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Abstract
While there is a large body of literature on the effects of parenthood on wellbeing, an 
intra-household perspective has, thus far, been limited. This is an important research gap 
given that the experience of raising children is typically associated with interdependen-
cies between mothers and fathers. Taking an intra-household approach, this study generates 
new insights into the complex puzzle of the impacts of parenthood on wellbeing drawing 
on longitudinal data of Australian mixed-sex couple households. We identify how subjec-
tive wellbeing (SWB) changes with the number of children a couple has and the presence 
of a newborn child, and whether these changes in SWB are gendered. We also examine 
the pattern of these changes, accounting for anticipation and adaptation effects associated 
with parenthood. The results reveal mostly negative associations between parenthood and 
wellbeing, but the distribution of these effects is not always equal within households. In 
particular, the negative consequences of having more than one child appear to be more pro-
nounced for women compared to men. We establish that this gendered effect is likely due 
to relatively large time conflicts experienced by mothers in these situations.

Keywords Intra-household Inequality · Parenthood · Gender

1 Introduction

Although there are a large number of empirical studies on the impact of having children on 
wellbeing, issues relating to the intra-household aspects of parenthood are currently under-
researched. This is somewhat surprising since most often parenthood is a transition that both 
partners in a couple relationship experience together. This study aims to redress the gap in the 
empirical literature on the links between parenthood and wellbeing by contributing an intra-
household analysis of how parenthood influences men’s and women’s overall life satisfaction, 
as well as satisfaction with their financial situation, their partner, and the free time they have. 
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Drawing on a detailed household survey data from Australia, it considers how the effects of 
parenthood are distributed within the household, with the aim of helping to ensure adequate 
policies can be designed to address issues relating to the wellbeing of mothers and fathers.1

This study contributes to the growing body of literature in economics that is concerned 
with intra-household allocations. Many early studies of the household have relied on a 
unitary model of the household which assumed that household members acted as a sin-
gle decision-making unit with a joint budget constraint, and that all household resources 
were essentially pooled (Becker, 1991). As such, the sources of contributions of resources 
to the household (for example, his versus her earnings) were not considered to affect the 
allocation of household resources or, in turn, the intra-household distribution of wellbeing. 
Applied to the issue of parenthood, the unitary model implies that the impact of children 
on the wellbeing of household members will not be influenced by who takes up the paid 
and unpaid roles associated with provisioning the child’s needs. In other words, according 
to the unitary model, the tasks associated with raising children will be distributed within 
the household in a way which simply ensures that total household utility will be maximised 
and that this parallels to the wellbeing of all members of the household.

Collective models of the household provide more useful guidance for studies of the dif-
ferent impacts of parenthood on men and women within the same household. These mod-
els recognise that individuals within a household will typically have different and sometimes 
conflicting preferences (see for example, Apps & Rees, 1988; Chiappori, 1988). As a result, 
the intra-household distribution of resources will be affected by the distribution of bargain-
ing power which could lead to asymmetry in wellbeing amongst partners (Browning & Chi-
appori, 1998). We draw on the collective approaches to intra-household processes to explore 
the changes in the distribution of subjective wellbeing (SWB) that arise with parenthood. For 
a comprehensive view into these effects we focus on four domains of SWB, including, overall 
life satisfaction, financial satisfaction, partner satisfaction, and free time satisfaction.

We take account of both the positive changes in wellbeing that are experienced by 
many parents as well as possible negative impacts (such as time and financial pres-
sures), and how these are distributed within the household. As such, depending on each 
partner’s contribution towards parenting (for example paid work versus unpaid house-
work), their own and their partner’s wellbeing may be influenced in a way which could 
exhibit gendered outcomes in overall life satisfaction. Since the distribution of wellbe-
ing might be affected by a partners’ participation in paid versus unpaid work (and thus 
their claim over financial resources within the household) there are also good reasons 
to expect that the financial pressures of parenthood are more prevalent for mothers 
than fathers. In many countries parenthood typically leads to career interruptions with 
many women spending less time in paid work and more time in unpaid work, due to 
parental leave and ongoing child rearing responsibilities, with subsequent impacts on 
earnings (see Breusch & Gray, 2004; Baxter et  al.,  2008; Angelov et  al.,  2016; Aus-
ten & Mavisakalyan 2018). Thus, women are more likely to experience a fall in their 
ability to influence expenditure decisions within their households, and the impacts 
of parenthood on their financial wellbeing might be especially large. One of the pri-
mary sources of conflict among couples is unmet expectations with regard to gen-
der division of domestic labour and childcare (Mencarini and Sironi, 2012). Conflict 

1 Haddad and Kanbur (1990, p. 879) argue more generally that intra-household effects need to be considered 
in the policy design process – as failing to do so may lead to under- or over-estimation of poverty levels.
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may be particularly pronounced for women who often have commitments to both the 
labour market and childrearing tasks, which can lead to work overload (Perry-Jenkins 
et  al.,  2007). Furthermore, parenthood is associated with the increased caring needs 
of children leading to time conflicts and resulting in less time spent with one’s spouse 
(Pailhe & Solaz, 2009; Dew & Wilcox, 2011). This may exacerbate the conflictual ele-
ments within the household, resulting in changes to levels of partner satisfaction.

We also examine the intertemporal effects of parenthood. Accounting for anticipation 
effects is important given that many children are pre-planned and pregnancy might thus be 
associated with a higher level of wellbeing. It might also be the case that the positive change 
in wellbeing diminishes after the initial excitement of having a child. Furthermore, because 
the division of labour associated with the care of very young children tends to be highly gen-
dered, with women typically taking on the primary care roles (Baxter et al., 2008), there is 
also good reason to expect that the process of adaptation following the birth of a child will 
differ between mothers and fathers with different implications on wellbeing.

This study is arranged as follows: Section 2 provides a literature review of studies on 
parenthood and wellbeing, followed by a description of the Household, Income, and Labour 
Dynamics in Australia (HILDA) survey and measures used within this study in Section 3. 
The empirical strategy is explained in Section 4. Section 5 includes results from the intra-
household analysis of the effects of parenthood on wellbeing. Finally, Section 6 provides a 
summary discussion of the implications of the findings and some concluding remarks.

2  Background

Over the last few decades, there has been a remarkable rise in the number of economic 
studies attempting to measure wellbeing, with the aim of achieving a more direct 
evaluation of various aspects of individuals’ lives than is possible from, for example, 
measures of income (see Clark, 2018 for a review). Most quantitative studies of well-
being rely on survey data of people’s levels of satisfaction with various elements of 
their lives, including their finances and relationships.

Studies of individuals’ SWB typically include controls for the number of children, 
acknowledging how children can be a key determinant of SWB. Therefore, despite the 
effect of parenthood not being their main focus, a large number of studies have produced 
insights into the impacts of parenthood on SWB. Additionally, during the 2010s, a num-
ber of studies directly addressing the effects of children on SWB have been conducted, 
motivated by concern for the impacts of the global financial crisis on the costs of raising 
children (see for example, Cooper, 2014). A number of studies analysed the SWB of par-
ents at this time to elucidate reasons for lower fertility rates in several countries (see for 
example, Aassve et al., 2015). Increased women’s workforce participation and changing 
social norms also motivated studies of parental SWB around this time (see for example, 
Milkie et al., 2010). In total, the literature on the effects of parenthood and SWB is now 
quite substantial. However, as discussed below and summarised in Table 1, the evidence 
on the effects of parenthood and SWB is still quite mixed.

2.1  Parenthood and SWB

Many studies of SWB have concluded that children are associated with negative or insig-
nificant effects. Early studies reviewed by McLanahan and Adams, (1987), for example, 
found that individuals with children reported lower levels of happiness and overall life 
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satisfaction compared to childless individuals. They explained that despite children often 
being a great source of joy, the rewards of parenting were often offset by negative aspects 
of parenthood, such as increased financial and time constraints. More recently, Di Tella 
et al., (2003) and Alesina et al., (2004), used Euro-Barometer Survey series data, and con-
cluded that SWB reduced significantly as the number of children present in the house-
hold rose and that children contributed to higher levels of stress. An analysis of data from 
the British Household Panel Survey (BHPS) by Clark, (2006) also established significant 
negative effects on individual SWB with the presence of one or two children (although 
the effect of three children on SWB was found to be statistically insignificant). Using data 
from the World Values Survey (WVS), including a sample of individuals from 94 coun-
tries, Stanca, (2012) found a direct negative relationship between parenthood and SWB. 
However, he also found that the negative relationship was mediated by the individual’s 
socio-demographic characteristics, their financial situation, and their nationality—sug-
gesting the influence of cultural norms on the effects of parenthood and wellbeing.

A small number of studies found, in contrast, a positive relationship between parenthood 
and SWB. Stutzer and Frey, (2004) and Pollmann-Schult, (2014) used data from the German 
Socio-Economic Panel Study (GSOEP) and their estimates demonstrated a significant positive 
relationship between having children and life satisfaction. Haller and Hadler, (2006) generated 
similar results using data from the WVS, comprised of 41 countries, while a more recent study 
by Mikucka, (2016) on parenthood and SWB in Russia concluded that life satisfaction increased 
on the arrival of a first child but the effect was even stronger on the birth of a second child, 
and highly significant for women. The positive relationship of parenthood on SWB was simi-
larly established within the Hungarian context, where using data from the Turning Points of Life 
Course Survey, Radó, (2020) found that first and second children increased SWB.

Other studies produced mixed results. For example, using U.S. data from the National 
Survey of Families and Household, Nomaguchi and Milkie, (2003) found that having chil-
dren could be both disadvantageous and fulfilling. Married mothers were found to spend 
more time on housework and faced higher levels of marital conflict, yet were less depressed 
than childless women. However, unmarried parents were reported to be more depressed 
than their childless counterparts. Interestingly, their study established that parenthood had 
little effect on the lives of married men.

Most Australian studies on the effects of parenthood use data from the Household, 
Income and Labour Dynamics in Australia (HILDA) survey. The majority fall into the subset 
of empirical literature that has found negative or statistically insignificant effects of parent-
hood on SWB. Shields and Wooden, (2003) concluded that SWB declines with the presence 
of children within the household. In a review of the patterns of life satisfaction in Australia, 
Ambrey and Fleming, (2014) also found that dependent children reduce individuals’ SWB. 
Dockery, (2010) provided more evidence that SWB is negatively associated with parent-
hood, however, when splitting the sample by gender he found that the negative effects of 
children on SWB are significant for both men and women. In comparison, Powdthavee et al., 
(2015) found no significant effects associated with number of children on SWB for men or 
women. Differences in these results based on the same dataset are likely due to different 
model specifications and empirical strategies employed – these are presented in Table 1.

2.2  Studies with anticipation and adaptation effects

A recent and important alternate set of studies has provided a new perspective on the impacts 
of parenthood on SWB by finding that major life events such as having a child have transient 
effects on individuals (Nomaguchi & Milkie, 2020). This empirical literature was first advanced 
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by Clark et al., (2008), who studied the anticipation and adaptation effects of five major life 
events, including the birth of a child. Using GSOEP data, they found that a newborn has 
a positive and significant effect on SWB for women but not for men; however, these effects 
become negative once the child is between 2 to 3 years old. Clark and Georgellis, (2013) later 
found very similar results, demonstrating complete adaptation of SWB for a sample of parents 
included in the BHPS. Another relevant study by Rudolf and Kang, (2015), using data from 
the Korean Labor and Income Panel Study, established gendered effects on SWB. Men show 
positive anticipation effects related to the birth of a child, however, Korean women experience 
long-term significant negative effects on SWB, which become apparent two years after birth.

Following the same methodology, although focusing on quarterly life-event data, Frijters 
et al., (2011) used data from the HILDA survey and found positive effects of a newborn on 
SWB; however, they also found that complete adaptation is reached very quickly: within five 
quarters of the child’s birth. Using the same dataset, Matysiak et al., (2016) found very similar 
results. A more recent analysis by Clark et al., (2018) included samples from GSOEP, BHPS, 
and HILDA. Their findings indicated that in all three countries there were positive anticipation 
effects although, complete adaptation occurred within two years of the child’s birth.

Many of the above results on the transient effects of parenthood on SWB are consistent with 
the baseline hypothesis theory established by Brickman and Campbell, (1971). This suggests 
individuals go through life on a so-called “hedonic treadmill,” where certain events (such as hav-
ing children) have anticipation and adaptation effects on wellbeing, but the effects of such events 
ultimately diminish over time, with individuals reverting to their baseline level of wellbeing.

2.3  Gaps in knowledge

While some of the reviewed studies incorporate analysis by gender, they still do not account for 
intra-household aspects. The study by Matysiak et al., (2016) did include some intra-household 
elements in terms of work-family conflict. However, apart from including partner’s labour force 
status, no other partner characteristics were taken into account. Many studies on parenthood 
and wellbeing (including Matysiak et al., 2016), have included single, coupled, and divorced 
men and women in their samples. As such, the focus has been on how parenthood affects men 
and women separately – hence, neglecting interdependencies between parents. Couples often 
make decisions regarding parenting contributions based on their shared circumstances rather 
than individual circumstances. For example, adjustments in paid and unpaid work from parent-
hood may have implications not only on an individual’s wellbeing but also on their partner’s 
wellbeing –further emphasising the need for an intra-household analysis.

Furthermore, most prior studies have only provided insights on the impact of parent-
hood on overall wellbeing. Thus they have neglected the way in which the net overall 
impact of parenthood is produced by potentially different impacts on various domains of 
SWB, and how the pattern of these impacts might be gendered.

This study helps fill these gaps in knowledge by contributing an intra-household analy-
sis of how men’s and women’s overall life satisfaction, financial satisfaction, partner satis-
faction, and their free time satisfaction changes with parenthood.

3  Data and measures

This study is based on the HILDA survey, a nationally representative longitudinal panel 
that is comparable to the GSOEP and the BHPS. Commencing in 2001, HILDA provides 
information on the lives of Australians including topics such as employment, childcare, 
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family relationships, health and wellbeing, income, and expenditure. The survey consists 
of 18 waves conducted between 2001 and 2018, with information on 9,639 households and 
18,324 responding individuals in the most recent wave (Summerfield et al., 2019). The sur-
vey collects data at the household level, and for couple households it includes interviews 
with each of the partners. It is thus well-suited to a study of the intra-household effects of 
parenthood on wellbeing.

This study uses HILDA data for the period from 2002 to 2018 (that is, from wave 2 
onwards) because relevant information on the birth of a newborn child is not available in 
wave 1.2 The sample comprises men and women in mixed-sex couples for whom relevant 
partner information is also available, and includes those who were either formally mar-
ried or in a de-facto relationship, and with or without children. The sample is limited to 
individuals aged between 20 and 50 years old, as these are the key years of child-raising. 
As the study attempts to examine both the lead and lag effects of parenthood on wellbeing, 
there is inevitably some missing data for some couples, and this reduces the sample size. 
Furthermore, to best avoid capturing effects of multiple births such that one child’s antici-
pation effects coincide with another child’s adaptation effects, the sample is also limited to 
men and women in couple relationships where no more than one child was born across the 
years in which they were interviewed. These restrictions were applied to all models (even 
those without lead and lag intertemporal effects).3 The study still achieves an unbalanced 
panel consisting of 12,842 female-year observations and 12,527 male-year observations 
from 3,181 couple households.4

The key dependent variables of interest are those that proxy wellbeing. HILDA includes 
a comprehensive range of measures for over twenty domains of SWB. For this study we 
focus on four measures which are most relevant to parenthood. These are constructed from 
a set of HILDA survey questions which asked each year about the respondent’s life, finan-
cial, partner and free time satisfaction: (i)  “All things considered, how satisfied are you 
with your life?” (ii) “How satisfied are you with your financial situation?” (iii) “How satis-
fied are you with your partner?” and (iv) “How satisfied are you with the amount of free 
time you have?” For each of these questions, the survey allowed responses on a scale from 
0 to 10, with a response of 0 indicating that the individual is completely dissatisfied and 
a response of 10 indicating complete satisfaction. The correlation matrix across the four 
measures is displayed in Table  2. Overall life satisfaction is strongly correlated with all 
specific domains of satisfaction. We observe the highest correlation with financial satisfac-
tion for both men and women.

The main explanatory variables are measures capturing parental status as categorised 
by the number of children and the presence of a newborn child. Number of children is a 
categorical variable that varies over time. The newborn variable captures the presence of 
a child below the age of one within the household. As shown in Table 3, men and women 
who are parents generally report lower scores across each of the four SWB domains com-
pared to men and women with no children. However, women with a newborn report on 

2 The presence of a newborn child within a family is measured through changes in the number of children 
reported between consecutive waves. As such, the presence of a newborn in wave 1 cannot be identified due 
to missing lagged data. Alternatively, HILDA includes data on questions regarding important life events, 
one of which includes the birth of a child. However, this question is also not available in wave 1.
3 The purpose of imposing restrictions on all models is so that the intertemporal and contemporaneous 
effects of a newborn can be compared.
4 The number of couple observations in different parts of the analysis varies, since in some parts observa-
tions with missing data on key dependent variables of interest are dropped.
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average similar overall life satisfaction scores (of 8.12 points as seen in Column 1) as 
women with no children. In households with one, two, and three or more children, women 
report marginally higher average overall life satisfaction scores than men. Comparing data 
between men and women on financial satisfaction scores (Column 2), men with a newborn 
child record on average, the lowest scores. Both mothers and fathers of two children report 
higher financial satisfaction scores compared to mothers and fathers with one or three or 
more children. Moreover, for both men and women having a child is associated with lower 
partner satisfaction (as seen in Column 3), although the negative impact of parenthood is 
less when a newborn is present. On the other hand, both men and women, on average, 
report the lowest free time satisfaction scores with the presence of a newborn. It is possible 
that patterns described above are confounded by the U-shape in age. It is therefore impor-
tant to go beyond the evidently descriptive cross-sectional findings.

Appendix Table  A1 provides summary statistics for other important measures used 
in this study. Previous studies have established that changes in hours spent in paid and 
unpaid work are important mediators between parenthood and wellbeing (Nomaguchi 
and Milkie, 2003; Craig & Bittman, 2008). Thus, this analysis includes measures to con-
trol for different levels of paid and unpaid work across the sample. Other control vari-
ables used in this study include measures of income (in 2018 Australian dollars), marital 
status, and a range of demographic factors. The demographic controls include measures 
of each partner’s age in five-year bands, the presence of a health condition, and years in 
education.5 Age and health status have also been controlled for since studies have dem-
onstrated their significant effects on wellbeing. At the same time, age and health sta-
tus are likely to be correlated with fertility choices (Dolan et al. 2008; Pollmann-Schult 
2014). A number of studies have also indicated that the positive effects of parenthood 
are, on average, larger for individuals with higher levels of education (Myrskylä and 
Margolis, 2014; Roeters et al., 2016).

Table 2  Correlation matrix for domains of satisfaction by gender

Men
Overall life Satisfaction Financial satisfaction Satisfac-

tion with 
partner

Satisfaction 
with free 
time

Overall Life Satisfaction 1 - - -
Financial Satisfaction 0.441*** 1 - -
Satisfaction with Partner 0.377*** 0.174*** 1 -
Satisfaction with Free Time 0.336*** 0.221*** 0.153*** 1 

Women
Overall life Satisfaction Financial satisfaction Satisfac-

tion with 
partner

Satisfaction 
with free 
time

Overall Life Satisfaction 1 - - -
Financial Satisfaction 0.398*** 1 - -
Satisfaction with Partner 0.388*** 0.190*** 1 -
Satisfaction with Free Time 0.351*** 0.229*** 0.173*** 1

5 During the observation period thirteen per cent of individuals had a variation in education years.
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4  Empirical strategy

The basic approach to modelling the relationship between parenthood and SWB is to 
describe an individual’s life satisfaction, financial satisfaction, partner satisfaction and time 
satisfaction as a linear function of a set of independent variables, including the presence of 
children. As the focus of this study is on how these effects play out within households, a 
key feature of the models used in this study is to control for partner characteristics in the 
estimation of SWB. The study deploys a fixed effects regression modelling approach. It 
is acknowledged that some debate exists on the application of a linear fixed effects model 
to a categorical dependent variable (see Kristoffersen, 2010). However, recent studies of 
subjective wellbeing which have used both linear and non-linear regressions have produced 
similar estimates. That is, ordered probit or logit models and OLS models have been found 
to produce estimates with similar signs and levels of statistical significance (see Gardner 
& Oswald, 2007; Ferrer-i-Carbonell & Frijters, 2004; Headey & Wooden, 2004; Blanch-
flower & Oswald, 2004, 2005). As such, and due to the easier interpretation of estimates, 
this study uses linear fixed effects models.6

Using a linear fixed effects model allows for within-individual comparisons, such that the 
same individual’s wellbeing is analysed at different points in time and thus, time invariant 
unobserved heterogeneity can be eliminated. Sources of time invariant unobserved hetero-
geneity may include factors such as cultural norms which may shape an individual’s wellbe-
ing in certain ways, as well as affect choices of having children.7 This identification strategy 
adds a more rigorous test for the association between parenthood and wellbeing compared 
to studies which make more generalised between-individual comparisons, while not control-
ling for individual fixed effects (for example Shields & Wooden, 2003; Alesina et al., 2004; 
Stanca, 2012). Employing this approach, each partner’s SWB is estimated as follows:

The variables sm
jt
 and sw

jt
 denote the SWB of the man and the woman in the jth household 

at time t, respectively. The vector Kjt captures the presence of one child, two children, and 
three or more children in the jth household, with no children as the reference category. 
Given a fixed effects approach, the coefficient on the one child variable represents the dif-
ference in average SWB of, for example, a woman in the years when she had no children 
compared to her average level of SWB in the years when she has one child. The difference 
in magnitude of the coefficients on the one child and two children variables show, in the 
case of women, the difference in her average SWB in the years when she had one child, 
and in the years when she had two children, and so on. These variables, however, do not 
capture how the effects of parenthood on SWB might vary with the age of the (existing) 
children in the household. It could be expected that the immediate effects of an extra child 
within the household will be different from the effects of the child as measured across all of 
the years following its birth. To account for this, a second variable Njt , captures the birth of 
a child within the last year in the jth household with no newborn as the reference category.

(1)sm
jt
= �1mKjt+�2mNjt + �

1m
CO
jt
+�2mC

P
jt
+ t1 + �

m
j
+ �1jt

(2)sw
jt
= �1wKjt + �

2w
Njt + �1wC

O
jt
+�2wC

P
jt
+ t2 + �

w
j
+ �2jt

6 As a robustness check, regressions were run using ordered logit models, yielding similar results to our 
OLS models. These are available on request.
7 Although HILDA contains specific questions relating to norms, the data are not consistently available in 
all waves.
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The vector CO
jt
 includes a set of controls which capture the individual’s own characteristics 

that may have independent impacts on levels of SWB, including, as noted, marital status (for-
mally married or de facto), age, individual income (in logs), presence of a long-term health 
condition, years in education, average hours of paid work per week, and average hours of 
housework per week.8 The vector CP

jt
 captures characteristics of the individual’s partner, 

including his/her age, individual income (in logs), presence of a long-term health condition, 
years in education, average hours in paid work per week, and average hours of housework per 
week. Both own and partner’s age controls include squared terms to capture possible non-lin-
ear effects. Own and partner’s average hours in paid work and housework per week controls 
are treated as continuous variables and top coded at 84 h per week to account for implausible 
values in the data such as individuals reporting spending 24 h on paid work per day. Variables 
t1 and t2 present the year fixed effects, while the vector of variables �m

j
 and �w

j
 denote individ-

ual fixed effects that control for time invariant characteristics of the man and woman respec-
tively. Variables �1jt and �2jt are randomly distributed error terms with a mean of zero.

The inclusion of an extensive list of partner characteristics serves to capture potential 
intra-household effects in the analysis of the wellbeing implications of parenthood, and 
thus helps capture possible intra-household interdependencies. They also enable an assess-
ment of whether changes in SWB associated with parenthood are differently affected by 
adjustments in the person’s time spent in paid work and unpaid work, as compared to their 
partner’s time spent in paid work and unpaid work. Successively, variables for own income 
and work hours and partner’s income and work hours are added to the modelling. The goal 
of this step-wise approach is to determine how the relationship between SWB and parent-
hood may be altered by factors relating to adjustments in average time spent in paid work 
and housework for both genders.

Using this strategy, the study is able to measure how parenthood affects SWB (across 
four domains, including overall life satisfaction, financial satisfaction, partner satisfaction, 
and free time satisfaction) of men and women in mixed-sex couple households by compar-
ing, in particular, the coefficients on Kjt and Njt across models (1) and (2). For a closer 
look into the intra-household dynamics, we also analyse the difference in the man’s and the 
woman’s SWB, that is whether the estimated coefficients on the children variables are sig-
nificantly different across the men and women samples, this can be interpreted as evidence 
of the gendered effects of parenthood, whereby the perceived costs and benefits of parent-
hood are not evenly distributed. This exercise is equivalent to estimating a model whose 
dependent variable is the difference between the woman’s and the man’s SWB, sw

jt
− sm

jt
.

To measure the anticipation and adaptation effects of a newborn, the modelling is 
altered to include measures of SWB in the time prior and subsequent to the arrival of a new 
child in the family. Following Clark and Georgellis, (2013), each partner’s SWB is mod-
elled as a linear function of an extended set of independent variables:

(3)sm
jt
=

4
∑

i=1

�1m,T−i N
m
jt,T−i

+

5
∑

i=0

�1m,T+i N
m
jt,T+i

+ �1mC
O
jt
+ �2mC

P
jt
+ t2 + �

m
j
+ �2jt

(4)sw
jt
=

4
∑

i=1

�1w,T−i N
w
jt,T−i

+

5
∑

i=0

�1w,T+i N
w
jt,T+i

+ �1wC
O
jt
+ �2wC

P
jt
+ t2 + �

w
j
+ �2jt

8 A long-term health condition refers to any impairment or disability that restricts day to day activity and 
has lasted or is likely to last for 6 months or more.
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In contrast to entering a simple newborn dummy that will pick up the average wellbe-
ing effect of all the individuals with a newborn, individuals with a newborn are split into six 
groups, those who had a newborn 0–1 years ago, 2–3 years ago, and so on. Thus, for example, 
for lead effects, if the individual is observed in the year preceding the birth of a child, NT−1 
is coded as 1. Similarly, for lag effects, if the individual is observed two years after the birth 
of their child,   NT+2 is coded as 1. With no anticipation effects, all the coefficients on the 
lead variables will be roughly the same. If there are adaptation effects, the lag coefficients will 
be less positive than the base coefficients, or even statistically insignificant – and this would 
imply that individuals, on average, revert to a baseline level of SWB in the years following the 
birth of a child. The omitted category includes individuals who do not have a newborn within 
the four-year timeframe. Again, to provide a closer analysis into the intra-household dynamics, 
we estimate a model where the dependent variable is the difference between the woman’s and 
the man’s SWB ( sw

jt
− sm

jt
 ), allowing us to compare the coefficients on the newborn lead and 

lag variables for any significant intra-household differences between the man and the woman.
It should be noted that this stage of the analysis does not separately compare the effects 

of a first newborn child for example, with the effects of a newborn in households where 
other children are already present. Rather, this factor is controlled for by including a vari-
able for the number of children present within the household.9 The implicit assumption is 
thus that the effects of a first-born child on SWB are similar to those of a subsequent child. 
This is an acknowledged limitation of the analysis, but it is a constraint imposed by the 
sample size. Other variables in Eqs. (3) and (4) are as defined in Eqs. (1) and (2).

5  Results

5.1  Baseline results

The results from the estimations of overall life satisfaction, financial satisfaction, partner 
satisfaction, and free time satisfaction for men and women are presented in Tables 4, 5, 6 
and 7 respectively. For all four domains of SWB, three models are specified. Model A does 
not include any controls for income or paid work and unpaid housework hours. In Model B, 
controls for own income and own hours in paid work and housework per week are added. 
Finally, Model C contains the full set of controls including both partners’ income and hours 
in paid work and housework per week.

5.1.1  Overall life satisfaction

Table  4 provides results demonstrating changes in overall life satisfaction in the pres-
ence of children for men and women respectively. Comparing results (for models with no 
income or hours of paid work and housework controls) in Columns 1 and 4 at mean values, 
for men, having one child is estimated to reduce life satisfaction by 0.137 points compared 
to when having no children. This negative impact increases in magnitude and significance 
with two children and three or more children. At mean values, partnered women who have 

9 One option for measuring the differences in SWB for first, second, and third newborns could be to 
include an interaction term between the newborn variables and number of children categorical variables. 
However, despite the fairly large sample size, the number of specific cases of such combinations were too 
small to produce robust results.
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one child experience a drop in life satisfaction of 0.115 points compared to when they had 
no children. The negative impact of parenthood increases in magnitude for women with 
two children and three or more children. In relation to the effects of the presence of a new-
born child within the family, men with a newborn child do not record a significant change 
in their level of overall life satisfaction; however, for women, in the initial period following 
the birth of a child, their life satisfaction increases by 0.260 points.

As mentioned above, comparing coefficients between models with and without own and 
partner’s income and time spent in paid and unpaid housework enables an assessment of 
whether changes in work patterns may be responsible for changes in SWB associated with 
parenthood. For men, comparing results in Table 4 (Columns 2 and 3), adding controls for 
income and own hours of paid work and housework has little impact on the measured effect 
of parenthood on life satisfaction. However, in the presence of controls for their partner’s 
income and average hours of work, the measured negative impact of three or more chil-
dren falls slightly, from -0.363 to -0.330 points. These results suggest that when women’s 
income and work hours remain constant in households following parenthood, the nega-
tive pressures of parenthood for men are less significant. For women, comparing results 
in Columns 5 and 6 reveals an opposite pattern. In the presence of controls for her own 
income and hours in paid and unpaid housework, the negative coefficients on each of the 
parenthood variables increase. Controlling for women’s partner’s income and work hours 
has negligible effects on the relationship between women’s overall life satisfaction and par-
enthood. These results may imply that when women’s work hours remain constant follow-
ing parenthood, the negative pressures on themselves increases.

Column 7 of Table 4 provides details on the gender distribution of the impacts of par-
enthood on overall life satisfaction. There are statistically significant gender gaps relat-
ing to the presence of a newborn, and the second and third child. Women with a newborn 
report a higher increase in life satisfaction by 0.150 points compared to men. The presence 
of two children in a household is not associated with statistically significant changes in life 
satisfaction for men (see Column 3 in Table 4), but for women there is a large and statisti-
cally significantly drop in life satisfaction by 0.280 points. The presence of three or more 
children is linked to life satisfaction that is 0.437 points lower for women compared to 
men. This analysis of the changes in overall life satisfaction associated with parenthood 
suggests important gender differences. While women appear on average to experience a 
larger increase in their overall life satisfaction on the arrival of a newborn than men, they 
also appear to typically experience larger long-term (and negative) effects, specifically 
when they have more than one child.

5.1.2  Financial satisfaction

As before, the results in Columns 1 and 4 of Table 5 report the coefficients for baseline 
models of financial satisfaction (without additional income and work controls) for men 
and women respectively. Partnered men who had one child, at mean values, experienced a 
reduced level of financial satisfaction by 0.434 points; this negative correlation increased 
with the number of children in the household. Similarly, at mean values, partnered women 
who had one child became less satisfied with their financial situation by 0.664 points, and 
this negative effect also increased with the number of children. It is worth noting that the 
drop in financial satisfaction for women as the number of children increased is relatively 
steep. For example, women whose family size increased to three or more children experi-
enced an average decline in their level of financial satisfaction of 1.530 points. In contrast, 
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their overall life satisfaction fell by 0.625 points, suggesting that the changes in financial 
satisfaction is a possible driver of the change in life satisfaction in this group. In contrast, 
the results in Columns 1 and 4 of Table 5 show that the arrival of a newborn was not sig-
nificantly associated with financial satisfaction for men and women.

A comparison of the above results to those in Column 2 of Table  5 (where men’s 
income and own paid work and housework hours per week are controlled for) and those 
in Column 3 (where their partner’s income and paid work and housework hours per 
week are controlled for) provides further insights into the effects of parenthood on 
financial wellbeing. When men’s own and partner’s income and work hours are held 
constant, the negative effects of parenthood become smaller, but only by a small mar-
gin. In contrast, the results for women in Columns 4, 5 and 6 of Table  5 show that 
when their own income and work hours are held constant, the measured negative impact 
of parenthood on their financial satisfaction become much smaller. For example, the 
impact of a newborn becomes positive and statistically significant, and the negative 
effect of one child on financial satisfaction scores almost halved, from -0.664 points to 
-0.376 points. These results indicate that an important driver of the negative impact of 
parenthood on women’s financial satisfaction is their own changes in work hours and 
income. That is, if women’s hours in work were not affected by parenthood, the finan-
cial impacts would lessen. The results also point to the importance of women’s paid 
work to their financial satisfaction.

It is also worth noting the different pattern of change across the models with and with-
out work hours controls in Tables 4 and 5. In Table 2 – overall life satisfaction models – the 
inclusion of controls saw an increase in the negative effects of parenthood for women and 
an opposite effect for men. In Table 5 – financial satisfaction models – the controls pushed 
the results in the opposite direction. That is, the measured negative effects fell for women. 
Thus, while paid work appears to support the financial wellbeing of mothers, it must gener-
ate other costs, including time pressures, and these contribute to a reduction in overall life 
satisfaction for women whose work hours do not change with parenthood.

Column 7 in Table 5 includes the results of the observed gender gap in the effect of 
parenthood on financial satisfaction. It shows that there are no differences in the estimated 
effects of one child, two children, and three or more children on men’s and women’s finan-
cial satisfaction. In contrast, a newborn has no significant effect on men’s satisfaction with 
their financial situation, while, for women, a newborn is associated with higher financial 
satisfaction by 0.198 points in situations where income and work hours remain constant. A 
possible explanation for this is that for women, a higher financial position is a prerequisite 
in the decision to have a child, given the “motherhood penalty.” This, however, is not the 
case for men who often benefit from “fatherhood premiums”—this idea is further elabo-
rated on later in this study. Overall, there is some evidence that the perceived financial 
costs associated with parenthood are not equally distributed between men and women in 
couple relationships, particularly in relation to a newborn child.

5.1.3  Partner satisfaction

The estimations from the models of partner satisfaction are presented in Table 6. Results 
from the initial models (without own and partner’s income and paid work and housework 
hours per week controls) in Columns 1 and 4 show that when there is one child, partner 
satisfaction is on average lower by 0.599 points for men and 0.514 points for women than it 
was when no child was present. Interestingly, for men, moving from having two children to 
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three or more children increases partner satisfaction slightly by 0.023 points (1.069–1.046), 
yet for women, moving from having two children to three or more children further reduces 
partner satisfaction by 0.192 points (1.130–0.938). For both men and women, having three 
or more children is still associated with a drop in partner satisfaction of 1.046 points and 
1.130 points respectively, compared to when having no children. Men’s and women’s sat-
isfaction with their partner typically increases when they have a newborn child: by 0.323 
points for men and 0.266 points for women.

Moreover, the findings in Table 6 show that own and partner income and work hours 
do not moderate the influence of parenthood on partner satisfaction. The evidence in Col-
umns 2 and 3 (for men), and 5 and 6 (for women), is similar to the results of the “base-
line” regressions. It would seem then that changes in income and work hours are not a key 
source of the relationship stressors associated with parenthood.

The size of these negative impacts of parenthood on partner satisfaction are simi-
lar in magnitude to the effects of parenthood on financial satisfaction. Given the cor-
relation amongst SWB domains (see Table 2), it is possible that heightened conflict 
within households once children are present contributes, alongside larger financial 
pressures, to lower overall levels of SWB. As seen in Column 7 of Table 6, within 
the sample, there are no significant gendered effects in relation to parenthood and 
partner satisfaction.

5.1.4  Free time satisfaction

Table  7 provides results demonstrating changes in free time satisfaction in the presence 
of children for men and women respectively. The results in Columns 1 and 4 (for models 
with no income and hours of paid work or housework controls) demonstrate that for men, 
at mean values having one child reduces free time satisfaction by 0.828 points compared to 
when having no children. For women, at mean values, having one child reduces free time 
satisfaction by 1.423 points compared to when having no children. Like other domains of 
SWB, for both men and women, the negative impact on free time satisfaction increases in 
magnitude when more children are present.

When comparing results for men and women in Columns 2 and 5 where the controls 
for own income and hours in paid work and housework are include,d the negative implica-
tions of having children increase. These results suggest that when own work hours remain 
constant parenthood is associated with higher time pressures. These pressures appear to 
be more prevalent for women than for men. For example, for men, at mean values, having 
three or more children reduces free time satisfaction by 1.092 if income and work hours are 
not held constant compared to a reduction of 1.332 points if income and work hours are 
held constant. On the other hand, for women, when income and work hours are not held 
constant, the negative implications of having three or more children is 2.852 points com-
pared to 3.923 points with the additional controls. In addition, for women, the presence of 
a newborn reduces free time satisfaction by 0.392 points. However, for men, the implica-
tions of the presence of a newborn are still not significant. As seen in Columns 3 and 6 for 
both men and women controlling for partner’s income and hours in work does not alter the 
results much.

The observed gender gaps are presented in Column 7 of Table 7. There are large and 
statistically significant gender gaps relating to the one child, two children, three or more 
children, and the newborn coefficients confirm that the time pressures associated with par-
enthood are higher for women than for men.
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5.1.5  Alternative specifications

Noting that there may be a certain degree of heterogeneity within the sample, we present 
the results on the difference between partner’s SWB in subsamples defined by income and 
work hours. In the top panel of Table  8, results are presented for high and low income 
groups.10 In the bottom panel of Table 8, we present results for individuals who work above 
average and below average hours per week.11Similar to the results presented in Tables 4, 5, 
6, and 7 majority of the significant wellbeing gaps between partners relates to the domain 
of free time satisfaction. These results confirm that within the sample, amongst different 
demographic groups time pressures associated with parenthood are still significantly higher 
for women than for men. However, women with lower work hours per week report a higher 
increase in life satisfaction compared to men when there is a newborn present.

As an alternate specification to determine how important changes in partner’s work 
are, we analyse the subjective wellbeing of men whose partner did not work in the year 
prior to the birth of a child.12 Within the sample there are 413 couples that fit the latter 
description.13As seen in Table 9 (Columns 5 and 6), when the woman does not work in the 
year prior to birth there are no significant changes to men’s life satisfaction and financial 
satisfaction on all the children and newborn variables. In addition, the positive impact of a 
newborn for men where the woman does not work pre-birth is more than double compared 
to men where the woman works pre-birth in the domain of partner satisfaction. Interest-
ingly, the negative implications of children on free time satisfaction are not significant for 
the two, three or more, and newborn variables for men where the woman does not work 
pre-birth. Possible explanations for these findings could be that the birth of a child does not 
bring significant changes in the reallocation of work contributions for couples where the 
woman is already not in paid work prior to the birth.

5.1.6  Anticipation and adaptation effects of a newborn

The final set of results presented in this study addresses patterns of anticipation and adap-
tation of parenthood on overall life satisfaction, financial satisfaction, partner satisfaction, 
and free time satisfaction. As noted in the introduction, this stage of the analysis is impor-
tant because it addresses the implicit assumption in previous stages that the effects of par-
enthood on SWB are contemporaneous. To analyse changes in wellbeing in the years prior 
to having a child and the adaptation effects following the birth of a child, this stage of 
the analysis estimates lead and lag relationships between the arrival of a child and each 
of the four domains of satisfaction, while still controlling for couple interdependencies as 
before. For ease of reading and comparison of gendered effects, a visual representation of 
the results are summarised graphically in Fig. 1.

10 High and low income individuals are classified as those who have a personal income above and below 
the sample average of $52,046.
11 Within the sample, the average hours worked is 34.7 h per week.
12 Note that we also ran regressions for an alternate specification with interaction terms between the chil-
dren variables and each partner’s work hours. However, many of the interaction terms were small and not 
significant, we therefore do not report these results.
13 We do not conduct the same analysis for women given the low incidence of men not working pre-birth 
within the sample.
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As seen in Fig.  1, for overall life satisfaction, there are strong positive “anticipation” 
effects of a newborn. For both men and women, these are highest in the year prior to the 
child’s birth (T-1). However, for women, positive anticipation effects are present in each of 
the four years prior to the birth of a child.

In the birth year (T), women’s life satisfaction stays high but men’s falls to become insignifi-
cantly different from the level recorded four years prior to the birth. However, reflecting on the 
pattern of the results in Fig. 1, the pattern changes in subsequent years. Statistically significant 
negative impacts on life satisfaction emerge for women when the child is around two years old, 
while men’s life satisfaction stabilises at that time. For women, adaptation back to a baseline 
level of overall life satisfaction occurs, on average, when the child is three years old, much later 
than is the case for men. The results for women align with those found in Clark et al., (2018).

The results presented in Fig. 1 on financial satisfaction reveal fairly large significant 
positive anticipation effects a year prior to birth for women. However, in the year of 
birth, financial satisfaction reverts to a level that is not statistically different from the 
level prevailing four years prior, and it remains at this relatively low level for three 
years after the child’s birth. For men, the birth of a child does not cause large changes 
in financial satisfaction. These patterns suggest that financial satisfaction is important to 
women’s decision to have a child, but having a child pushes them back to a lower finan-
cial position. It also implies that the financial impacts of parenthood may not be equally 
shared between mothers and fathers.

For both men and women, partner satisfaction increases in the two years leading up to 
having a child, and these effects are highest in the year prior to birth. Exhibiting similar 
adaptation effects for both genders, the positive effects of a newborn on partner satisfac-
tion diminish in the year of birth with negative (although insignificant) lag effects when the 
child is around one year old.
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Fig. 1  Dynamic effects of a newborn by SWB domain
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The results for free time satisfaction presented in Fig. 1 demonstrate that there are no 
significant anticipation effects for both men and women. However, for women, in the birth 
year (T), there is a steep drop in free time satisfaction; negative adaptation effects are sig-
nificant until five or more years after the birth of a child. For men, negative adaptation 
effects are present in the year after the birth of a child.

The results highlight the importance of taking account of newborn lead and lag effects, 
as they show how the positive effect of newborns on SWB is, in large part, due to changes 
occurring prior to the child’s birth especially for women. This is suggestive of a selec-
tion into parenthood effect. The measured negative effects of parenthood evident in these 
results suggest that, for women, the positive changes in financial and other forms of SWB 
that encouraged them to have a child do not survive the early years of parenthood, and it 
takes four or more years to regain this lost ground.

In order to delve further into the intra-household gender gaps, Table 10 provides a com-
parison of the difference between the woman’s and the man’s SWB across the newborn 
lead and lag coefficients. There are some gender differences within life satisfaction and 
free time satisfaction domains. Women report higher levels of overall life satisfaction in 
the year before the birth of a child by 0.164 points. In addition, the negative lag effects on 
free time satisfaction followed by the birth of a child appear to be statistically significant 
and much larger for women than men. For example, in the year of birth, women’s free time 
satisfaction is on average 1.014 points lower than men’s free time satisfaction.

6  Conclusion

The findings of the analyses presented in this study are broadly consistent with those produced 
in a range of other Australian studies as they show that, in general, parenthood is associated 
with lower levels of SWB. The findings of this study, however, reveal some additional gender 
patterns and suggest that the financial vulnerability and time pressures of parenthood are more 
strongly experienced by women than men. This can be linked to the gendered roles associated 
with parenting. A range of studies have documented the increase in women’s time spent on 
domestic roles when they become mothers, and of a fall in their ability to participate in paid 
work (see for example, Craig & Mullan, 2010). However, some have suggested that this may 
be a voluntary arrangement, agreed to by women in an implicit contract with their partner 
(Becker, 1991). The findings of this study appear to go against that possibility. Rather than 
showing similar changes in life satisfaction for both partners, this study finds substantial gen-
der differences in the effects of parenthood specifically in the presence of two or more chil-
dren. This evidence is not supportive of the assumptions of the unitary model of the house-
hold, but rather, the divergence in the effects of parenthood on SWB within households are 
more consistent with the implications of collective models of the household.

These results add to the emerging literature on the intra-household allocation of 
resources and how this affects the distribution of wellbeing. Women who are able to main-
tain their work appear to suffer a smaller drop in financial wellbeing with parenthood. 
However, maintaining paid work hours is also associated with lower overall satisfaction, 
perhaps because with weak institutional support, juggling work and care duties tends to be 
a difficult task – and one that falls on women. Moreover, our results suggest that while own 
work hours are an important mechanism in determining changes in wellbeing relating to 
parenthood, the same is not always the case for partner’s work hours.

The results on adaptation and anticipation effects of parenthood are another important con-
tribution of this study. They show, first, some of the limitations of models that do not account 
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for the process of changes in SWB. When controlling for anticipation and adaptation effects, 
while still accounting for partner interdependencies, the results are also very much consistent 
with the idea of the hedonic treadmill model – providing evidence that the impact of certain 
life events such as the birth of a child on wellbeing are better understood as a process occur-
ring not only in the year of the event, but also in the years proceeding and following it.

Positive anticipation effects are present on some domains of wellbeing for both 
men and women. For example, the positive effects on overall life satisfaction quickly 
diminish in the year of birth and one year after birth for men and women respectively. 
However, these positive effects are larger for women than men. In other words, if 
men are less satisfied than women in general, then from the lags and leads analysis 

Table 10  Newborn lead and lag effects on women’s and men’s differences in life satisfaction, financial sat-
isfaction, partner satisfaction, and free time satisfaction: Fixed effects regression results

Note. The bracketed terms are robust standard errors (clustered by couples). The sample consists of men 
and women in mixed-sex couples, between the ages of 20–50 years old who were interviewed in the 
HILDA survey, waves 2–18. Controls are: number of children, marriage, both partner’s individual income 
(in logs), both partner’s hours of paid work and housework, both partner’s presence of a health condition, 
both partner’s years in education, both partner’s age in five-year bands, year dummies, and individual fixed 
effects
* Denotes significance at 10%; ** at 5%; *** at 1% levels

Woman’s SWB - Man’s SWB

1 2 3 4

Life satisfaction Financial 
satisfaction

Partner satisfaction Free time satisfaction

T-4 –0.030 0.000 –0.019 0.038
(0.065) (0.102) (0.082) (0.138)

T-3 0.139** 0.027 0.085 0.147
(0.069) (0.102) (0.096) (0.152)

T-2 0.058 0.030 0.049 0.015
(0.075) (0.114) (0.103) (0.161)

T-1 0.164** 0.110 0.020 0.393**
(0.083) (0.126) (0.118) (0.175)

T 0.136 0.078 –0.192 –1.014***
(0.107) (0.160) (0.157) (0.233)

T+1 0.021 –0.208 –0.252 –0.712***
(0.107) (0.154) (0.156) (0.230)

T+2 –0.090 –0.111 –0.145 –0.780***
(0.105) (0.156) (0.163) (0.214)

T+3 –0.059 –0.147 –0.147 –0.503**
(0.111) (0.182) (0.149) (0.243)

T+4 0.069 0.075 –0.065 –0.510**
(0.132) (0.180) (0.192) (0.233)

T+5 or more 0.020 –0.046 0.029 0.099
(0.064) (0.094) (0.086) (0.136)

N (obs.) 12,841 12,839 11,528 12,835
Couples 3,181 3,180 3,017 3,179
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a newborn is likely to make households less equal in the lead up to the birth and one 
year after (from Fig. 1), with a return back to the initial level of satisfaction inequal-
ity afterwards. While there appear to be no anticipation effects for men’s financial 
satisfaction, there are positive anticipation effects on financial satisfaction for women 
the year before the birth of a child. These findings support results in Danish (Anders-
son et  al.,  2014), Norwegian (Hart,  2015) and Finnish (Vikat,  2004) samples which 
demonstrated that higher financial positions for women are an important factor in 
fertility decisions. Given that parenthood is often associated with the “motherhood 
penalty,” women may opt to only have children once a certain level of career maturity 
(and financial security) is reached (Andersson et al., 2014). Using Australian data, the 
results in this study indicate some possible cross-country similarities.

The results in this study are subject to some limitations. Regardless of the comprehensive 
list of controls and the use of fixed effects estimation strategies which control for unob-
served time invariant heterogeneity, issues of unobserved time variant heterogeneity and 
reverse casualty may still be present. For example, “(un)happy” individuals’ self-selection 
into parenthood cannot be ruled out. Moreover, Kravdal, (2014) argues that estimations in 
previous studies about the effect of parenthood are biased since none of them controlled for 
expectations about the effect of parenthood. In that case, however, it could be assumed that 
the use of models which account for the anticipation effects of a newborn would capture an 
individual’s wellbeing in the years prior to the event mitigating this bias. Nonetheless, to 
avoid any unwarranted claims on this issue, the results presented in this study simply point 
out how parenthood and wellbeing are correlated.

The results provide some insight on policy implications, demonstrating the importance 
of advocating for supportive childcare and promotion of flexible work practices. The results 
in this study are obtained using Australian data, however they are also likely to be relevant 
in other countries (for example the US) which have similar parental public policies with 
minimal support for parents who juggle full-time work and family obligations. Previous 
empirical work on parental wellbeing has demonstrated that parents in countries (such as 
Germany (see Stutzer and Frey, (2004) and Pollmann-Schult, (2014))) in which progressive 
policies such as childcare and parental leave support gender-egalitarian patterns, in contrast 
to countries where institutional support promotes traditional division of gender roles, par-
ents report higher wellbeing compared to non-parents.

In particular, within the Australian context, the relatively low access to childcare ser-
vices provides greater support to traditional households where women take up childcare 
responsibilities while men provide financial support (Baxter et  al.,  2015). This arrange-
ment reduces time conflicts arising from trying to balance both work and childcare for 
mothers. Yet as the results of this study show, such a reduction in women’s participation in 
paid work has consequences on their financial wellbeing.
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