Figure [C:25|show that women’s hours are unaffected by the parental
leave expansion policies, soon after birth as well as in the longer run. Repeating the exercise for
all mothers, and not just for those at the top tier of pay within their companies, leads to the
same null result (see Appendix Figure [C.26|). The reforms, therefore, did not alter the strong
time bind that locks mothers to jobs, regardless of the pay rank within their companies.

Combined with the estimates on work experience and firm tenure mentioned in subsection
5.1, these findings confirm that the eight reforms under study had virtually no influence on

mothers’ human capital investment, in the short or the long run.

Promotions — Male-female wage gaps, especially at the top of an organization, may be driven by
differential employer promotion standards due to gender differences in the probability of leaving
— or taking career interruptions from — the firm (Lazear and Rosen, 1990). As the cost to
employers of job interruptions is greater for workers in high-level jobs than in the low-level jobs,
given ability, males are promoted to high-level jobs over females who are equally productive in
low-level jobs. Longer breaks arising from the leave extension reforms will then imply even lower
promotion probabilities for mothers at the upper end of the earnings distribution.

Most of the empirical literature has focused on gender differences in promotionsm Antecol
et al. (2018) is the only study to date that explores the impact of a family policy on promotions
by gender. They find that gender-neutral tenure clock stopping policies introduced in the top-
50 US departments of economics (in which untenured assistant professors are allowed to stop
their tenure clock for one year after childbirth) decrease the probability that a female assistant
professor gets tenure where she was initially hired while male tenure chances rise. There is,
however, no direct evidence of the impact of parental leave policies on promotions.

To analyze this relationship, we use the unique data described in Section |3 (for more details,
see Kunze and Miller, 2017). The results reported in Appendix Figure document that
mothers experienced neither greater nor lower chances of promotion in response to the reforms.
This null result is also confirmed in Appendix Table by the cumulative effect obtained from
the diff-in-disc estimator. The same findings also emerge when we consider promotions associated
with a change of employers (see Appendix Figure . We also examined the possibility that
the reforms affected mothers’ chances to be in the top earnings decile within their firms if they
were internally promoted at least once after childbirth. The estimates (not reported for brevity)

show no evidence of an impact.

2TThe results from this literature are mixed. Some find lower rates of promotion for women than for men with
similar observed characteristics (e.g., McCue, 1996; Cassidy et al., 2016), others find the opposite (e.g., Booth et
al., 2003; Gayle et al., 2012), and still others find no gender differences (e.g., Giuliano et al., 2011).
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Firm Mobility — In addition to within-firm mobility, mobility across firms is considered to be
a major contributor to wage growth over workers’ careers (e.g., Postel-Vinay and Robin, 2002;
Del Bono and Vuri, 2011; Bagger et al., 2014; Adda and Dustmann, 2022). Card et al. (2016)
explore this channel in combination with the possibility that women are offered systematically
lower wages by their employers to study gender disparities in the Portuguese labor market. They
find that both channels explain approximately one-fifth of the cross-sectional gender wage gap.

We stratify the sample into two groups of mothers, those who stayed with the same employer
and those who moved at least once from one employer to another after childbirth over the sample
period. The estimates in Appendix Figures [C.29 and [C.30] refer to movers. Overall, we find

no evidence that the leave extensions affected mothers’ probability of reaching the upper pay

decile of their company if they moved across firms. The 1992 reform did raise this probability
by about 2 percentage points from 2007 to 2011, and so did the 1989 reform between 2006 and
2008, while the 1990 and 1991 extensions led to a reduction between 2003 and 2005 and between
2001 and 2003, respectively.

The general reading of this evidence is that each of the eight reforms did not contribute
much to the increased representation of mothers in the upper echelons of their firms’ earnings,
even for women who moved across firms. The same can be said for mothers’ chances to be in
their firms’ board or top executive positions. A null average impact result is confirmed for both
outcomes across all reforms. There is also no evidence of a cumulative impact, as shown in
column (f) of Table The same set of null results emerges among mothers who stayed with

the same employer over the entire period (not reported for the sake of brevity).

Conditional Transitions Across the Income Distribution — Mobility to top earnings may be
hard, especially for workers who start low in the pecking order (Bagger et al., 2014). To account
for this possibility, we examine transitions to the top earnings decile from specific parts of
the earnings distribution. In particular, we analyze the impact on the likelihood that mothers
have to reach the top pay decile in their own firms in a given year if they were in the second
highest decile in the year before each reform. The estimates shown in Appendix Figure
reveal no effect of the reforms on this likelihood. Repeating the analysis when we condition
on other starting positions in the intra-firm earnings distribution leads to the same conclusion
(not reported for brevity). Thus, the reforms did not affect mothers’ probability of reaching the
top echelons of their companies’ pay, irrespective of their initial position in the firm’s earnings

distribution.

Putting together all our results on within- and between-firm mobility, we infer that the
expansions in parental leave seem to have played no role in mothers’ search and matching

decisions.

5.4 Fathers

Norway offers an interesting case because it introduced paid leave earmarked for fathers since
1993 (see Table [I). This means that the couple foregoes his quota, should the father not use

this provision. Two of the eight reforms under analysis included a paternity quota. The 1993
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reform gave fathers a four-week quota for the first time. This was extended to five weeks with
the 2005 reform.

As evidenced in Figure [6] none of the pre-1993 reforms had an impact on the probability
that fathers be in the top earnings decile within their firms. Although this may be unsurprising
(because such reforms affected only mothers), it clearly suggests that those reforms generated
no wage spillover for fathers. But even the two reforms that provided paid leave for fathers did
not affect intra-firm male earnings success@ The lack of an impact emerges also in the middle
and at the bottom end of the fathers’ earnings distribution (see Appendix Figures and
C.33).

Similarly, none of the reforms had an impact (either positive or negative) on fathers’ chances
to be a member of company boards or in top executive posts, as presented in Appendix Figure
This is true also for the likelihood of being in a managerial occupation, except for the 1991
and 2005 reforms, which respectively reduced and increased that probability by 2—4 percentage
points, albeit only temporarily (see Appendix Figure . Taken all together, therefore, there
is little evidence of a systematic impact that an increased generosity in parental leave had on

fathers’ intra-firm top pay or leadership jobs@

6 Intra-Household Gender Pay Inequality

None of the eight reforms influenced the success of mothers (or fathers) to reach top positions
within their organizations. Extended parental leave nonetheless could have affected women’s
economic progress in other ways. For instance, it could have changed the relative earnings power
of mothers with respect to their partners’. Proponents of government-mandated paid parental
leave extensions expected these reforms to promote more intra-household gender equality (e.g.,
Vollset, 2011; Dahl et al., 2016), strengthening the bargaining position of mothers (Doepke and
Kindermann, 2019). Strikingly, within-household inequality has never been analyzed before in
conjunction with parental leave policies.

To perform our analysis we use full-time equivalent monthly wages which adjust for differ-
ences in hours worked, so that hours of work cannot play any role here. The estimates are
displayed in Figure[7] This refers to women who are in the top decile of the full-time equivalent
monthly wage distribution within their companies compared to their partners. A positive es-
timate captures a reform-led wage improvement in favor of mothers, while a negative estimate
reflects a worsening with respect to their partner’s wage. Overall, we find no impact of the
leave extensions. The estimates are typically small and statistically indistinguishable from zero,
and this is clearly documented by the aggregate impacts reported at the bottom of each panel.
Remarkably, also 10 years after every intervention the effect is zero. As shown in Appendix
Figure [C.30] the same null results emerge if we consider all women, and not just those in the

top decile of their firms’ earnings distribution.

28This result does not change even if the ITT estimates are adjusted by the change in paternal leave take-up
around the two reforms.

PDespite these null results, we cannot exclude that the daddy’s quotas might have had an impact on beliefs,
yielding counter-stereotypical behavior, as postulated by Bertrand (2020). This is left for exploration in future
research.
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We also detect no changes in the intra-household gap when we look at annual earnings for
both mothers in the top decile and all mothers (see Appendix Figures |C.37] and |C.38). The

null result on top earners is unequivocal about the neutrality of the leave extensions to change

the intra-household pay gap, despite the considerable progress observed in Figure [3| among top

female earners since the late 1990s.

7 Conclusion

This paper presents new evidence on the under-representation of women and mothers in leader-
ship positions over the period 1983-2013 in Norway. To identify leaders, we use two alternative
measures, namely individuals in the upper decile of their firms’ earnings distribution and in-
dividuals in C-suites. Although more women and mothers have gradually entered leadership
positions, two-thirds of top earners in 2013 were men. Of the one-third who were women, about
85% were mothers. The figures for top executives are similar.

We then provide what we believe is the first comprehensive assessment of whether shorter or
longer parental leave — in a regime of fully paid job-protected leave — harm or sustain mothers’
economic progress to the top of the career ladder. Our analysis follows women up to a quarter
of a century after childbirth. We use employer-employee matched register data that allow us to
take advantage of eight parental leave reforms, which more than doubled maternal leave from 18
weeks in 1986 to 38 in 1993 and introduced a paternity quota of 4 weeks in 1993 and extended
it to 5 in 2005. We employ a regression-discontinuity design, perform several tests to validate
the RD assumptions, and account for potential statistical power issues looking at cumulative
impacts.

We emphasize six new substantive results. First, both the expansion of paid maternity leave
from 18 to 38 weeks and the introduction of a quota of leave reserved to fathers had no effect on
mothers’ economic progress to reach a top position in the short, medium or long run. Second,
the reforms neither fostered nor compromised mothers’ economic empowerment, as we find no
evidence of a significant change in the likelihood of entering the C-suite of their organization.
Third, the expansions had no differential effect across subgroups by maternal education, number
of children (or child parity), firm size, and industry.

Fourth, we extend the literature by going a step further and asking whether other channels,
which are relevant to career progression, may have played a role in such a way that the net
effect on reaching top-pay jobs and executive positions averages out to zero. Estimating the
effects of the reforms on work experience, firm tenure, hours worked, internal promotions, and
firm mobility shows no significant results. These findings indicate a likely limited role played by
human capital considerations in explaining mothers’ progress as a direct result of the parental
leave expansions. They also suggest a limited role played by labor market imperfections, through
search frictions or difficulties in replacing high flyers during or after leave usage.

Fifth, none of the eight policy interventions, including those that introduced paternity leave,
had any impact on fathers’ pay, and the presence of daddy’s quotas did not affect mother’s
economic position, whether negatively or positively. The large asymmetry in leave duration

between mothers and fathers, which assumes women as the main carer, may be important and
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requires further research. Sixth, the leave reforms had no effect on the gender pay differentials
between mothers in top positions and their partners, the fathers.

Taken together, our results suggest that either short or long paid parental leave does not
help mothers to break the glass ceiling; but it also does not hinder their chances of success. The
positive trend in mothers’ entry into top pay and leadership positions happened despite the leave
extensions. An interesting dimension, which has been excluded from the current analysis and
would complement our policy evaluation, is on firms’ responses to long paid parental leave. An
emerging literature has started to document that firms respond by recruiting temporary replace-
ments and by relying on increased coworkers’ hours, suggesting only small overall employment
effects on firms through parental leave (Ginja et al. 2023) or births (Brenge et al. 2023).
Other important firm-level margins seem to be relevant, such as wages, profits, investment, and

employment composition.

References

Aaberge, Rolf, Marco Francesconi, Jgrgen Modalsli, and Ola Vestad. 2023. “How Business Income
Affects Economic Inequality.” Unpublished Manuscript, University of Essex.

Adda, Jerome, and Christian Dustmann. 2022. “Sources of Wage Growth.” Journal of Political Economy,
forthcoming.

Adda, Jerome, Christian Dustmann, and Katrien Stevens. 2017. “The Career Cost of Children.” Journal
of Political Economy, 125(2): 293-337.

Ahern, Kenneth, and Amy Dittmar, 2012. “The Changing of the Boards: The Impact on Firm Valuation
of Mandated Female Board Representation.” Quarterly Journal of Economics, 127(1): 137-97.

Albrecht, James W., Anders Bjorklund, and Susan B. Vroman. 2003. “Is There a Glass Ceiling in
Sweden?” Journal of Labor Economics, 21(1): 145-177.

Albrecht, James W., Mary Ann Bronson, Peter Skogman Thoursie, Susan Vroman. 2018. “The Ca-
reer Dynamics of High-skilled Women and Men: Evidence from Sweden.” Furopean Economic Review,
105(June): 83-102.

Alstadsaeter, Annette, Martin Jacob, Wojciech Kopczuk, and Kjetil Telle. 2017. “Accounting for Business
Income in Measuring Top Income Shares: Integrated Accrual Approach Using Individual and Firm Data
from Norway.” Unpublished Manuscript, Columbia University.

Anderson, Deborah J., Melissa Binder, and Kate Krause. 2002. “The Motherhood Wage Penalty: Which
Mothers Pay It and Why?” American Economic Review, 92(2): 354-358.

Angelov, Nikolay, Per Johansson, and Erica Lindahl. 2016. “Parenthood and the Gender Gap in Pay.”
Journal of Labor Economics, 34(3): 545-579.

Antecol, Heather, Kelly Bedard, and Jenna Stearns. 2018. “Equal but Inequitable: Who Benefits from
Gender-Neutral Tenure Clock Stopping Policies?” American Economic Review, 108(9): 2420-2441.

Arulampalam, Wiji, Alison L. Booth, and Mark L. Bryan. 2007. “Is there a Glass Ceiling over Europe?
Exploring the Gender Pay Gap across the Wage Distribution.” Industrial and Labor Relations Review,
60(2): 163-186.

Auriol, Emmanuelle, Guido Friebel, Alisa Weinberger, and Sascha Wilhelm. 2022. “Underrepresentation

of Women in the Economics Profession More Pronounced in the United States Compared to Heterogeneous
Europe.” Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 119(16): €2118853119.

Azmat, Ghazala, and Rosa Ferrer. 2017. “Gender Gaps in Performance: Evidence from Young Lawyers.”
Journal of Political Economy, 125(5): 1306—-1355.

Bagger, Jesper, Francois Fontaine, Fabien Postel-Vinay, and Jean-Marc Robin. 2014. “Tenure, Experi-
ence, Human Capital and Wages: A Tractable Equilibrium Search Model of Wage Dynamics.” American
Economic Review, 2014, 104(6): 1551-1596.

21



Bailey, Martha, Tanya S. Byker, Elena Patel, and Shanthi Ramnath. 2019. “The Long-Term Effects of
California’s 2004 Paid Family Leave Act on Women’s Careers: Evidence from U.S. Tax Data.” NBER
Working Paper No. 26416.

Barreca, Alan 1., Melanie Guldi, Jason M. Lindo, and Glen R. 2011. “Saving Babies? Revisiting the
Effect of Very Low Birth Weight Classification.” Quarterly Journal of Economics, 126(4): 2117-2123.

Baum, Charles L. 2003. “The Effect of State Maternity Leave Legislation and the 1993 Family and
Medical Leave Act on Employment and Wages.” Labour Economics, 10(5): 573-596.

Baum, Charles L., and Christopher J. Ruhm. 2016. “The Effects of Paid Family Leave in California on
Labor Market Outcomes.” Journal of Policy Analysis and Management, 35(2): 333-356.

Bertrand, Marianne. 2020. “Gender in the Twenty-First Century.” American Economic Review Papers
and Proceedings, 110(5): 1-24.

Bertrand, Marianne, and Esther Duflo. 2017. “Field Experiments on Discrimination.” In E. Duflo
and A. Banerjee (eds.) Handbook of Economic Field Experiments, volume 1, chapter 8, pp. 309-393.
Amsterdam: Elsevier.

Bertrand, Marianne, Sandra E. Black, Sissel Jensen, Adriana Lleras-Muney. 2019. “Breaking the Glass
Ceiling? The Effect of Board Quotas on Female Labour Market Outcomes in Norway.” Review of
Economic Studies, 86(1): 191-239.

Bertrand, Marianne, Claudia Goldin, and Lawrence F. Katz. 2010. “Dynamics of the Gender Gap for
Young Professionals in the Financial and Corporate Sectors.” American Economic Journal: Applied
Economics, 2(3): 228-255.

Bettinger, Eric, Torbjern Heegeland, and Mari Rege. 2014. “Home with Mom: The Effects of Stay-
at-Home Parents on Children’s Long-Run Educational Outcomes.” Journal of Labor Economics, 32(3):
443-467.

Booth, Alison L., Marco Francesconi, and Jeff Frank. 2003. “A Sticky Floors Model of Promotion, Pay,
and Gender.” European Economic Review, 47(2): 295-322.

Brenge, Anna Ardila, Serena Canaan, Nikolaj Harmon, and Heather Royer. 2023. “Is Parental Leave
Costly for Firms and Coworkers?” Journal of Labor Economics, forthcoming.

Browning, Martin. 1992. “Children and Household Economic Behavior.” Journal of Economic Literature,
30(3): 1434-1475.

Biitikofer, Aline, Sissel Jensen, and Kjell G. Salvanes. 2018. “The Role of Parenthood on the Gender
Gap among Top Earners.” FEuropean Economic Review, 109(October): 103-123.

Card, David, Ana Rute Cardoso, and Patrick Kline. 2016. “Bargaining, Sorting, and the Gender Wage
Gap: Quantifying the Impact of Firms on the Relative Pay of Women.” Quarterly Journal of Economics,
131(2): 633-686.

Cassidy, Hugh, Jed DeVaro, and Antti Kauhanen. 2016. “Promotion Signaling, Gender, and Turnover:
New Theory and Evidence.” Journal of Economic Behavior and Organization, 126(Part A): 140-166.

Cattaneo, Matias D., and Rocio Titiunik. 2022. “Regression Discontinuity Designs.” Annual Review of
Economics, (14): 821-851.

Corekcioglu, Gozde, Marco Francesconi, and Astrid Kunze. 2020. “Do Generous Parental Leave Policies
Help Top Female Earners?” Ozford Review of Economic Policy, 36(4): 882-902.

Cools, Sara, Jon H. Fiva, and Lars J. Kirkebgen. 2015. “Causal Effects of Paternity Leave on Children
and Parents.” Scandinavian Journal of Economics, 117(3): 801-828.

Dahl, Gordon B., Katrine V. Lgken, Magne Mogstad, and Kari Vea Salvanes. 2016. “What Is the Case
for Paid Maternity Leave?”Review of Economics and Statistics, 98(4):655-670.

Del Bono, Emilia, and Daniela Vuri, 2011. “Job Mobility and the Gender Wage Gap in Italy.” Labour
Economics, 18(1): 130-142.

Demougin, Dominique, and Aloysius Siow. 1994. “Careers in Ongoing Hierarchies.” American Economic
Review, 84(5): 1261-1277.

Doepke, Matthias, and Fabian Kindermann. 2019. “Bargaining over Babies: Theory, Evidence, and
Policy Implications.” American Economic Review, 109(9): 3264-3306.

22



Drange Nina, and Mari Rege. 2013. “Trapped at Home: The Effect of Mothers’ Temporary Labor Market
Exits on Their Subsequent Work Career.” Labour Economics, 24(October): 125-136.

Eckbo, B. Espen, Knut Nygaard, and Karin S. Thorburn. 2022. “Valuation Effects of Norway’s Board
Gender-Quota Law Revisited.” Management Science, 68(6): 39754753, .

Eckhoff Andresen, Martin, and Tarjei Havnes. 2019. “Child Care, Parental Labor Supply and Tax
Revenue.” Labour Economics, 61: Article 101762.

Ejrnzes, Mette, and Astrid Kunze. 2013. “Work and Wage Dynamics around Childbirth.” Scandinavian
Journal of Economics, 115(3): 856-877.

Ekberg, John, Rickard Eriksson, and Guido Friebel. 2013. “Parental Leave: A Policy Evaluation of the
Swedish ‘Daddy-Month’ Reform.” Journal of Public Economics, 97(1): 131-143.

Ellingsaeter, Anne Lise, Aksel Hatland, Per Haave, Steinar Stjerng. 2020. Den Nye Velferdsstatens
Historie. Gyldendal Norsk Folag, Oslo.

Francesconi, Marco. 2002. “A Joint Dynamic Model of Fertility and Work of Married Women.” Journal
of Labor Economics, 20(2): 336-380.

Frandsen, Brigham R. 2017. “Party Bias in Union Representation Elections: Testing for Manipulation in
the Regression Discontinuity Design when the Running Variable is Discrete.” In Regression Discontinuity
Designs, 38: 281-315. Emerald Publishing Limited.

Gabaix, Xavier, and Augustin Landier. 2008. Why has CEO pay increased so much? Quarterly Journal
of Economics, 123(1): 49-100.

Gayle, George-Levi, Limor Golan, and Robert A. Miller. 2012. “Gender Differences in Executive Com-
pensation and Job Mobility.” Journal of Labor Economics, 30(4): 829-872.

Gayle, George-Levi, Limor Golan, and Robert A. Miller. 2015. “Promotion, Turnover, and Compensation
in the Executive Labor Market.” Econometrica, 83(6): 2293-2369.

Gelman, Andrew, and Guido Imbens. 2019. “Why High-Order Polynomials Should Not Be Used in
Regression Discontinuity Designs.” Journal of Business and Economic Statistics, 37(3): 447-456.

Ginja, Rita, Arizo Karimi, and Pengpeng Xiao. 2023. “Employer Responses to Family Leave Programs.”
American Economic Journal: Applied Economics, 15(1): 107-135.

Giuliano, Laura, David I. Levine, and Jonathan Leonard. 2011. “Racial Bias in the Manager-Employee
Relationship: An Analysis of Quits, Dismissals, and Promotions at a Large Retail Firm.” Journal of
Human Resources, 46(1): 26-52.

Goldin, Claudia. 2014. “A Grand Gender Convergence: Its Last Chapter.” American Economic Review,
104(4): 1091-1119.

Goldin, Claudia, and Lawrence F. Katz. 2016. “A Most Egalitarian Profession: Pharmacy and the
Evolution of a Family-Friendly Occupation.” Journal of Labor Economics, 34(3): 705-746.

Grembi, Veronica, Tommaso Nannicini, and Ugo Troiano. 2016. “Do Fiscal Rules Matter?” American
Economic Journal: Applied Economics, 8(3): 1-30.

Guryan, Jonathan, Erik Hurst, and Melissa Kearney. 2008. “Parental Education and Parental Time with
Children.” Journal of Economic Perspectives, 22(3): 23-46.

Guvenen, Fatih, Greg Kaplan, and Jae Song. 2020. “The Glass Ceiling and the Paper Floor: Gen-
der Differences Among Top Earners Since the 1980s.” NBER Macroeconomics 2020 Annual, vol. 35.
Chigago, IL: University of Chicago Press.

Hausman, Catherine, and David S. Rapson. 2018. “Regression Discontinuity in Time: Consi- derations
for Empirical Applications.” Annual Review of Resource Economics, 10: 533-552.

Havnes, Tarjei, and Magne Mogstad. 2011. “Money for Nothing? Universal Child Care and Maternal
Employment.” Journal of Public Economics, 95(11-12): 1455-1465.

Hoogendoorn, Sander, Hessel Oosterbeek, and Mirjam van Praag. 2013. “The Impact of Gender Diversity
on the Performance of Business Teams: Evidence from a Field Experiment.” Management Science, 59(7):
1514-1528.

Hospido, Laura, Luc Laeven, and Ana Lamo. 2022. “The Gender Promotion Gap: Evidence from Central
Banking.” Review of Economics and Statistics, 104(5): 981-996.

23



Hsieh, Chang-Tai, Erik Hurst, Charles I. Jones, and Peter J. Klenow. 2019. “The Allocation of Talent
and U.S. Economic Growth.” Econometrica, 87(5): 1439-1474.

Huitfeldt, Ingrid, Andreas R. Kostol, Jan Nimeczik, and Andrea Weber. 2022. “Internal Labor Markets: A
Worker Flow Approach.” Journal of Econometrics, forthcoming.

Iversen, Torben, Frances McCall Rosenbluth, and @yvind Skorge. 2020. “The Dilemma of Gender
Equality: How Labor Market Regulation Divides Women by Class.” Daedalus, 149(1): 86-99.

Keller, Wolfgang, Teresa Molina, and William W. Olney. 2020. “The Gender Gap Among Top Business
Executives.” NBER Working Paper No. w28216.

Keloharju, Matti, Samuli Kniipfer, and Joacim Tag. 2022. “What Prevents Female Executives from
Reaching the Top?” Financial Management, 51(3): 711-738.

Kleven, Henrik, Camille Landais, Johanna Posch, Andreas Steinhauer, and Josef Zweimiiller. 2021. “Do
Family Policies Reduce Gender Inequality? Evidence from 60 Years of Policy Experimentation.” NBER
Working Paper No. 28082.

Kleven, Henrik, Camille Landais, and Jakob Egholt Sggaard 2019. “Children and Gender Inequality:
Evidence from Denmark.” American Economic Journal: Applied Economics, 11(4): 181-209.

Kunze, Astrid, and Xingfei Liu. 2019. “Universal Childcare for the Youngest and the Maternal Labour
Supply.” IZA DP, No. 12146.

Kunze, Astrid, and Amalia R. Miller. 2017. “Women Helping Women? Evidence from Private Sector
Data on Workplace Hierarchies.” Review of Fconomics and Statistics, 99(5): 769-775.

Lalive, Rafael, Analfa Schlosser, Andreas Steinhauer, and Joseph Zweimiiller. 2014. “Parental Leave and
Mothers’ Careers: The Relative Importance of Job Protection and Cash Benefits.” Review of Economic
Studies, 81(1): 219-265.

Lalive, Rafael, and Joseph Zweimiiller. 2009. “How Does Parental Leave Affect Fertility and Return to
Work? Evidence from Two Natural Experiments.” Quarterly Journal of Economics, 124(3): 1363-
1402.

Lang, Kevin, and Ariella Kahn-Lang Spitzer. 2020. “Race Discrimination: An Economic Perspective.”
Journal of Economic Perspectives, 34(2): 68-89.

Lazear, Edward P. and Sherwin Rosen. 1990. “Male-Female Wage Differentials in Job Ladders.” Journal
of Labor Economics, 8(1, pt.2): S106-S123.

Le Barbanchon, Thomas, Roland Rathelot, and Alexandra Roulet. 2021. “Gender Differences in Job
Search: Trading Off Commute against Wage.” Quarterly Journal of Economics, 136(1): 381-426.

Manning, Alan. 2003. Monopsony in Motion: Imperfect Competition in Labor Markets. Princeton, NJ:
Princeton University Press.

Manning, Alan, and Barbara Petrongolo. 2008. “The Part-Time Pay Penalty for Women in Britain.”
Economic Journal, 118(526), F28-F51.

McCue, Kristin. 1996. “Promotions and Wage Growth.” Journal of Labor Economics, 14(2): 175-2009.

Miller, Amalia R. 2018. “Women and Leadership.” In The Oxford Handbook of Women and the Economy,
edited by Susan L. Averett, Laura M. Argys and Saul D. Hoffman. New York: Oxford University Press,
pp. 539-559.

Mincer, Jacob, and Haim Ofek. 1982. “Interrupted Work Careers: Depreciation and Restoration of
Human Capital.” Journal of Human Resources, 17(1): 3-24.

NOU 1996:13. Offentlige Overforinger til Barnefamilier. Norges Offentlige Utredninger (White paper of
the Norwegian Public Sector).

Olivetti, Claudia, and Barbara Petrongolo. 2017. “The Economic Consequences of Family Policies:
Lessons from a Century of Legislation in High-Income Countries.” Journal of Economic Perspectives,
31(1): 205-230.

Patnaik, Ankita. 2019. “Reserving Time for Daddy: The Consequences of Fathers’ Quotas.” Journal of
Labor Economics, 37(4): 1009-1059.

Postel-Vinay, Fabien, and Jean-Marc Robin. 2002. “Equilibrium Wage Dispersion with Worker and
Employer Heterogeneity.” Econometrica, 70(6): 2295-2350.

24



Rege, Mari, and Ingeborg F. Solli. 2013. “The Impact of Paternity Leave on Fathers’ Future Earnings.”
Demography, 50(6): 2255-2277.

Rossin-Slater, Maya. 2018. “Maternity and Family Leave Policy.” In The Oxford Handbook of Women
and the Economy, edited by Susan L. Averett, Laura M. Argys, and Saul D. Hoffman. New York: Oxford
University Press, pp. 323-343.

Rossin-Slater, Maya, Christopher J. Ruhm, and Jane Waldfogel. 2013. “The Effects of California’s Paid
Family Leave Program on Mothers? Leave-Taking and Subsequent Labor Market Outcomes.” Journal
of Policy Analysis and Management, 32(2): 224-245.

Ruhm, Christopher J. 1998. “The Economic Consequences of Parental Leave Mandates: Lessons from
Europe.” Quarterly Journal of Economics, 113(1): 285-317.

Schonberg, Uta, and Johannes Ludsteck. 2014. “Expansions in Maternity Leave Coverage and Mothers’
Labor Market Outcomes after Childbirth.” Journal of Labor Economics, 32(3): 469-505.

Vollset, G. 2011. Familiepolitikkens Historie — 1970 til 2000. Nova Rapport, 1.

World Economic Forum, 2020. Global Gender Gap: Report 2020. Available at: <http://www3.weforum.
org/docs/WEF-GGGR~2020.pdf>.

25



Table 1: Parental Leave Reforms in Norway, 1978-2005

Reform Total Weeks Income Maternal  Paternal
Date of Leave Replacement Quota Quota
01.07.1978 18 100% 6 weeks

01.05.1987 20 100% 6 weeks

01.07.1988 22 100% 6 weeks

01.04.1989 24 (30) 100 (80)% 6 weeks

01.05.1990 28 (35) 100 (80)% 6 weeks

01.07.1991 32 (40) 100 (80)% 246 weeks
01.04.1992 35 (44.4) 100 (80)%  2+6 weeks
01.04.1993 42 (52) 100 (80)%  3+6 weeks 4 weeks
01.07.2005 43 (53) 100 (80)%  3+6 weeks 5 weeks

Note: ‘Maternal Quota’ refers to the leave reserved to mothers, which consists of 6 weeks after
childbirth. Since 1991, additional 2 or 3 weeks must be taken before childbirth. ‘Paternal Quota’
refers to the leave reserved to fathers after childbirth, which consists of 4 weeks after the 1993
reform and 5 weeks after the 2005 reform.
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Table 2: Mean Characteristics of Women and Men in the RD Sample Around the 1993 Reform

Years since reform 0 0 10 10 20 20
Women Men Women Men Women Men
Age (years) 29.97 32.35 40.03 42.21 49.73 51.35
Education (years) 13.52 13.47 13.59 13.51 13.60 13.50
Married or cohabiting (=1 if yes) 0.60 0.60 0.69 0.71 0.64 0.68
Total number of children 1.82 1.94 2.49 2.60 2.55 2.66
Age at first birth 26.41 28.24 26.38 28.20 26.33 27.90
Weekly hours worked 32.55 36.70 33.08 36.31
Years of work experience 9.98 12.50 20.05 22.42 29.78 31.71
Years of firm tenure 3.75 4.08 5.51 6.35 8.90 9.69
Number of jobs held 2.90 2.73 3.05 2.87 3.09 3.00
Annual earnings (in NOK) 176,678 289,568 252,036 416,042 376,022 566,332
Proportion in top earnings decile 0.16 0.35 0.21 0.48 0.24 0.57
Proportion in top earnings-by-age decile 0.14 0.46 0.18 0.55 0.21 0.71
Proportion in executive positions 0.19 0.51 0.30 0.65
Proportion in managerial occupations 0.31 0.55
Annual rate of internal promotions 0.04 0.08
Number of individuals 32,177 36,853 28,585 33,273 28,890 29,883

Note: Figures refer to all mothers and fathers who had a child in the six months around the
April 1993 reform. All parents are followed over time. Annual earnings are real and deflated
with CPI (1998=100). The reported outcome means indicate the mean proportions of mothers
and fathers among all employees within the top decile of their firm’s earnings distribution or in
executive and managerial positions in a given year. The outcome means are computed for all
mothers and mothers for the indicated years, rather than just for the RD sample.
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Table 3: Balance Tests

Sample All Women First-birth Large firms Mowers
Outcome Age  Education  Age  Education  Age  Education  Age  Education
Reform 1987 -0.059  -0.198%**  0.048 -0.142 -0.282 -0.217 -0.047  -0.188***
F-test (p-value) 0.00252 0.125 0.0536 0.0065
Observations 24528 12481 9100 22311
Reform 1988 -0.050 -0.104 -0.034 -0.069 -0.015 -0.148 -0.000 -0.099
F-test (p-value) 0.0911 0.419 0.159 0.125
Observations 28209 14098 10377 25620
Reform 1989 -0.088 0.012 0.012 0.030 -0.126 -0.060 -0.079 0.009
F-test (p-value) 0.834 0.711 0.561 0.884
Observations 30217 14866 10622 27290
Reform 1990 -0.103 -0.079 0.025 -0.039 -0.260  -0.235**  -0.013 -0.064
F-test (p-value) 0.157 0.628 0.0169 0.273
Observations 32366 15274 10948 29260
Reform 1991 -0.092 -0.104 -0.054  -0.163**  -0.134 -0.133 -0.059 -0.111
F-test (p-value) 0.0592 0.0443 0.187 0.0544
Observations 33124 14856 10786 29913
Reform 1992 0.042 0.041 -0.014 0.055 -0.018 -0.023 0.005 0.010
F-test (p-value) 0.452 0.499 0.822 0.861
Observations 33711 14682 10666 30303
Reform 1993 -0.170 0.012 -0.166 -0.086 0.208 -0.048 -0.178 -0.003
F-test (p-value) 0.83 0.301 0.626 0.952
Observations 33912 14155 10521 30541
Reform 2005 0.027 -0.046 0.113 -0.069 0.022 -0.120 -0.133 -0.068
F-test (p-value) 0.344 0.373 0.171 0.232
Observations 39645 16209 12711 29270
Joint p-value 0.3594 0.3935 0.3246 0.5073

Note:

All estimates are obtained from a linear RD model with triangular weights using a

bandwidth of 6 months before and after each reform. In each panel and for all samples and
subsamples, ‘F-test (p-value)’ refers to the p-value of the F-test that all coefficients are jointly
statistically significant. ‘Joint p-value’ reported at the bottom of the table refers to the p-value
of the test that all 16 coefficients across reforms are statistically significant.

**p<0.05,***p<0.01.
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Table 4: Difference-in-Discontinuities Estimates, 1987-2004

Probability of Being in Top Within-Firm Earnings Decile

Excluding First-time Only
All mothers 1987 and 1992  Mothers  children Large firms Movers

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) ()
) 0.003 0.002 0.004 -0.006 0.006 0.002
(0.004) (0.004) (0.005) (0.007) (0.007) (0.004)
Observations 744,721 683,133 328,657 118,379 241,957 676,473
Outcome mean, 2004 0.224 0.223 0.224 0.303 0.186 0.234
Outcome mean, 2013 0.277 0.276 0.277 0.338 0.215 0.288

Note: The time period under analysis is restricted to 1987-2004, in order to eliminate con-
founding by the extension of paternity leave in 2005. In the estimation of (2)), we use a linear
control function of the running variable on each side of the cutoff with a bandwidth of 6 months.
Controls include a cubic function of age and years of education measured in the pre-reform year,
as well as municipality fixed effects. Robust standard errors are clustered at the firm level. Out-
come means in the last two rows report the proportion of mothers among all employees within

the top decile of their firms’ earnings distribution in 2004 and 2013.

Table 5: Mothers’ Probability of Being in the Within-Firm Top Earnings Decile and in the

C-Suite, Pooled Sample

Years since reform 1 5 10 15 20 25

Outcome: Probability of Being in the Top Earnings Decile

RD Coefficient -0.0001  0.0009  0.003  0.003  0.007* -0.003
(0.001)  (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.004) (0.005)
Outcome Mean 0088  0.134 0.169 0237 0286  0.306

Outcome: Probability of Being in the C-suite

RD Coefficient 0.005*  0.0006 0.007
(0.003)  (0.004) (0.008)

Outcome Mean 0.265 0.320 0.341

Observations 149,808 140,836 145,858 155,121 154,991 40,816

Note: Estimates are obtained on the pooled sample of the reform-specific samples of the first

six reforms, 1987-1992.
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Figure 1: Proportions of Women and Mothers in the Top, Middle and Bottom of the Within-
Firm Earnings Distribution, 1983-2013

Proportions

L e e s B LA S s e
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— — @& — - 40-60 Percentile, Women —4&—— 40-60 Percentile,Mothers
— — A- — - Bottom Decile,Women ——&A—— Bottom Decile,Mothers

Note: The sample includes the population of women aged 1860 with completed education
cycles. The horizontal line at 0.5 indicates equality between women (or mothers) and the rest
of the population in the same age brackets.
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Figure 2: Proportions of Women and Mothers in Executive (2003-2013) and Managerial Posi-
tions (2010-2013)
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Note: See the note to Figure |1l and the text for more details.
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Figure 3: Gender Gaps Within the Household
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Note: The figure shows intra-household gaps separately for all mothers and for mothers in the
top earnings decile using annual earnings and full-time equivalent wages. ‘Gender Gap Within
Household’ is calculated using annual earnings for all mothers and their partners in a given
year. ‘Gender FTE Wage Gap’ is computed using full-time equivalent wages (available from
1997 onwards). The figures with ‘Top Decile’ report the corresponding gaps for mothers in
the top decile of their firm’s earnings distribution and their partners. The horizontal line at 0
indicates where gender equality within the household is achieved.
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Note:

Figure 4: Mothers’ Probability of Being in the Top Earnings Decile of their Firms
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Each panel shows the estimated RD coefficients (as dots) for each reform by post-reform

calender year (or, equivalently, by child age). The dashed line around the coefficients are the 95%
confidence intervals. Estimates are obtained from , using a linear RD model with triangular
weights and selecting the sample of mothers whose children were born 6 months before and 6
months after each reform. The sample of analysis is restricted to mothers. At the bottom of
each panel, we report the average RD coefficient and its standard error, which are obtained as
the weighted sum of the yearly RD coefficients and standard errors, weighted by the number of
observations in a given year (or, equivalently, at a given child age) divided by the total number
of observations in the entire post-reform period for that specific reform. The outcome variable
is a binary indicator of whether a mother is in the top earnings decile within her firm.
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Figure 5: Mothers’ Probability of Being in Top Executive or Board Director Posts
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Note: The outcome variable is a binary indicator that a mother holds a CEO, CFO, or board
director post. For other details, see the note to Figure @
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Figure 6: Fathers’ Probability of Being in the Top Earnings Decile of their Firms
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Figure 7: Within-Household Gender Wage Gap at the Top Decile
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Expansions in Paid Parental Leave and Mothers’ Economic

Progress
Appendix For Online Publication Only

A Other Policies Enacted During the Period of Analysis

We emphasize three policies which, as explained in the text, do not affect our definition of
treatment status, but might provide additional background to interpret our main result.

Introduced in August 1998, the first policy is the Cash-for-Care program which awarded tax-
free cash allowances to parents who did not use publicly subsidized child care schemes and had a
one- or two-year-old toddler. There is evidence that the program reduced full-time employment
and earnings of mothers without a university degree or with pre-reform earnings below the
median, even when the child was no longer eligible at ages four and five (Drange and Rege,
2013). The effect, however, disappears when children enter school, from age six onwards. We
therefore expect the Cash-for-Care program to have no impact on our estimates, because our
focus is on the top of the earnings distribution among women who typically had children before
the introduction of this program (apart those who gave birth around the 2005 leave reform),
and because its fertility effect appears to be negligible (Bettinger et al., 2014).

The second policy relates to public child care provision. Havnes and Mogstad (2011) show
that the roll out of the 1975 Kindergarten Act, which introduced subsidized and universally
accessible child care for three- to six-year-old children throughout the second half of the 1970s,
had no effect on maternal employment, while crowding out pre-existing informal child care
arrangements. Most of the mothers exposed to the leave reforms in our study faced this sort
of child care provision uniformly. In 2002, the Norwegian government expanded child care
provision to include children aged one to three, essentially offering full child care coverage from
birth to the start of primary school. Eckhoff Andresen and Havnes (2019) and Kunze and Liu
(2019) show that this reform led to an increase in mothers’ labor supply. Its impact on wages,
however, are unknown. Moreover, this intervention overlaps only with the last leave reform in
our study, which extended the daddy’s quota while keeping the amount of leave available to
mothers unchanged. As before, we expect little impact of this policy on our estimates, since
seven of the eight reforms we focus on did not overlap with it. Issues of interpretation might arise
if we detected strong positive impacts of the 2005 reform on mothers’ or fathers’ earnings. As
we find no effect of the 2005 reform for either parent, the interaction between the two programs
is likely to be negligible.

The last policy is the gender board quota reform, introduced in 2005 but not fully imple-
mented until 2008, which mandated 40% representation of each gender on the board of public
limited liability firms. We expect that our estimates be largely unaffected by this policy for at
least three reasons: the quota involved fewer than 0.3% of nearly 250,000 firms; it came fully
into force three years after the last leave reform in our study, at the end of our sample period;
and, according to estimates found by Bertrand et al. (2019), it did not have any spillover effect

on women employed in managerial positions in the companies subject to the quota who were

37



not appointed to boards@

B Additional Tables

Table B.1: Mean Characteristics of Top Earning Women and Men in the RD Sample Around

the 1993 Reform

Child’s age 0 0 10 10 20 20
Women Men Women Men Women Men

A. Top 10% Earners
Age (years) 32.09 34.94 41.69 43.09 50.55 51.71
Education (years) 15.43 15.02 15.35 14.85 15.16 14.73
Married or cohabiting (=1 if yes) 0.64 0.72 0.72 0.80 0.67 0.75
Total number of children 1.80 2.24 2.52 2.69 2.61 2.72
Age at first birth 28.58 29.33 27.50 28.71 26.92 28.25
Weekly hours worked 36.15 37.05 36.12 36.81
Years of work experience 11.48 14.41 20.99 22.87 30.12 31.74
Years of firm tenure 3.57 4.41 5.29 6.39 9.03 10.32
Number of jobs held 3.20 2.93 3.53 3.10 3.41 3.12
Annual earnings (in NOK) 333,947 471,019 479,255 679,408 641,456 910,686
Annual rate of internal promotions 0.18 0.08

Number of individuals 442 3,310 1,345 5,135 2,522 5,697

B. Executives and Board Members
Age (years) 40.39 42.66 49.77 51.38
Education (years) 13.89 14.03 14.04 13.91
Married or cohabiting (=1 if yes) 0.69 0.75 0.66 0.71
Total number of children 2.48 2.69 2.57 2.70
Age at first birth 26.60 28.32 26.50 27.95
Weekly hours worked 33.25 36.71 33.67 36.41
Years of work experience 20.54 22.79 29.78 31.67
Years of firm tenure 5.00 5.68 8.52 9.22
Number of jobs held 3.02 2.83 3.10 3.01

Annual earnings (in NOK)

Number of individuals

328,677 536,611 440,632 650,590

1,128 4,667 9,855 10,792

Note: Statistics for men and women in the top decile of their firm’s earnings distribution are
in Panel A, and for and men and women with executive and board roles are in Panel B. The
RD sample refers to individuals having a child within 6 months of April 1993. All parents are

followed over time.

3%In general, Bertrand et al. (2019) find that the board quota policy had little impact on women, apart from
its direct impact on the women who made it into boardrooms. Other studies on the same reform include Ahern
and Dittmar (2012), who report a decline in firm value as a result of the quota, and Eckbo et al. (2022), who

find a value-neutral impact.
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Table B.2: RD Effects of the Leave Extensions on Additional Fertility Outcomes

Reform Year 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 2005
Completed fertility 0.043  0.003 -0.020 -0.015 0.018  0.014 -0.008 -0.008

(0.026) (0.025) (0.022) (0.021) (0.020) (0.020) (0.020) (0.017)
Observations 17915 22018 24551 27324 28741 29259 29838 36460

Spacing first and second birth ~ 0.074  -0.009  0.052  -0.055 0.031  -0.050 -0.065  0.048
(0.078) (0.075) (0.068) (0.065) (0.065) (0.061) (0.061) (0.052)
Observations 16592 20338 22746 25299 26619 27177 27878 33969

Note: All estimates are obtained from a linear RD model with triangular weights using a
bandwidth of 6 months before and after each reform. Standard errors are reported in parentheses.

Table B.3: Difference-in-Discontinuities Estimates (1987-2004)

Outcome: Internal Promotion

Sample All Women  Not 1987 and 1992 Large firms Movers One-birth  First-birth
(1) (2) 3) (4) (5) (6)
Reformiggo_ 1987 -0.030 -0.033* -0.032 -0.024 -0.025 -0.017
(0.019) (0.019) (0.025) (0.020) (0.029) (0.023)
Bandwidth 6 6 6 6 6 6
Observations 10656 9864 6301 9316 3822 5655
Outcome Mean 200/ 0.224 0.223 0.186 0.234 0.303 0.224
Outcome Mean 2013 0.277 0.276 0.215 0.288 0.338 0.277

Note: The time period is restricted to 1987-2004, in order to eliminate confounding by the
extension of paternity leave in 2005. We include a linear control function of the running variable
on each side of the cutoff. Controls include a cubic function of age and years of education
measured in the pre-reform year, as well as municipality fixed effects. Robust standard errors
are clustered at the firm level. **p<0.05,***p<0.01.
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C Additional Figures

Figure C.1: Parental Leave take-up and duration (in days) of mothers giving birth 3 months
around each reform date
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Note: Duration refers to average leave duration of mothers who take maternity leave. Condi-
tional means in bins of birth month are displayed. Reforms: 1992, 1993, 2005.
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Figure C.2: Parental Leave take-up and duration (in days) of mothers in the top earnings decile
within their firms 10 years after giving birth 3 months around each reform date
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Figure C.3: Density of births by distance in months from each reform date
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Note: A reform window of 6 months is considered. The p-values from Frandsen Test are reported

below each figure (see Frandsen (2017)).
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Figure C.4: Outcome: Top Earners, Women, 3-month window
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Figure C.5: Outcome: Middle Earners, Women
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Figure C.6: Outcome: Bottom Earners, Women
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Note: See the note to Figure The outcome variable is an indicator of being in the bottom
decile of the earnings distribution within firm.
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Figure C.7: Outcome: Managers (Occupational definition), Women
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Note: See the note to Figure The outcome variable is an indicator of having a managerial
position, based on the occupational definition.
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Figure C.8: Outcome: Managers (Occupational definition), Women in Top Earnings Decile
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Note: See the note to Figure The outcome variable is an indicator of having a managerial
position, based on the occupational definition.
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Figure C.9: Mothers’ Probability of Being in the Top Earnings Decile of their Firms- Donut RD
Estimates
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Note: The outcome variable is a binary indicator of whether a mother is in the top earnings
decile within her firm. Mothers giving birth within a month of the reform cutoffs are excluded
from the analysis. For other details, see the note to Figure @
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Figure C.10: Mothers’ Probability of Being in Top Executive or Board Director Posts- Donut

RD Estimates
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analysis. For other details, see the note to Figure @
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Figure C.11: Outcome: Work Experience (years)
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Note: See the note to Figure The outcome variable is work experience in years, which is
left-censored in the year 1983.
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Figure C.12: Outcome:
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Note: See the note to Figure The outcome variable is firm tenure in years, which is left-
censored in the year 1983.
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Figure C.13: Outcome: Top Earners, Women with a University Degree
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Note: See the note to Figure The outcome variable is an indicator of being in the top earnings
decile within firm.
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Figure C.14: Outcome: Top Earners, First-time Mothers
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Note: See the note to Figure The outcome variable is an indicator of being in the top earnings
decile within firm.
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Figure C.15: Outcome: Middle Earners, First-time Mothers
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the earnings distribution (40-60th percentiles) within firm.
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Figure C.16: Outcome: Bottom Earners, First-time Mothers
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Note: See the note to Figure The outcome variable is an indicator of being in the bottom
decile of the earnings distribution within firm.
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Figure C.17: Outcome: Executives and Board Directors, First-time Mothers
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Note: See the note to Figure The outcome variable is an indicator of having an executive
role (CEO or CFO) or being a board director.
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Figure C.18: Outcome: Top Earners in Large Firms
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Figure C.19: Outcome: Top Earners in Medium Firms
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Figure C.20: Outcome: Executives and Board Directors in Large Firms
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Note: See the note to Figure The outcome variable is an indicator of having an executive
role (CEO or CFO) or being a board director.
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Figure C.21: Outcome: Executives and Board Directors in Medium Firms
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Figure C.22: Outcome: Top Earners in the Finance Industry
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Note: See the note to Figure[d The outcome variable is an indicator of being in the top earnings
decile within firm. The sample of analysis is restricted to women working in the finance industry,
which includes financial service activities, insurance and pension funding (except compulsory
social security), and activities auxiliary to financial services and insurance activities.
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Figure C.23: Outcome: Top Earners in the Health Industry
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Note: See the note to Figure The outcome variable is an indicator of being in the top
earnings decile within firm. The sample of analysis is restricted to women working in the health
industry, which includes medics in hospitals, medical and dental practices, and other human
health activities.
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Figure C.24: Outcome: Top Earners in the Business and Technology Industry
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Note: See the note to Figure[d The outcome variable is an indicator of being in the top earnings
decile within firm. The sample of analysis is restricted to women working in the business and
technology industry, which includes scientific research and development, market research, and
advertising.
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Figure C.25: Outcome: Hours, Women in the Top Earnings Decile
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Figure C.26: Outcome: Hours, Women
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Figure C.27: Outcome: Internal Promotions, Women
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Note: See the note to Figure 4, The outcome variable is an indicator of an increase in rank
(hierarchies are measured in 7 ranks) within firm.
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Figure C.28: Outcome:
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Note: See the note to Figure 4, The outcome variable is an indicator of an increase in rank
(hierarchies are measured in 7 ranks) within firm or in relation to firm change.
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Figure C.29: Outcome: Top-Pay Movers
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Note: See the note to Figure The outcome variable is an indicator of being in the top earnings
decile within firm.
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Figure C.30: Outcome: Executives and Board Directors who Change Firms
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Figure C.31: Outcome: Top Earners, Women in the Second Top Decile
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Note: See the note to Figure The outcome variable is an indicator of being in the top earnings
decile within firm.
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the earnings distribution (40-60th percentiles) within firm.
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Figure C.33: Outcome: Bottom Earners, Men
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Note: See the note to Figure The outcome variable is an indicator of being in the bottom
decile of the earnings distribution within firm.
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Figure C.34: Outcome: Executives and Board Directors, Men
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Note: See the note to Figure The outcome variable is an indicator of having an executive
role (CEO or CFO) or being a board director.

73



Figure C.35: Outcome: Managers
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Figure C.36: Outcome: Within Household Gender Wage Gap (FTE)
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Note: See the note to Figure @ The outcome variable is the gender wage gap among partners
computed using full-time equivalent hourly wages from the wage statistic.
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Figure C.37: Outcome: Within household Gender Earnings Gap at the Top Decile
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Note: See the note to Figure |4 The outcome variable is the within household gender earnings
gap computed using real annual earnings from register data on women at the top decile of their
firms’ earning distributions and their partners.
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Figure C.38: Outcome: Within Household Gender Earnings Gap
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Note: See the note to Figure |4 The outcome variable is the within household gender earnings
gap computed using real annual earnings from register data.
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