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Abstract: This paper examines the early labour-market effects of the 2021 parental-leave reform intro-
duced under Article 28 of Law 4808/2021, adopted within Greece’s Recovery and Resilience Facility
(RRF). The reform extended paid leave rights for both parents and aligned national provisions with
Directive (EU) 2019/1158 on work—life balance. Greece, characterised by comparatively low female
labour-force participation and limited uptake of paternal leave, provides an informative case for as-
sessing how institutional design and European-level policy frameworks can influence gender-equality
outcomes in Southern Europe. Using quarterly microdata from the EU Labour Force Survey (EU-LFS)
and a dynamic difference-in-differences design, we estimate short-term changes in employment patterns
among eligible parents relative to non-eligible comparison groups. Results indicate a moderate, but
statistically significant, increase in female employment continuity and a slight rise in paternal leave
participation. These findings suggest that in labour-market settings with limited prior experience in
work—family policy provision, targeted parental-leave reforms can generate positive behavioural re-
sponses when supported by adequate resources and implementation capacity. More broadly, the study
contributes to debates on social-policy adaptation within the European social model and situates the
reform within the broader institutional context shaped by recent European recovery and social-policy

initiatives.

JEL classification: J13, J16, J22, C23, 052
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1. Introduction

Parental leave in Greece has traditionally taken the form of a prolonged but unpaid period of job-pro-
tected absence. This design has offered limited financial support for families during early childcare and
has been associated with a comparatively modest take-up by fathers, while mothers have more fre-
quently reduced or interrupted paid work after childbirth. Against this backdrop, Article 28 of Law
4808/2021, enacted on 19 June 2021, marks a substantive innovation in Greek labour law. For the first
time, it inserts a paid component into parental leave, up to two months compensated at the minimum
wage’, and strengthens individual entitlements: an individual and non-transferable right for each work-
ing parent to take up to four months of leave until the child turns eight. Leave may be taken flexibly
(continuously, in parts, or as reduced working hours), after the conclusion of maternity or paternity
leave, and eligibility requires at least one year of continuous or successive employment with the same
employer in the private sector. Significantly, leave-taking does not affect any employment rights and
dismissals on the grounds of taking parental leave are prohibited. The entitlement also covers adoptive
parents. In the Greek context, the reform should be understood as a strategy to confront persistent gender
segmentation in employment, deploying a focused parental-leave measure with measurable short-term
labour-market outcomes, while meeting the requirements of the EU Directive 2019/1158* and leverag-

ing funding under the RRF.

Empirical research specifically evaluating the labour-market consequences of Greece’s parental leave
reform remains very limited. Previous analyses of the Greek context have focused on policy design and
uptake rather than causal impacts. For instance, EIGE (2021) reports that before the reform, parental
leave in Greece was largely unpaid and subject to eligibility restrictions. Recent survey work suggests
that cultural norms and informational gaps continue to shape leave-taking decisions (Kasdagli et al.,
2023). International institutions have highlighted the importance of strengthening implementation and
incentives. The OECD (2024, 2025), for instance, recommends enhancing fathers’ take-up through tar-

geted bonuses and awareness campaigns, while the IMF (Capell et al.,, 2025) simulates that

3 Paid by the Public Employment Service (OAED/DYPA).
4 Directive of the European Parliament and of the Council of 20 June 2019 on work-life balance for parents and
carers and repealing Council Directive 2010/18/EU.



improvements in parental leave, combined with childcare expansion and tax-benefit adjustments, could
raise total employment by around 3 per cent in Greece, primarily through increased labour-force attach-
ment among mothers. These analyses underscore the relevance of parental-leave policy for gender bal-
ance in employment. Yet, no study has so far provided causal evidence on the short-term labour-market
effects of the 2021 reform. This paper fills an important empirical gap by providing causal quantitative
evidence on the labour-market effects of Article 28, using representative microdata and a dynamic dif-
ference-in-differences design. The remainder of the paper proceeds as follows. Section 2 describes the
data and empirical strategy, focusing on the labour-market channels through which the reform is ex-
pected to operate and outlining the dynamic difference-in-differences framework applied to EU-LFS
microdata. Section 3 presents the estimated effects of the reform on parental employment continuity
and leave-taking behaviour. Section 4 discusses the implications of the findings in light of Greece’s

institutional context and ongoing policy priorities.

2. Materials and methods

Article 28 expands parents’ rights to take job-protected parental leave by introducing a paid component
and strengthening individual entitlements. In the short run, the reform is expected to operate mainly
through an intensive-margin adjustment within employment, increasing temporary absence from work
among eligible parents while preserving the employment relationship. Any effects on overall employ-
ment or labour-force participation are likely small in the short term and mediated by ILO classification
rules for long unpaid absences. Given persistent gender norms in Greece, take-up responses may be
stronger among mothers, while paternal uptake, although improving, is expected to remain lower. These

expected mechanisms inform the hypotheses to be tested empirically.

The empirical analysis relies on quarterly microdata from the European Labour Force Survey (EU-LFS)
for 2019Q3-2023Q3, a period that spans both the pre-reform context and the early implementation
phase of Article 28. These data allow us to observe changes in labour-market attachment with sufficient
granularity to capture short-term adjustments following the introduction of the paid parental-leave com-
ponent. Our main variables distinguish respondents who were at work during the reference week (EU-

LFS variable WKSTAT = 1) from those who were temporarily absent but retained a job attachment



(WKSTAT = 2). These two categories serve as proxies for presence at work and for take-up of job-
protected leave. It is also used employment measured by the standard ILO indicator (ILOSTAT = 1),
which is sensitive to the ILO reclassification rule whereby long unpaid absences (expected return be-
yond three months) are recorded outside employment. Finally, labour-force participation (LFP) is de-
fined as ILOSTAT € {1, 2}, encompassing both employed and unemployed individuals. Other labour-
market dynamics—such as reasons for absence, detailed job-attachment information, wages, and
hours—would have been valuable complements to this analysis but are largely missing or unreliable in
the EU-LFS for Greece. For this reason, our focus remains on indicators that capture the preservation
of the employment relationship rather than earnings or hours adjustments. To isolate the reform’s ef-
fects, we compare individuals who are directly affected by the policy with a group not entitled to the
new leave. The treated population consists of parents aged 20—49 whose youngest child is between 0
and 7 years old, as these parents became eligible for the new four-month entitlement with up to two
months paid. As a control group, we consider parents in the same age range whose youngest child is
between 9 and 13 years old, who are not eligible under Article 28. Parents with their youngest child
aged exactly 8 are excluded to avoid misclassification close to the eligibility threshold. Given the gen-

dered nature of leave-taking, all results are presented separately for mothers and fathers.

The identification strategy follows a dynamic difference-in-differences (event-study) design, tracking
how the gap between eligible and ineligible parents evolves quarter by quarter before and after the
reform. We employ the estimator proposed by de Chaisemartin and D’Haultfceuille (2024), which offers
two key advantages for this context. First, it remains valid when treatment is introduced at a specific
point in time, but treatment intensity varies, or when pre-reform dynamics differ moderately between
treatment and control groups—an important consideration here, as labour-market trajectories can vary
across parents depending on the age of their youngest child even before the reform. Second, the estima-
tor mitigates bias that can arise in traditional event-study frameworks when some units are already
treated in the pre-period or when treatment effects evolve over time, both of which can distort the causal
contrast. In simple terms, the method ensures that each estimated effect compares like-with-like, avoid-

ing contamination from earlier exposures and yielding a more credible trajectory of reform impacts.



All models are estimated using EU-LFS sampling weights and include controls for age, education, and
contract type, together with fixed effects for calendar quarter and NUTS-2 region. To account for dif-
ferences in employment composition across industries, we include a set of sectoral dummies based on
NACE Rev. 2 one-digit classifications, distinguishing between industry and construction, consumer-
facing services, ICT and professional activities, and public or social services. This specification helps
capture variation in tenure and separation dynamics across sectors. To absorb differential shocks asso-
ciated with the COVID-19 pandemic, we further interact the treatment indicator with three distinct
COVID-period dummies. Finally, results are reported both with and without detrending of pre-reform
coefficients to assess the robustness of the parallel-trend assumption, as summarised in the following
equation:
Yie = a; + ye + Z Bx - (Eligible; x 1[t = 19 + k]) + Xi' 6 + S
kz—1
+ (Eligible; X COVIDY)'0 + &,

where Yi denotes the labour-market outcome for individual i in quarter t (e.g. being at work, absent
with job, employed, or in the labour force). Eligible; equals 1 for parents whose youngest child is aged
0-7 (eligible under Article 28) and O for those whose youngest child is aged 9—13. The term Z« # —1,
Bk - (Eligible; x 1]t = 0 + k]) captures the dynamic treatment effects relative to the last pre-reform
quarter (k = —1). Xj is a vector of controls (age, education, contract type), S; represents sectoral dum-
mies based on NACE Rev. 2 one-digit categories, and (Eligible; x COVIDy)'0 absorbs differential

shocks linked to the COVID-19 pandemic.

All models are weighted using EU-LFS sampling weights and include quarter (y;) and regional (o) fixed
effects. By exploiting a clear eligibility rule and high-frequency data over a reform window that has
generated immediate behavioural responses, this empirical strategy provides credible evidence on the
causal impact of the introduction of paid parental leave on short-term labour-market attachment in

Greece.

3. Results



The estimates for mothers show a clear and internally consistent pattern. Following the introduction of
Article 28, the probability of being at work during the reference week declines, while the probability of
being temporarily absent but job-attached rises. Both effects are statistically significant and of similar
magnitude, indicating a reallocation between presence at work and protected absence rather than genu-
ine job loss. In practice, more mothers appear to be exercising their new entitlement to paid parental
leave while maintaining their employment relationship. The event-study coefficients confirm that these
adjustments emerge gradually from the second quarter after implementation and persist through subse-
quent quarters. The average post-reform decline in the “at-work” rate is roughly 0.2 percentage points,
offset by an equivalent rise in job-attached absences. The parallel-trend assumption is not rejected in
the pre-reform period, suggesting that the observed shift reflects a genuine reform effect rather than
pre-existing trends. For employment status, the estimates show small and irregular declines that do not
form a consistent trend. These movements are best interpreted as classification effects stemming from
the ILO rule that unpaid absences longer than three months are coded outside employment. There is no
evidence of job destruction. Finally, labour-force participation remains virtually unchanged. Coefti-
cients are small and statistically weak, confirming that the reform primarily operates within employ-
ment, shifting mothers between working and short-term protected absence rather than pushing them out

of the labour market.

Overall, the results support the interpretation that Article 28 effectively expanded mothers’ ability to
take protected leave without jeopardising their attachment to employment. The data indicate a behav-
ioural response consistent with higher parental-leave take-up and preservation of the employment link,

the channel the reform was designed to activate.

The estimates for fathers reveal a broadly similar pattern to that observed among mothers, though with
smaller magnitudes and somewhat less stability. After the entry into force of Article 28, the probability
of being at work declines while the probability of being temporarily absent but job-attached increases.
Both movements are statistically significant in the aggregate post-reform period, and they remain robust
when pre-reform coefficients are detrended. Pre-trend tests are generally satisfactory, indicating that

the observed adjustment is unlikely to reflect pre-existing dynamics. The estimated effects are modest



in size—about one-eighth of a percentage-point decline in the “at-work” rate, offset by a roughly equal
rise in job-attached absences—but the direction and timing are consistent with the behavioural channel
expected from a new parental-leave entitlement. Employment levels show small and irregular dips with
no systematic downward trend, consistent with temporary ILO reclassification of long unpaid absences
rather than job separations. Labour-force participation remains essentially unchanged, confirming that
the reform has not altered fathers’ attachment to the labour market. Overall, the evidence points to a
moderate but statistically significant take-up of parental leave among fathers, suggesting a gradual nor-
malisation of leave-taking behaviour. The magnitude of the response is smaller than for mothers, re-
flecting both lower awareness and stronger workplace norms limiting paternal leave use. Yet the qual-
itative pattern—a shift from working presence to protected absence without labour-market exit—im-
plies that the reform is beginning to extend job-protected leave practices beyond their traditional female

base.

Detailed estimation results, including complete event-study coefficients, standard errors, and explana-
tory notes on the interpretation of coefficients, are reported in the Annex (Tables 1-2).
The accompanying notes clarify that all coefficients are expressed in percentage-point terms and indi-

cate the corresponding model specifications (with and without detrending) for each outcome.

4. Discussion

Article 28 of Law 4808/2022 represents a meaningful step forward in Greek labour and social policy.
For the first time, Greek working parents—both mothers and fathers—acquired an individual, non-
transferable right to up to four months of job-protected parental leave, two of which are paid at the level
of the statutory minimum wage. This reform has moved Greece closer to the European norm of recog-
nising caregiving as a shared social responsibility, while maintaining a structure consistent with domes-
tic labour-market realities and fiscal constraints. The paper’s findings point to a small but positive be-
havioural response, especially among mothers. The observed reallocation between being at work and
being temporarily absent while job-attached suggests that the new entitlement is being used as intended:
it allows parents to take leave without severing the employment relationship. For fathers, take-up re-

mains limited but statistically detectable—a noteworthy signal of change in a context where male



parental leave had long been negligible. These patterns indicate that Article 28 has begun to normalise
protected leave-taking behaviour across genders, albeit from a very low baseline. From a broader per-
spective, the reform’s impact appears modest in quantitative terms, but qualitatively important. In a
labour market historically characterised by gendered segmentation and low policy coverage, even a
moderate improvement in parental-leave utilisation represents institutional progress. The short-run ef-
fects observed in our data correspond well with theoretical expectations: a within-employment reallo-
cation rather than outright employment gains. Over the medium to longer term, the reform could
strengthen job attachment among new parents, reduce voluntary exits, and gradually narrow gender
employment gaps—particularly if administrative routines stabilise and awareness increases. Future
evaluations should monitor whether the scheme evolves beyond the initial compliance phase. Key ques-
tions include the extent to which employers adjust hiring and contract practices, whether fathers’ par-
ticipation continues to rise, and whether wage or hours penalties are mitigated as job continuity im-
proves. Further integration with childcare services and complementary RRF-funded equality initiatives
may amplify these effects. In sum, Article 28’s early implementation suggests a measured but genuine
shift in Greece’s work—care regime. The reform has not yet transformed gender equality in the labour
market, but it has anchored a new institutional foundation that could, with sustained policy attention,

support a more balanced and inclusive model of employment in the years ahead.
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This Annex reports the detailed estimation results from the dynamic difference-in-differences event-
study models discussed in Section 3. Tables 1 and 2 present the full set of event-time coefficients,
standard errors, and post-/placebo joint tests for mothers and fathers, respectively.
All coefficients are expressed in percentage-point (p.p.) terms, and the tables indicate the corresponding
model specifications (with and without linear detrending) for each outcome variable (“At work,” “Ab-
sent with job,” “Employment,” and “Labour-force participation”).

The accompanying notes clarify the interpretation of coefficients and statistical tests.
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Table 1. Dynamic DiD event study on Article 28 (eligible vs non-eligible mothers)

No detrend Linear detrend
Model1 Model2 Model3 Model4 Model5 Model6 Model7 Model 8
Atwork  Absent Empl LFP Atwork  Absent Empl LFP
3 (-8) -0.10 0.10%* -0.01 -0.10 -0.11 0.11%* -0.01 -0.09
3 (-7) -0.11%* 0.07 -0.07 -0.12* -0.11%* 0.08 -0.06 -0.11%*
3 (-6) -0.13%* 0.08* -0.05 -0.11* -0.13%* 0.09* -0.04 -0.10
3 (-5) -0.11%* 0.06 -0.05 -0.12* -0.11%* 0.06 -0.05 -0.12*
3 (-4) -0.10 0.07 -0.05 -0.08 -0.10 0.08 -0.05 -0.07
3 (-3) -0.10 0.08* -0.06 -0.11* -0.10 0.08* -0.05 -0.10*
3 (-2) -0.11* 0.05 -0.06 -0.11* -0.11%* 0.05 -0.06 -0.10*
3 (-1) -0.13* 0.08* -0.06 -0.06 -0.13* 0.09* -0.06 -0.06
3(0) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5 (+1) -0.09 0.06 -0.04 -0.14 -0.09 0.05 -0.04 -0.14
5 (+2) -0.16%* 0.09 -0.07 -0.14* -0.15%* 0.08 -0.07 -0.15*
3 (+3) -0.26%** 0.09 -0.20%* -0.11 -0.26%** 0.08 -0.21%** -0.12
3 (+4) -0.19%** 0.13* -0.07 -0.08 -0.18%** 0.12* -0.08 -0.10
3 (+5) -0.24* 0.13* -0.15 -0.13 -0.23* 0.12* -0.15 -0.15
3 (+6) -0.18%* 0.13** -0.03 -0.04 -0.17%* 0.11%* -0.04 -0.06
S (+7) -0.13 0.12%* -0.07 -0.11 -0.12 0.10* -0.09 -0.13
5 (+8) -0.22 0.16** -0.06 -0.12 -0.21 0.14%* -0.07 -0.14
d (avg) -0.17%* 0.11** -0.08 -0.10 -0.17%* 0.10%* -0.09 -0.12*
Joint post (p) 0.0029 0.0008 0.0232 0318 0.0011 0.0009 0.00823 0.310
Joint placebo (p) 0.355 0.167 0.0652 0.0563 0.297 0.129 0.0299 0.0230
Controls Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
Time FE Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
Group FE Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
Source: authors’ calculations based on EU-LFS microdata, 2019Q3-2023Q3
Table 2. Dynamic DiD event study on Article 28 (eligible vs non-eligible fathers)
No detrend Linear detrend
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8
At work Absent Empl LFP At work Absent Empl LFP
3 (-8) -0.11 0.12 -0.06 -0.03 -0.10 0.12 -0.05 -0.04
3 (-7) -0.10 0.15* -0.03 -0.01 -0.09 0.15%* -0.01 -0.02
3 (-6) -0.30%*%*  Q.15%**  (.]9%** -0.05 -0.30%%*  (0.16%**  -0.18%** -0.06
3 (-5) -0.13%* 0.09* -0.06 0.01 -0.12%* 0.10%* -0.04 -0.01
3 (-4) -0.09 0.10* -0.01 0.00 -0.08 0.12%* 0.02 -0.01
3 (-3) -0.09 0.12%* -0.01 -0.01 -0.09 0.13%** 0.01 -0.03
3 (-2) -0.20%** 0.12%* -0.13%* -0.03 -0.20%**  (.]3%** -0.10%* -0.06
3(-1) -0.13 0.09* -0.08 -0.03 -0.12 0.10* -0.05 -0.06
3 (0) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5 (+1) -0.06 0.07 -0.02 0.01 -0.06 0.07 -0.03 0.02
3 (+2) -0.09 0.10%* -0.04 0.00 -0.09 0.10* -0.04 0.02
3 (+3) -0.08 0.09%** -0.03 0.01 -0.08 0.08* -0.04 0.01
3 (+4) -0.11%* 0.09%** -0.04 -0.00 -0.11%* 0.09* -0.05 0.00
5 (+5) -0.04 0.03 -0.04 -0.01 -0.04 0.03 -0.05 0.00
5 (+6) -0.05 0.04 -0.04 -0.00 -0.05 0.04 -0.04 0.00
3 (+7) -0.02 0.02 -0.03 0.01 -0.02 0.02 -0.04 0.01
3 (+8) -0.01 0.02 -0.02 -0.04 -0.01 0.02 -0.03 -0.03
d (avg) -0.14** 0.12** -0.07 -0.02 -0.14** 0.13** -0.05 -0.03
Joint post (p) 0.00038 0.00355 0.0135 0.503 0.00025 0.00568 0.00085 0.322
Joint placebo (p) 0.738 0.375 0.0346 0.292 0.868 0.537 0.124 0.262
Controls Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
Time FE Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
Group FE Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y

Source: authors’ calculations based on EU-LFS microdata, 2019Q3-2023Q3
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Coefficients indicate by how many p.p. the eligible—ineligible gap differed £ quarters before and after
the reform, relative to the last pre-reform quarter (2021Q2). Positive (negative) values indicate higher
(lower) outcomes for eligibles than for ineligibles. In the “Linear trend” columns, outcomes are
detrended using group-specific linear pre-trends estimated over 2019Q2-2021Q2, preserving the
2021Q2 baseline. The entry quarter is defined as 2021Q3 (the first full quarter after Article 28 entered
into force on 19 June 2021). Event time is denoted by d(k), where 8(k—) refers to placebo (pre-reform)
quarters and d(k+) to post-reform effects; for example, 6(—8)=2019Q2, 6(0)=2021Q2 (baseline),
O(+1)=2021Q3 (reform quarter), and 6(+8)=2023Q2. Coefficients are reported for 6 € {-8,...,+8};
d(avg) represents the average cumulative post-reform effect. “Joint post (p)” tests the null hypothesis
that all post-reform coefficients are jointly zero; “Joint placebo (p)” tests that all pre-reform leads are
jointly zero—if not rejected, this supports parallel trends.
Standard errors are omitted for brevity; ***, ** and * denote significance at the 1%, 5%, and 10%
levels, respectively. The considerably smaller effects for fathers compared to those observed for moth-
ers are generally not statistically significant. This lack of statistical significance may indicate a limited
take-up of parental leave by fathers in the early implementation phase. At the same time, it may also
reflect the relatively small number of treated observations among eligible fathers, leading to greater

uncertainty (i.e., higher variance) around the estimated coefficients.
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