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Welfare State Incentives for Maternal Labor Supply

"[OJursisan epoch in which it isalmost universally agreed that a
profound realignment, if not revolution, is underway in our economy
and society." (Esping-Andersen 1990: 222)

1.INTRODUCTION

It is probably fair to say that only few would digsae with Esping-Andersens
statement and that today, more than twenty ye#es, ltis statement appears to be
even more true. However, from the perspective ef sbcial sciences, the mere
perception of change is hardly sufficient, but eatthe starting point for analyzing,
comparing and explaining social, political and emorc developments around the
world. Within the social sciences, welfare stateeegch is a very good example of
how research guestions have been adapted to clgaogoumstances and realities
and how analyses have consistently built on presoaccumulated knowledge. In
this manner, welfare state research has become amatemore sensitive to the
specific relation between the welfare state andwbenen who live in it, moving
from research approaches that revolved aroundyihieal male full-time worker to
approaches that took the particular situation ageldda of women and mothers into
account. Yet, even feminist welfare state researchissing comprehensive welfare
state comparisons that strictly focus on the veugcHic incentives created by

welfare states to enhance female and especiallgrnadtiabor supply.

The present study is based on 27 labor supply thveenfrom the fields of parental
leave, early childhood education and care, schadicyy employment law and

taxation and allowances which are, for the most, pavailable for 22 OECD

countries and which have been assembled in thevEs Dataset (Female and
Maternal Employment Support) compiled for the pwemf the present study.
Applying this selection of indicators to a compansof welfare state incentives for
maternal employment can be regarded as an attengptercome the shortcomings
of existing gender-sensitive welfare state clasaifons in a variety of ways. On the
one hand, existing feminist welfare state resehashoften contributed very detailed
single or small-n country studies (cp. Peattie Baih 1983; Shaver 1983; Lewis
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1992 / 2001; Orloff 1993; O’Connor 1999; for an oxew cp. Van der Lippe / Van
Dijk 2002). On the other hand, existing gender-gmescomparisons of a larger
number of countries have often focused on indisatoom the fields of parental
leave and childcare and on very aggregate and aosedemeasures of these policies
(Gornick et al. 1996a; Stier et al. 2001; Pettd &ook 2005 / 2009). In turn, other
studies have equated female welfare with familyfavel by using the financial
support of families as one of their main indicatetgch can be misleading since the
dependence on public benefits is certainly lessneipating than the enablement of
employment (cp. Siaroff 1994; Gauthier 1999).

If the present study is considered an attempt ¢seclexisting research gaps, one
question appears to be the most imposing: Fronmanfst perspective, why should

welfare states be measured according to the dffeyt direct towards the support of
maternal employment in the first place? And doesdieation of incentives for labor

force participation not imply exactly the form abromodification which has been

established as a condition of which (the idealdgpand male) worker has sought to
be relieved from by means of the welfare state Egping-Andersen 1990)? Even
though this objection is justified, it can be ardubat it is exactly this process of

commodification which will also enable women andthsos to demand the same
rights of decommaodification that their male coupgets are already entitled to (cp.
Orloff 1993).

Furthermore, in the prevailing absence of uncood#i basic income guarantees,
being employed is still the almost only possibildf maintaining a sufficient and
independent standard of living for many individudging able to supply labor to
the market remains the most reliable way of gainnagpendence from the private
and the public sphere, i.e. from the family, froosbands as the sole breadwinners
and from public programs like social assistanced Agven despite the overall
increases in female and maternal employment wheseaining cross-national
variation is still worth investigating, the socsdiences have detected and discussed
other emerging social developments, such as inagedamily instabilities and the
increasing need of more than one earner to suptamily, in whose light female
and maternal employment becomes even more impdianhdividual and family
well-being (cp. Lesthaeghe 1995; Taylor-Gooby 20@&&noli 2006). Existing

2
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feminist research has shown in detail that, whilnyp employed and being
independent from family members, spouses and soelfhre programs have always
been more or less a given for men during their wgrlage, the ability to maintain
autonomous households has often been a problemwéonen and mothers.
Therefore, the second chapter of this dissertatiinstart by an appreciation of the
state of the art of welfare state research to toaod& how it moved from ignoring the
gender dimension to the consideration of the speo#ationship between women

and the welfare state.

Welfare state comparisons have been a prominenbptire social sciences since the
1960s. In their beginnings, these comparisons maidiressed the causes of welfare
state development and its cross-national variaffdms early welfare state research
was mainly based on three theoretical schools whitther focused on structural,
institutional or political determinants of welfastate emergence and differences (cp.
Wilensky and Lebaux 1965; Wilensky 1975; Gough 19R@rpi 1983; Orloff and
Skocpol 1984; Korpi 1985; Skocpol and Amenta 1386 cpol 1995).

This line of research was followed by welfare stadenparisons which, on the one
hand, sought to be more systematic by classifyietiane states into different types
and, on the other hand, sought to be more in-deypthsing more than mere social
expenditure data which had been the most profoutique of the early welfare state
research (cp. Gilbert and Moon 1988). The majaritghe welfare state typologies
have been developed in the last decade of tHec2tury (cp. Arts and Gelissen
2002 for an overview) and even though this line etbbeyond using crude social
expenditure data to a more comprehensive evaluafosocial policies and the
specific benefit design of welfare states, it hisrobeen criticized for ignoring the
gender perspective.

As indicated above, feminist research contributedrge of studies which illustrate
why the inclusion of a gendered perspective onwbk#are state is important and
how the traditional theoretical framework of weHatate research can be enhanced,
mostly by means of single country studies. Femiwisifare state research has also
contributed comparative studies that reassessedegémsensitive typologies and

established gender-sensitive welfare state comperisHowever, many of these

3
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studies find that even applying an enhanced gepelespective on the welfare state
does not necessarily lead to different welfareestgpes and they rarely go beyond
using (aggregated) measures for parental leavidcaineé and the financial side of
family policy. The range of gender-sensitive wedfastate comparisons and
classifications shows that research has remainednalusive on how and why
countries can be assumed to cluster. Findings rénoge welfare state typologies
with clusters that are very comparable to traddlargimes to the reassessment of
the position of single countries (cp. Lewis 199r&ff 1994; Gornick et al. 1996a;
Gauthier 1999; Stier et al. 2001).

When tracing back the development of welfare stasearch, it becomes apparent
that the mere comparison of welfare states on thetcy level has only been the
initial approach that was followed by studies magvireyond the mere treatment of
the welfare state as the dependent variable. Téwndepart of the theoretical chapter
will therefore turn towards research that startede interested in how the welfare
state affects societies and the life of individualstead of focusing on the factors
that influenced welfare state development in thst fplace. Early studies dealing
with the effect of welfare state policy mostly feea on aggregate economic well-
being like GDP per capita, but this line of reshaedso started to apply more
disaggregate measurements of well-being on the ehol level and on the

individual level. Absolute and relative measuregoferty as well as measures of
subjective poverty perception have been very prentirconceptualizations of the

effect of welfare state policy (cp. Kangas and Rallf98; Korpi and Palme 1998).

But even though those studies started to take wit@mes of welfare state policies
into account instead of conceiving the welfare estitédelf as the core subject of
research, they have also been criticized for oretsloming: their predominant

focus on poverty rates and income inequality asfanelstate outcomes and the
prevailing analysis of cash income instead of hénai kind which are considered

being just as important as cash benefits (TownaeadGordon 2000).

Again, feminist welfare state research has conteidbio a more in-depth analysis of
the effects of welfare state policy on the spediiing situation of women and
mothers. For the most part, these studies makeursedo the indicators that have

been used before to evaluate and compare welfatessat the country level and

4
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apply these various sets of policy indicators talgses of the actual effects of
welfare state policies on female and maternal |&twae participation and a number
of further individual outcomes (Gornick et al. 1896°latenga and Hansen 1999,
Gornick and Meyers 2003, Pettit and Hook 2005 /2@6r an overview cp. Van der
Lippe / Van Dijk 2002). However, as indicated befathese indicators mostly cover
parental leave and childcare schemes or much agfgegneasures of policies that
are considered beneficial for women and their egmpknt situation. The last part of
the second chapter will present the theoreticahdiation of the present study and, in
this manner, show why maternal labor supply camnelsted to policy fields beyond
childcare and parental leave and how the selectiohsmeaningful policy
determinants of maternal labor supply that have lzgplied in earlier studies can be
combined and extended. Since the present assurspi@based on labor supply
theory and since the point of departure of thisreagh is the individual, no analysis
of labor supply behavior can ignore individual adweristics, such as age, education,
family composition and especially the wage and iofbems of income that are not
derived from individual market work. The basic asption of labor supply theory
refers to the relationship between market inconteream-market income, stating that
individuals will not supply labor to the market whtheir non-market income equals
or exceeds their market wage. In turn, factors ith@ease the effective market wage
are assumed to increase the probability of labpplsuwvhile factors that decrease the

effective market wage tend to decrease its proiyakdp. Blau 2006).

While these explanatory factors are surely to hendoamong the afore-mentioned
individual characteristics of women and mothergytltan also be found in the
specific configuration of welfare states. While ipglinstruments from the field of
parental leave such as entitlements, length and payments, maiedylate the
relationship between employer and employee in tBeog@ after childbirth and
function as a stabilizer of labor market attachmé&ttor supply incentives from the
field of childcare cover legal, monetary and infrastructural aspedigh can help
mothers to carry out uninterrupted employment. Etreughschool policycan be
understood as institutionalized de facto childdareevery child, the configuration of
certain features of school education, such as $cédwedules, can differ across
countries and can be assumed to influence thelplitysof reconciliation of work

and family life for parents of school-aged childr&olicy instruments from the field

5
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of employment lawbasically capture the extent of (temporal) flekiyi and
compensation at the workplace, such as overtimenpats, vacation, working time
and protection against the discrimination of pamtet employees. Policy instruments
from the field oftaxes and allowancesefer more directly to the influence of the
welfare state on the financial situation of fansjisuch as family cash benefits and
family tax breaks.

Understandably, the collection of any such a dambeequires a firm and
comprehensive presentation of the single variablégrefore, the third chapter is
used to present the rationales behind and the gaxfirvery single indicator from
the five policy fields and will give detailed inforation on the respective data
sources. Furthermore, this chapter will preserdrmation on the methodology and
on the individual data used for the second parthef analysis which cover 15
European countries and come from theropean Union Statistics on Income and
Living Conditions 2003EU SILC). This dataset provides individual infation for
over 40.000 mothers and makes it possible to imclddta on the educational
background, the age, the marital status, the numwibehildren, the parenting status,

the individual market wage and the non-labor income

Just as the theoretical chapter, the analysisvidedi in several parts. In a first step,
the present study applies the indicators for welttate incentives for maternal labor
supply to a comparison and classification of welfarates on the country level. To
what extent do labor supply incentives differ asrasuntries? And to what extent
and why do countries cluster differently from ttemhal welfare state types when
these incentives take center stage? This countgl-Bnalysis begins by presenting
descriptive information on the cross-national v#wia of welfare state incentives for

maternal labor supply across 22 OECD countries lwratready indicates that

conventional welfare state types are likely nobéoappropriate to classify countries
according to their level of incentives for materfador supply. A subsequent cluster
analysis reveals that countries are indeed likelyp& classified in a way that is

considerably different from traditional welfare tetdypologies. Analyses of variance
are used to underline the inappropriateness oitivadl welfare state types and the
better suitability of the country groups establihy means of the cluster analysis

which differ according to the level and the poliogus of welfare state incentives

6
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for maternal labor supply. In this way, for instanE&rance is found to cluster with a
number of Scandinavian countries, the Netherlahdsvsa high degree of similarity
with welfare states in Southern Europe, Germanipusd to group with countries
from the liberal welfare regime and Canada is fotmaluster with a number of
conservative welfare states. Since this mere reglljthowever, not reveal enough
about its causes, the country analysis concludgwdsenting a number of more in-
depth country studies which will illustrate to whattent and why some countries
show a rather unexpected policy configuration byanseof the cases of Norway,
Canada and Germany. Those three studies suggegirtexery country, the specific
historical and political conditions appear to betipalar to an extent that it can be
seen as an argument in favor of studies usingtatia historical data and that can

even call the meaningfulness of country groups e typology into question.

In a second step, the analysis turns towards thestigun which welfare state
incentives are positively associated with matemraployment decisions. For the
analysis of the effects of welfare state incentimesndividual maternal labor supply,
the individual level data come into play. Under ttohfor a number of individual
and country level characteristics, such as the géfemale labor market situation
and the prevalence of traditional attitudes towagesder roles in society, the
association of welfare state incentives and malelalaor supply decisions is
analyzed by means of hierarchical logistic regessi These analyses give further
insight on how the relationship between incentiasl maternal employment
decisions is shaped, which welfare state incentivesnost associated with maternal
labor supply and how feminist welfare state redeafcwelfare state effects can be
made more conclusive and comprehensive. Usingubeage level of welfare state
incentives across the single indicators for eactheffive policy fields reveals that
these aggregated measures seem to be prone tpdirigial effects because they
leave the average level of welfare state incentingke field of parental leave to be
the only policy area showing a significant and pesiassociation with the odds of

maternal employment.

Therefore, the subsequent analyses use the sindieaiors from the five policy
fields. On the one hand, these analyses help glariévious inconsistencies with

regard to parental leave regulations whose effbetge certainly been the most

7



Welfare State Incentives for Maternal Labor Supply

ambiguously discussed in feminist welfare stateaesh and show that it is mostly
the existence of paternity leave and the lengtthepaid leave (in months and also
as share of the total leave) that is positivelyeaisged with maternal labor supply as
opposed to the legal entittement to maternity leand the overall length (without
considering how much is covered by a replacemeaj vehich show no association
with maternal labor supply. The analyses of thea# of the single indicators also
show that using average levels seems to have dedcttee effects of a number of
single indicators from the field of childcare and@oyment law. The more detailed
analyses show a significant and positive assodiatidhe continuity of the childcare
day, of the actual childcare coverage rates andeopublic childcare expenditures as
a share of the GDP, indicating that the infrastritadt and financial aspects of this
policy field are more important than, for instane®, existing legal entittement to
care. In the field of employment law, the resuhisvg that the length of the standard
workweek, the legal number of vacation days per ya the first premium for
working overtime hours are positively associatedhwmaternal labor supply,
indicating that on the one hand, the aspect of teaddlexibility and, on the other
hand, the compensation of arising additional caolte to working overtime are
important factors for maternal employment decisidngurn, all indicators from the
field of school policy and from the field of taxati and allowances do not show
significant associations with maternal labor supplyese findings can be interpreted
as a confirmation of the main critique of welfatates research which has been
directed towards the use of indicators for therizial support provided by the state.
Furthermore, these findings suggest that cruciaisdms about labor supply are
already made before children reach school age hatlthe positive effect of a
comprehensive school system only sets in when motiave already been

employed before.
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2. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

In its beginnings, welfare state research was piiynaterested in explaining the
welfare state itself, in explaining its emergenod @ explaining its cross-national
variation. Since the 1980s, theories of welfaréesti@velopment have been joined by
welfare state regime theories which have sougbluster welfare states according to
prevailing policy combinations, underlying pattergrsd common driving forces of
welfare state development. Recent trends in wel&iate research, however, go
beyond the interest in explaining how welfare stamerged, why they differ from
each other and which countries can be groupedsotoalled regimes. They bear
witness to considerations about the actual effefctgelfare state policies on societal
and individual outcomes. Furthermore, both theodegaling with welfare state
development and theories dealing with welfare stffiects have been criticized for
their ignorance of the gender dimension and hawrefbre been increasingly

directed towards the specific relationship betweemen and the welfare state.

Since the present study means to tie in with taeesif the art, these developments
have to be taken into account when building it®tagcal framework. When dealing
with questions of maternal labor supply, the germmspective has to be the center
of interest. However, it is important to trace bable evolution of welfare state
research to understand its movement from explaimeljare state development to
explaining the influence of welfare state poliomssocietal and individual outcomes
and to understand how the present study combirese ttwo research purposes by
choosing the same theoretical framework both to payen welfare state incentives
for maternal labor supply across countries and t&asure the effects of these

incentives on actual maternal labor supply.

This chapter will start by tracing back the linevadlfare state research that has dealt
with the development and the cross-national vamatf welfare state policy. After
briefly introducing the main schools of researchthwregard to welfare state
development (including their achievements and &trohs) and some of the central
welfare state typologies, the feminist critiquetlns research will be presented. On
the one hand, this will shed light on the questidy it is important to include the
gender dimension into welfare state research ang thb relationship between

9
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women and the welfare state is assumed to be elifférom the relationship between
men and the welfare state. On the other hand, fstwelfare state research has not
only provided a theoretical argumentation in fawdrthe inclusion of a gender
dimension, but has although reviewed existing welfatate classifications and
thereby provided more and more evidence for themagon that countries would
cluster in a way that is different from traditiona@gime types when the gender

dimension is taken into consideration.

The development of welfare state research has niyt shown that the gender
dimension is of particular importance for the ewatilon of welfare states, but also
that it is worth investigating the effects of wedastate policy on societal and
individual outcomes. Therefore, the second parthdf chapter deals with existing
research on welfare state effects in general andvelfare state effects on the
specific living conditions of women in particuldn. a final step, the third part of this
chapter discusses the theoretical framework forpilesent study. It illustrates the
basic assumptions of labor supply theory and itpliegtion on welfare state
incentives for maternal labor supply, incentivescltare assumed to be found in the
policy fields of parental leave, public childcasehool policy, employment law and
taxation and allowances. This framework will botn dpplied to the comparison of
welfare state incentives for maternal labor sugagoss countries and to the analysis

of the relationship between those incentives angtmal employment decisions.

2.1. The Welfare State as Explanandum

2.1.1. Theories of Welfare State Development

Initial theories of welfare state development faaisnerely on the determinants of
welfare state emergence and treated the welfaie ataa dependent variable. Those
theories of welfare state development can be dledsnto three schools of research
(cp. Lessenich 2000). While the first school ofeesh considered economic forces
and industrialization to be the determining elersalriving welfare state expansion,
the second school of research focused on politindl institutional factors like the

development of democratic institutions. The thictiaol of research assumed power

10



Welfare State Incentives for Maternal Labor Supply

resources and the degree of working class mohoizad be the explanatory factors
for different levels of welfare state expansion andsolidation.

The Systemic / Structuralist Approach

This first approach focuses on systemic or stradigircharacteristics of states and
their economies. It is mainly the logic of indualism that provides the basis for this
argument, stating that “[...] industrialization mastacial policy both necessary and
possible” (Esping-Andersen 1989: 14). On the onedhasocial policy became
necessary because industrialization, modernizadimh all the changes that came
along with these developments, such as the incieasecial mobility, urbanization
and more individualistic ways of life, led to thisidtegration of traditional forms of
social security provided by families, communitiesl aeligious institutions. On the
other hand, other developments which accompaniedusinalization and
modernization, such as the constitution and expanef bureaucratic institutions,
made social policy possible because those ingtitativere able to manage collective
goods and because they were interested in promtitgigown growth. Within the
structuralist approach, the Marxist logic of calsta that is assumed to have led to
an expansion of welfare state policies rather fesusn the mode of production,
arguing that “[c]apital accumulation creates caditBons that social reform can

alleviate” (ibid.).

However, many researchers in favor of the strutsitrapproach argue that without a
certain level of economic development, welfareestatgpansion would not have been
possible, by this means explaining why the expansid social policy started
somewhat belated and not directly at the outsebaistrialization. Two prominent
representatives of this approach of welfare stasearch are Harold Wilensky and
Phillips Cutright. Cutright (1965) measures welfatate policy in terms of national
social insurance program experience and socialranse program completion,
showing that among more than sixty nations, sosedurity coverage is highly
correlated with the level of economic developmé&hitright considers urbanization
and industrialization to be the main reasons fer dbpearance of social insurance
programs. For him, the reason for many social este programs to start with
benefits in the case of work injuries was the iasheg number of work accidents

due to the expansion of industrial activity. Aftdre introduction of accident
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insurances, many countries passed on to estabtslticmal social insurance

programs against the risks of unemployment, sickaesl old age.

Wilensky and Lebeaux (1965) draw an even more cehssive picture of the
influence of industrialization. They analyze thelatenship between the
development of the urban-industrial society, theegyance of social problems and
the supply and organization of social welfare i@ tnited States. Between the Civil
War and World War [, in the early phase of indadization, the demands and needs
of the industry changed and dominated the counsgtsal and political life. A huge
part of the population that originally lived in thraral areas of the country was
recruited and transformed for the labor in the stdal economy and the new factory
system made demands on the workers that they diexperience before. They were
confronted with new work routines and they foundntiselves being dependent on
employers and the labor market. Furthermore, imdliziation had a major influence
on family life. The role of women and mothers cheshgonsiderably, their labor
market participation increased and elderly caraddrout to be a challenge as well
since traditional structures of care provided bg flamily began to disappear.
Finally, industrialization influenced the degreesotial stratification as well because
the distinction between the working class and thpitalist class became more
extensive due to the new modes of industrial prodac(Wilensky and Lebeaux
1965: 50 et seqq.). According to Wilensky and Lebed[the social problems that
emerged from industrialization in a capitalist ipgftcreated the demand for social
welfare [...]" (ibid: 113).

In his later work, Wilensky (1975) goes beyond tlase study of the United States
and tries to explain the origins and the develogmémwelfare state across sixty-four
countries. Here, Wilensky assumes that there isrergl agreement concerning the
main cause of the establishment of welfare stalecipe® — industrialization and
economic development accompanied by a variety difigad and social changes.
However, Wilensky points out that there is moreartainty about the role of other
nation-specific features, namely the level of eenieogrowth, values and beliefs and
the political system. He finds that an increasiegel of economic growth is
positively related to a broader level of socialtpobion (in terms of eligibility and in

terms of covered risks) while the political systesmems to be a much weaker
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explanatory factor for the level of welfare sta/elopment (Wilensky 1975: 20 et
seqq.). Liberal democratic and totalitarian regirhase only a small effect on the
level of social protection while authoritarian piial institutions do not affect the
extent of welfare state policies at all. Ideologyperationalized as economic
individualism versus economic collectivism, does$ s®em to have an effect on the
level of social protection either (ibid: 27 et s§gdhe only single cause beyond the
level of economic development that Wilensky findse a predictor of welfare state
spending is the proportion of elderly people in gupulation (ibid: 47). With this
work, Wilensky supports Cutright’s findings whicksa indicate that the level of
economic development is one central factor inflimpdhe level of welfare state
development while other factors like the characfepolitical institutions or values

and beliefs do not seem to play an important role.

The Institutionalist Approach

The second approach towards the causes of welfai® expansion focuses on the
exact role of institutions that had been deniedhegystructuralist approach. Changes
in the political system and the introduction of ammatic institutions are at the heart
of this approach which argues that separating dom@mic from the political and
social sphere will have a negative effect on theedp. Social policy is seen “[...] as
one necessary condition for the re-integration hd social economy [...]” and
democracy is seen as an institution “[...] that camesist majoritarian demands
[...]” (Esping-Andersen 1989: 15).

Three of the most prominent representatives of itlsitutionalist approach are
Theda Skocpol, Edwin Amenta and Ann Orloff. In Skoits book Protecting
Soldiers and Mothers: The Political Origins of SadcPolicy in the United States
(1995), the author tries to explain why the Uni&tdtes has pursued a very different
approach to social policy than many other developations. She points out that
while at the beginning of the ®0century, many countries started to implement
regulations and benefits for male wage earnersthant dependents, the United
States started to support soldiers and mothersadsit was only in the 1930s that
the United States changed their social policy dagon and did no longer
exclusively focus on those two population grougsd(i 525 et seqq.). Skocpol

clearly argues in favor of an institutional perdpec towards welfare state
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development. She is not convinced that social disimply develop along with
capitalism, urbanization and industrialization dratt the welfare state simply
responds to the demands that emerging social sldssaulate. Instead, she argues
that “[glovernmental institutions, electoral rulgglitical parties, and prior public
policies — all of these, and their transformationsr time, create many of the limits
and opportunities within which social policies @evised and changed by politically

involved actors over the course of a nation’s msfa.]” (ibid: 527.)

Skocpol and Amenta (1986) compare previous appesath explain welfare state
development, such as the logic of industrialism #mal logic of capitalism, with
studies that focus on the independent impact eést@n social policy making. They
summarize approaches which consider democratictiqadli processes, global
economic interrelations, geopolitical competitiorend international cultural
modeling to be important determinants of welfagestievelopment and explain the
main aspects of a state-centered theory of soolalymaking. They assume that the
implementation of social policies might be shaped different organizational
structures and capacities of states and by thecteffef policies that have been
previously implemented (ibid: 147). This can happg policy initiatives of civil
bureaucrats and state authorities and also theeéegf (de-)centralization is
supposed to play an important role. Furthermoratesstructures also impact the
possible courses of action of political parties dhely refer to one of the earlier
works by Orloff and Skocpol (1984) in which thosghers show “[...] how various
sequences and forms of democratization and stagabcratization affected both the
capacities of civil administrations and the origiotas of working-class groups and
middle-class reformers toward social spending pedién Britain, Canada, and the
United States from the nineteenth century through 1930s [...]" (Skocpol and
Amenta 1986: 149). Finally, the authors argue #xasting social policies might as
well reshape politics. They refer to two path biegkstudies by Esping-Andersen
(1978 / 1985) in which he shows how crucial theqythoices made by parties in
power are. Esping-Andersen argues that policiepeshiae future success of those
parties who implemented these very policies byeeitindermining or consolidating

electoral coalitions.
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The Power Resources Approach

The third approach within the cluster of initiaktries of welfare state development
considers class struggle to be the decisive faottrencing the degree of welfare
state development. Compared to the first two ambres, this approach focuses
much more on agents in general, on social class¢seamain agents of change in
particular and on the balance of class power asdédterminants of distributional
outcomes. One of the first and path breaking studighin this approach is Korpi's
The Democratic Class Struggl#983). Korpi analyses welfare state development i
18 OECD countries with a particular focus on Swedé#a critically assesses two
earlier approaches towards welfare state expansithe logic of industrialism (as
exposed above) and the logic of neo-corporatism. the way of organizing,
representing and mediating conflicting interestand contrasts them with the power
resources approach. According to Korpi, “[p]Jowesaarces are characteristics
which provide actors — individuals or collectivdie- with the ability to punish or
reward other actors [...]" (ibid: 15). These powesaerces differ with regard to
many different dimensions, such as their scopethanl degree of essentiality for
people’s lives and generally, it is assumed thatgroresources do not need to be
actively used to influence other actors’ behaviorthis study, Korpi defines the two
main power resources as capital (control over tleams of production) and human
capital (labor power, occupational skills and ediocg. The latter is considered
being more limited than the former and it is thegbility of collective action that
can increase the effectiveness of human capital @@wer resource. The union and
left party movement are two central specificatiohthe idea of collective action and
Korpi analyses the consequences of the strengthsudi movements on social
change. He wants to find out if “[...] the presenfeaformist socialist parties in the
government can bring public policies closer to wagener interests [...]” and he
assumes that “[...] the smaller the disadvantageowep resources of the labor
movement and the stronger the left party hold @krergovernment, the more likely
are state representatives to side with labor pattite bargaining [...]” (ibid: 25).
With regard to the relationship between the distidn of power resources among
the main collective actors in society and the lefekelfare in a country, Korpi finds
that the role of political struggle, parties andtere account for the orientation
towards a rather institutional type (i.e. stronigiervening in the societal distribution

of wealth) or rather marginal type (i.e. coveriragit needs) of social policy.
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Korpi (1985) presents a comparable definition & thvo central power resources.
The first power resource is the capital as a resouhat is usually unequally

distributed across society and market-based. Toenskepower resource consists of
the political rights to vote and to organize cdilee actions, a resource that is
assumed to be equally distributed in democraticieties. Korpi and other

researchers in favor of the power resources appraggie that the political struggle
of the working class can help develop and secucealknghts and that the workers
have the capability to limit capitalist power (d&psping-Andersen 1990). However,
researchers arguing in favor of this explanationwdlfare state development
acknowledge that the welfare state is also a pogsaurce by itself. Members of the
working class normally have to compete, their emplent situation is insecure and
they depend on decisions beyond their control. Byiging social rights, income

security and protection against poverty, the welfetate itself creates the

preconditions for collective solidarity within teorking class.

Even within this approach, the role and importan€dwo of the main potential
advocates of welfare state expansion, the organwa#ting class and left parties,
are not always assessed in a similar way. In hik Weansition from Capitalism to
Socialism Stephens (1979) argues that left party strengtgovernments and the
extent of working-class organization both influertike extension of the state’s role
with regard to welfare and the chances of welfaferm. Stephens assumes that both
mass labor movements and parliamentary presentatemportant and he provides
an empirical analysis that shows high correlatidmstween both left party
government and welfare expenditure and left paotey and union membership. In
turn, lan Gough argues that it is especially “[.hé degree of class conflict and [...]
the strength and form of the working class strudglg” that shape public policy
(Gough 1979: 64).

Achievements and Limitations of Theories of Welfare State Development

The characteristic that all these approaches hmgemmon is not only that they try
to explain welfare state development, i.e. thay tbensider the welfare state to be
the dependent variable, but that in the majoritythed cases, they operationalize
welfare state policy by using crude social expenditevels. This approach has been
widely criticized (Mitchell 1991; Korpi 1980; Shalel983; cp. Johnson 2003).
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Gilbert and Moon (1988) argue that studies whick sgcial expenditure levels to
operationalize welfare state policy make three mgsions that do not necessarily
hold. The first two assumptions are normative, stjgg that higher levels of social
expenditure mean that the level of social protecitioa country is higher as well and
that taxes do only play a minor role in assessieffare state policy. Gilbert and
Moon argue that mere expenditure data do not takeabhneed into account — high
levels of expenditure for pensions or unemployniemefits do not necessarily stand
for extraordinary welfare state generosity, but camply reflect high shares of
retirees or high shares of unemployed personshéumore, they state that there is a
risk of obtaining only an incomplete picture of thelfare state, because the share of
the GDP that is spent on social programs has tcela¢ed to the taxes a country
collects because it is the relation between taxemaes and social spending that
reveals a state’s real commitment to welfare. Winem states spend the same share
of their GDP on social programs, but one of thentoes has considerably smaller
tax revenues, we can assume that this country ngpambly more committed to
welfare than the country that spends the same amnlouihhas higher tax revenues at
its disposal. The third assumption of social exjtemnel approaches to the assessment
of welfare state policy that is criticized by Gitband Moon is of a rather technical
nature. They argue that by taking only public exfiemes into account, research
ignores the fact that a share of welfare also cdno@s voluntary and private sources

which supplement the overall level of social prtitec

Further criticism has been formulated by Therbd®8{). He argues that a major
part of the existing welfare state research showgsifecant weaknesses like, for
instance, the assumption of linear growth, the ignoe of the actual efficiency of
the welfare state and the social democratic welfaggme as the dominant ideal
type. Furthermore, he goes into the problem of -ouamtification of the welfare

state, referring to the sizable amount of studlest tuse social expenditure and
quantitative dimensions of social protection sushhe proportion of the population
which is covered by income replacement eligibitibycapture welfare state policy.
He advises to include qualitative dimensions offarel provision like, for instance,

information about social services, in future wedfatate research.
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Even though the use of social expenditure datdbbar widely criticized, it has also
led to the emergence of some further path breakindies. Here, the studies of
Castles (1982) and Hicks and Swank (1984) are woethtioning. Castles (1982)
presents a comprehensive analysis of the detertsirdrnthe main components of
public welfare expenditure. He wants to find outetffer patterns of public
expenditure among capitalist democracies conveagediverged, which role party
politics played in the process leading to potelytiesser or greater expenditure and
if specific features of the party system mediateel possible relationship between
politics and public welfare expenditure. He pursaesross-national analysis over
eighteen developed capitalist democracies anddeslthe period between the early
1960s and the mid-1970s. The aspects that disshgdus study from other studies
using welfare expenditure as a dependent variablaeat only the fact that he tries to
establish stronger reasons to make causal infesebaé also that he uses a country
sample whose units are far more comparable thaodinetry samples that have been
used in previous studies. Castles argues that “[t.is inappropriate to draw
conclusions based on the experience of those rsati@ have not yet achieved even
minimal levels of educational, health and publicame maintenance provision [...]”
and that the countries included should also showesbasic political similarities,
although he acknowledges that this preconditiotriots his analysis to a sample of
less than twenty countries (Castles 1992: 35).Heamiore, Castles focuses on a
number of diverse categories of public welfare exiteires, such as total public
expenditure, transfers and subsidies, educationerghkfure, public income
maintenance expenditure and health expenditures alows for a more specific
picture of the development of public welfare expamds than previous studies have

provided.

Hicks and Swank (1984) analyze the influence ofneaanc growth rates, party
composition of governments and the political infloe of civil society and
corporations on the development of welfare staemdmg across eighteen capitalist
democracies between 1960 and 1971. They concepimatee determinants of direct
cash transfer payments and like many other studiethis line of welfare state
research, they measure the direct cash transfangretg as a share of the gross
domestic product. By combing two sets of factoypes of collective action (such as

right or left party government control, union andsimess lobbying and working
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class protest) and economic growth, they analyze dampeting explanations for
welfare state development. Hicks and Swank find tight party government

participation has a negative effect on welfare estainsfers while government
control by non-rightist parties does not have ailaimeffect. This finding is

interesting because they cannot confirm that sa@elocratic or other leftist parties
drive welfare state expansion more effectively tlwtiner non-rightist parties and
furthermore, the middle class seems to be as irmpbfbr welfare state expansion as
the working class. Finally, economic growth seem$¢ a relevant determinant of

cash transfer payments as well (ibid: 105 et seqq.)

2.1.2. Welfare State Regimes

Just as the initial theories if welfare state depaient, welfare state regime theory
continued to focus on the welfare state as a degpgndiriable. However, this line of
research moved beyond using crude social expeeditaa to a more comprehensive
evaluation of social policies and the specific Bertkesign of welfare states. We can
observe a shift of focus “[....] away from the bldoéx of expenditures towards the
contents of the welfare state and the instruments raeans that produce welfare
[...]” (Johnson 2003: 9). Many welfare state typoksyhave been developed in the
last decade of the #Qcentury (cp. Arts and Gelissen 2002 for an ovevyid hose
typologies not only take expenditure data into aotpbut consider specific welfare
policy features like the quality and level of bateéind services, eligibility rules, the
differentiation between a rather universal or &eattargeted character of the entire

welfare system and the orientation towards theeseiment of full employment.

Esping-Andersen’hree Worlds of Welfare Capitalis(h990) is one of the earliest
and most prominent examples of welfare state type& He uses the concept of
decommodification, i.e."[...] the degree to whicldividuals, or families, can uphold
a socially acceptable standard of living indepetigienf market participation [...]"

(ibid: 37), the concept of stratification, i.e. tdegree to which the social relations
und structures are reproduced by the welfare saatbthe role of state and market in
the provision of welfare (ibid.: 23) to subdividégleteen OECD countries into

liberal, conservative and social democratic welfaggimes. Esping-Andersen’s
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typology has been followed by many other attemptslassify welfare states into
regimes. Leibfried (1992) adds a fourth categorwelfare regimes to the model and
focuses on poverty, poverty policies and socialurasce. Castles and Mitchell
(1993) use not only welfare state expenditure abed benefit quality and the system
of taxation to establish a fourfold welfare regitgpology. Ferrera (1996) analyses
eligibility rules, benefit schemes, welfare stateahcing and organization across
seventeen European countries, and Ferrera (199&)jnaes in applying these

dimensions of the welfare state to examine whethefare reform in Europe is

characterized by developments of divergence or @g@nce. Bonoli’s welfare state
typology (1997) is certainly the one that is velyse to the initial theories of welfare
state development in terms of the operationalimatibwelfare state policy since he
mainly uses social expenditure as a percentagehefGDP. However, he also
classifies welfare states according to their oagoh towards the Bismarck or the
Beveridge model of welfare, i.e. the orientationvaods social insurance based

welfare state policies or the orientation towardsersal provision (ibid: 357).

Johnson (2003) considers the work of Huber andhetep (2001) to be part of this
line of welfare state research as well. They arealyelfare state development during
the so-called Golden Age and welfare state crisising the potential era of
retrenchment since the beginning of the 1980s. Huba Stephens combine
different approaches of the power resources theotlye classical theory of class
power balance which was central to the power ressurapproach and often
measured by votes for left parties, left party gowgent participation and union
membership, theories of state structures and statiety relations and theories of
international economic and political relations. lduland Stephens add Christian
democratic government participation as anotheiofattat is supposed to matter for
welfare state development, institutional factodee lthe number of veto players
within the political system and the mobilizationwwdmen to their model. Their goal
is to explain long-term patterns of welfare statpamsion and retrenchment and they
assume that there are four different mechanismshwimk partisan government to
welfare state changes: structural limitations @& limitation of policy options by
national power constellations at a given pointimef, ideological hegemony (i.e.
intentions and desires created by social and palistruggles), regime legacies (i.e.

influence of the distribution of actor preferen@asd opportunities by the existing
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regime) and the policy ratchet effect (i.e. theratmament of welfare cutbacks due to
the massive popularity of welfare programs) (i#9: et seqq.). One of their main
findings is that even though differences betweerfane state regimes remain,
partisan effects on welfare state policy decredsszhuse all political actors were
confronted with severe financial constraints. Oa ¢ime hand, rightist parties were
not able to implement radical cuts and on the otfaerd, leftist parties were not able
to avoid at least some cuts in welfare programisl:(iB21). Furthermore, they find
evidence for moderate path dependency in welfamte stevelopment and for a
distribution of preferences which is “[...] caused Imystorical processes of
organization and struggle that created differewgrodistributions [...]" instead of
by cultural traditions (ibid: 345).

2.1.3. Feminist Critique

The Ignorance of the Gender Dimension

Studies about the causes and consequences ofevsléde development and welfare
state variation have often been criticized forthgmorance of the gender dimension
(cp. Korpi 2000). At the early stages of this quie stand a range of studies which
illustrate why the inclusion of a gendered perspecbobn the welfare state is
important and offer an enhancement of the traditidineoretical framework, mostly
by means of single country studies. Peattie anth R&€83) use the example of the
United States and the historical perspective tatpout that the situation of US-
American women has undergone considerable chaAgesrding to their study, the
relationship between state and women has changedidifferent ways. On the one
hand, the expansion of women’s rights has prevemted keeping women outside
the state. On the other hand, the state has entezgurivate sphere as well. Peattie
and Rein consider the relationship between womelrtlaa state to be very complex.
The state acts as provider, as regulator and alsomgloyer. The state provides by
setting the rules for social programs organizeautng to the contribution principle
or according to the concept of collective solidarDue to women’s disadvantaged
position or their non-participation in the labor nket, the contribution principle
(which is often based on employment) can pose prodlfor women while welfare

based on the concept of collective solidarity ieofrelated to stigmatization (ibid:
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82 et seqq.). Furthermore, the state is reguldijngassing and implementing laws,
by performing administrative tasks and by the fielgurisdiction. All three areas of
regulation can, depending on the issue, deternhi@evelfare of women. Finally, the
state also acts as an employer which is, accortbnBeattie and Rein, strongly
connected to the role of the state as provider esglulator. Direct public
employment as well as indirect public employmemnbdigh, for instance, publicly
funded social services, were responsible for aiderable part of the increase in
female labor market participation. Sapiro (19863raines the relationship between
women’s welfare and general welfare by means oettample of the United States
as well and she argues that the “[a]nalysis oftlhl@®ry and practice of social policy
has rarely taken full account of the relevanceaidgr, and often implicitly accepts
without examination certain paternalistic and @atihal assumptions about the
nature of gender that are also embedded in theipslthemselves [...]" and that
“[...] there is little understanding of how sociallpy affects women in particular
[...]” (ibid: 224).

Shaver (1983) takes a closer look at the situaticdkustralia and finds that although
many benefits are theoretically designed in a gendatral way (or even in a way
that favors women, for instance in the case offéingily allowance), the Australian
system of social security and taxation supports t¢basolidation of women’s
subordination. From the family wage that intervemedhe domestic sphere and in
the division of paid and unpaid work within couplesthe forms of redistribution
that characterizes Australia’s social security erystoday (from persons in work to
persons without, across generations or directethdividuals who are full-time
engaged in housework and childcare), “[w]elfare #amchtion come together in a
circuit of oppression in which the state collecewanues from its taxpayers as
individual citizens and returns it to them as besm@f patriarchal relations [...]”
(ibid: 161). Even though policy instruments likeetfamily wage or the joint tax
assessment of families might have improved thenfira situation of families as a
whole, these policies often lead to very low matérabor supply or complete
withdrawal from the labor market which, in turnctiaase the financial dependence

from the husband.
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Ruggie (1984) analyses the situation of women wsrky means of the Swedish
and the British welfare state regime. She arguatsthie dramatic increase of female
employment has changed the character of the wade fand of family life and it is
the responsibility of the state to facilitate femamployment. Ruggie considers
labor market policies, such as training and jolcghaent and anti-discrimination
enforcement with regard to placement, promotion pag, and childcare policies,
such as facilities for preschool children, to betipalarly important. Sweden and
Great Britain show much variation in the policypesses in those fields and Ruggie
studies three potential explanations for the exgstidifferences: economic
determinants and constraints, women specific fadike the prevailing conceptions
of women’s roles and the role of the state (weaks#®ng intervention in market
forces and attitudes towards women). Ruggie cordutiat an evaluation of these
two countries can only lead to the assessmenBiti@in has rather focused on very
selective measures which support women in particuldle Sweden has chosen to
implement a universal framework that not only tagescial treatment of women, but

also broader social and economic considerationsaotount (ibid: 17).

Piven (1985) reviews the intellectual evaluatiorited relationship between women
and the welfare state. While, for instance, sogtidéminists focus on the element of
dependence executed by the state, she finds thaewactivists begin to recognize
the state as an opportunity for political influen¢éowever, Piven comes to the
conclusion that there is no gender-neutral depereden the welfare state and that
the situation is in fact different for men and feomen. Women depend on the
welfare state as employer and as provider due @cethsion of familial structures

and due to their disadvantaged labor market posifiberefore, they have a stronger

need to exert political power to assure the fuairéhe welfare state (ibid: 284).

The study by Hernes (1987) focuses on the Nordidavee states and on how the
increase in women'’s political power has influent®el development of Scandinavian
welfare policy, showing that welfare state develepmand variation can hardly be
explained without having a closer look on the mi@vomen. Hernes traces the entry
of women into the public sphere which, after desaded centuries of exclusion
from social and political institutions, had beenrmexplicit in Northern Europe than

in other European countries. Her study is an armsalysthe reasons for the gradual
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political inclusion of women and the gradual coesadion of their issues with the
political agenda, such as structural changes of ébenomy and the feminist
movement in combination with the so-called stataifésm or women-friendliness

of the Scandinavian welfare states.

Gordon (1988) raises a comparable critique to RPighe states that even the most
radical analyses of the welfare state (which carsibcial policies as means to
maintain social order and to support the accunudatind exploitative economic
system) do not consider the gender dimension ofanektate programs, even if the
analyses deal with programs that are mainly dick@e women, and the gender
dimension of determinants of welfare expansionhsag the women’s movement.
She argues that “[...] the nature and functions a ttelfare state cannot be
adequately explained without an analysis of theuakxdivision of labor, the
gendered system of domestic labor, and the dynaoficslations between the sexes
[...]"” (ibid: 628).

The study by Hobson (1990) is in line with the eesh of Gordon. She argues in
favor of the inclusion of economic dependency witfamilies in welfare states
comparisons because traditional comparisons ofulég between societies do not
consider that families are not necessarily unitshvdhared interests about the
distribution of income among their members, butgharing units “[...] where
negotiations can cover a wide range of decisiouslwing the allocation of money,
time and the division of market and domestic worK’[(ibid: 237). This can lead to
wrong conclusions about the effects of redistriitpolicies. If these policies are
based on or directed at family income, they might necessarily improve the
situation of women in the family and society, batld even decrease the bargaining
power of women. Hence, policies which are suppdsesuccessfully manage the
redistribution of resources within the society nmighve a detrimental effect on the
redistribution of resources within families. Thenef, welfare state research has to
take the direct and indirect consequences of squumdicies for the economic
dependency of women within the family into account.

Ann Orloff (1993) also engages in a more gendecifipeview of the welfare state.

She patrticularly criticizes Esping-Andersen’s regirtypology (1990) and his
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gender-neutral power resources approach. As ireticat the foregoing section,
Esping-Andersen uses three dimensions to evaluatéarne states: stratification,
decommodification / social citizenship rights ahd tole of the state and the market
in the provision of welfare. Orloff argues that Wehthe stratification dimension is
able to cover gender questions, the dimensionatésharket relations needs to be
extended by the family as another sphere that ibatéss to welfare. Finally, Esping-
Andersen’s decommodification dimension does notswhar that political rights
might not be as available to women as they are ¢a and it does not take into
account the division of paid and unpaid labor. €fae, Orloff suggests adding two
further dimensions: the access to paid work and evosncapacity to form and
maintain autonomous households (ibid: 322 et sed@hg assumes that a more
comprehensive and gender-aware understanding ¢dreetates will lead to a more

systematic assessment of the actual effects obveeitate provision.

O’Connor (1993) shares the view of her colleague traditional welfare state
research lacks the gender perspective and thairnn gender-oriented welfare state
research has hardly ever been comparative. Furtiterrshe criticizes the gender-
neutral view of the concept of citizenship whiclualéy focuses on class or race.
Even though this concept has often served as this boa traditional welfare state
research, welfare state research did not acknowld¢dagt the relationship between
citizenship status and citizenship rights might hetthe same for both men and
women, meaning that “[...] formal citizenship does abways imply full social

membership [...]" (ibid: 504). By means of the exaepif the social democratic
welfare regime, O’Connor shows that even in coestin which class differences
have been more dispelled than in others, gendguaiiies are still pervasive and

worth investigating.

Gender-Sensitive Welfare State Comparisons

The foregoing section has presented a range ofestwdhich provide reasonable
arguments in favor of a consideration of the gendierension in welfare state
research. This early feminist work has often beeticized for being little
comparative and the aforementioned studies areethdbaracterized by a focus on
single countries or single welfare state types. elmv, the feminist critique of

traditional welfare state research has not onlynlbeected at bringing forward proof
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that welfare state research is incomplete witholdok at the specific situation of
women and at building theoretical frameworks foaleating welfare states from a
gendered perspective, but also at the reassesshgender-insensitive typologies

and the establishment of gender-sensitive welfate somparisons.

One of the earliest works in this line of reseaichhe welfare state typology by
Siaroff (1994). In contrast to traditional welfastate typologies, his welfare state
classification specifically focuses on the gendeneshsion. Siaroff includes three
different dimensions of gender equality - the feanalork desirability, the welfare
orientation towards families and the payment ofifaienefits, to evaluate welfare
state policy across 22 OECD countries. The dimensfdemale work desirability is
constructed by combining information on female t@lenvage ratios and on the ratio
of female to male employment-population ratios amle to female unemployment
rates. The dimension of family welfare orientatimtludes information on the
comparative extent of general social expendituegesijly policy spending, maternity
benefits and public childcare support. However, r@fa acknowledges that
information on family welfare is not necessarily astequate indicator for female or
maternal welfare. Therefore, it has to be consttldre whom benefits are paid
because "[...] only where the benefits are paithéomother can higfamily welfare
be said to translate in highmalewelfare [...]" (ibid: 93, emphasis in original)h&
analysis leads Siaroff to a subdivision of the ¢doueample into four different types
of countries - protestant liberal, advanced Clarstdemocratic, protestant social
democratic and late female mobilization welfardestaWhile the protestant liberal
countries (Australia, Canada, New Zealand, UK ai®R)are indeed characterized
by rather distinct gender equality with regard #&bdr force participation, the
provided family welfare is minimal. In turn, the gbestant social democratic
countries (Denmark, Finland, Norway, Sweden) expfic support female
employment whereas in advanced Christian democsatites (Austria, Belgium,
France, Germany, Luxembourg, Netherlands), theee nar strong incentives for
women to participate in the labor market. In théfave states that belong to the late
female mobilization type (Greece, Ireland, Italyapdn, Portugal, Spain,
Switzerland), women’s rights are generally low &hd incentives for women to

allocate some time to the labor market are low al& w
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This brief summary of Siaroffs work shows that tdoeintries mainly seem to cluster
along traditional welfare state regime lines, ewhough he applies a gender-
sensitive concept of the welfare state. Howevemssquent research raises
reasonable doubts that the traditional welfareestedjimes can be maintained when
the welfare state is evaluated from a gender petise Even before the publication
of Siaroffs new typology, Lewis (1992) had formeldtone of the most fundamental
criticisms of previous welfare state research angues for the indispensable
consideration of the private or domestic spheretardshare of unpaid work that is
done in this sphere. She asserts that recent weHtate studies analyze the
relationship between state and economy or betweatk wnd welfare. However,
those studies focus on paid work and thereby njisg the problem of valuing the
unpaid work that is done primarily by women in goieg welfare, mainly within
the family, and in securing those providers’ so@atitlements [...]" (ibid: 160).
Hence, the worker that Esping-Andersen (1990) d@hdrs have in mind is male and
his ability to mobilize for his rights does not grilepend on decommodification
provided by the welfare state, but also on the hpamale household labor. She
comes to the conclusion that from a gendered petispeon welfare states, countries
have to be distinguished according to the strengtthe male breadwinner model
within the country in which married women are exigdd from the labor market,
"[...] subordinated to their husbands for the purgosksocial security entitlements
and tax, and expected to undertake the work ofnga(for children and other
dependents) at home without public support [...]{ild62). In her reassessment of
traditional typologies, Lewis evaluates Great Bnitand Ireland as countries that are
characterized by a strong male breadwinner modeurh, she considers France as a
case of a modified male breadwinner country thaviples some support for working
mothers while Sweden is the ideal-typical case appsrt for dual-earner
households. In further analyses, Ostner and Lew#nee the case of Germany
which they also assign a strong male breadwinnemtation (Ostner and Lewis
1995).

The study by Gornick, Meyers and Ross also invatg) if there is evidence for
country clusters that are somewhat different friwm three traditional welfare state
regimes defined by Esping-Andersen (1990). Theysitate which family policies

are considered to facilitate maternal employmend aevelop a cross-national
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measurement of those policies. According to theragsion that "[...] thepresence
of childrenin the home will have an impact on a woman’s deniso work for pay
and on her hours worked [...]", the authors decaenclude eighteen indicators
covering policy features from the fields of childegparental leave and public school
schedules into their analysis (Gornick et al. 19%at seqq., emphasis in original).
The authors construct two indices from those indisa one for policies that support
the employment of mothers with children below sdrage and one for policies that
support the employment of mothers with school-agddldren. The index
construction and analysis leads the authors tarmete several clusters of countries,
depending on which index is applied. The countnsirs for the public support for
mothers with children below the age of six aretreddy consistent with the country
clusters that result when this index is fragmeriteéd two separate indices - one
index that measures public support for mothersnédnits and another index that
measures public support for mothers of preschool@osd.: 20 et seqq.).
Nevertheless, they observe some "[...] subtle wffees in national policy emphases
[...]" and a number of particular changes in nalgrerformances. They find Canada
to be more supportive for female employment thdreotiberal welfare states and
while Norway is situated in the medium country tdunsf public support of infants’
mothers, it is situated in the lowest cluster ofblpu support for mothers of
preschoolers, thus providing less support thanratbeial-democratic countries. In
turn, Italy performs better than other traditiomahservative welfare states when it
comes to policies that support preschoolers’ matlidnid.: 21 et seqq.). The third
index measuring public support for mothers withagdfaged children only contains
six countries and surprisingly shows a relativeighhperformance of the United
States and the United Kingdom, two countries thexevsituated in the lower clusters
on the other indices (ibid.: 22). These resultsl ld#ge authors to conclude that the
observed country clusters only partly correspondthe welfare state typology

developed by Esping-Andersen.

Gornick et al.’s (1996a) categorization of courdraccording to the level of their
employment-supportive policies by has been pickedwy Stier et al. (2001) who
analyze the relationship between welfare regimasyily supporting policies and
female employment along the life-course, especiallth regard to changes in

relation to the presence of children (such as ceta@xit from the labor market after
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childbirth, part-time employment or a more or ledsect return into full
employment). Stier et al. argue that policies aimed supporting mothers’
employment are positively associated with theirofatmarket attachment und with
their possibility to pursue continuous full-time glmyment. They find that within all
welfare regimes, employment continuity is highesbag countries that provide the
most support for working mothers, i.e. among caastrfrom both the social-
democratic (Sweden) and the conservative reginaty(ltHowever, in countries in
which policies aimed at supporting mothers’ empleyi are less developed,
employment interruptions are more prevalent andreaeduced earnings in the long
run which result from part-time and discontinuougpéoyment. Just as the countries
with the highest support for working mothers beldagboth the social-democratic
and the conservative regime, countries with leggpasu for working mothers also
belong to the social-democratic (Norway) and th@seovative welfare regime
(Germany). According to Stier et al., the only graf countries which corresponds
to traditional regime typologies is the one of liberal welfare states which provides
the least support of maternal employment. Thisifigds, however, not consistent
with the findings of Siaroff and of Gornick et alhich attributed a comparably high
performance with regard to employment support &litreral welfare states.

Gauthier (1999) analyses trends in family cash tisn@llowances and tax reliefs),
maternity and parental leave and provision of amasglies for public childcare in
Western and Eastern European countries after WgddIl. Her main interest is the
development of state support for families over tiamel she finds that family policy
has been characterized by trends which are diffdrem other social policies. On
the one hand, family cash benefits have not grownfast as other social
expenditures. On the other hand, they have alsm lobaracterized by fewer
cutbacks than other welfare state benefits. Thataur of maternity leave and the
wage replacement rate are characterized by ovgn@hNth. This indicator for family
policy is especially significant because the labmarket participation of women
increased dramatically over the last decades wimcturn, made a larger number of
women eligible for this benefit. Concerning the leiBupport of childcare, Gauthier
finds the most extensive cross-national differend®kile the Nordic and Eastern
European countries have always been characterizedgoadual expansion of these

services, other Western European countries have ilneeh more reluctant, with the
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exception of France, Belgium and Italy. With regémdcross-national variation in
state support of families, she points out thataberage European trends hide major
differences between countries and, more importatiigt “[...] no clear clusters of
countries emerge from the analysis [...]", implyithgait conventional welfare state

and family policy typologies need to be reassessiid: 960).

A study by O’Connor et al. (1999) focuses on thetéthStates, Australia, Canada
and Great Britain. They show that although thesestrees are usually characterized
as liberal welfare states with a strong primacythe market and the family over
public intervention, significant differences candizserved when questions of gender
equality take center stage. Their comparison obrdabarket and social policies,
body and reproductive rights and women’s movemestisws that for these
countries, "[...] dimensions of variability based gender relations do not correlate
neatly with class-related dimensions [...]" (ibi®6). Despite considerable
similarities, the four countries show noteworthffetiences with regard to childcare
responsibilities and parental leave arrangementbliq strategies against labor
market inequalities and the degree of gender @iffigaition in income maintenance

provision.

The review of these gender-sensitive welfare stateparisons and classifications
shows that research has remained inconclusive andmal why countries can be
assumed to cluster. Findings range from welfaree digologies with clusters that
are very comparable to traditional regimes to thassessment of the position of
countries to each other. Before turning to the eptualization of welfare state
incentives for maternal labor supply that is usmtliie present study, the second line
of welfare state research which focuses on thectsffef welfare state policy rather

than on explaining welfare state variation willregiewed.
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2.2. The Welfare State as Explanans

More recent welfare state research has moved beylmmdnere treatment of the
welfare state as a dependent variable. Researstatsd to be interested in how the
welfare state affects societies and the life ofvindials instead of focusing on the
factors that influenced welfare state developmenthe first place. A “[...] shift
towards the results which the different regimesehproduced in terms of poverty
rates, social rights and income equality [...]” candbserved, both within general
welfare state research and in works that deal thighspecific effect of welfare state
policies on the living conditions of women (John&@®3: 10).

2.2.1. Welfare State Effects

Early studies dealing with the effect of welfaratest policy mostly focused on
aggregate economic well-being like GDP per captd, this line of research also
started to apply more disaggregate measuremenigelbbeing on the household
level and on the individual level. Absolute andatisle measures of poverty as well
as measures of subjective poverty perception haeen bvery prominent
conceptualizations of the effect of welfare statdiqy. Furthermore, studies also
started to concentrate on more specific sociakatdrs, such as human capital, life
quality, level of living and social exclusion (ibRY¥). But even though those studies
started to take the outcomes of welfare state ipslicnto account instead of
conceiving the welfare state itself as the coréhefidea of social policy, they have
also been criticized for one short-coming: theedmminant focus on poverty rates
and income inequality as welfare state outcomestla@gbrevailing analysis of cash
income instead of benefits in kind which are coesed being just as important as

cash benefits (Townsend and Gordon 2000).

An example of a study that also takes the effeCteewelfare state into account has
been published by Korpi and Palme (1998). It islent that this study might remind
of the large amount of welfare state typologiesweeer, Korpi and Palme do not
only take welfare state policies into account tassify welfare states. On the one

hand, they examine the factors which potentialffluence institutional welfare state
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configurations, such as bases of entitlement, ltesehemes and organizational
aspects of social insurance programs (here: old pmyesions and sickness cash
benefits) across eighteen OECD countries. On therdtand, they are also interested
in the effect of those institutional aspects orerests, preferences and identities.
Korpi and Palme argue that, by influencing the rofeconflicts among interest
groups and the formation of coalitions, institusaffect the degree of inequality and
poverty in societies. Like many of their colleagu=aling with the welfare state
regime approach, they conclude their analysis \aitivelfare state typology that
distinguishes five different types of welfare regsnthe targeted, the voluntary state
subsidized, the corporatist, the basic securitythedencompassing model. However,
they do not only evaluate and classify welfareest@atccording to their social policies
and institutional settings, but also find what tleeyl the paradox of redistribution:
“[...] The more we target benefits at the poor onhg dhe more concerned we are
with creating equality via equal public transfeysatl, the less likely we are to reduce
poverty and inequality. [...]” (ibid: 681 et seqd-rom this finding, Korpi and Palme
conclude that welfare state regimes can not onlhg humintended, but even perverted

effects.

Kangas and Palme (1998) state that poverty hascquped welfare state
researchers since Rowntree’s study on the link é&twpoverty, age and family
formation over the life-cycle (Rowntree 1922). Adtlgh many modern welfare
states have developed since the beginning of tHe @tury, there is still
considerable cross-national variation of socialgies and Kangas and Palme intend
to analyze whether the institutional variation ntigfe the cause for variation in
poverty rates across countries and time. They firat compared to the time of
Rowntree’s study, improved social policies havdaiely supported the decrease of
poverty rates across nations and life cycle stagsvever, they attribute the
remaining differences in poverty rates to the crwa$sonal policy variation in
general and in specific policy fields in particylasuch as pension policy and
childcare (Kangas and Palme 1998: 16 et seqq.)sfuwes by Palme, Kangas and
Korpi respectively are adequate examples of howanelstate research started to
focus not only on conceptualization of the welfatate, but also on measuring the

actual effects of different levels of welfare stptdicy. The following section shows
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how the gender dimension and questions of femalenaaiternal employment have

been incorporated in the measurement of the wettate and its effect.

2.2.2. Welfare State Effects on the Living Conditins of Women

Just as the gender-neutral lines of welfare stasearch, studies which take the
gender dimension into account underwent a shiftatd& the consideration of not
only the evaluation and comparison of welfare spalécies, but also of welfare state
effects, especially when it comes to female labark®t participation. The afore-

mentioned study by Gornick et al. (1996a) not ortynpares welfare states with
regard to their support of female employment, s @rovides the basis for further
studies by these authors. Gornick and her colleagse the policy indices developed
in their earlier work for the subsequent analydighe relationship between those
policies and actual maternal employment rates (Gbret al. 1996b) and in a

somewhat expanded analysis of several differentydahdices and outcomes like

child mortality, the prevalence of television watgh among children and family

poverty rates (Gornick / Meyers 2003: 236 et seqq.)

Comparable analyses are carried out by Plantengddansen (1999) who evaluate
the welfare state performance of 15 EU member state terms of female
employment and gender equality (leading to fouied&nt country clusters with low,
medium, medium/high and high performance). Sinee ithplementation of equal
opportunities for men and women is one central mamgoal of the European
Union, they consider it to be important to effeetiv monitor national policy
measures, to find valuable benchmarks for an assgdgsof national performances
and to compare what they assume to be centralndiei@nts of variation in equal
opportunity performance. They present a set of iplessleterminants that includes
factors like economic growth and employment rated attitudes towards female
labor market participation, but also indicatoranirthe fields of fiscal, working time,
childcare and leave policy. They conclude thatqed can affect equal opportunities
in an either implicit or explicit way and that & especially care policies that would

help close gender gaps. Without childcare polidteseems highly likely that “[...]
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the unequal division of unpaid work will [continde] translate into an unequal

position of women on the labor market [...]" (ibid7&).

Pettit and Hook (2005) analyze the influence of neronic, demographic and
institutional characteristics on female employmaatoss nineteen countries. They
argue that by all means, variation in social amdifiapolicy institutions can account
for remaining variation in female labor force attarent and that female labor force
attachment should be higher when welfare statedgesupport for working women
and working mothers. They intend to improve exgtiesearch by examining the
effect of institutional and demographic characterssand by using specific policy
conditions instead of general policy indices beeah®se combined indices make it
difficult to disentangle for whom and how certairolipy conditions matter.
Specifically, they want to find out if demographand economic reasons for
women’s employment differ with the national instittal context and if particular
subgroups of women are affected by welfare statengements in different ways.
Their independent variables are service sector tiramd overall unemployment
rates as economic determinants and length of mgtenmd parental leave and public
childcare provision as policy determinants and thHey that specific policy
configurations do actually influence employmenttgais of different groups of
women. They generally confirm that female employmerust be considered in
relation to the high variation in institutional abtions and that, although evidence is
limited for the length of maternity leave, parenkadve has a positive effect on
maternal employment as long as the length of thental leave is taken into
account. They find that parental leave seems t@ Kge.] women with young
children attached to the paid labor force, butt]tlextended leave provisions are
negatively associated with the effects of havingngchildren on the probability of
employment [...]” (ibid: 796). Furthermore, publicfunded childcare fosters the
employment of women. Public childcare provisiopasitively related to the effects
of having young children and of being married onmea’s employment. Pettit and
Hook assume childcare for younger children to emablomen to maintain
attachment to the labor market which has, in tumplications for their later labor

market experience.
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Pettit and Hook (2009) go into further detail witgard to female employment and
gender equality in the labor market. They analyeadgr inequality in the labor
market across 21 OECD countries and they arguethigadegree of this gender
inequality depends on the way the inequality is snead. Even though the share of
female labor market participation might be an appete single indicator, they
include further information on working hours, ocatipnal segregation and wage
structure. They examine the relationship betweesdlabor market outcomes on the
aggregate level and specific policies and employmenditions, such as the length
of parental leave, public childcare, the degre@imbnization and the share of the
part-time workforce and they assume that thoseonalipolicies and conditions
generate and reinforce gender inequalities in thekplace by relieving or
concentrating the demands of unpaid work and caithinv households and,
therefore, usually in the female sphere of respmlityi (ibid: 19). Pettit and Hook
conclude that gender inequality cannot only be mreakby labor market inclusion,
but by the specific conditions according to whicbhmen are included. Their very
recent publication points to a very important depehent within research on female
and maternal labor supply: the consideration ofed#nt types of inclusion and
exclusion. However, all the studies presented is #ubsection provide useful
starting points for the development of a valid stta of political determinants of
maternal labor supply and an appropriate basish®rconceptualization of welfare

state incentives for maternal labor supply forghesent study.
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2.3. Welfare State Incentives for Maternal Labor Spply

2.3.1. Labor Supply Theory

Generally, labor supply theory focuses on the iwidial as object of study.
Individuals try to maximize their utility and thistility is derived from the
consumption of commodities produced by a combinatibtime and market goods
(whose purchase requires a certain amount of mgnieizome on hand). According
to Blau et al. (2006), individuals have to decidevimuch time they want to allocate
to market and non-market activities in order to mmaxe utility. Individuals are
subject to a budget constraint that indicates thrabenations of market goods and
non-market time the individuals can choose fronvegia certain amount of non-
labor income (the part of the income that is ondhasthout allocating any time to
the labor market, such as the income of a spousmterest) and labor market
earnings (a given wage rate). Furthermore, indafslithave indifference curves
indicating the combinations of market goods and-mamket time which provide
them with the same amount of satisfaction. Thisemsonable to assume because
commodities differ according to their time and g®adtensity in consumption and
production. In this way, individuals who decide decrease their non-market time
will most likely opt for less time-intensive comnites in consumption and
production, but choose goods-intensive ones insaddwill still be able to reach the
same amount of satisfaction. In turn, individualondecide to increase the time not
spent in the labor market will most likely opt foiore time-intensive and less goods-
intensive commodities in consumption and productiod will also be able to reach
the same amount of satisfaction. Figure 2.1. shgwlire budget constraint and the
indifference curves illustrates the underlying pijrbe in simplified terms. Segment
AB in the budget constraint graph represents thelabor income at zero hours of
market work. On the horizontal axis, daily hoursmdrket work are measured from
the right to the left and daily hours of non-markete are measured from the left to
the right (assuming that eight hours per day asemtspn recovery). Each additional
hour that is supplied to market work implies a veaigf an hour of non-market time,

but, simultaneously, an increase in the total ine@vailable.
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Figure 2.1. Budget Constraint and Indifference Cunes
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A closer look on curve ¥on the indifference curves graph reveals all co@tons

of the ratio of market time and non-market timeirfp@\, B and C) that lead to the
same amount of utility. However, there might be borations on other indifference
curves that are less preferable (point E on cunjeomore preferable (point D on

curve W) than the combinations on curve.U

Applying labor supply theory to questions of masramployment means that this

theoretical approach needs to combine labor suppbumptions about individual
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behavior with assumptions about families as econamit. Starting with the path
breaking works of Mincer (1962) and Becker (196&por supply theory began to
acknowledge that labor supply decisions are nog ardde by individuals, but also
in the context of families and that the decisiontiome allocation between the adult
members of a household influences the maximizagfoutility or satisfaction of the
whole family (cp. Blau et al. 2006; Bryant and Z2806). These adult members are
assumed to be able to choose forms of specializatiol exchange to maximize this
utility. This means that one individual is likely specialize in non-market work and
the other individual is likely to specialize in rkat work if “[...] the ratio of the
value of time spent at home to the value of timensfn the market is higher for one
individual than for the other [...]” (Blau et al. 26038). It can nevertheless be the
case that, “[...] as long as an extra hour of mavkatk by both partners creates the
ability to buy more goods and services than areired to compensate for their lost
hour of household time [...]” (Ehrenberg and Smitt020217), both partners will
opt for allocating some time to paid work to entatiteir resources. But since the
traditional understanding of gender roles and ramgi gender differences in
earnings still play a role in today’s societiessthossibility of specialization and
exchange has to be considered when it comes tantluence of specific policy
instruments on maternal labor supply and will theebe explained in further detail
with regard to the respective policies. Furthermdaréas to be taken into account
that although the specialization within one fieldpooduction and the subsequent
exchange of goods can seem useful for the maximizaff utility in the short-run,
this choice can have negative consequences andvdigages in the long-run. A
complete specialization on non-market work alwagwplies that an individual
foregoes labor market experience and continuous ladarket attachment which can

have negative effects on future earnings.

The basic theoretical assumptions show that therlabpply decision affects the
maximization of utility. The value of non-markeime, also referred to as the
reservation wage, as the non-labor income or asltipe of the indifference curve at
zero hours of market work (W, is compared to the value of the time in the ratrk

L In the context of labor supply decisions withie thousehold, research still focuses on heterosexual
married couples. However, cohabiting heterosexoaples and cohabiting or married homosexual
couples start to be taken into account as wellot supply research (cp. Blau et al. 2006: 36).
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that is given by their wage rate (W). When the reanwage is larger than the
reservation wage, the individual will supply lakdorthe market. In turn, when the
reservation wage equals or is larger than the nmaviage, the individual will not

supply labor to the market (cp. Blau et al. 200&nZz 2006).

W > WR > Labor supply
WR> W > No labor supply

Generally, factors that increase the market wage assumed to increase the
probability of labor supply, so that labor forcertpapation is positively related to
the market wage. In turn, factors that increaser¢iservation wage tend to decrease
the probability of labor supply, so that labor fengarticipation is negatively related
to the reservation wage (Blau et al. 2006: 104)e Tollowing two subsections
present a selection of individual and policy fasttivat can be assumed to influence

market and reservation wage and therefore mattainai supply.

2.3.2. Individual Determinants of Maternal Labor Suply

It can be derived from the afore-mentioned thecattiassumptions that the
individual wageplays an important role for the labor supply diecis However, in
labor supply theory, other micro-level factors urghcing the individual labor market
participation decision have been widely discussedvall. Besides the individual
wage which is supposed to be positively associaidda person’s labor supply, the
total disposable household incorae more specifically, the income of the potential
partner, has to be taken into account as well. ihbeme of the partner and other
fractions of the household income are part of thealed non-labor income of a
person and labor supply theory assumes that tlterde a trade-off between non-
labor income and income from employment. The oneénpds income from
employment can decrease when the other partnedeted¢o supply labor to the
market as well. If both partners decide to allocatene time to the labor market,

there is a possibility that they each supply ledot to the market than they would,
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individually, if the respective other partner wouwldcide to specialize in non-market
work. Therefore, it can be assumed that with inrgirganon-labor income, the trade-
off between supplying labor to the market and ngiptying labor to the market

increases as well and the employment probabilityeheses.

The educational backgrouraf a person is often assumed to be a centralrdetant

of a person’s market wage and therefore of a p&rdabor supply (Mincer 1985). It
is assumed that the decision to allocate some toimmarket work requires initial
investment on the part of the person who wants upply labor because the
knowledge and skills acquired by this person “[..gngrate a certain stock of
productive capital [...]” (Ehrenberg / Smith 2009:927 In turn, these abilities
determine the earnings of a person. If the aveeagrings would not rise with the
level of education, investments in education wawdtdbe worthwhile and in terms of

utility maximization, the incentive for these int@&nts would vanish (ibid.: 293).

Furthermore and especially in the case of mothveescan expect certain additional
individual factors to influence the labor marketrtjggpation decision. With an
increasingnumber of childrenin the household, the potential costs of childcare
purchased outside the home rise. These rising castbe understood as an effective
decrease of or tax on the market wage and do trer@fifluence the labor supply
decision. The same logic can be applied to @ge of the childrenwithin the
household. The younger the children, the high¢hesprobability that childcare has
to be purchased because regular school schedele®yet applicable which in turn

may be understood as an effective market wage asere

Additionally, the marital status of mother can influence the labor market
participation decision as well. Here, the theosdtiassumptions on household
production and families as economic unit have tdéalien into account. As indicated
above, labor supply theory supposes that partrfega decide to specialize in either
market or domestic work and that they base theisden on their relative
productivity at home and in the labor market. Ihc impossible that both partners
allocate some time to the labor market becausegpuoatiuced at home can also be
purchased (like food, cleaning or childcare etaj decause it has been observed

that a longer period with greater hours of housghabrk seems to have long-term
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consequences for future earnings (Ehrenberg / S208: 217). Nevertheless, lower
wage rates for women and assumptions on sociaizatiay increase the probability
that the wife allocates more time to household waekause she is considered being
more productive in that field and the family forgoess market goods than if the
husband opts for household work (ibid.). In theecasseparated, divorced, widowed
or never married mothers (assuming that they tae of their family only by
themselves), the individual model of labor supm@n be applied, i.e. in this case, the
considerations between two adult household mendisrat a form of specialization
and exchange do not necessarily have to be takeragtount. It can be assumed
nevertheless that the need for household time fathers is higher than for women
without children and that unmarried mothers havallmcate more time to household
and childrearing tasks than childless women. Botesithey are in charge of both
taking care of children and household and of egrmney to purchase necessary
goods and services, they are less likely to speeiah either market or non-market

work and therefore supply more labor than marriedhers.

2.3.3. Welfare State Determinants of Maternal LaboiSupply

As indicated above, previous research suggests ti@t only individual
characteristics, but also welfare state policiesio8uence the maternal decision on
labor supply. In terms of labor supply theory, tbeus has to be on policies that
change the relationship of market wage and redervatage, i.e. that increase or
decrease them. Policies that increase the markge wad decrease the reservation
wage respectively are expected to increase thermahtemployment probability
while policies that decrease the market wage awdease the reservation wage
respectively are expected to effect the oppositee Tollowing paragraphs will
present a specific labor supply application forwamber of policy fields: parental
leave, public support and provision of childcaha®l policy, employment law and

family related benefits and taxation.

Parental Leave
The long-term effect of parental leave on femalgleyment is often inconsistently

discussed in the literature because particularty ghovision of long leave periods
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can decrease women'’s labor market attachment awdgtade their career options
(Gornick et al. 1996a: 5; Pettit and Hook 2005; Bknand Semyonov 2006).
Nevertheless, the provision of a relatively shomt well compensated maternity
leave is generally considered having a positiveatfbn female employment and
ensuring a fast return to paid work (cp. Meyersakt1999: 121 et seqq.). As
Trzcinski (1991) points out, there is not only ggi®logical, but also an economic
need for parental and especially maternal leave.rigit to parental leave facilitates
a temporary withdrawal from the labor market withtasing the attachment to the
current job and the expected wage increase relatgdb tenure (Trzcinski 1991.:

210). It “[...] provides protection against unemplagmb when the caregiver is ready
to return to work [...]” and it can break down the.:T structural barrier to women’s

entry into the higher-paid male-dominated occupetip..]” (ibid.). In the words of

labor supply theory, a relatively short and wellngensated parental leave with
legislated job guarantee avoids a decrease of dhes\vof market time due to the
interruption of employment, even though the pos$isjbof parental leave implies an

actual employment discontinuity.

Public provision and support of childcare

The costs of childcare can be seen as a tax om#r&et income of a working
mother. A decrease in childcare costs in terms ptilalic provision of affordable
childcare and / or in terms of financial reliefs fohildcare costs is seen as an
equivalent to an effective increase in the wage eatd would therefore lead to an
increase in female labor supply (Blau et al. 20066 et seqq.). Furthermore, a
decrease in childcare costs is also expected txtafhaternal employment in the
long run because fewer and shorter employmentruggons lead to “longer and
more continuous labor market experience”, can hav§...] favorable effect on
types of jobs and earnings” and can “reinforcetdmalency to spend more time on
the labor market [...]” (ibid.). The effect of publsupport and provision of childcare
on maternal labor supply has been tested empyieaid those empirical studies
seem to confirm the theoretical assumptions (cpchislopoulos et al. 1991;
Connelly 1992). In summary, the public provisiondasupport of childcare is
considered an incentive for maternal employmenbliPwhildcare is considered
“[...] an essential form of support for parents ieyhwant to combine earning and

caring [and] the availability and cost of child eaare powerful predictors of
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women’s labor market attachments [...]” (Gornick avidyers 2003: 185). Previous
research suggests that “[...] care responsibilit@sstitute a major obstacle to (full)
employment [...]" (Plantenga / Hansen 1999: 370) dhd] that having more
attractive childcare options increases maternal l@yngent [...]” (Gornick et al.
1996a: 5).

School policy

According to Gornick et al., “[...] public schoolsgwide de factochildcare for
mothers of school-aged children [...]” (Gornick et d996a: 6; emphasis in
original). Therefore, the effect of encompassingliguschool schedules on maternal
employment is comparable to the public provisiom aupport of childcare for
children below school age. When women mainly rety sthool schedules for
childcare (in terms of length of school days, s¢lyears and the continuity of school
days, i.e. the surveillance of children at schaoiry lunch time), it is reasonable to
assume that public school policy influences thebphbility of maternal employment
(ibid.). It can be assumed that longer and contisuschool days and longer school
years increase the value of market time and theatbty that mothers decide to
participate in the labor market. Public school skhes that correspond to usual
employment schedules reduce the need for additmaral and this, in turn, increases
the actual market wage. The starting age of comopylschooling can also play an
important role. When school schedules facilitatgoleryment by corresponding to
usual employment schedules, it can have a posfifexzt on maternal employment
when compulsory schooling starts as early as plesditowever, when the opposite
is the case, it can also be argued that the relaram of work and family life can
even become more difficult when children reach stlage (ibid.). Hence, an early
school starting age will only have a positive effen maternal employment when
school schedules comprise as many hours per daypamdany weeks per year as
possible and when schools offer a continuous satk@plithout breaks during lunch
hour. If public school schedules are considereftesde factochildcare, mothers
can allocate a part of their available time to keor market without risking an
effective real wage decrease due to emerging crigdcosts.
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Employment Law

Working time policy involves different aspects suah standard weekly working
hours, part-time regulations, non-standard hourkwiactices and vacation rights.
The reason for including working time regulationghe evaluation of welfare states’
incentives for maternal labor supply lies in thengideration that parents should
“[...] have the option to reduce their hours of paidrk before their children reach
school age and possibly throughout their childrelives without risking great
sacrifices in earnings, benefits and career oppii#s [...] (Gornick and Meyers
2003: 147). A standard workweek between 35 andaB@sh(short full-time) can help
mothers to make choices about allocating time betwevork and family
responsibilities while standard workweeks of atsted0 or even more hours can
inhibit such choices. However, if it is not possilibr mothers to take up full-time
employment, available and high-quality part-timerkveshould ensure that job
changes are not necessary. It is also importarit ghd-time employees are not
discriminated in terms of pay or social securityéfdgs. The term of available and
high-quality part-time employment is rather broAddcloser look at the ILO Part-
Time Work Convention reveals that possible disanetions of part-time employees
can refer to wage, social security and maternitptgmtion, termination of
employment, paid leave, vacation and sick leavethEtmore, the convention points
out that countries should facilitate the accesgad-time employment and the
voluntary transfer from full-time to part-time empgment (and vice versa) and that
the threshold for exclusion from social securityabher benefits schemes due to
insufficient earnings should be as low as posqithl® 1994). Gornick and Meyers
take up those elements and argue that governmantsupport parents’ choice to
work part-time by ensuring that they do not havehange jobs and that part-time
workers are not treated less favorably than conpadall-time workers in terms of
pay, social security, occupational benefits anthitng, promotion opportunities and
collective bargaining (Gornick / Meyers 2003: 163eqq.). Favorable conditions
for non-standard hour work, such as the compens&tioovertime hours, as well as
legally warranted minimum vacation and holiday tgylare also considered to
support mothers’ reconciliation of work and fanifg (Gornick / Meyers 2003: 155
et seqq.). When working time regulations facilitdte reconciliation of paid work
and care responsibilities by providing for relalyweflexible labor market

participation, they can be expected to increaseemak labor supply. In turn, when
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labor market participation requires immense costabse employment schedules do
not at all correspond to childcare or public schediedules, maternal employment

probability is expected to decrease.

Family-related benefits and taxation

Since it is assumed that the public provision amgpsrt of childcare increases the
probability of maternal employment because it eckanthe value of market time
and decreases the value of non-market time, itatsm be assumed that children’s
allowances increase the value of non-market timenare precisely, the amount of
non-labor income that refers to the money an indial has at his or her disposal
without devoting time to market activities. Childie allowances are assumed to
effectively increase a mother’s reservation wabe, walue that "[...] an individual
places on his or her time at home [...]" (Blau et2806: 104). A general rule of
labor supply theory assumes that individuals choeogmrticipate in the labor market
when the market wage is higher than the reservatiage. By contrast, individuals

choose not to participate when the market wagewsil than the reservation wage.

Although it is reasonable to assume that high child allowances positively affect
the economic situation of families and alleviate tisk of child poverty, it is only
the possible effect of these cash benefits on fert@dor supply that is taken into
account for the present purpose. However, in tlse o children’s allowances, the
receipt of these benefits does usually not depenith@ maternal labor market status.
The effect of certain child-rearing benefits or &&m offers can, however, be
assumed to be even more detrimental to maternallogmpnt because they
encourage mothers not to participate in the labarket, but provide them with a
certain amount of money from the welfare statet&bing care of their children at
home. Here, the tradeoff between participating aat participating in the labor
market is different because the decision to padig in the labor market actually
implies a (partial) renouncement of the benefitdhé reservation wage (including
child-rearing benefits) is higher than the markeige; the probability of a mother

deciding to participate in the labor market carabsumed to decrease.

When it is rather the couple or the family thasigject to taxation instead of the

individual, "[...] married women, often regarded aa@ndary earners within the

45



Welfare State Incentives for Maternal Labor Supply

family, face relatively high tax rates [...]" on théabor market earnings (Blau et al.
2006: 116). Labor supply theory assumes that cenmdes of taxation, such as the
so-called joint tax assessment of married couplage a negative effect on maternal
labor supply, at least when we assume that wiveergdy earn less than their
husbands. Joint tax assessment implies that tloenies of spouses are summed up
and distributed equally among them and that thee@s/e tax rate is then applied to
both spouses. It is evident that couples cannoeaxpn extensive tax advantage
when both partners earn similar incomes. Theref¢oet tax assessment is
considered being especially beneficial when pastearn very unequal incomes or
when there is even only one breadwinner in the lfarmiaking into account that it is
often the husband who earns the higher incomet j@in assessment can lead
couples to make the decision that the labor supplhe wife should be relatively
low because this is more beneficial for the famaly a whole. This mechanism
reflects the above-mentioned assumptions aboutazetion and exchange because
in the case of joint tax assessment, the wife wgile up some of her non-market
time to join the labor force without a significagffect on utility maximization. In
turn, the loss of non-market time might even desgdaae satisfaction of the family.
Despite the possible advantages for the familhef wife decides not to supply any
labor, joint tax assessment implies a stronger midgecy of the wife from the
husband’s income. In turn, individual taxation da@ expected to attenuate the

influence of tax rates on women’s income and tloeesincrease their labor supply.

Empirical studies support this assumption. Foransg, Gustafsson (1992) has
compared maternal employment in Sweden after th@emmentation of individual
taxation and maternal employment in Germany whsathiaracterized by a system of
joint taxation of married couples. Gustafsson codet that joint taxation "[...]
decreases married women’s economic remunerations fparticipating in the labor
force [...]" (Gustafsson 1992: 82). The evidence froen empirical study suggests
that "[...] German wives would increase labor forcartigipation if faced with
Swedish taxes and that Swedish women would dectbageparticipation if faced
with German taxes [...]" (ibid.). Those results auported by Crossley and Jeon

(2005) who find that joint taxation can effectivddg considered as a determinant of
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the labor supply of married womehy using the 1988 Canadian federal tax reform
as a natural experiment for a switch from joint todividual taxation.
Disadvantageous taxation that leads to a dispriopaitdecrease of market income

can therefore be considered as a disincentive &emal employment.

Despite the theoretical considerations and the eoapevidence, information on the
mode of taxation will not be included in the presanalysis. On the one hand, the
cross-national variation is rather small with Gemynand Luxembourg being the
only countries in the sample still applying thenjoiaxation of spouses. On the other
hand, there is already an overall trend of abalighthis mode of taxation as the
examples of United Kingdom, Sweden, the NetherlaSgsin, Portugal or Austria
show (Bach et al. 2011).

2 The effect is particularly important in the casel@f-income women who are married to high-
income husbands.
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3. VARIABLES , DATA AND METHODS

The following chapter describes in more detail whicariables are used in the
subsequent analyses and where the data come flwnfirst subchapter presents the
individual level variables which also include thepdndent variable for the multi-
level analysis. The single macro level variablebicv have been assembled in the
FEMMES Dataset compiled for the present study, coverdewange of policy fields
and welfare state measures. Therefore, the usadsdatces are diverse and require
some detailed explanation which will be presentedhie second subchapter. The
final section of this chapter will introduce the timeds.

3.1. Individual Level Variables and Data — The EU 8. C Dataset

The second chapter has clearly pointed out this ibeginnings, labor supply theory
has focused on the individual. Therefore, it isessary to include individual level
determinants of labor supply into the analysisdotiol for their effects on the labor
market participation decision. The micro data cdmen the 2005 European Union
Statistics on Income and Living Conditions (EU S)ECThe EU SILC provides

individual and household level data on cross-seatiand on longitudinal basis and
covers a wide range of social and economic issues) as income, social exclusion,
housing, education, employment and health. Theasnpke of the EU SILC 2005

used for the present analysis consists of nearl@0O@B8women from 15 European

countrie$, aged 25 to 54 and living in households with astene dependent child.

The foregoing chapter has illustrated why certaidividual characteristics are
important determinants of labor supply. Before ingnto the explanatory variables
on the individual level, it is reasonable to givmm® information about the central
dependent variable. The present study tries tormaie factors that influence
maternal labor supply. For this purpose, maternabol supply will be

operationalized as thbasic activity statusThe original variable displays if an

3All information on the original variables comes rfiothe EU SILC codebook provided by the
European Commission (2008).

“Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Finland, France, Germa@yeece, Ireland, Italy, the Netherlands,
Norway, Portugal, Sweden, Spain and the United #amg

48



Welfare State Incentives for Maternal Labor Supply

individual is employed, unemployed, in retirememt early retirement or if the
individual is inactive for other reasons. For thapgose of the present study, the
original variable is transformed into a dichotomoteriable. Women in (early)
retirement have been dropped from the sample amderwovho are unemployed or
inactive have been summarized under the value fwrim women who are employed

have been assigned the value 1.

According to labor supply, thenarket incomeof a person is one of the main
determinants for the labor supply decision. The &EUC provides information on
the amount of the yearly gross cash income fromntaegn employment position of
the individuals for eleven of the fifteen countriesthe sample. The gross cash
income is measured in EUR and refers to the mopetmmponent of the
compensation of an employee. Social security doumiions on the part of the
employee and on the part of the employer as welhesme taxes and other taxes
have not yet been deducted. Cash income not onlydas wages and salaries, but
also, for instance, holiday and overtime paymesasymissions and tips and thirteen
month payments. For Spain, Greece, Italy and Paltuge EU SILC does not
provide information for the yearly gross cash inegprbut for the gross monthly
earnings. The gross monthly earnings are basicfined in the same way as the
yearly gross cash income. They refer to monthliyjndasome in EUR before the
deduction of social security contributions and send they include additional
payments, such as overtime premiums, commissiodstarieen month payments.
For the purpose of the present study, the yeadgsgycash income has been broken
down to a monthly value to make the income inforaratvailable and comparable
for all the fifteen countries in the sample. Howevié cannot be ignored that
especially variables like the gross cash incomenfremployment or the gross
monthly earnings from employment can only be measifran individual is actually
employed. Therefore, those variables are subjeatgossible selection bias that can
only be avoided if the information is estimated tioe individuals who have no own
income or earnings from employment at their dispastssing cash income and
earnings have therefore been calculated by mehtiseoHeckman correction to
estimate this information for those women who do lmave their own income from
employment at their disposal andthis estimation tealde pursued for about 16.000

women in the sample. The exact procedure of esomatill be presented in the
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methodological subchapter. Furthermore, the vagiflals been linearly transformed
by means of a division by 1000 to facilitate therpretation.

In a considerable number of cases, an individugtome is or earnings from
employment is only one of many different componeaitthe total amount of money
that is at their and their household’s disposahewsonth. While labor supply theory
has elaborated on the positive effect of persor@me on the labor market decision,
it has also pointed out the potential negative otffeof these other components,
usually referred to as the so-calledn-labor income Non-labor income is the
amount of money at an individual’s disposal withsupplying labor to the market. It
can consist of different financial resources, sashincome from capital, social
benefits and also of the income from employment thikner members of the
household contribute to the total household incobahor supply theory assumes
that there can be a trade-off between non-labooonmec and income from
employment because some social benefits might benembed to not being
employed. Furthermore, the one partner’s incomm femployment might decrease
due to a reduction of market time when the othetnea decides to supply labor to
the market as well. Therefore, it can be assumadl whth increasing non-labor
income, the trade-off between supplying labor ® riarket and not supplying labor
to the market increases as well, i.e. that the aividty of supplying labor to the
market decreases with an increasing amount onatwor-income For the purpose of
the present study, the EU SILC variable for tb&al disposable household income
comes closest to the idea of the non-labor incaimee it includes many different
financial components, such as income from employrferall household members,
income from capital and property and different leirad social benefits. Just like the
individual cash income, the information is measureBUR. The information on the
household income is provided on a yearly basisit $@s been broken down to a
monthly value as well. Since the individual incofmr@em employment is included in
the total household income, it has been subtratted the household income to
obtain a more accurate value of the non-labor ireodust as in the case of the
individual labor market income, the information thre non-labor income has been

linearly transformed by means of a division by 1@®@acilitate the interpretation.
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Information on theageof the individuals is thoroughly provided by thel SILC and
the values of the original variable take on valbesween 0 and 80. However,
individuals below and above a certain age limit@mgy of limited relevance for the
present study. If the conclusions about labor supphavior are to be as undistorted
as possible, children, adolescents and youngevicthdils with higher probabilities
of still being in education should be excluded frdne sample as well as older
individuals who have a lower probability of livingith children of young age.

Therefore, the dataset is reduced to women of wgrge between 25 and 54 years.

Labor supply theory has widely elaborated on thammg ofeducationfor the labor
supply decision. Since it is assumed that averaggriregs rise with the level of
education, individuals with a higher level of edima are assumed to be more likely
to supply labor to the market than individuals wathower level of education. The
original variable measures which level of the In&tional Standard Classification of
Education ISCED (UNESCO 1997) has currently beémired and it is subdivided
into six categories. This classification of edusatlevels has been developed since
the 1970s and is technically subdividing educalialiegrees into seven categories.
However, the EU SILC has summed up the last twegates first stage of tertiary
education (not leading directly to an advanced agsk qualification)and second
stage of tertiary education (leading to an advanoeskarch qualification))into one
single category and assigned the value 5 to it. fEn@aining five categories have
been adopted one-to-one by the EU SILC. Individualth only pre-primary
education are assigned the value 0 and individuals primary education are
assigned the value 1. If individuals have attaitieel lower secondary level of
education, i.e. if they have finished the compulspart of schooling, they are
assigned the value 2. Individuals who have attaungoer secondary education are
assigned the value 3 and individuals with post4daoy non tertiary education have
been assigned the value 4. For the purpose ofrdsept study, the variable has been
recoded into a dichotomous variable. All individkialho have not attained more
than lower secondary education, i.e. who have nxatnal achievement beyond
compulsory schooling, have been assigned the v@lu&ll individuals who have
invested in their educational achievement beyondprdsory education have been

assigned the value 1.
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With regard tothe number and age of childretne information covered by the EU
SILC is not very straightforward in the sense tttsgre are no variables which
provide answers to these exact two questions. Hemwethe EU SILC gives
information on the composition of households. Thigioal variable displays how
many adults live in the household and in which ggmips the adults are and it also
gives information on the question if there are deleat children living in the
household, dependent children being defined asdmmid members aged 17 or less
and household members aged between 18 and 24.cbobreically inactive and
living with at least one parent. The original vatais subdivided into ten categories
of which half of them are not essential for theeesh question of the present study.
Individuals living in one person households andvitials living in households with
two adults of working age or of retirement age anddependent children have been
excluded as well as other households (with no d#grenchildren) and cases in
which no information on the household type has bgigan. The household types
that remain are two adult households with either d@pendent child, two dependent
children or three or more dependent children, sipglrent households with at least
one dependent child and other households withast lene dependent child. For the
purpose of the present analysis, this variablebeas transformed into a categorical
variable with living in a household with at leasteodependent child having been
assigned the value 1, with living in a householthvait least two dependent children
having been assigned the value 2 and with living imusehold with three or more
dependent children having been assigned the val8&8e the original variable also
provides information on the number of adults in tle&isehold, it has also been used
to construct a further variable on the parentitigagion, namely if the household is a
single mother household or if the household is bynmore than one parent.
Households with more than one adult have been ressithe value 0 while single
mother households have been assigned the value 1.

According to the assumptions that labor supply themakes with regard to
specialization and exchange between spousese#dsential to include information
about themarital statusof an individual. In the EU SILC, the original veile

subdivides individuals into those who have neveerbenarried, those who are
married and those who are separated, divorced addwed. Clearly, neither

unmarried nor separated, divorced or widowed woarennecessarily single. Also,
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women who are separated, divorced or widowed hbaveuosly been married before
and have possibly chosen to specialize in non-mavkek during the time of their
marriage with all the potential negative conseqesrior their human capital and for
their labor market chances. But since labor sugpBory assumes that married
couples might be most likely and able to opt foesalization and exchange and
since in this case, it is most likely that the wideuses on non-market work and the
husband focuses on market work, the main distinchas to be made between
women living in a marriage relationship and womest fiving in a marriage
relationship. For the purpose of the present sttlay original variable has therefore
been transformed into a dichotomous variable. Wowlem have never been married
and women who are separated, divorced or widowsd baen summarized to the
category of women living without a partner. Thigegory has been assigned the

value 0 while the value 1 has been assigned taedanomen.
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3.2. Country Level Variables and Data — The EMMES Dataset

The majority of the data in theeMMES Dataset cover 22 OECD countfiemd the
period from the mid- to late-2000s. The followingcBon describes which specific
instruments from the five afore-mentioned policglds are included in the present
study. However, the selection of particular poligriables not only follows labor
supply rationales, but also tries to draw a comgmelve picture of welfare state
incentives for maternal labor supply. Therefore, $klected variables cover different
dimensions of welfare state intervention, suchiglkts and entitlements, benefits,
allowances and services (cp. Kaufmann 2002 fortaildd overview of the different
dimensions of welfare state intervention). Detatigloles containing the raw data can

be found in Appendix B of this study.

Coding

Before the selection of variables from the différpalicy fields is presented, some
general information about the handling and codihtihe variables will be given. All
variables take on values ranging from O to 1. Highsues always imply a higher
degree of welfare state incentives for maternabdaupply. This implies that some
variables, such as, for instance, the level ofddaie fees, had to be recoded to
assign countries with a high level of private cbéce costs a lower value than
countries with a low level of private childcare tosAnother important example for
which this kind of recoding had to be applied aaenily cash benefits, since low
benefits are actually considered having a morenitivieing effect on labor supply
than high family cash benefits. Providing a lowevdl of cash benefits is, hence,
positively connoted and leads to ascribing higledues to countries which provide a
lower level of benefits. The variables whose valwese already ranging between 0
and 1 (or 0 and 100 respectively) and where highéres already implied a higher
level of welfare state incentives, such as, fotanse, childcare coverage, were
simply applied in their original form. When meanfumg some policies were recoded
into categorical variables, for instance with rebar the information on entitlement
and financial extent of parental leave. For othamables, the highest actual value

5 Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, &ml, France, Germany, Greece, Ireland, Italy,
Japan, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, New Zealandwdlg Portugal, Sweden, Spain, Switzerland,
the United Kingdom and the United States.
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was used as a maximum and assigned the value ® wiel other values were
transformed to a percentage share of it. This kas bone to relate the values of the
different countries to each other. For instance,whlue 1 has been assigned to the
country with the highest number of school daysysar (212 days in Luxembourg).
The fact that in other countries, the school yady comprises 175 days (Germany
and Spain) does not mean that those countries tdpraeide any incentive at all in
the field of school education as a form of de fackildcare. Since it could be
considered as distortion if the value 0 would bsigaged to those countries, the
values of such a variable for the other countriesaam expression of the percentage

share of the maximum value.

Parental Leave

The variables from the policy field of parental yeamainly refer to legal
entittements. Policy instruments from this fiellguéate the relationship between
employer and employee in the period after chiltibémd when it comes to questions
of caregiving for children. It has been argued befthat parental leave with
legislated job guarantee avoids the decrease ofdhe of market time that would
normally be caused by the interruption of employmalthough parental leave
implies an actual employment discontinuity. Conssijly, a variable on the
statutory entitlement to maternity leave included in the analysis, taking into
account if there is any existing statutory entitt if it is paid and to what extent it
is paid. A statutory entitlement to maternity leavigh a replacement rate of more
than 50% should have a positive effect on matelalabr supply. Without this
entittement, mothers might tend to opt for a conglithdrawal from the labor
market after childbirth and this can call theiremtry into question. If mothers have
the possibility to take up a period of paid matgrieéave, they can return to their
workplace and they are not at risk for consideréibencial losses during or after the
employment break. Likewise, a variable on the sbtayuentittement to paternity
leave is included, assuming that the possibilityfedhers to withdraw temporarily
from the labor market has a positive effect on mmeatidlabor supply as well. Existing
paternity leave entitlements can shorten the pesiottime that mothers take off for
caregiving which, in turn, strengthens their lalmoarket attachment and reduces

income losses. Just as the variable on materratyelehe variable on paternity leave
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takes into account as well if there is any existt@futory entitlement, if it is paid

and to what extent it is paid.

It has been indicated before that the effect of dbtial length of parental leave
periods has been inconsistently discussed in teeture (cp. Gornick et al. 1996a;
Pettit and Hook 2005). To shed more light on tbhesfjon which element of leave
duration has a positive effect on maternal labgpsy three different variables on
the length of parental leave are included in thesent study to explore which
element of the length of parental leave affectsenmatl labor supply in a positive
way. Besides themaximum number of months of parental leatree maximum

number of paid months of parental leagetaken into account as well. Finally, the
maximum number of paid months as a share of thenmiax number of months

included to analyze if, for instance, it is not eagual length of (paid) leave, but the
share of the leave that is covered by wage replantmhmat affects maternal labor

supply.

Finally, the option ofeave in case of sickness of a chidincluded. The variable
captures information on the existence of statuemtytlements to sick child leave, on
the replacement rate during sick child leave andtlom extent of this leave
arrangement, i.e. on the existence of additioratdeentittements covering a wider
range of family members other than young childrend/er situations of serious
illness. The possibility of sick child leave carspitvely affect maternal labor supply
because it anticipates the option of taking timé fadm work when necessary

without the risk of financial losses.

The data on parental leave entitlements and camditcome from a study by Moss
and Wall (2007) who have edited an issue that veviparental leave arrangements
from an international perspective in the contexttidé Employment Relations

Research Series published by the Employment M#&Rkatysis and Research Group
(which is affiliated to the UK Department for Busss, Innovation and Skills). The

study presents information and research on lealieig® such as maternity leave,
paternity leave and parental leave for 24 countries each country, the report
includes information on statutory entitlements,tbe existence, length and amount

of income replacement rates during take-up, but alsadditional leave in case that
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children (or even other family members) become.sit¢leir information is based on
detailed country studies reviewing the legal sitrain each country which can be

assumed to ensure a sufficient amount of compasabil

Public Childcare

Previous research has shown that childcare redpbinss are one of the main
factors which prevent mothers from carrying outntgeiirupted full-time employment
(cp. Platenga and Hansen 1999). In the presenty,sth@ variables on public
childcare cover the legal, the monetary and theagtifuctural dimension of welfare
state intervention. Aegal entitlement to infant care and / or kinderggr / pre-
school care is assumed to affect maternal employment in theg loun. An
entittement to childcare for children below schagk can lead to fewer and shorter
employment interruptions which, in turn, provide foore time spent in the labor
market leading to more continuous labor marketchtteent and experience and it
can also have a positive effect on the type of esnpent and the amount of earnings
(Blau et al. 2006). However, a legal entitlement pablic childcare does not
necessarily make a clear statement about the aptoa&ision of childcare. The
provision rather falls into the category of therastructural welfare state intervention
and two variables oohildcare coveragecovering the percentage share of children
below the age of three and the share of childresd dgree to five in childcare, are
used to analyze the effect of actual welfare gtabgision on maternal labor supply.
Information on thecontinuity of days in public childcares included as well to
approximate the actual support since a more corepsfie childcare day provides
mothers with a better possibility to supply morarttpart-time labor. For the present
purpose, the childcare day is categorized into ipdstif-day, mostly full-day and a
mixed category for countries in which neither hadly nor full-day prevail, assuming
that when childcare is provided mostly full-timajst will have a positive effect on

maternal labor supply.

Since the private costs of childcare can be seemtag on the market income of a
working mother, low childcare fees are seen asgaivalent to an effective increase
in the wage rate and can therefore be expecteshtbtb an increase in female labor
supply (Blau et al. 2006). Therefore, a variablecbildcare fees as a percentage of

the average wagss included. Here, it is assumed that a high |@felelfare state
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support with regard to the financial resources thatinto public childcare, i.e.
requiring as low private childcare costs as possibas a positive effect on maternal
labor supply. The inclusion of a variable on fhblic spending on childcaras a
share of the GDP points in the same direction lejcating how much financial
support the welfare state directed towards theipimv of childcare which can, in
turn, indicate how much of the financial burden passed on to the parents.
Furthermore, previous research has suggested lifldtare quality indeed plays a
role when parents make a decision about transfeeipart of the caregiving task to
childcare institutions and the parental decisiorouabchildcare can indirectly
influence the labor supply decision. Therefore, téld-staff-ratio in childcare
institutions for children below the age of threa dar children aged three to five is

included as a proxy for the quality of childcarstitutions.

The basic information on legal childcare entitletisesomes from a paper by Bennett
(2008) which has been published in the contexhefWUNICEF Innocenti Research
Centre. The paper reviews current research andigeliwith regard to early
childhood education and care in OECD countriespritvides an overview of
entitlements to formal early childhood servicesage and gives information about
the legal rights to childcare services, the covexgel span, the continuity and length
of the childcare day, the duration of the entitlemand the childcare costs for
families. For most of the data, Bennett makes rsuo information from the
OECD (2006) which provides information on the stafteearly childhood education

and care institutions for the mid-2000s.

In general, the OECD has turned out to be one efntiain providers of data on
guestions of work and family life reconciliation dachildcare services. Under the
title Babies and Bossegthe OECD has issued a series of publications réhagws

policies to promote the compatibility of family amwdork by means of detailed
country studies and a final study that comparessamamarizes the findings (OECD
2007). This last synthesizing study provides a dam@mount of comparative
indicators for countries’ efforts to facilitate tmeconciliation of work and family

obligations. For the present purpose, this datarcsolas been used to obtain
information on the child-staff-ratio as a proxy tbe quality of childcare institutions.

It includes cross-national information on the agerachild-staff-ratio in formal
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daycare services for children below the age of fannl on the average child-staff-
ratio in kindergartens and other pre-primary edooaservices for children aged
three to six (OECD 2007: 144). This OECD study h&o been used to obtain
information on the public spending on formal chédde services including pre-
primary education services. The data are deriveh theOECD Social Expenditure
Databaseand they measure childcare expenditures as a shdine gross domestic
product in 2003 (OECD 2007: 135). Furthermore, @CD study also provides
information on the length of the childcare day. Heer, information on part-time or
full-time arrangements for childcare had to be ciedpfrom different data sources,
since the OECD study only covers Australia, AustBalgium, Denmark, Finland,
France, Italy, Norway and Sweden with regard te thiestion (OECD 2007: 133 et
seqq.). Therefore, the afore-mentioned study bynB&r{2008) has been used to fill
the information gap for Canada, Ireland, the Neé#mels, Portugal, the United
Kingdom and the United States. In turn, informationGermany and Greece come
from the Eurydice Database which has also been imedhata on school schedules

and which will be described in more detail below.

Another OECD source which provides detailed infarora on policies for the
reconciliation of work and family obligations isettODECD Family Database (OECD
2011). This database ties in with tBabies and Bosseseries and provides further
indicators on the situation of families and childréencluding family outcomes and
family policies. The database compiles informatioom different OECD and non-
OECD databases and covers four main topics — thetgte of families (fertility and
marriage), the labor market situation of familiesnployment and working time),
public policies for families and children (tax-béhesystems, parental leave and
childcare) and child outcomes (health, poverty edidcation). For the purpose of the
present study, the OECD Family Database has besh tasderive information on
the costs of childcare for families. Here, the OE@Des not only provide
information on childcare fees, but also calculdkesnet childcare costs for families.
The use of full-time childcare for one child at tge of two and one child at the age
of three in a typical daycare institution consetithe basis of the calculation. Net
childcare costs are defined as the childcare feesfrpossible cash benefits, rebates
and tax breaks. The use of net childcare costsaisonable since subtracting varying

kinds of reductions "[...] from the gross fee charfgpgcthe childcare provider gives
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the net cost to parents, i.e. the "out-of-pockepemses resulting from the use of a
formal childcare facility [...]" (OECD 2010a).

The afore-mentioned review by Moss and Wall (208D includes information on
the coverage of childcare institutions. Their datathe share of children below the
age of three and the share of children aged tloderé who attend formal early
childhood education and care services are frombtmginning to mid-2000s and
mainly come from the OECD Family Database. Theyo atdempare varying
information about childcare coverage for childreglolv the age of three across
different data sources and unfortunately, the meron for some countries is
characterized by extensive differences. However décision is made in favor of the
OECD data for children below the age of three i@l childcare because the data
for the share of three to five year olds in forrohlldcare come from the OECD
Family Database as well. Since Moss and Wall (20@)not provide data for
Austria, information by the Austrian Federal Buredustatistics has been used to fill
the gap (Statistik Austria 2010).

School Palicy

With regard to the effect of school schedules ontemmal labor supply, this
relationship can be compared to the relationshifwéen public childcare and
maternal labor supply. In a large part of the depet world, a certain amount of
school years is compulsory for every child. In cast to public childcare provision
for children below school age, school educatiomasmally institutionalized and
available to every child without specific legal iéetment. However, the
configuration of certain features of school edwratan be assumed to influence the
reconciliation of work and family life for parent$ school-aged children and in this
way also affect the labor supply decision of math&ince thestart of compulsory
schoolingsomehow rings in the start of institutionalizedd agyuaranteed de facto
childcare, a variable on the school starting agenétuded, assuming that a low
school starting age has a positive effect on matelabor supply. Furthermore,
information on theaumber of school hours per we@&r school students in primary
and secondary education) and on ioenber of school days per yearincluded to
approximate the comprehensiveness of public scheohedules. A high

comprehensiveness of school week and school yeaeakes the need for childcare
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beyond the regular school schedules which willtum, have a positive effect on

maternal labor supply.

The Eurydice Database (2010) has been used torgatbemation on school policy
and school schedules, although it is in the vetyneaof this source that the data is
only available for member states of the EuropeamtdrHowever, this will not lead
to inconsistencies in the analysis since the Gdwssimilarity Coefficient used for
the later cluster analysis allows for missing valoa single variables which makes it
possible to include the non-European states iptbeedure and to gain insights into
the situation in these countries as well. Furtheanohe subsequent multi-level
analysis uses micro data from the European UniatisBts on Income and Living
Conditions which, by definition, only focuses onrgpean Union member states.
The Eurydice Database provides information on efilutasystems and education
policy in Europe and it is affiliated to the Eduoat Audiovisual and Culture
Executive Agency (EACEA) of the European Commissidrich is responsible for
the management of parts of the European Union’grpros in these policy fields.
Eurydice primarily focuses on the structure andaargation of education at all
levels and across Europe. It collects detailed datd overviews of national
education systems from pre-primary education to ¢méire school system to
vocational and university education and lifelongrfeng. It provides indicators and
statistics and the country studies are suitabletierpurpose of the present study
since they make comparable data available withrdetga the start of compulsory
schooling, the number of school hours per week iierdnt levels of school

education and the number of school weeks per year.

Employment Law

This policy field basically captures the (temportdibility at the workplace and
mostly refers to the legal form of welfare stateemention, even though its effects
on the financial situation cannot be denied. Gdlyenaorking time policy protects
the employee from inappropriately high working rgumregulates overtime
conditions and compensation, provides for sufficieacation and protects from
discrimination. Working conditions can be assunea@ffect maternal labor supply
because they indicate the possibility of recontdiaof work and family life without

substantial income losses. In this way, ldggth of the standard full-time workweek
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categorized in short full-time (less than 40 hour®rmal full-time (40 hours) and
long full-time (more than 40 hours) indicates atichhrate mothers are enabled to
pursue full-time employment and enjoy all sociatl aarnings-related benefits that
accompany this type of employment. Since long tiolle employment can involve
an increased need for childcare at rather atypiocals which, in turn, will decrease
the effective market wage, short full-time is expélcto have a positive effect on

maternal labor supply.

The amount ofegally guaranteed vacation dayer year as well as the number of
mandatory paid holidays an indication for the possibility of reconcgiwork and
family life as well. Not only does it allow for samuality time within the family,
but it also implies that parents have the posgibiio take time off from work
simultaneously with their children. This decreasigs risk of additional childcare
costs which will, in turn, increase the effectivarket wage. The need to work
overtime can occur in many types of employment. athers, this case can be
assumed to imply additional childcare costs whigh decrease the effective market
wage. Therefore, two variables owertime premiumare included, one capturing the
compensation for the first set of overtime hourd arsecond variable capturing the
potential compensation for the second set of awertiours (which does not exist in
every country). These variables account for thefaxel state incentives that are
supposed to outweigh the potential costs of overtiwork. Finally, if full-time
employment is not available or feasible for mothérss important that the welfare
state provides thepossibility of part-time employment without the kriof
discrimination Two variables covering part time employee pratectare included
which deal with the security against discriminatiegarding the benefits enjoyed by
full-time workers, such as leaves, overtime prensuand social security and
regarding the legal rights to advance notice aparsgion fees for the termination of

the employment contract.

The data on employment law primarily come from #galdase on labor regulation
which has been put together by Botero et al. (200W)st of the data are from the
beginning of the 21 century and have been derived from primary legairees,

although the authors have used secondary souraamfom their data. For Botero

and his colleagues, employment law covers fouresfit dimensions which are, in
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turn, operationalized by a number of single vagablalternative employment
contracts, the cost of increasing working hourg dost of firing workers and
dismissal procedures. For the purpose of the presedy, the first two dimensions
are considered particularly important. The dimensal alternative employment
contracts measures the existence and cost of afiteza to the standard employment
contract. This dimension covers, among othersrm&bion on the discrimination of
part-time employees, both with regard to benefiid with regard to the termination
of part-time employment contracts. Here, it is im@ant to mention that in their
operationalization of anti-discrimination of pairhé employees, Botero et al. not
only code those variables with the value 1 if therneo discrimination, but also if the
option of part-time employment is completely protatd by labor law. The rationale
behind that is most likely that if the opportunitypart-time contracts does not exist,
there cannot be any discrimination with regard émdjits or with regard to the
termination of contracts. Since it is assumed tinagasures to protect part-time
employees against discrimination are a crucial elgrm encouraging maternal labor
supply, it would be unfortunate if every countryialhhas been assigned the value 1
would actually be characterized by a prohibitiorpaft-time employment instead of
an anti-discrimination policy. However, all couesiin the sample are either a
member of the European Union or of the Internalidrebor Organization or a
member of both entities. Both these organizaticmgelpassed laws or conventions
that require the introduction of the opportunitypairt-time work on the part of their
member states (cp. ILO 1994; EU 1997). Hence, it ba assumed that in the
majority of cases, countries which have been assighe value 1 on both variables
are most likely to be countries in which anti-disgnation protection of part-time
employees exists and not to be countries in whidnt-fome employment is

prohibited by labor law.

Measuring the cost of an increase in the numbevarking hours refers to various
single variables on the number of paid mandatorlidags per year, on the
maximum duration of the regular work week (workihgurs per week without
overtime) and overtime payments, i.e. the premidorsovertime (ratio of the
overtime wage over the normal wage). The variabbe owertime premium is
subdivided in information on the premium for thesffiset of overtime hours per

week and the premium for the second set of overtioers per week because
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employment laws generally provide for a two tiessdtem of overtime payments.
This dimension of employment law also covers infation on the number of
minimum vacation days per year. However, by detinit Botero et al. (2004) only
refer to the days of annual leave with pay in trenuafacturing sector after twenty
years of employment. Therefore, most of the infdrama on yearly minimum
vacation comes from the ILO TRAVAIL Database of @uions of Work and
Employment Laws (1996 — 2011). This database pesvithformation on the
regulatory environment of working time, minimum vesgand maternity protection
across more than 100 countries. It contains congm&tie legal data and does not
only focus on one specific economic sector withardgto the duration of annual
leave. Therefore, this database has been selestin@ source of information for the
minimum vacation days per year for a majority a tountries. Since TRAVAIL did
not include information for Belgium, Ireland, theetNerlands, Portugal and
Switzerland, the data by Botero et al. (2004) hia@en used to fill the information

gap for these five countries.

Family Allowances and Modes of Taxation

Since in most cases, earnings from employmentna &ibd of income that is subject
to taxation (compared to, for instance, some sdakfits) family tax breaksre an
important policy instrument to increase the effexztimarket wage of a working
mother. Therefore, the present study includes mlviaron tax breaks as a share of
the GDP. The main intention damily cash benefitss certainly not related to
questions of labor supply. It is evident that fandash benefits imply an important
financial relief for many families and that theyncprevent the risk of extensive
poverty. However, when the logic of labor supplgdhy is applied, family cash
benefits can actually have a negative effect oremat labor supply by increasing
the reservation wage. For the present purpose)yfaash benefits will therefore be
understood as a disincentive to labor supply aeddtel of welfare state incentives
for maternal labor supply will be rated higher wiibe share of the GDP spent on
family cash benefits is lower. Furthermore, for maountries, we find combinations
of relatively high spending on family benefits im# (cp. the public spending on
childcare) and relatively low spending on familyskabenefits. This suggests that

countries spending less on cash benefits might Igifiglow a different order of
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priority than countries spending more on cash benefstead of assuming that low
family cash benefits generally imply low welfaratst provisions for families.

The Babies and Bossesudy has been used to derive data on family caslkefiis
and tax breaks. Public social spending as a sHatteeagross domestic product or
public social spending as a share of total goventrapending usually covers more
than the spending on family policy. The OECD pregdiata on family spending
that explicitly refers to public support for fanei, such as child payments and
parental leave benefits. Furthermore, the OECD gilges information on family tax
breaks which are considered being one key meagdi@aacial support for working
parents (OECD 2007: 72). Information on joint odiindual modes of taxation will
not be included due to small cross-national vamatand the overall trend to

introduce individual taxation (cp. page 47).

Country Level Control Variables

When analyzing questions of labor supply, the pmssinfluence of the general
national employment situation cannot be disregardézhce, the main and most
obvious indicator for the purpose of the presentdwtis the overall female
employment rate. The indicator comes from the OE@Btbook (OECD 2010b) and
gives, just like the individual data and the madjodf the policy data, information on
the situation in the year 2005. It would be distgrtto use the simple unemployment
rate, since the unemployment rate only measuresatiee of those individuals in a
country which are unemployed compared to the natitabor force. However, it is
by all means possible that a considerable numbearddfiduals is neither employed
nor unemployed, i.e. that a considerable numbandif/iduals is not a part of the
labor force. Therefore, it is advisable to use rimfation on the employment-
population ratio. The employment-population ratip..] relates the level of
employment to the working-age population (thoseda@® — 64), regardless of
whether or not (individual) people are officiallprsidered to be in the labor force
[...]" (Siaroff 1994: 86; Leon 1981)lt is assumed that the female employment-
population ratio is a valid indicator for the gesdeeconomic and labor market
situation of a country. If a large share of the veonof working-age has no trouble
finding employment, women with children are notelik to be excluded from this

favorable labor market situation.
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Research dealing with the public support of matezngloyment is often associated
with questions of culture, traditions and attitudewards the role of women and
mothers which can influence maternal labor suppgisions as well (cp. Pfau-
Effinger 2000; Leira 2002; Pfau-Effinger 2004). Bvéhough the present study
generally assumes that these attitudes can alsoflbenced and shaped by the
degree of state support for female employmentyetationship between public and
private attitudes can also be subject to revergsatiy, implying that the state aligns
its own policies with the traditions and attitudbat are prevalent in its society to,
for instance, ensure the support of voters. Theeefthe present study includes a
control variable that measures to which extentiticathl attitudes towards the role of
women and mothers are still prevalent across cmsntSince the EU SILC 2005
does not provide this information, the correspogdiata have been gathered from
the European Values Study 2008. The European V&@uasdy has been initiated to
collect information about attitudes across Europel @bout the convergence,
divergence or change of values across countrigsamtoverall focus on questions of
religion. Until today, there have been conductad feaves in the years 1981, 1990,
1999 and 2008. The EVS 2008 is the one that corosest to the general time
frame of the present study and it provides a végidihat asks for the relationship
between working mothers and their children or, ngpecifically, if the respondents
think that working mothers can establish a relatiop with her children that is just
as warm and secure as the relationship that sthgrae mothers can potentially
establish with their children. For the purpose l# present study, the respondents
who (strongly) disagreed with that statement haaenbsummarized and are used as
a representation of the share of the populatioh hblds more conservative values

towards the role of mothers.
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3.3. Methodology

3.3.1. Country Level Analysis

Analysis of Variance

The analysis of the country level data is perform®gd means of different

methodological approaches. The appropriatenessomyentional country clusters

and of the country clusters that will be establishrethe course of the study will be
tested by means of analyses of variance which wtieately, single regression

analyses with the respective average levels ofanelftate incentives in the single
policy fields being the dependent variables and ¢bentry groups being the

independent variables. For these regressions, thentry groups have been
transformed into dummy variables. This procedurplies that one country group is
treated as reference category. The mean of theerefe group is the regression
constant while the coefficients of the other coymfroups indicate the difference of
their mean compared to the mean of the referenmgpgiust like other regression
analyses, these regressions report the amountptdie&d variance. Since analyses
of variance are applied to conventional countrystdts and to the classification
established in the course of the present study,dtfierences in the amount of
explained variance can be used to compare the jppgieness of the different

typologies.

Cluster Analysis

The first step of the cluster analysis is the dakoon of a dissimilarity matrix by
which the countries’ performances are compared.distances between the different
countries give some first indication about possdadantry clusters. Since the dataset
contains binary and continuous variables, the Galissimilarity coefficient is the
dissimilarity measure of choice which has the fertadvantage of not excluding
observations with missing values on single varisble the following formula of the
Gower coefficient, the inclusion of binary variablend the consideration of missing
values for the calculation of the distancgsare represented by. The Gower
coefficient calculates pairwise dissimilarities eeén the observations in the data

set. The distance between two units andj is the sum of all variable specific
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distances. When values are missing for either ong ar both units under
comparison or when the values of both un@adj equal 04 equals 1.

p (k) (k)
_ Zi=1 8357 dy

dij =
P 0
Li=1 8

The dissimilarities calculated by means of the Goeeefficient are commonly used
as inputs to cluster analysis. In the present stcldgter analysis is applied to attain a
more specific picture of potential country cluste@uster analysis is a method of
numerical classification of cases and pattern reitmgp. From the different available
ways of cluster analysis, the agglomerative hidriaed form is chosen which does
not require the prior determination of a certaimber of clusters. Agglomerative
hierarchical clustering proceeds by grouping singbservations and by enlarging
those groups to bigger clusters until the entirada is included. The underlying
principle is the achievement of maximal homogenuiithin the single clusters and
the achievement of maximal heterogeneity betweea $imgle clusters (cp.
Wiedenbeck / zull 2010). Within the method of agg&rative hierarchical
clustering, the procedure of choice is Ward's Aithon which groups the
observations that only minimally increase the var& within one cluster (cp.
Backhaus et al. 2000). Compared to other agglomeratierarchical cluster
procedures, Ward’s Algorithm tends to produce nsbable results.

3.3.2. Multi-Level Analysis

Hierarchical Logistic Regression

The present study is not only interested in conmgaelfare state incentives for
maternal labor supply on the country level, bubaisanalyzing the effects of these
incentives on individual maternal labor supply. c&rthe outcome variable (being
employed or not being employed) is an individuareltteristic and since it has been

shown that the basic assumptions of labor suppborth refer to individual
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characteristics, these individual determinants havkee included in the analysis to
control for these associations. This turns the yamalinto one which considers

individual and country level factors. Furthermdiee dependent variable is binary (0

= not being employed, 1 = being employed), so that models of choice are
hierarchical logistic regressions to estimate thpdct of welfare state incentives on
the odds of maternal labor force participation whabntrolling for individual level

determinants.

The application of hierarchical logistic regressiallows to determine beforehand
how much of the variance is located on the coulewgl. This is done by using the
first model as an intercept-only-model including ttependent variablemployed;
the average interceptw and the residual error variances on the countrgllag;
Neither the intercept-only-model nor the followimgdividual- and country-level
models contain the usual error terenbecause in contrast to linear multi-level
models, this error variance is implied by the ckaid the logistic distribution and
equalsm? / 3. Furthermore, in this and all the following modéle subscriptéand;

refer to individual mothersin countries;.

Intercept Only Model:
logit (employed) = yoo + uoy

The residual error variances on the individual andthe country level are used to
calculate the so-called intra-class correlatiorffc@ent p. The intra-class correlation
coefficient is used to determine if individualsrfradhe same country are more alike
than individuals from different countries. If this the case, it is assumed that the
explanatory variables on the country level can @adbe held accountable for the
variation between the countries. The intra-clagsetation coefficient ranges from O
to 1 with higher values implying a higher sharelaf variance being located on the
country level. In the case of hierarchical logisggressions, the calculation of the
intra class correlation coefficient includes théemept variancerse and the error
variance of the logistic mode¥ /3 (cp. Snijders/Bosker 1999; Hox 2010).
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In the next step, the explanatory variables oninldévidual level are added to the
model. The individual level model estimates theees of the individual level

variables on the odds of maternal labor force p@dtion and these effects are
allowed to be random, i.e. to vary across counts@sce it cannot necessarily be
assumed that their impact is equal across countfiesthermore, the three

continuous individual variable$ff, age andwage are centered on their grand mean.

Individual-Level Model

logit (employedij)= yoo+ y10 * (agej - age.) + yzo * marriedy +
y30 * educationy + ys0 * childrenj + yso * singlej +
yeo * (wagej —wage.) + y» * (diffy - dif f.) +
uij * (agej—age.) + uz * marriedy +us * educationy +
ug * childreny +us;j * singlej + usj (wagej —wage.) +
uz * (diffy - dif ) + uy

The individual-level model contains the dependeartable employed; the average
intercept yoo and the constant regression coefficients for allea explanatory
variables on the individual level used in the pr¢estudy gzothroughyzg). The error
terms uz; through uz account for the possible country-dependent vanatf the
influence of the individual-level variables on thebability of maternal labor force
participation, indicated by the subscrjjgienoting to which country it belongs.

In the multi-level models, the explanatory varigbéand the control variables on the
country level are added to the model to explairsenational differences in the
average employment probability of mothers. Whilee thountry-level control
variables culture and employment are included in every multi-level model, the
explanatory variables are added to the model segparand one by one. There will
be five models calculating the influence of the rage levels of welfare state
incentives in all five policy fields, six modelsrfthe single indicators from the field
of parental leave, eight models for the single aatbrs from the field of childcare,

seven models for the field of employment law, foundels for the field of school
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policy and two models for the single indicatorsnfrgdhe field of taxation and

allowances. These single variables are indicateithdyermyps * Z;.

Multi-Level Model

logit (employedij)= yoo+ y10 * (agej—age.) + yzo * marriedy +
y30 * educationy + ys0 * childrenj + yso * singlej +
yeo * (wagej -wage.) + yr * (diffy -dif f.) +
yo1 *culture; + yoz * employment; + yos * Zj +
uzj * (agej-age.) + uz * marriedy +us * educationy +
ug * childreny +us;j * singlej + usj (wagej —wage.) +
uz * (diffy - dif ) + uy

Heckman Correction

The theoretical remarks and the formula of thevilial level estimation presented
above have shown that the individual market wagassumed to be one central
predictor of the labor supply decision and that iised as one of the main individual
independent variables. Unfortunately, informatiam iadividual wages often falls
prey to so-called incidental truncation becausg itfiormation normally depends on
another variable, namely the employment status. Wwage can only be observed
when a person is working and it cannot be obsemvedn a person does not
participate in the labor market. Therefore, it scessary to estimate the missing
wages by means of the so-called Heckman estimatiethod to correct for the
selection bias in a preparative step. This methegeloped by James J. Heckman
(1979), has established itself as the most commepn af estimating missing wages
in labor supply research, even though it is na¢ frem critique (cp. Puhani 2000).
The estimation of missing wages is possible incde of the present study because
all the variables that are assumed to determingvéigee and the selection bias can be
observed for each individual. The Heckman correc8aggests adding a selection
equation to the model (cp. Wooldridge 2002: 560).

y=x+u E(u/x) =0
s=1[zy+v=>0]
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Here, it is important that anyis also an element afwhile some elements afare
not supposed to be k. For the present purpose, the available micro tatzse
already been reduced to women living in househwlitls dependent children, thus
the wages of the employed individuals provide thsid for the estimation of the
wages of the unemployed individuals. The first équauses the gross cash income
as the dependent variable and comprises two detants of the salary, namely the
age and the level of education. The selection émuaadditionally includes
information on the number of children, the margtdtus and the parenting status.
Adding these three variables to the selection egua based on the assumption that

these three factors are most likely to cause tleetsen bias.
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4. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The fourth chapter presents the results of the tcplevel and the multi-level
analysis. Starting with a discussion of the craasenal variation of welfare state
incentives for maternal labor supply, the firsttpafrthis chapter presents an attempt
to establish a classification of countries accaydio their extent and emphases of
those welfare state incentives. This chapter revi¢ine adequacy of traditional
country clusters and presents a new suggestiowitoy clusters which are more
appropriately corresponding to the cross-natioaalkation of welfare state incentives
for maternal labor supply. It starts by comparimgke welfare state incentives from
all five policy fields included in the present syuand by comparing average levels
of welfare state incentives across all indicatoremf each policy field across
countries. Those cross-national comparisons wilvigle a first indication for the
performance of welfare states and for the apprtgwess of existing gender-
sensitive typologies. However, the subsequent apalyof variance for the
conventional country clusters and for the new cgualusters established by means
of a cluster analysis using all indicators includiedhe present study will reveal that
the here established country clusters are moreoppgpte to group countries
according to the effort they direct towards matetabor supply. As a final step of
the country-level analysis, three specific coustrigot displaying the expected
performance will be studied in more detail. By neahthree more in-depth studies
of the cases of Norway, Canada and Germany, pessunlises for the different

allocation of these countries in the new countogtdrs will be traced.

The second part of this chapter presents the sestiltierarchical logistic regressions
testing for the association of the welfare statemives with individual maternal
labor supply under control for the economic sitratand for the common individual
determinants of labor supply. Since the countrelenalysis will show that labor
supply incentives are partly characterized by atersible cross-national differences,
it is worth investigating if this variation is refited by the labor supply decisions of
mothers, i.e. if higher levels of welfare stateeintives are associated with a higher
probability of maternal labor supply. The secondt paill present descriptive
information of the association between the mateemaployment rate, the average

levels of welfare state incentives and the indigldand country-level control
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variables. Subsequently, it will present six hiehéeal logistic regressions to analyze
the influence of the average levels of welfareestatentives across all five policy

fields and of all the single indicators from eadhhe five policy fields on maternal

labor supply.

4.1. Welfare State Incentives for Maternal Labor Spply — Starting Point for
a New Welfare State Typology?

4.1.1. Cross-National Variation of Welfare State lnoentives for Maternal Labor
Supply

Cross-National Variation of Single Welfare State I ncentives

How are welfare state incentives for maternal latagply shaped across countries?
Is the degree and focus of employment supportivicipse dissimilar across
countries? And, if countries turn out to perforrffatiently, are they varying in ways
that are comparable to established typologiesetler traditional welfare state types
not appropriate to explain cross-national variatainwelfare state incentives for

maternal labor supply?

Table 4.1. Cross-National Variation of Single Welfee State Incentives (2004 — 2010)

Length of Paid Childcare Costs in | Minimum Vacation Length of the Tax Breaks as %
Leave in Months % of Average Days per Year School Year in of GDP
(2007) Family Net Income (2004) Days (2007)
(2004) (2010)
us 0 BE 4 us 0 GR 175 SE 0,00
GR 2 PT 4 JP 10 ES 175 DK 0,00
NL 25 GR 5 CA 14 SE 178 FL 0,00
ES 3,5 SE 6 NZ 14 AT 180 IT 0,00
PT 4 LU 6 IE 15 FR 180 GR 0,00
IE 4,5 ES 7 BE 20 PT 180 CH 0,00
UK 6 FL 7 DE 20 IE 181 LU 0,00
BE 9,5 NO 8 NL 20 BE 182 NZ 0,00
DK 10,5 DK 8 CH 20 NO 190 AU 0,10
CA 11,5 DE 8 GR 20 FL 190 CA 0,10
NO 12 AU 8 PT 24 UK 195 AT 0,10
IT 13,5 FR 11 FL 24 DE 198 NO 0,20
DE 14 NL 12 LU 25 NL 200 PT 0,20
SE 16 IT 13 NO 25 DK 200 ES 0,20
AT 24 JP 14 DK 25 IT 200 IE 0,20
FR 36 AT 15 SE 25 LU 212 UK 0,40
FL 36 CA 22 UK 28 NL 0,40
NZ 28 AU 28 JP 0,40
USA 28 IT 28 BE 0,50
IE 29 AT 30 us 0,60
CH 30 FR 30 FR 0,70
UK 33 ES 30 DE 1,00

Source: FEMMES Dataset (Appendix B).
Note: Raw data for one single incentive per policfield in ascending order.
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A first look at the level of certain single incards across countries already indicates
that there is considerable variation and that tireentives do not necessarily vary
along traditional welfare state types. Table 4tihves the levels of five policies for
all the countries for which data were availableg qolicy from each field of
incentives respectively. For this illustration, ttaev data of the actual policies have
been used and the countries are arranged in ofdsize of the corresponding
indicator. On the one hand, this illustration rdsehat the cross-national differences
of welfare state support for maternal employmeset @nsiderable. And since the
countries are ranked according to the level ofré@spective incentive, it also reveals
that, on the other hand, countries do mostly nougras existing typologies would
expect them to. From the field of parental leawe, variation within the length of
paid leave in months illustrates very well that grevision across countries is very
different. There are countries which only providle @ less months of paid parental
leave, such as the United States, the NetherlanBsrbugal, and there are countries
which provide between nine and sixteen months oémal leave, such as Canada,
Germany or Sweden. At the upper limit, countriée lAustria, France and Finland
provide two years or more of paid parental leave tns loose ranking reveals that
especially the group with medium paid leave praristombines countries from the
traditional liberal, the social-democratic, the servative and the Southern European

welfare regime.

In the field of early childhood education and cdhe, variation in childcare costs for
families, measured as the percentage of the averatglamily income, is similarly

high. No country provides childcare facilities foee, but in five countries, families
have to invest six percent or less of their incomechildcare. Not surprisingly,

Sweden is among these countries, but also SoutBeropean welfare states like
Portugal, Spain and Belgium. In the other Scandaragountries, the childcare costs
for families are slightly higher, just as they dam@ families in Germany and

Australia. Families in countries like France, Jamarmd Austria have to invest
between eleven and fifteen percent of their incomehildcare. The selection of
countries in which the costs are considerably highenging between 22 and 33

percent of the average net family income, mosthscsis of liberal welfare states.
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Within the policy field of employment law, many dial welfare states provide
fifteen or less vacation days per year. Among tentries which provide 20 to 24
vacation days per year are conservative welfaréestiike Belgium and the
Netherlands, Southern European states like GreedePartugal and Finland as a
social democratic welfare state. The group of coesiproviding between 25 and 28
vacation days per year is similarly diverse, cosipg states such as Denmark and
Sweden, Italy, the United Kingdom and Australiandfly, the group of countries
with the maximum number of legally guaranteed viacatlays per year contains

Austria, France and Spain.

From the field of school policy, the indicator dretnumber of school days per year
has been chosen to give an idea on cross-natianakion. The indicator varies from
less than 180 school days per year to more than P0® group with the lowest
number of school days per year consists of Gregpain and Sweden. The second
group, providing 180 or more school days per yeansists of countries like France,
Portugal and Ireland. The third group of countriggviding 190 or more school
days per year, comprises two further Scandinaviamtcies (Norway and Finland),
the United Kingdom and Germany. The final groupcotintries with at least 200

school days per year consists of countries likeNibnerlands, Denmark and Italy.

In the policy field of taxation and allowances, treiation of the indicator on family
tax breaks as a percentage of the GDP gives furtisgght into cross-national
differences. The level of tax breaks generally esnlgetween no tax breaks at all and
tax breaks which constitute one percent of the GRBRconsiderable number of
countries does not provide tax breaks at all, sachhhe majority of Scandinavian
welfare states, but also Italy, Greece and Newa®hlThe remaining Scandinavian
welfare state, Norway, finds itself in the group afuntries which provides tax
breaks at the 0.10 to 0.20 percent level of the GiDRonjunction with liberal
welfare states like Australia and Canada and SoutBaropean welfare states like
Portugal and Spain. The third group of countriesviples tax breaks at the 0.40 to
0.50 percent level and combines the United Kingdtima, Netherlands, Japan and
Belgium while the last group of countries with faniax breaks of at least 0.60
percent consists of the United States, France arch&y, Germany being the only

country with tax breaks of one percent of the GDP.
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Cross-National Average Levels of Welfare State | ncentives
Since the look at single indicators from the digfar policy fields already gives an
idea of the extent and the way in which welfaregestarary, the averages across all

indicators of each policy field and countries vadl examined in a next step.

Table 4.2. Variation of Average Levels of Welfare tate Incentives across Countries and Policy
Fields (2004 — 2010)

Country Parental Childcare School Employment  Taxation and
Leave (2007 — 2008) Policy Law Allowances
(2007) (2010) (2004) (2007)
Protestant Social Democratic Welfare States
Norway 0,67 0,67 0,66 0,56 0,23
Sweden 0,77 0,88 0,71 0,80 0,13
Denmark 0,60 0,93 0,49 0,69 0,13
Finland 0,83 0,79 0,57 0,86 0,25
Protestant Liberal Welfare States
UK 0,43 0,55 0,82 0,49 0,20
Australia - 0,47 - 0,87 0,05
Canada 0,57 0,62 - 0,61 0,48
New Zealand - - - 0,53 0,00
USA 0,00 0,47 - 0,50 0,80
Advanced Christian Democratic Welfare States
Austria 0,72 0,31 0,68 0,79 0,05
Belgium 0,63 0,63 0,75 0,69 0,38
Germany 0,59 0,49 0,71 0,55 0,60
France 0,92 0,61 0,67 0,58 0,75
Luxembourg - - 1,00 - 0,00
Netherlands 0,60 0,59 0,76 0,66 0,58
Late Female Mobilization Welfare States
Portugal 0,70 0,48 0,66 0,84 0,48
Spain 0,66 0,41 0,68 0,61 0,60
Italy 0,50 0,55 0,72 0,45 0,38
Greece 0,50 0,35 0,82 0,67 0,38
Ireland 0,42 0,50 0,74 0,59 0,10
Switzerland - 0,35 - 0,54 0,25
Japan 0,52 - 0,33 0,70

Source: FEMMES Dataset (Appendix B).

Note: Countries are arranged according to the typlmgy by Siaroff (1994). Averages for each
policy field are generated from the values of theisgle indicators in each policy field.
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National averages have been calculated for thoseydalds for which enough data
on the single policy indicators were available tonstruct meaningful and
comparable means. Here, the countries are rankaddaeg to the afore-mentioned
typology by Siaroff to facilitate the overview. @Gafj in mind which conclusions
Siaroff made about the different degrees of supfmrfemale employment within
the different welfare state types, the protestantiad democratic countries are
expected to explicitly support female labor forcartipation. Although the
provided family welfare is considered minimal iretprotestant liberal countries,
they are also assumed to be characterized by rdibenct gender equality with
regard to labor force participation. In turn, thereould be no strong incentives for
women to participate in the labor market in advanCéaristian democratic states. In
the welfare states that belong to the late femadbilmation type, women'’s rights
are generally expected to be low and the incenfimes/omen to allocate some time
to the labor market are expected to be low as well.

However, a closer look at the average levels ofamelstate incentives across policy
fields and countries reveals that these assumptinlyspartly hold when the explicit
focus of analysis are labor supply incentives. dne hand, the levels are mostly
characterized by high intra-group variation andtw other hand, they do partly not
correspond to the degree of support for female eympént that would have been
expected from previous research. In the protestacil democratic welfare states,
the average level of welfare state incentives enftéld of parental leave ranks from
0.60 in Denmark to 0.83 in Finland in. The averbeyels are considerably lower in
the protestant liberal countries, comprising theegtional case of the United States
with no parental leave provision at all and averkegels of welfare state incentives
of 0.43 in the United Kingdom and of 0.57 in Canddaturn, the average levels of
welfare state incentives in the field of parenéavie across the Christian democratic
countries is higher than in the protestant liberalintries, ranking from 0.59 in
France to 0.92 in Germany which characterizesdtterlcountry by an even higher
incentive level than the protestant social demacnatlfare states. The values for
late female mobilization countries are, in turnmparable with those in the

protestant liberal welfare states.
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In the field of early childhood education and cdhe extent of support seems to be
more consistent with existing gender-sensitive kypies, but the in-group variation
remains considerable. In the protestant social demtic countries, the average
levels of welfare state incentives are comparaigi,hranking from 0.67 in Norway
to 0.93 in Denmark. In all other country group® thaximum average level is lower
than the minimum average level in the protestastab@emocratic countries. The
average levels of welfare state incentives in ttotgstant liberal welfare states rank
from 0.47 in Australia and the United States t@0dr6Canada. Across the advanced
Christian democratic countries, Belgium sharesmiaimum values with Canada,
but with 0.31 in Austria, the minimum value is cmesably lower than in the
protestant liberal welfare states. Comparable watsn be found in the late female
mobilization countries which rank from 0.35 in Gegeeand Switzerland to a

maximum of only 0.55 in ltaly.

Turning to the field of school policy, the pictubecomes again less consistent with
existing gender-sensitive typologies. Here, then8twvian countries generally
show lower average levels of welfare state incestithan in the policy fields of
parental leave and early childhood education anel dde values rank between 0.49
in Denmark to 0.71 in Sweden. Since the data ondgbolicy are only available for
the European countries in the sample, it is diffitnformulate a statement about the
situation in the liberal welfare states. Howevegan be considered noteworthy that
after Luxembourg, the United Kingdom, as the ornlhedal welfare state with
information on school schedules in the sample, iges/the second highest average
level of welfare state incentives in the field oheol policy along with Greece. This
information already indicates that also in the axbeal Christian democratic and late
female mobilization welfare states, the averagelle/not as low as it would have
been expected from previous research. Althouglditfierences between the single
countries are very distinct within the advancedig€tan democratic welfare state
type, the minimum value amounts to an average 6¥ Gn Germany and the
maximum value amounts to 1.00 in Luxembourg. Theatian is a little less
pronounced in the late female mobilization coustmath a minimum average level
of welfare state incentives in the field of scheolicy of 0.66 in Portugal and a

maximum average level of 0.82 in Greece.
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In the field of employment law, the protestant abalemocratic, the protestant
liberal and the advanced Christian democratic welftates are very similar. The
average level of incentives is very diverse intlatee groups. Among the protestant
social democratic welfare states, the values raoin f0.56 in Norway to 0.86 in
Finland. Among the protestant liberal welfare fathe values rank from 0.49 in the
United Kingdom to 0.87 in Australia and the vapatiis a shade less distinct in the
advanced Christian democratic countries which rfao 0.55 in France to 0.79 in
Austria. The situation is different among the I&enale mobilization countries in
which the minimum average level of welfare stateemtives in the field of
employment law amounts to 0.33 in Japan and thérmem average level amounts
to 0.84 in Portugal.

Lastly, even more pronounced variation and diffeesnfrom conventional gender-
sensitive welfare state comparisons can be obsemithih the field of allowances
and taxation. Indeed, the differences among theegtant social democratic welfare
states are less distinct, with an average rangimg 0.13 in Sweden and Norway to
0.25 in Finland. However, with these values, thar@mavian countries are located
at the lower end of the average incentive levelthough some countries of the other
welfare state types are also characterized byivelgtiow average incentive levels
in this policy field, there are more cases prowda higher level of incentives in
these groups than among the protestant social datrowelfare states. Among the
liberal welfare states, New Zealand provides a mimh average level of welfare
state incentives of 0.00 while the maximum averkyel amounts to 0.80 in the
United States. Among the advanced Christian dertio@auntries, Austria provides
a minimum average level of welfare state incentfesnly 0.05 while the maximum
average level amounts to 0.75 in France. A sinpileture can be detected among the
late female mobilization countries, with averageele of incentives ranging from

0.10 in Ireland to a maximum value of 0.70 in Japan

These mere comparisons do not allow for concludgtgtements about the
performance of welfare states and the appropriatersd conventional gender-
sensitive welfare state typologies. However, theyvigle a first indication for what
can be expected from a welfare state comparisochnvucuses on incentives for

maternal labor supply. On the one hand, the avdeagds of welfare state incentives
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in the respective policy fields often differ corsidbly among countries that are
supposed to belong to the same welfare state fipis. has, for instance, been
detected in the case of France and Germany witlrdelgp parental leave provision,
in the case of Norway and Denmark with regard tdyezhildhood education and
care or in the case of Denmark and Sweden in #id bf school policy. Similar
variation has, for instance, been observed foratrerage levels of incentives in the
field of employment law in the case of Japan andugal which are both supposed
to belong to the late female mobilization welfar&e type and for the average levels
of incentives in the field of taxation and beneiiighe case of New Zealand and the
United States. On the other hand, it is not onky variation within the traditional
country groups, but also the general levels ofgerance that create doubts about
the suitability of existing welfare state typologlidt cannot be detected that the
protestant social democratic countries are alwégsacterized by the highest level
of incentives, followed by the protestant liberthle advanced Christian democratic
and the late female mobilization welfare state tygee only policy field that is more
or less consistent with this assumption is the @nearly childhood education and
care. With regard to the remaining policy fields picture is far less consistent. For
instance, the advanced Christian democratic casare characterized by a level of
incentives in the field of parental leave that ewcomparable to the one of the
protestant social democratic countries. In ture, Ivel of incentives in the field of
school policy and taxation and benefits is lowantlexpected in the protestant social

democratic countries.

Analysis of Variance

The foregoing presentation of the variation of c@n of welfare state incentives
for maternal labor supply in their original statedaof the variation of averages
across policy fields has already shed some ligiditferences between countries and
also on the potential inappropriateness of congeati country clusters. However,

this variance can be analyzed in further detaixamine how much of the cross-
national variance in the policy fields can actuddl explained by the conventional
country clusters. Table 4.3. shows the means ottlmtry groups for every policy

field and the results of an analysis of variancenisans of single regressions of
dummies for the country groups on the respectiverame level of welfare state

incentives in the single policy fields.
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Table 4.3. Analysis of Variance for Conventional Contry Clusters

Countries Parental Leave Childcare School Employment Taxation
Schedules Law and
Allowances

Mean B Mean B Me B Mean B Mea B
an n

Protestant

Liberal

Welfare States

(Reference 33 53 82 6 31
Group)

Australia

Canada

New Zealand

UK

USA

Advanced

Christian

Democratic

Welfare States
Austria 69
Belgium

Germany

France

Luxembourg
Netherlands

.359* .52 -003 .76 -.058 .65 .054 .39 .087

Protestant

Social

Democratic 72 .384*** .82 L29%** .61 -212* .73 127 A8  -.121
Welfare States

Sweden

Norway

Denmark

Finland

Late Female
Mobilization

Welfare States
Portugal

Spain 56
Italy

Greece

Ireland

Switzerland

Japan

.223** 45 -076 .72  -.096 .57 -.024 41 107

Constant .333*** B527r* 821 B*** .306**

R? 485 .687 373 .16 116

Source: FEMMES Dataset (Appendix B).

Note: Countries are arranged according to the typlogy by Siaroff (1994). Averages for each
policy field are generated from the values of theisgle indicators in each policy field.
** = P <0.01, *=P<0.05,*=P<0.10
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The welfare state typology by Siaroff (1994) sugge®ur groups of countries,
leading to the creation of four country group dumsnof which the first group, i.e.
the liberal or protestant liberal welfare state&(USA, New Zealand, Australia and
Canada), is used as a reference category. The ofethre reference group is the
regression constant while the coefficients of tiigeo country groups indicate the
difference of their mean compared to the mean efrédfierence group. The last row
of table 4.3. shows the amount of explained vagémrcthe single regressions. These
values show indeed that the conventional countnstets are not completely
inappropriate to explain the variance of welfaratestincentives for maternal labor
supply across countries. Ar? Rf 0.49 for the field of parental leave and ahdR
0.69 for the field of childcare can by all meanscbasidered a convincing result and
an argument in favor of conventional gender-seresitiypologies. However, the
results for the fields of employment law and taxatiand allowances are less
powerful. In combination with the foregoing destinp comparisons of countries’
performances which have also shown that differeantry clusters might actually be
more adequate to explain the cross-national vagiasfcwelfare state incentives,
there is sufficient reason to examine if a différand potentially more appropriate
classification of countries can be established.

4.1.2. Determination of New Country Clusters

Cluster Analysis

While the first descriptive results in the foregpisection have already given some
indication on cross-national differences and siritits of welfare state incentives
for maternal labor supply, this section presenésrésults of a cluster analysis that
has been run for the sample of 22 countries armbaall policy field& As described
in the methodological subchapter, cluster analysisa method of numerical
classification of cases and pattern recognition aeduires the preliminary
computation of a dissimilarity matrix that takes thle variables into account. The

obtained distances between the single countriee goame first indication about

6 The indicators for school policy are only avaitalfbr the 15 European countries in the sample.
Therefore, statements about the similarities osidhigarities with regard to this policy field cartrioe
made for the non-European states. However, the GDgsimilarity Coefficient allows for missing
values on single variables which made it possiblia¢lude the non-European states in the analysis.
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possible country clusters. Since the dataset amtainary and continuous variables,
the Gower dissimilarity coefficient is the dissiarity measure of choice which has
the further advantage of not excluding observatwite missing values on single
variables. The matrix is shown in figure 4.1. andleser look at the degree of
dissimilarity between single pairs of countries aa¢ a potential underlying
structure. Higher numbers imply higher dissimilarénd it can be seen that, for
instance, Denmark and Sweden and are comparallly tiissimilar. The same
applies to Portugal and Spain and to the Unitedgam and New Zealand. By
contrast, the United States and countries likeafith) France and Sweden show a
comparably high degree of dissimilarity.
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Figure 4.1. Distances between the Countries acroalt Policy Indicators (Gower Dissimilarity Coefficient)

AU AT BE CA DK FI FR DE GR IE IT JP LU NL NzZ NO PT ES SE CH UK US
AU 0
AT 221 O
BE .182 .289 O
CA 334 293 212 O
DK .401 .445 221 286 O
FI. 239 .406 .295 .391 .242 O
FR .432 .407 .302 .427 .345 .308 O
DE .333 .298 .296 .290 .464 .389 .374 O
GR .183 .399 .269 .285 .382 .363 .410 .332 O
IE 284 .263 .308 .256 .436 .451 512 .222 334 O
IT .323 .337 .234 .251 .397 .402 .399 .269 .337 .351 O
JP 487 .437 .399 .351 .447 473 .444 363 .323 .411 .302 0
LU 129 .335 .339 .484 .253 .356 .470 .454 .381 .452 352 522 O
NL .285 .381 .277 .255 .377 .348 .371 .238 .198 .270 .338 .251 .355 O
NZ .342 .353 .340 .257 .350 .379 .592 .340 .341 .208 .280 .408 .324.298 O
NO .264 .290 .287 .299 .322 .327 .393 .295 .422 .345 309 .366 .261.343 .361 O
PT 223 .294 .252 .304 .418 .311 .349 .247 .237 .296 .363 .479 .379.195 .454 291 O
ES .311 .325 .262 .339 .404 .359 .338 .246 .263 .307 .264 .347 .550.244 .223 .299 .160 O
SE .273 .387 .209 .290 .161 .209 .357 .407 .311 .362 .390 .499 .348.343 .295 .305 .319 .339 O
CH .296 .318 .332 .311 .487 .343 .383 .248 .239 .219 .319 .3839 .407 .243 .303 .421 .342 311 365 O
UK .347 .388 .319 .284 .379 .425 .415 .297 .351 .264 .315 .320 .266.217 .187 .387 .340 .281 .444 363 O
US .373 .466 .386 .336 .476 .561 .631 .389 .371 .324 451 .226 .664.335 .372 .493 .443 423 555 .423 311 O

Source: FEMMES Dataset (Appendix B), own calculatins.
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However, the consideration of the mere distancgeas to be an insufficient and
ambiguous way to determine which countries canrbeped together according to
their welfare state incentives for maternal labop@y. When hierarchical cluster
analysis is applied to the dissimilarity matrix, ig possible to obtain a more
conclusive picture of the groups of countries tlsaiow the least degree of
dissimilarity. The underlying principle of clust@nalyses is the achievement of
maximal homogeneity within the single clusters dhd achievement of maximal
heterogeneity between the single clusters (cp. @ikdck / Zill 2010). Within the
method of agglomerative hierarchical clusteringg forocedure of choice is the
Ward’'s Algorithm which groups the observations tbaty minimally increase the
variance within one cluster and which also tendgraduce more stable results.
Hierarchical clustering begins with as many clustas there are countries and
gradually combines the cases that show the smallissimilarities until those
countries find themselves all in one cluster. Teaditogram, which is the standard
tree diagram of cluster analysis, is displayedgare 4.2. and shows this process of
aggregation. The determination of the number oétels that represents the structure
of the data best is often considered being a alitgsue. The lengths of the vertical
lines which link the clusters show how dissimilaret merged clusters are.
Consequently, lengthier lines indicate greateriaigarity (cp. Powell / Barrientos
2004).

In the case of the present analysis, the struaifitbe data is best captured by six
country clusters because after the value of Othervertical scale on the left, further
mergers lead to very dissimilar clusters. Thesechisters group countries that, in
the majority of the cases, seem to be very diffefeom what is known from

traditional welfare state typologies. However, thendrogram only indicates the
degree of dissimilarity and does not give any iatdan about the extent of welfare
incentives or their emphases of certain policydBelClearly, it appears to be less
surprising to see France grouped together with ReknSweden and Finland or to
detect a cluster which contains Greece, Portugdl $main. However, most of the
other country groups consist of cases that woulanatly not be expected to be

comparably little dissimilar.
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Figure 4.2. Results of the Cluster Analysis for th®issimilarity Matrix (Dendrogram)

~— —

Degree of Dissimilarity between the Welfare States

O -
AU LU ATNODKSE FI FRBECA IT DE IE CHNZUKGRNL PT ES JP US
Source: FEMMES Dataset (Appendix B), own calculatips.
Note: The lengths of the vertical lines indicate e degree of dissimilarity. Shorter lines
indicate less dissimilarity.

Therefore, there is a need to examine what it ecyx that makes the countries
within the clusters less dissimilar from each otiiran from the countries in the other
clusters. A closer look at the raw macro data revemat the countries in the single
clusters are indeed characterized by different efegrand different emphases of
welfare state incentives for maternal labor supply.overview of the structure of

the different country clusters and their rankingading to their average levels of
welfare state incentives can be found in table e table also shows that the
variation with regard to school policy is rathernos&v and on a very comparable
level in every cluster and that the last two coyrdiusters put considerably less
effort on the field of employment-related measutemn the other country groups.

Furthermore, it is noticeable that many countryugoare characterized by a very
low level of incentives in the field of taxationdallowances, a field in which the

sixth country cluster seems to be an irregular gttae considering its overall level

of incentives. Since table 4.4. only displays agesa a closer look at the raw data

gives more information on the importance of singddicy measures in each cluster,
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on the extent of similarity between the countrieghe clusters and on the level of

welfare state incentives for maternal labor supply.

Table 4.4. Structure of the Six Country Clusters

Cluster Mean across all
Policy Fields
and Countries
in the Cluster

Cluster 1

France

Sweden 0.64
Denmark

Finland

Cluster 2

Netherlands

Portugal 0.60
Spain

Greece

Cluster 3

Belgium

Italy 0.58
Canada

Cluster 4

Australia

Luxembourg 0.55
Austria

Norway

Cluster 5

Germany

Ireland 0.50
UK

New Zealand

Switzerland

Cluster 6
Japan
USA 0.41

Policy Fields

Parental Leave
Childcare

School Policy
Employment Law
Taxation and Allowances

Parental Leave
Childcare

School Policy
Employment Law
Taxation and Allowances

Parental Leave
Childcare

School Policy
Employment Law
Taxation and Allowances

Parental Leave
Childcare

School Policy
Employment Law
Taxation and Allowances

Parental Leave
Childcare

School Policy
Employment Law
Taxation and Allowances

Parental Leave
Childcare

School Policy
Employment Law
Taxation and Allowances

Means for the Single Policy Fields agss

all Countries in the Cluster

0.78
0.80
0.61
0.73
0.28

0.62
0.45
0.73
0.69
0.51

0.57
0.60
0.73
0.58
0.41

0.69
0.48
0.78
0.74
0.08

0.48
0.47
0.76
0.54
0.26

0.49

0.41
0.75

Source: FEMMES Dataset (Appendix B), own calculatips.
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The first cluster (Denmark, Sweden, Finland and&ea consists of countries which
provide the highest level of welfare state inceggivor maternal labor supply and the
comparison of mean values has already shown tlegtdhe distinguished from all
the other country clusters by their particularlyghieffort in the field of public
childcare. These countries offer legal entitlemeatshildcare, they provide full day
care; they are characterized by low private and lpgblic spending and by a
comparably high coverage for both age groups awdrddle child-staff ratios,
especially for young children below the age of ¢hrApart from that, the level of
incentives is comparably high in the two policyld®e of employment law and
parental leave. The countries provide full matgramd paternity leave and they pay
the full length of the leave, even though not é tountries provide full sick child
leave. The countries are characterized by hightpag benefits protection, medium
to high first and second overtime premiums, highimum vacation and a medium
to low length of the workweek. With Denmark and @, this cluster encloses the
two countries with the lowest number of maximum kwwog hours per week. The
level of welfare state incentives in the other pplffields is, however, comparably
low. The school starting age is rather late andeéhgth of school week and school
year is mostly shorter than in the other countostdrs. The level of cash benefits is

rather low which is considered an incentive, betlével of tax breaks is low as well.

Greece, Portugal, Spain and the Netherlands comihesesecond country cluster
which is characterized by a lower average leveelfare state incentives for
maternal labor supply. Compared to the first coumiuster, its average level of
incentives is considerably lower in the field ofguatal leave and childcare, but it is
similar or even higher in the three remaining pplields. The countries provide
maternity, paternity and sick child leave, but oalyelatively low share of the leave
is paid and there is no full legal entitlement paildhildcare. Furthermore, the
childcare facilities mostly offer part-time caredatine public childcare spending is
low as well. However, the countries provide hightiane benefits and contract
termination protection, a comparably high numberpaid holidays, a medium
number of maximum working hours per week and medtemhigh minimum

vacation. While the level of cash benefits is lomhich is an incentive for labor

supply), the tax breaks range at a medium levelalli the school starting age is
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relatively early and the length of school week agtool year range at a medium

level.

The third cluster (Belgium, Italy and Canada) @,the most part, characterized by a
slightly lower average level of welfare state inbegs than the foregoing cluster.
The countries provide fully paid maternity leavet at low length. There is no full
legal entitlement to public childcare and the pulchildcare expenditures are rather
low, although the coverage for children between #gye of three and five is
comparably high. The school starting age is rakiey, but the length of the school
week for children in primary education is high, ieht is only at a medium level for
older children and with regard to the length of $kkbool year. The part-time contract
termination protection is high, the standard worklvés at medium length and the
provided minimum vacation is partly low. Just astle second country cluster,

family cash benefits are low, but family tax breaks low as well.

In the fourth country cluster (Australia, LuxembgurAustria and Norway), the
general level of welfare state incentives for maaétabor supply is again slightly
lower. These countries focus on parental leave amgployment law and are
characterized by, for instance, high part-time @gittermination protection, a high
first overtime premium, high minimum vacation anchadium length of workweek,

by full maternity leave and by full sick child legvalthough all four countries do not
provide paternity leave arrangements. Apart froat,tthere is no legal entitlement
for childcare and only low to medium public childesspending, although private
childcare costs range at a medium level. Howeveitdcare by means of school
schedules is higher than in any other country etusthe lowest level of welfare
state incentives for maternal labor supply can dend with regard to family

allowances and taxation, since the level of famagh benefits is comparably high

and the level of tax breaks is comparably low.

The fifth country cluster (Germany, Ireland, theitdd Kingdom, New Zealand and
Switzerland) can certainly be considered as a godwountries which only provides
low incentives for maternal labor supply with nomadhan a slight emphasis on the
field of school policy. Full maternity leave engithents are not available in all

countries in the cluster, there is almost no p#ietaave and only a relatively low
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share of the leave is paid, although most of thentt@es provide the possibility of
sick child leave. There is no full legal entitlerheto childcare and the care
arrangements are mostly on a half day basis. Tikatprchildcare costs are high and
the public spending for childcare is low, just Be thildcare coverage for children
below the age of three. Although the countries @®\igh part-time benefits and
contract termination protection, they are charamter by some of the longest work
weeks and comparably low minimum vacation. Furtlogen they mostly offer
comparably high and therefore disincentive cashefitsnin combination with a

comparably low level of tax breaks.

The sixth and last country cluster (United Stated dapan) is, just like the fifth
country cluster, characterized by a rather low ll@fewelfare state incentives for
maternal labor supply. These two countries focusagation and allowances and are
characterized by a considerable distance to ther @ibuntry clusters. Parental leave
entitlements are limited, if not non-existent ahdre is no legal entitlement to public
childcare and only low public spending on earlyldiwod education and care. There
is high part-time contract termination protectidout no paid holidays, a medium
length of the workweek and a low level of minimuacation. However, the level of

cash benefits is low while the tax breaks rangeraedium level.

Analysis of Variance

After having run an analysis of variance for thewentional country clusters in the
foregoing subchapter, this method of analysis Wl repeated to determine if the
country groups established by the cluster analgsesbetter suited to explain the
cross-national variation of welfare state incergiver maternal labor supply. Table
4.5. shows the means of the new country groupsvery policy field and the results

of the analysis of variance by means of singleaggjons of dummies for the country
groups on the respective average level of welfeae sncentives in the single policy
fields. The cluster analysis suggested six grodgoontries, leading to the creation
of six country group dummies of which the group sisting of France, Denmark,

Sweden and Finland is used as a reference cateygayn, the mean of the reference
group is the regression constant while the coeffitcs of the other country groups
indicate the difference of their mean compared&rean of the reference group. A

comparison of the amount of explained variancéne$é regressions to the results of
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the analysis of variance for the conventional coualusters reveals that for three of

the five policy fields, the share of explained waie is considerably higher when the

countries are grouped according to the establishesiers. The amount of explained

variance in the field of parental leave doubled &macreases more than threefold in

the fields of employment law and taxation and aloges.

Table 4.5. Analysis of Variance for New Country Clsters

Countries Parental Leave Childcare School Employment
Schedules Law

Taxation and
Allowances

Mean | B Mean | B Mean [ B Mean | B

Mean | B

Group 1

(Reference

Group)

Australia .69 48 .78 .74
Austria

Luxembourg

Norway

Group 2

France

Sweden .78 .085 .80 .319* .61 -17* .73 -.007
Denmark

Finland

Group 3
Belgium
Italy .57 -.128 .6 117 .73 -.045 .58 -.157*
Canada

Group 4

Germany

Ireland

Switzerland 48 -.215%* 47 -.011 .76 -.023 .54 -.2%%
New Zealand

UK

Group 5

Portugal

Spain .62 -.08 .45 -.028 .73 -.05 .69 -.045
Greece

Netherlands

Group 6
USA 0 -.695*** .49 .012 - - 41 -.325**
Japan

.08

.28 195

41 331

.26 77

.51 A2

.75 .B667***

Constant .695*** 483> Nk T4

.082

R2 .841 .653 .336 .57

.583

Source: FEMMES Dataset (Appendix B), own calculatios.

Note: Countries are arranged according to the clugrs established by the foregoing analysis.
Averages for each policy field are generated fromhe values of the single indicators in

each policy field.
** =P <0.01, *=P<0.05,*=P<0.10
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Even though the amount of explained variance rerapproximately constant in the
field of childcare and is slightly lower in the lleof school policy, it is reasonable to
conclude that the here established country clugterge to be more appropriate to
explain the cross-national variance of incentives rhaternal labor supply than

conventional welfare state typologies.

4.1.3. In-Depth Country Studies for Norway, Canadand Germany

Although the comparison of welfare state incentificganaternal labor supply across
countries can be very insightful and although ergilee cluster analyses can give an
indication about how countries might have to besifeed, it hardly reveals why the
emerging country clusters are different from conigral and partly also from
gender-sensitive welfare state typologies. A dedhiteview for every country
included in the present study would go beyond dtspe, but detailed reviews for a
selection of countries which do not display theestpd performance will give some
indication of underlying causes. By means of theesaof Norway, Canada and
Germany, the following subsections will show in eatetail why these countries
differ from other welfare state classifications. &/makes Norway different from
the other social-democratic welfare states? Whys do@nada group with two more
conservative welfare states and not with otherrdéibevelfare states? And what
classifies Germany with a number of liberal andcalbed late female mobilization
welfare states? The subsequent country studiesdrite provide some insight into
these questions by tracing some country-specifieldpments and characteristics

that make them different from their traditional fee¢ state families.

Norway

It is true that with regard to many aspects of pétical system and of the social
policy orientation, Norway closely resembles théeotsocial-democratic welfare
states. Just like Sweden and Denmark, the courdrya imonarchy with a

parliamentary government. The general social polarjentation is based on
egalitarianism and universalism, i.e. the welfaegesmainly provides equal benefits
for all citizens or residents and welfare serviees mainly financed through high

taxation of incomes and goods (Bg 1993). Howeverloaer look at the data on
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welfare state incentives for maternal labor suppyeals that Norway differs in

some decisive respects. This finding is especiatiportant since even gender-
sensitive welfare state typologies generally asstimaeall social-democratic welfare
states do not only provide universal and equaladdanefits for all their citizens, but
also are the most supportive states with regardetoices for families and with

regard to female and maternal employment (cp. 8i4894). In the case of Norway,

the most significant deviations can be found ingbkcy fields of parental leave and
public childcare. For instance, Norway is the o8lgandinavian country that does
not provide full paternity leave. That means tH#taugh there is a legal entitlement,
the leave for fathers is unpaid. Furthermore, aifioNorway offers the maximum

number of 36 months of general parental leave, arihjird of this period is paid (cp.

Moss and Wall 2007: 66).

With regard to early childhood education and c&erway bears resemblances to
the other social-democratic countries in severapeets. The childcare institutions
predominantly provide full-time care and the prevahildcare costs do no exceed
eight percent of the average family income. Thddchre coverage for children

below the age of three and for children aged thoefeve is just about as high as or
even slightly higher than in other Scandinavianntnes. However, Norway is the

only Scandinavian country that does not providegall entittement to infant care,

kindergarten or pre-school and that does not speack than one percent of the
gross domestic product on the public provisiontoldcare. This is considerably less
than the amount spent by the other social-demacvadifare states whose childcare
expenditures equal or exceed 1.3 percent of thesgilomestic product. Deviations
can also be found in the field of employment lawevéhNorway does not provide a
protection of part-time employees with regard todfgs that is as extensive as it is
in the other social-democratic welfare states.

In turn and not surprisingly with regard to thedimgs of the cluster analysis,
Norway shares a range of characteristics with thentries that the cluster analysis
performed in the present study has identified astldissimilar — Australia, Austria
and Luxembourg. Generally, this cluster has beentified as one that provides a
level of welfare state incentives towards matetabbr supply that is lower than in

the cluster comprising the other Scandinavian welfstates. Just like Austria,

94



Welfare State Incentives for Maternal Labor Supply

Norway provides full maternity and sick child leaveustralia, Austria and Norway
offer full part-time contract termination protecatiand high premiums for the first set
of overtime hours and in all three countries, theximum number of working hours
per week amounts to 40. The three other countriethe cluster spend about the
same or less on early childhood education and @adethe family tax breaks as a
percentage of the gross domestic product do nateek©.20 percent in any of the

countries.

Apparently, Norway shares a considerable amountharacteristics with these
welfare states when the focus is on welfare statentives for maternal labor supply.
No matter if conventional or gender-sensitive welfatate typologies are taken as a
basis, the countries which cluster with Norway dwonmally all belong to different
welfare state types. Norway’s deviations from otb@cial-democratic welfare states
with regard to welfare state incentives for matesmaployment and its similarities
with Australia, Austria and Luxembourg lead to theestion which country-specific
developments and characteristics make Norway misgndglar from its traditional

welfare state family than from the country clustlemtified in the present study.

Existing research has pointed out that there ameddorway-specific developments
that make the country different from its Scandiaavcounterparts and that make its
effort with regard to welfare state incentives foaternal labor supply less distinct.
A study by Anttonen and Sipila (1996) deals witle tthvision of responsibilities
between the state and the family with regard toctire for children below the age of
three and for the elderly population. The authatldish a typology of so-called
caring regimes that separates Norway from the dBwandinavian welfare states.
While Sweden, Denmark and Finland cluster toge#imet represent welfare states
which offer extensive public care for children helthe age of three and for the
elderly population, Norway is assigned to one cougtoup with Great Britain and
the Netherlands — countries in which public sewvifer the elderly are equally
comprehensive, but in which the availability of palservices for early childhood
care is insufficient (Anttonen and Sipila 1996:.93)

Other studies confirm that Norway seems to be thlg 8candinavian country in

which, for a long time, the demand for public chdde significantly exceeded the
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supply. Henriksen and Holter (1978) argue thatenagal, Norwegian government
intervention in family issues has been lagging helaictual changes in family life. In
Sweden, for instance, the 1930s had been the detad®rms in the field of family
policy while these kinds of innovations did notrsta Norway before the postwar
period. This can partly be explained by the faet tmtil the 1960s, family relations
in Norway were considered comparably stable antdivarce rates and the number
of children born out of wedlock had been relativedw. During the 1960s, these
patterns started to change and they were accontphyian increase in female labor
force participation. However, it was not until tH®70s that the Norwegian
government started to adjust its family policylte emerging changes.

The observations on Norway as a welfare stateishagging behind with regard to
welfare state incentives for maternal labor sugpye also been discussed by Bg
(1993: 392) who explains that the connection betwdee entry of Norwegian
women and mothers into the labor force — whichthken place slightly later than in
Denmark or Sweden - and the public provision ofyeehildhood education and care
has not been as explicit in Norway as it has baasther Scandinavian countries. In
Norway, the expansion of childcare services has heen a concomitant
development to female labor force participatiorgoadition that has led to a high
demand in combination with a level of supply thaswagging behind. And even
though public childcare provision has improved dgrthe last years, its expansion
has still been slower than in other social-demac@untries. Bg also refers to the
works of Leira (1987) who concludes that therethree reasons for Norway being a
public childcare laggard and these reasons arewke related to each other. Having
a predominantly agricultural economy, the relagivéate industrialization and
urbanization of Norway have resulted in public dbdre services which mainly
cover urban areas, but not the rural parts of thenty. The second reason refers to
the afore-mentioned increase in female and matéabal force participation which
has taken place at a later stage than in otherd8wanan countries. Third, and even
though gender equality and women’s rights do playimportant role in today’'s
Norwegian politics, traditions with regard to thmportance of the family in
children’s early socialization can also have infloed the slower expansion of public

childcare services.
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This is in line with the works of Henriksen and Holwho suppose that even if
Norwegian politics started to consider family megtalso being of public concern,
family policy has not necessarily been focusingtba situation of women and
mothers. What had indeed become a matter of pgblcern very early were the
legal protection of women within marriages, divorgghts and mother-child related
health issues, but for a long time, family policgdhnot been directed towards
maternal labor force participation and towards é&ngbmothers to maintain

autonomous households. To the contrary, "[tlhe vithat children need their
mothers at home was strongly advocated in mostigadliparties, also within the
Labor Party [...]" (Henriksen and Holter 1978: 57hig view is supported by a
study by Crompton and Harris (1997) who find thdthaugh Norway is

characterized by more liberal attitudes towardsdgenroles and relations, the
country turns out to be more conservative with réga the effect of women’s

employment on family life (ibid: 186).

Further studies dealing with the similarities bedweNorway and Australia, two
countries which have also been assigned to the samter in the present analysis,
seem to support this assumption. Eriksen and Lind$899) compare unmarried
cohabitation and family policy across the two cost and find large-scale
similarities despite the general assumption thatNdy is supposed to belong to the
social-democratic welfare regime while Australiasigpposed to belong to the liberal
welfare regime. They argue that both countries h#meded towards rather
conservative attitudes towards the family. The edmentioned observations about
the rather ambiguous opinions about gender rolddeanale employment in Norway
also apply to Australia, although the politicalatiarse has been even slightly more
conservative in the latter country. Eriksen anddsiay describe that Norwegian and
Australian early family policies have been very i&min diverse respects. In the
1950s and 1960s, family policy focused on the tiadfl nuclear family, favoring
one-breadwinner families by means of tax rules anviy and by means of family
wages and lower wages for women in Australia. laitd facilities were
underdeveloped in both countries. Slight differeancan be found in the field of
support for unmarried mothers which has been peavith Norway, but not in
Australia. Party rhetoric points to further simitees, showing that comparable to

Norway (see above), "[...] the [Australian] conservafpolitical parties have tended
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to emphasize traditional family values in their ippimaking [...]" (ibid: 92).
Furthermore, both countries provide or have pravideform of allowance paid to
mothers who stay at home to take care of theidodil. In Australia, this measure
had been introduced by the conservative coalitmregiment elected in 1996 which
has also implemented cuts in the program of chielsaubsidies introduced by the
former Labor government. In Norway, a similar allowe for mothers who stay at
home had been introduced by the center governnhected in 1997.

Canada

The cluster analysis that has been performed iptdsent study groups Canada with
Italy and Belgium and this cluster has been comsitldhe one with the truly
moderate level of welfare state incentives for metelabor supply. At first sight,
this combination of countries seems unusual, sbat@é conventional and gender-
sensitive typologies are far from assuming thatséheountries should cluster
together. While conventional welfare state reseasdumes Canada to be a liberal
welfare state with only residual and means-testazlak benefits, gender-sensitive
typologies assign Canada to the type of welfaree stich does indeed provide only
minimal family welfare, but is concerned about ganeqguality with regard to labor
force participation. In turn, Belgium and Iltaly areonsidered being more
conservative or late female mobilization welfaratas respectively, depending on if
the conventional or a gender-sensitive perspediveavelfare state performance is
applied. However, both lines of research assumgial and Italy to be welfare
states in which the family embodies the main pitiwelfare provision and in which

incentives for female and maternal employment atedeveloped very strongly.

Again, a closer look at the raw data reveals incwhiespect Canada is very different
from its conventional welfare state family and ihigh respect it is very similar to
Belgium and Italy. Compared to the other (prote3thberal countries, such as the
United Kingdom, Australia, the United States andvNg&ealand, Canada generally
provides a higher level of incentives for materadlor supply. The level of family
cash benefits is comparably low which is considdsethg an incentive for labor
force participation. Furthermore, Canada providettel childcare quality than most
of its liberal counterparts, especially when thddehtaff ratio in kindergartens and

preschools is considered. Also, Canada is the ldydyal welfare state that offers full
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maternity leave provision whose length of twelventhg is almost fully paid. It is
especially these last two characteristics that Garsares with Italy and Belgium.
These two countries also offer full maternity learditlements in combination with
financing the full leave period which adds up taween nine and thirteen months.
Consequently, the length of leave is also sometthiagthese three countries have in
common. Further similarities can be establishethénfield of employment law. Just
like Belgium and Italy, Canada provides full pamté¢ contract termination
protection, no premium for the second set of owestihours and a standard

workweek of 40 hours.

Finding similarities between the (protestant) lddle€anada and the conservative
Belgium and Italy can surprise, especially whenhistoric development of Canada
as a country is considered and when the existitgrature on welfare state
comparisons is taken into consideration. In thepeet, Canada is much closer to its
usual welfare state counterparts than it is toy lsdd Belgium. Historically, Canada
is a country whose current population emerged duarge immigration movements
from Europe, mainly from the United Kingdom andrae. Between 1951 and 1971,
a quarter of the population growth could still lssigned to immigration (Armitage
1978). These immigration movements also involveddascale contact and conflict
with indigenous people and this characteristic t@ites development is certainly
shared with many other liberal nations, such asUhéed States and Australia.
Furthermore, Canada is considered a country thal tas felt regional, linguistic,
intergovernmental, and cultural tensions [...] and][competing pressures of
centripetal and centrifugal force [...]" (Pence 1998&). In contrast to other
immigrant countries, Canada has been considereatiann’[...] that embraced the
idea of a multicultural mosaic rather than the iddéaa melting pot of different
cultures [...]" and until the 1970s, it has not bgmssible to actually "[...] class
one’s ethnic origin as "Canadian” in the Canadiansas [...]" (Armitage 1978:
373).

After the end of World War Il, Canada had been tireefew developed countries
which had not been directly affected by the war amich experienced a period of
economic growth and prosperity. This era has atsmlihe heyday of the traditional

male-breadwinner family and until then, family mglihad not been a major field of
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interest of Canadian social policy. But just like many other Western countries,
these structures began to change by the end df9d@s and "[l]iving as part of the
traditional two-parent nuclear family with childrén.]” became part of the life of a
considerably smaller share of the Canadian popuaibid: 371). Since then, the
labor force participation of women and mothers élased considerably, families
became less stable and, comparable to the devehdprimeNorway, "[tlhe welfare

oriented childcare system "[...] was not able to kappwith the greatly enhanced
demand for child care spaces [...]" (Pence 1993:t&2@gqg.). Despite the increasing
acknowledgment of this situation by the Canadianegaments from the 1970s
through to the 1990s, there had not been any felbgialation directly dealing with

the issue of public childcare by the turn of thentoey. Also due to the highly

provincial or regional character of the countryn@ada is mainly characterized by a

"[...] collection of dissimilar policies and prograrms.]” (ibid: 79).

Generally, it seems that it is more the dissintilesito the other liberal welfare states
that lead Canada to be classified differently fidostralia, New Zealand, the United
Kingdom and the United States. A study by O’Conr@rioff and Shaver (1999)
points out that even though in Canada, the levebofal spending and the character
of social programs appears to be similar to theasin in the United States, Canada
has also been more successful in fighting povertgray families with children and,
most importantly, the country has established avarsal health care system.
Furthermore, Canada seems to pursue a less ldggpabach in the sense that public
intervention in social issues is not necessarippamted with negative connotations.
Canada offers paid maternity and parental leavedasgite the problematic situation
in the field of childcare outlined above, Canada heen less reluctant in financially
supporting non-profit childcare providers (O’Conreiral. 1999: 5 et seqq.). Even
though in Canada, the private responsibility fdtisg up childcare arrangements is
still very high and the use of informal or non-hesed care considerably exceeds the
use of formal and licensed services, Canada hasahdational Childcare Strategy
that planned to improve the tax relief for childeand to create new childcare spaces
in cooperation with the provinces. However, it cainbe ignored that not every
element of the strategy has been implemented aatdrttthe end, the goals had to
give way to other social policy concerns, suchlakldealth, child abuse and child

poverty (ibid: 81 et seqq.).
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Nevertheless, the entire Canadian social secuygtes appears to more similar to
the systems established in Europe than to the mystablished in other liberal
countries, such as the United States. Despite ckband retrenchment, this still
holds true for the arrangements in the fields ofila allowances, retirement plans
and health care (ibid: 128). Furthermore, singleh@ais in Canada seem to be better
off in terms of income inequality and poverty artkit caregiving work was
supported under the Canada Assistance Plan. Thad@akssistance Plan had been
replaced by the in some respects less generousi€&temlth and Social Transfer in
1995, but support for single parents has mostlyisoad in the context of provincial
welfare programs (ibid: 132 et seqq.). And everugfiothe general level of the
services for the working population with caringpessibilities is lower than in some
European countries, "[...] the range of support sewifor labor market participants
is consistent with the [Canadian] policy orientattowards gender sameness in the
labor market [...]" (ibid: 193).

A study by Gauthier (1996) is in line with the ohsgions made by O’Connor et al.
Her comparative analysis of family policies acrassange of industrialized nations
finds that the number of task forces, initiativesl @ommittees which have been set
up in by Canadian governments to deal with theipud#lildcare question are rather
unusual for a country belonging to the liberal wedf state family. Additionally,
there are large-scale similarities between thenatadist orientation and policy of the
francophone part of Canada and the pro-natalisgrpms implemented in France
which is, again, underlining the similarities wiBuropean welfare states and the

differences from other liberal welfare states.

Germany

No matter if conventional or gender-sensitive tyooes are applied, Germany is
almost always the ideal-typical case of the corsterg, Christian-democratic state
in which the family is considered the central pdmri of welfare and in which
welfare state incentives for female and materndordasupply are not very
pronounced. However, the cluster analysis perforneithe present study does not
group Germany with its usual conservative countspdout with countries which
are usually assigned to (protestant) liberal atelfiemale mobilization regimes, such

as the United Kingdom, Ireland and New Zealand.l#ser look at the data show
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that Germany does indeed share more charactengtitshe (protestant) liberal and
late female mobilization states than with its cartienal conservative counterparts.
Unlike other conservative welfare states, Germangharacterized by a very high
level of family tax breaks of one percent of th@sy domestic product. This is,
however, the almost only case in which Germany ipes/a higher level of welfare
state incentives for maternal labor supply thandtieer countries in its traditional
welfare state family. Apart from that, Germany pd®as the lowest level of public
spending for early childhood education and caremdy 0.40 percent of the gross
domestic product. Furthermore, in Germany, thedstethwork week is longer than
in any other conservative welfare state with allegaximum of 48 hours per week.
In addition, there are no paternity leave arrangemat the time point that has been
chosen for data collection and with 14 paid momthisof 36 total months, the share

of paid leave is lower than in any other conseweatvelfare states.

In turn, it is mostly these characteristics whictifyy Germany with the countries in
the cluster identified in the present analysis. Toeintries in this cluster only
provide a limited legal entitlement to childcaredaoffer mostly half day care
services. Furthermore, they are all characterizeld\w levels of public spending for
early childhood education and care and they dpraNide only limited paid shares
of the total period of parental leave. Germanylaltd and the United Kingdom only
pay about a third of the period of parental leavist-out of 36 months in Germany,
4.5 out of 14 months in Ireland and 6 out of 18 thenn the United Kingdom. The
countries are further associated with each otherth®y level of welfare state
incentives in the policy field employment law. Whithey do all provide full part-
time benefits and part-time contracts terminatigotgrtion, the number of paid
holidays per year is at a medium level and ther@ipremium for the second set of

overtime hours.

Generally, the former cluster analysis has showat the country cluster that
Germany belongs to is one that only provides alkxel of incentives for maternal
labor supply with no more than a slight upward tamy. Considering with which
countries Germany clusters, there are two possigiies behind this classification.
Germany is clustering with countries which are Ugusssigned either to late female

mobilization welfare states or to (protestant) lddevelfare states. Applying the late
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female mobilization logic in combination with thénstian-democratic background
of the country, it could be assumed that it ishigh significance of the family as a
welfare provider and as the main institution in rgea of early childhood
socialization that leads to a limited provisiorwgdlfare state incentives for maternal
labor supply. A closer look at the situation of fhnpolicy in Germany after World
War 1l reveals that for a long time after the eidhe war, the family was seen as a
natural institution that should be as unaffecteg@ssible by state intervention. From
the ideological Christian perspective, the onlylgafafamily policy was to protect
this natural institution from destructive societatfluences, so "[...] that
governmental activities, besides affirming the fgmas a central element,
concentrated on providing direct cash benefits [.fo}" child rearing and housing
(Neidhardt 1978: 219). At least until the 1960ss thiew on family policy could
easily prevail because family relations remainedblst including high marriage and
low divorce rates and a stabilized birth rate.

Having said that, it is doubtless that Germany badergone some significant
changes in its social and family structures. Fenmebel maternal labor force
participation have increased and after the rewatiba with the former German
Democratic Republic, the differences between Eadt\West Germany with regard
to female employment and public childcare servimssame apparent, since the GDR
had always put considerably more effort on thelifation of employment for
women and mothers (Pettinger 1993). These chanaes ¢ertainly reinforced the
debate about the importance of the family as arakstcietal institution and about
the importance of mothers for the early social@atof children. However, at least
until the turn of the century, changes in, for amste, the public provision of
childcare can hardly be observed. Early childhodwcation and care institutions for
children below the age of three have seemed td.bg tinable to shake off their
origins as provisions for families in distress [..dhd they still resemble their
historic predecessors which were mainly directetf.af] the neglected children of

the poor, working population [...]" (ibid: 212 et spjj

A study by Daly (1999) compares the relationshipMeen Catholicism and social
policy in Ireland and Germany and her study cordirthe important role that

religious traditions play with regard to the oriimn of German and Irish family
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policy, even though their social Catholic policypapaches have had different
results. With regard to general family policy, pabdupport is more extensive in
Germany than it is in Ireland. On the one hand,yDalds a diversified range of
policies in Germany, including general cash tramsstend tax allowances for all
families. On the other hand, the range of policseather limited in Ireland, mostly
supporting low earner families with children, prdivig targeted benefits and a level
of financial support that is generally lower thdre tone provided in Germany.
Furthermore, the policy objectives differ from eaxther, since Irish family policy is
mostly directed at the alleviation of child povesile German family policy is
designed to support traditional family structuréberefore, German family policy
mostly targets the traditional male breadwinner ifarwvith children while low-
income families are the target of Irish family pgli Additionally, while Germany
provides at least part-time childcare servicesditdren above the age of three,
public childcare in Ireland has mostly been limitedthe provision of services for

children who are considered to be at risk (ibid3)11

However, with regard to gender-related questioms,situation is slightly different.
Daly takes a closer look at questions concernimgréteipt of benefits by married
women and mothers at their own right, concernirgy dtiferentials in the value of
male and female benefits and concerning the sizéaxfincentives for a non-
employed spouse and here, Ireland performs bdtieireland, mothers are the
general recipients of benefits, the differenceshm value of benefits are low and
there are no tax incentives for couples in whick spouse is not employed or only
employed at a low income (ibid: 115). These obderua can lead to the conclusion
that social Catholic traditions are persistent amitliential in both Ireland and
Germany, although they manifest themselves in diffeways and that welfare state
research has reasonable causes to assume thau®ligotives play an important
role in determining the role of the state with mef the support of families and the

employment of mothers.

Accrediting Germany’s lack of welfare state incees for maternal labor supply to
its conservative Christian tradition is in line igxisting conventional and gender-
sensitive research. In turn, applying the logititeéralism can lead to the assumption

that it is more the role of the market that detaesithe role of the welfare state. This
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can be assumed to have similar consequences oarg/sliate behavior as religious
traditions, since it also leads to as few staterugntion in social and employment
questions as possible, even though the rationdiendehis reluctance is different.
From this perspective, the labor market particgpatf mothers and incentives for
their labor supply is a relevant question as wetl eecent developments in German
labor market policy show considerable similaritiath liberal welfare states like the
United Kingdom. The idea of a so-called Third Waysocial policy has originated in
the United Kingdom and it was surrounded by a igeuirdebate about the functions,
responsibilities and duties of welfare states il tcitizens. The works of Anthony
Giddens (1998) emphasize that social rights shookdbe unconditional, but that
they should depend on the acceptance of respats#ild obligations on the part of
the citizens. Keywords like labor market flexibdizon, active labor market policies,
training and education have determined the debatk underlined the contrast
between the conventional welfare state providingvemsal entitlements, the
protection of labor and social services and the,newabling welfare state which
emphasizes a more efficient delivery of social esefservices and goods by private
agencies, the promotion of work also by means oftsans and a selective targeting
of benefits instead of universal entitlements @jpbert 2002 / Surender 2004). In its
extreme form, the welfare state of the Third Way Ao been understood as a kind
of workfare state, an idea thatlinked to an increased conditionality of rightsore
obligations for the benefit recipient and a strang@mpulsion to accept a job offer,
even if this implies an employment in the low-wagetor (cp. Dingeldey 2007).

The ideas of the Third Way logic have also fourglrtivay into the feminist debate.
For instance, Lewis (2002) assumes that the Thiay Yerspective on family policy
would include an increase in gender neutralitydileg to a generalization of the
male-oriented model of employment and welfare tomen. Furthermore, Daly
(2004) explains that with regard to family policyhird Way ideas manifest
themselves in measures such as a decrease in utrmueddsupport for unemployed
(lone) mothers and in a decreasing legitimacy o€ s the full-time activity of
mothers. By contrast, the significance of fosterihgot compelling employment
increases, since according to the Third Way logagial inclusion equals inclusion
in the labor markets. A Third Way approach towafawsilies would include the

encouragement of working among parents by fadiigateaves from employment,
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by reforms of tax and benefit provisions and byagng the public support of
childcare. However, a Third Way approach towardsitiapolicy would also imply a
conditionality of financial support and other faynidenefits on parental behavior and
a revaluation of motherhood in the sense that nethee more strongly expected to

combine it with paid employment.

Even though the literature on Third Way politicseatpts to illustrate that these
kinds of reforms do not imply that responsibilitiesly lay with the citizens, the
implementation of these liberal reforms conveys ithpression that they have not
necessarily led to an even involvement of botresdad individuals. In Germany, the
first important reform was the adoption of the stled Job-AQTIV Lawin 2002.
This abbreviation stands for activation, qualifioat training, investment and job
placement and it has been considered as an impstegnof reorientation in the field
of labor market policy, equaling a break with tlemservative welfare state regime
and a move towards Anglo-American policy traditionghe sense of the so-called
New Deal(Fleckenstein 2008). It was meant to lead to arravgment of the quality
of placement and an increase of further educatifersy for the creation of job
applicant profiles and a stronger cooperation wille unemployed person.
Furthermore, it was supposed to strengthen theeptere character of labor market
policy and facilitate a faster reaction to unempieyt. The implementation of this
law has been notably characterized by key words dha very comparable to the
debate in the United Kingdom, emphasizing that nle&v German labor market
policy is supposed to be supportive and demandinthea same time. These key
words can easily be linked to their British equerds of No Rights without
Responsibilities. Furthermore, key concepts like proactiveness andivigual
responsibility, especially in the field of furtheducation and training, have played a
prominent role in the both the German and the S8ritihetoric and debates around

the new labor market legislations.

Summary

The cluster analysis performed in the present shadyindicated that with regard to
welfare state incentives for maternal labor supptyntries seem to be classified
differently from existing conventional and evennr@ender-sensitive welfare state

typologies. By means of the cases of Norway, CarehGermany, the foregoing
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exemplary country studies have attempted to showchwhcountry-specific
characteristics and developments have contributethé deviations from existing
welfare state classifications. The case of Norwag Bhown that even though the
country resembles other social-democratic welféages in many respects, such as
the political system and the general universal agdlitarian features of social
policy, it is showing less pronounced welfare stiamigentives for maternal labor
supply. Industrialization and the increase in femiabor force participation have
taken place at a slightly later stage than in Negtsv&candinavian counterparts and
the creation of welfare state incentives for fermalsor supply has developed more
slowly. The country study has shown that in congmarito other Scandinavian
countries, Norway has proven to be characterizedolmgiderably more conservative
attitudes towards family structures and materngbleyment. The fact that Norway
shares this characteristic with Australia, a coutiiat it has been grouped with in
the present cluster analysis, further supports fdot that the more traditional
attitudes towards family life have been one of significant driving forces behind

Norway falling behind.

A more detailed look at the situation in Canada dae given some insights about
how and why the country performs differently frots traditional liberal welfare
state family. It can most certainly be said than&ia provides a higher level of
welfare state incentives for maternal labor sughgn other liberal welfare states. It
also appears that it is more the differences froneroliberal welfare states than the
distinct comparability with non-liberal welfare &ta that leads Canada to cluster
away from its traditional welfare state family. Netheless, both the historical
similarities with other liberal welfare states ahé European origins of the country
have to be taken into consideration. A closer eration of the development of
Canadian social policy shows that it cannot be drubait that the country has
maintained a higher proximity to its European rabisn other typical immigration
countries and that the influence of its liberalgméiors has not manifested itself in

every field of social policy.

In the present analysis, Germany has been clusttbdiberal welfare states like
the United Kingdom and late female mobilization fard states like Ireland. This

country cluster shows a relatively low level of faeé state incentives for maternal
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labor supply and in the case of Germany, the coation of two more or less
subsequent developments can be held accountableh&dr Just like Ireland,

Germany has started off as a welfare state thatbleas heavily influenced by
religious traditions, leading to limited welfaret intervention in family issues and
a promotion of traditional family structures. Baetpromotion of traditional family

structures has not prevented female labor forcecpgaation rate from increasing. In
this sense, Germany has undergone the same socldabges as many other
European countries. However, the original consergaattitude towards welfare
state intervention in family structures has regetten joined by a more liberal
attitude towards social policy. This type of mowsvards Anglo-American politics

has not led to more welfare state interventionegitBy contrast, it is characterized
by an emphasis of individual responsibilities ancbaditionality of rights. Limited

welfare state intervention due to religious tramh in combination with a turn
towards more liberal social policies can be consideone possible cause for

Germany'’s low level of welfare state incentivesrmaternal labor supply.
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4.2. The Relationship between Welfare State Incengs for Maternal Labor
Supply and the Labor Market Participation of Indivi dual Mothers

The foregoing analysis of the cross-national vemmatof welfare state incentives
towards maternal labor supply has revealed thasulpport of maternal employment
is shaped differently across countries and thaepat of support seem to be different
from conventional and other gender-sensitive tyge®. Since the country level
analysis has shown that labor supply incentives paetly characterized by
considerable differences, it is worth investigatihthis variation is reflected by the
labor supply behavior of mothers, i.e. if higherdis of welfare state incentives are
positively associated with higher average levelsnadternal labor supply. This
procedure is in line with the development of wedfatate research. The theoretical
chapter has pointed out that welfare state resehash moved from explaining
welfare state development and variation to theyaigabf the effects of welfare state
policies on societies and individual lives. Whibelg studies dealing with the effects
of welfare state policy mostly focused on aggregatenomic well-being like GDP
per capita, absolute and relative measures of povaes well as measures of
subjective poverty perception, more recent workdtaged to focus on the effects of
social policy on specific population groups. Théeets of welfare state policies on
the living situation of women have been of paréeuhterest for this line of research.
Just as the gender-neutral lines of welfare stasearch, studies which take the
gender dimension into account underwent a shiftatd& the consideration of not
only the evaluation and comparison of welfare spalécies, but also of welfare state
effects, especially when it comes to female labarket participation. The studies by
Gornick et al. (1996b), Platenga and Hansen (1998jnick and Meyers (2003) and
Pettit and Hook (2005 / 2009) are a few prominedngples of an analysis of the
relationship between welfare state policies andviddal outcomes. All these studies
provide useful starting points for the developmara valid selection of welfare state
incentives for maternal labor supply. With thevimes Dataset, the present study has
assembled central indicators for public supportaternal employment identified in
previous research and has extended this selecfoadding further explanatory
factors which are, from a theoretical point of vjegonsidered as incentives for
maternal labor supply. The selection of explanafacyors used for the present study

is strictly limited to labor supply incentives amsl combined with the necessary
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individual and country level control variables test their association with the
individual labor supply behavior of mothers by me&aof hierarchical logistic
models. The first subsection of this chapter presserformation on the dependent
variable on the individual level and the indeperderiables on the country level.
The second subsection of this chapter describesséhextion of individual and
country level control variables included in therhrehical logistic models. The third

subsection presents and discusses the results ofuhi-level analyses.

4.2.1. The Association between Individual Labor Supply andthe Explanatory
Variables on the Country Level

Chapter 3.1. has already provided the most cemi@imation on the source and the
coding of the individual level variables of whicheois the dependent variable, i.e.
thebasic activity statusf mothers. The subsample of the EU SILC 2005 dsethe
present study consists of 42.789 women with childrem 15 European countries
Graph 4.1. shows the share of employed mothergspassed to mothers who do not
supply labor to the market) by country in ascendirder. These descriptive numbers
document that maternal labor force participatidfeds considerably across countries
and gives further justification on why the welfastate determinants of maternal
labor supply are still worth investigating. Whileetshare of employed mothers does,
for instance, not exceed 60 percent in some SautBeropean countries, it amounts
to more than 60 percent in the United Kingdom anh@xceeds the 70 percent
threshold in France. In some of the Scandinaviam®@s, it amounts to more than
80 percent. The order of countries does not sedme teery striking or different from
what could have been expected from earlier empirdicalings. The Southern
European countries and the countries with a str@igistian tradition are
characterized by lower female employment rates tharsocial-democratic welfare
states. One exception is the case of Portugal wisiciaracterized by a relatively
high share of employed mothers compared to otheth®m European welfare
states, but existing research has shown that thisually high female employment
rate can be traced back to the specific historid @oonomic development of the

former dictatorship (cp. Cardoso 1996).

"Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Finland, France, Germa@yeece, Ireland, ltaly, the Netherlands,
Norway, Portugal, Sweden, Spain and the United #amg

110



Welfare State Incentives for Maternal Labor Supply

Graph 4.1. Share of Employed Mothers
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Source: EU SILC, women with children, 2005 (n = 4289).

The selection of labor supply incentives that assumed being a possible
explanation for this cross-national variation cevite five different policy fields of
parental leave, childcare, school policy, employmew and taxes and benefits.
While the theoretical argumentation in favor ofga@olicy fields and of the single
indicators from each field has been presentedriméu detail in chapter 2.3., chapter
3.2. has provided the main information on the datarces and the coding procedures
for the explanatory variables on the country lexdl.country level variables take on
values ranging from 0 to 1. Higher values alwayplyra higher degree of welfare
state incentives for maternal labor supply. Coneatly, a positive relationship
between (the indicators from) all five policy fisldand maternal labor supply is
expected. For the coding of the macro level vaesbihis approach implies, in turn,
that some variables, such as, for instance, thel let childcare fees, had to be
recoded to assign countries with a high level ofgte childcare costs a lower value
than countries with a low level of private childeaosts. Another important example
for which this kind of recoding has been applied tire family cash benefits, since

low benefits are actually considered having a macentivizing effect on labor
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supply than high family cash benefits. Providingpaer level of cash benefits is,

hence, positively connoted and leads to ascribighdn values to countries which

provide a lower level of benefits. The variablesos# values were already ranging
between 0 and 1 (or O and 100 respectively) andenhigher values already implied
a higher level of welfare state incentives, suchf@sinstance, childcare coverage,
were simply applied in their original form. When anéngful, some policies were

recoded into categorical variables, for instancéhwegard to the information on

entittement to and replacement rates during paréedae. For other variables, the
highest actual value was used as a maximum anghaskthe value 1 while the other
values were transformed to a percentage share dflile 4.6. shows the average
levels of welfare state incentives across countiBgh are used as a starting point
for the hierarchical logistic analysis.

Table 4.6. Average Levels of Welfare State Incents for Maternal Labor Supply
(2004-2010)

Country Average Incentive Level
Parental  Childcare School Employment Taxation and
Leave Policy Law Allowances
AT 0.72 0.31 0.68 0.79 0.05
BE 0.63 0.63 0.75 0.69 0.38
DE 0.59 0.49 0.71 0.55 0.75
DK 0.60 0.93 0.64 0.69 0.13
ES 0.66 0.48 0.68 0.61 0.60
FL 0.82 0.79 0.57 0.86 0.25
FR 0.92 0.61 0.67 0.58 0.60
GR 0.50 0.47 0.82 0.67 0.38
IE 0.42 0.50 0.74 0.59 0.10
IT 0.50 0.51 0.72 0.45 0.38
NL 0.60 0.59 0.76 0.66 0.58
NO 0.67 0.67 0.66 0.56 0.23
PT 0.70 0.48 0.66 0.84 0.48
SE 0.77 0.88 0.71 0.80 0.13
UK 0.43 0.56 0.82 0.49 0.20
Mean 0.63 0.58 0.70 0.63 0.40

Source: FEMMES Dataset (Appendix B), own calculatins.

Note:  Averages for each policy field are generatefiom the values of the single indicators in
each policy field.
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In two cases, there were no or not enough datdadaifor the single welfare state
incentives to calculate meaningful and comparabégages for the respective policy
fields. For Denmark, the information on school pi@s is missing and for Spain, the
data on early childhood education and care is iqdeta. For these two cases, the
respective average levels of welfare state inceativave been calculated by using
the average of the values of the countries thatnidek and Spain are usually
grouped with. Both conventional and gender-seresitielfare state typologies as
well as the cluster analysis performed in the prestudy have shown that Denmark
is most similar to Sweden and Finland while Spaimist similar to Portugal and

Greece. It is not unreasonable to assume that rediard to school policy and

childcare, these similarities exist as well. Theref the average values for school
policy in Sweden and Finland have been used tallzatcthe average level of school
policy for Denmark. The average values for childcar Portugal and Greece have
been used to calculate the average level of edilghmod education and care for

Spain respectively.

The variables from the policy field parental leavamainly cover legal entitlements,
regulations of length and payments. Policy instmtsdrom this field regulate the
relationship between employer and employee in #reog@ after childbirth and with
regard to questions of caregiving for children atnle. It has been argued before that
parental leave with a legislated job guarantee ds/tihe decrease of the value of
market time that would normally be caused by theermption of employment
although parental leave implies an actual employntgscontinuity. If parents in
general and mothers in particular have the posdsilitd take up a period of paid
maternity leave, they can return to their workplaoed they are not at risk of
considerable financial losses during or after tmpleyment break. In this sense, the
advantages of a regulated leave from employmenteiagh the disadvantages of the

virtual interruption of work that is associatedwihe leave.

Previous research has also shown that childcapmmesgbilities are one of the main
factors which prevent mothers from carrying outngeirupted full-time employment
(cp. Platenga and Hansen 1999). In the presenty,sthe@ variables orpublic

childcare cover the legal, the monetary and the infrastmattdimension of welfare

state intervention. With regard to the effectsehool schedulesn maternal labor
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supply, this relationship can be compared to tlse ad public childcare. In a large
part of the developed world, a certain amount dfost years is compulsory for
every child. In contrast to public childcare prawis for children below school age,
school education is normally institutionalized amdhilable to every child without
specific legal entittement. However, the configumatof certain features of school
education can be assumed to influence the posgibilireconciliation of work and

family life for parents of school-aged children andthis way also affect the labor

supply decision of mothers.

The policy field ofemployment lavbasically captures the (temporal) flexibility et
workplace, even though its potential effects on financial situation cannot be
denied. Generally, working time policy protects #raployee from inappropriately
high working hours, regulates overtime conditionsl @ompensation, provides for
sufficient vacation and protects from discriminatiof part-time employees.
Working conditions can be assumed to affect matdatr supply because they
indicate the possibility of reconciliation of wodnd family life without substantial
income losses. Labor supply incentives from thécgdleld of taxes and allowances
refer more directly to the influence of social pglion the financial situation of
families. Since in most cases, earnings from emptoyt are the kind of income that
is subject to taxation (compared to, for instarsmme social benefits), family tax
breaks are an important policy instrument to inseethe effective market wage of a
working mother. Family cash benefits can actuatlyeha negative effect on maternal
labor supply by increasing the reservation wage ti® present purpose, family cash
benefits will therefore be understood as a disiticerto labor supply and the level
of welfare state incentives for maternal labor $yppll be rated higher when the
share of the GDP spent on family cash benefitewset. The following scatterplots
of the share of employed mothers per country ardatlerage level of welfare state
incentives in the five different policy fields af@y give some indication on how
maternal labor force participation can possiblyalssociated with social and family
policies and if the assumption that a higher l@fehcentives leads to a higher level
of maternal labor supply can hold true.
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Graph 4.2. Parental Leave and Labor Supply
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Graph 4.3. Early Childhood Education and Care and labor Supply
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Graph 4.4. School Policy and Labor Supply
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Graph 4.5. Employment Law and Labor Supply
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Graph 4.6. Taxes and Allowances and Labor Supply
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Graph 4.2. and 4.3. show relatively strong andtp@sassociations between parental
leave and maternal labor supply and childcare aratemal labor supply
respectively. Graph 4.4., in turn, shows a negatwmeelation between the average
incentive level in the field of school policy artetshare of employed mothers. Also
the scatterplots shown in graphs 4.5. and 4.6. paitly confirm the assumption of a
positive association between the level of incestiemd the share of employed
mothers. While the correlation between employmawtdnd labor supply is positive,
but less strong than the one between parental leastematernal labor supply, the
correlation between the average incentive levahenfield of taxation and benefits

and the average maternal labor force participatioregative.
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4.2.2. Individual Level and Country Level Control Variables

In the theoretical remarks on the origins of lalsopply theory, it has become
apparent that in its beginnings, it has mainly bieelividual factors that have been
taken into account to explain labor market behavidrerefore, it is necessary to
include a number of individual level characteristimto the analysis. Detailed
information on the theoretical argumentation andraponalization can be found in
chapters 2.3. and 3.1. Table 4.7. shows the disitoib of the socio-economic
characteristics of the mothers per country. On agerand across countries, the
women in the sample are 39,7 years old, with ammm of 38,1 years in the United
Kingdom and a maximum of 41,9 in Finland. One @f thain explanatory factors for
labor supply on the individual level is the markeige of a person, assuming that
with an increasing market wage, the opportunitytsa$ not supplying labor to the
market rise and therefore, the labor supply prditgbncreases. Here, information
on the monthly cash income from employment has hesead to operationalize the
market wage of a person. Since especially the mavikge is often subject to a
selection bias because it can only be observedoéosons who are actually in
employment, missing wages have been estimated bgnsnef the Heckman
correction method which had to be pursued for al&®00 mothers in the sample
(cp. chapter 3.3.). With an average monthly incarhabout 1.000 EUR in Portugal
and an average income of about 2.500 EUR in Dennthek differences in the

monthly cash income from employment are considerabl

Labor supply theory suggests that not only theviddial wage from employment,
but also other sources of income have to be takBnaccount for an analysis of
labor supply. It is assumed that there can be detddf between non-labor income
and income from employment because some sociafiteenan be connected to not
being employed. Furthermore, the one partner's nredrom employment can
decrease due to a necessary reduction of marketviinen the other partner decides
to supply labor to the market as well. If both pars decide to allocate some time to
the labor market, there is a possibility that tleagh supply less labor to the market
than they would, individually, if the respectivehet partner would decide to

specialize in non-market work.

118



Welfare State Incentives for Maternal Labor Supply

Table 4.7. Socio-Economic Characteristics Acrossountries

Country Share of  Average Average Average Education
Employed Age Gross Monthly Non-
Mothers Monthly Labor Income
Income from in EUR no education  education
Employment (Household beyond beyond
In EUR Income minus  compulsory  compulsory
Income from schooling schooling
Employment)
AT 59.68 38,6 1496 2671 20.4 79.6
BE 67.17 39 1850 2071 19.3 80.7
DE 55.12 40,7 1514 2545 6.3 93.7
DK 84.70 40 2556 2345 15.8 84.2
ES 52.50 39,6 1387 1739 48.5 51.5
FL 74.36 41,9 1703 2557 10,3 89,7
FR 74.54 39,2 1650 2130 13.1 86.9
GR 58.02 38,5 1361 1597 35.8 64.2
IE 56.76 40,7 1745 3157 335 66.5
IT 52.35 39,6 1511 2352 42.7 57.3
NL 54.10 39,7 1489 2224 22.5 77.5
NO 79.63 39,6 2051 3506 5.7 94.3
PT 67.25 39,3 1016 1373 71 29
SE 73.53 40,3 1654 2067 9.5 90.5
UK 63.54 38,1 1766 2820 13.4 86.6
Average 62.42 39,7 1616 2336 25,9 74.1

Source: EU SILC, women with children, 2005 (n = 4289).

Therefore, it can be assumed that with increasimgrlabor income, the trade-off
between supplying labor to the market and not sipgl labor to the market
increases as well. For the purpose of the presedy sthe monthly non-labor income
has been calculated by subtracting the individualher's market income from the
total disposable household income. Just like theramge individual wages, the
monthly non-labor income is characterized by comsiblle differences across
countries, ranging from an average of about 1.30& i Portugal to an average of
more than 3.000 EUR in Norway.

Apart from direct financial determinants of labampply, there is also a number of
more indirect factors that have to be considere. dssumed that average earnings
rise with the level of education and that individuaith a higher level of education
are more likely to supply labor to the market thadividuals with a lower level of
education because the opportunity costs are higberthem. With regard to
educational achievement, the sample of women has debdivided into those who

have no education beyond compulsory schooling,wle have finished no more
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than lower secondary education, and those who hekieeved educational degrees
beyond compulsory schooling. On average, only atquaf the women have not

achieved more than compulsory education. Howeteriinimum amounts to only

five or six percent in Norway and Germany and taertban 40 percent in Spain and
Italy. In Portugal, the share of women with no eation beyond compulsory

schooling amounts to more than 70 percent.

Graph 4.7. Average Income from Employment and LaboiSupply

Q -
DENMARK
&)
°\° NORWAY
£ O — ®
w
g FRANCE
*6 SWE@RNEMND
< ®®
T
9 PORTUGAL BEH.GIUM
g— ) (&)
w UK
= [e)
g © - o
= GREECE
%) ® "E”‘"’.
NETHERGANDS
SPAIN R
® AIY
)
wn -
' | T T T
1000 1500 2000 2500

Average Gross Monthly Income from Employment in EUR
Correlation coefficient: r = 0.69
Source: EU SILC, women with children, 2005 (n = 4289).

The exemplary scatterplot in graph 4.7. shows tiation between the share of
employed mothers per country and the average moirthbme from employment
per country. The correlation between those varsaideclearly strong and positive
and should also be reflected in the logistic regioes. Table 4.8. gives information
on the different types of households the womerheadample live in. According to
labor supply theory, this information is essensismce, for instance, the number of
children and the associated potential costs foldcare outside the home can be
considered as an effective decrease of the maikge wOn average, about 50 percent

of the women live in households with one dependhaiit while only 15 percent live
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in households with three dependent children or mbBl@vever, the shares of the

respective households show that it is more commoorfiaimilies in Finland, Ireland

Norway or Sweden to have three or more childrem ihas for families in Spain,

Italy or Portugal.

Table 4.8. Family Compaosition Across Countries

Country Number of Children Marital Status Parenting Status
At least one Two Three or more  Share of married  Share of single
child children children mothers mothers
AT 55.08 31.45 13.48 80.51 7.93
BE 46.68 35.11 18.21 76.18 9.90
DE 53.36 35.39 11.25 76.47 16.74
DK 39.92 43.72 16.35 78.40 4.18
ES 57.90 34.96 7.13 81.66 3.91
FL 42.01 35.19 22.81 78.57 5.39
FR 43.00 39.79 17.21 72.09 7.81
GR 53.77 35.98 10.25 89.69 3.63
IE 47.90 29.04 23.06 75.16 13.21
IT 58.17 34.17 7.67 82.55 5.25
NL 36.26 44.61 19.13 81.89 6.59
NO 39.82 38.44 21.47 69.70 6.54
PT 64.65 28.62 6.73 83.14 4.61
SE 40.35 39.15 20.50 64.88 6.62
UK 52.77 33.72 13.51 66.33 19.54
Mean 49.79 36.07 14.14 77.92 7.88

Source: EU SILC, women with children, 2005 (n = 4289).

From the perspective of labor supply theory, ilso important to take into account

whether an individual is married or whether theyspe the parenting task alone.

According to the assumptions about specializatioth @xchange, lower wage rates

for women and traditions of socialization can irse the probability that the wife

allocates more time to domestic work because sheoissidered being more

productive in this field and the family forgoesdewarket earnings and goods than if

the husband would opt for domestic work. Being medrcan hence be assumed to

decrease the probability of labor supply. On averdgree quarters of the women in

the sample are married.

The share of married women is, however, considgdalater in the United Kingdom

and in Sweden than it is, for instance, in Greacm ¢the Portugal. The data on the

share of single mother families reveal that a Ibvrs of married mothers does not

necessarily imply a high number of single mothenifees or vice versa. On average,
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about eight percent of the women in the sampleifive single adult household with
children. In some countries, the share is, howes@rsiderably higher, amounting to
over 13 percent in Ireland, to over 16 percent@mn@ny and to almost 20 percent in

the United Kingdom while it is lower than the avggan Sweden.

The control of certain factors is not only advigabh the individual level, but also
on the country level. By including information dmetoverall female employment-
population ratio, the present study takes the géiednor market situation for women
into account. Since simple unemployment rates onBasure the ratio of those
individuals in a country which are registered a®rmployed in relation to the
national labor force, the present study uses datathe female employment-
population ratio which "[...] relates the level of ployment to the working-age
population (those aged 15 — 64), regardless of waneir not (individual) people are
officially considered to be in the labor force [..(Biaroff 1994: 86; Leon 1981).

Furthermore, a control variable for the predomimarad conservative attitudes
towards the role of women and mothers is include@n though the present study
assumes that these attitudes can just as wellfliemeed and shaped by the degree
of state support for female employment. Howevee, tdlationship between public
support for female employment and private attituidegrds the role of women can
also be subject to reverse causality, implying that state aligns its own policies
with the traditions and attitudes that are prevalenits society to, for instance,
ensure the support of voters. Since the EU SILCo20ies not provide information
on attitudes, the corresponding data have beeregmtifrom the European Values
Study 2008. The EVS 2008 provides a variable thlas #or the relationship between
working mothers and their children or, more spealfy, if the respondents think
that working mothers can establish a relationshigh \wer children that is just as
warm and secure as the relationship that non-wgrkimothers can potentially
establish with their children. For the purpose l# present study, the respondents
who have (strongly) disagreed with that statemexvtehbeen summarized and are
used as a representation of the share of the populhat holds more conservative

values towards the role of mothers.
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Graph 4.8. Predominance of Conservative Attitudesrad Labor Supply
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Predominance of Conservative Attitudes towards the Role of Women and Mothers
Correlation coefficient: r = - 0.86
Source: EU SILC, women with children, 2005 (n = 4289). EVS 2008 for the

predominance of conservative attitudes.

The scatterplot in graph 4.8. shows the relatign&i@tween the share of employed
mothers and the predominance of conservative aétsuowards the role of women
and mothers and the relationship is indeed corddier A high and negative

correlation coefficient of — 0.86 indicates thasiindeed important to control for the

cultural aspects related to questions of femalel@yngent.
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4.2.3 Hierarchical Logistic Regressions

The Influence of the Average Level of Welfare State | ncentives on Maternal Labor Supply
The foregoing descriptions have already given s@meéiminary insights into the
question which welfare state incentives for matelatzor supply could be positively
associated with maternal employment decisions avd $trong these relations can
be. In a next step, the influence of the individieatel determinants and of the
average levels of welfare state incentives havae bested by means of a hierarchical
logistic regression to provide a much clearer petof the impact of individual and
policy factors on maternal labor force participatioFrom a methodological
perspective, a total number of fifteen countriestfee multi-level analysis implies
that the number of independent variables on thentcpdevel has to be limited as
well. Therefore, the analysis starts by using therage levels of welfare state

incentives across policy fields as independentdes on the country level.

Table 4.9. presents seven different models. Ttst firodel refers to the common
intercept only model whose residual error variangesthe individual and on the
country level are used to calculate the so-calchiclass correlation coefficiept
The intra class correlation coefficient is useddasermine if individuals from the
same country are more alike than individuals fraffedent countries. If this is the
case, it is assumed that the explanatory variaimethe country level can indeed be
held accountable for the variation between the s The intra class correlation
coefficient ranges from 0 to 1 with higher valuesplying a higher share of the
variance being located on the country level. Fer phesent calculations, the intra
class correlation coefficient amountsgo= 0.13 which indicates that at least to a
certain extent, country level factors are respdasibr the variation between the

countries.

The second model tests the effects of the indivitkaeel variables on the odds of
maternal labor force participation. The effectstloé individual level variables are
allowed to be random, i.e. to vary across countis@sce it cannot necessarily be
assumed that their impact is equal across countfieghermore, all continuous
independent variables on the individual level (ag&ge and non-labor income) have

been centered around their grand mean. All indalidavel effects prove to be
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congruent with the basic assumptions of labor supipéory and apart from the
effects of wage and marital status, all effectssagaificant. Age and education are
positively associated with the probability of lalforce participation. Compared to
mothers who have no education beyond compulsorgadiciy, the odds of being

employed are more than four times higher for maheith more than lower

secondary education (education = 1). In turn, @neigsing number of children and
being a single parent are negatively associated nvdternal labor supply. The same
applies to the non-labor income whose associatiith the employment status is

negative as well.

The following five models show how the average lewd welfare state incentives in
the five different policy fields are associatedhwihe odds of maternal employment.
Adding the respective explanatory variable anddiwetrol variables for culture and
the general employment situation for women doeschainge the individual level
effects. Only the average level of incentives i fileld of parental leave is positively
and significantly associated with maternal labgypy. This can be understood as a
confirmation of the strand of welfare state reskedhat assumes leave regulations to
have a rather positive effect on maternal employnasnopposed to the strand of
literature that assumes it to be rather detrimeefal Gornick et al. 1996a: 5; Pettit /
Hook 2005; Mandel / Semyonov 2006). Since previoesearch has, however,
established reasonable cause to believe that alsties from the other fields are
positively associated with maternal labor supphg tollowing sections will present
analyses of the single indicators from the fiveigofields. In this manner, it can be
determined to what extent the effects have possibgn concealed by using average
levels across policy fields and it can also be ghede light on the specific issue of

parental leave policies.
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Table 4.9. Hierarchical Logistic Regression of théverage Levels of Welfare State Incentives on Mateel Labor Supply

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7
Intercept Only Individual Level Childcare Parental Leave School Policy Taxation & Allowances Employment Law
B Odds- B Odds- B Odds- B Odds- B Odds- B Odds- B Odds-
(SE) Ratio (SE) Ratio (SE) Ratio (SE) Ratio (SE) Ratio (SE) Ratio (SE) Ratio
Individual
Level
Intercept 0.65*** 1.91 -0.09 0.91 -0.28 0.75 -1.37* 0.25 1.45* 4.26 -0.33 0.72 -0.56 0.57
(0.13) (0.32) (0.93) (0.68) (0.80) (0.73) (0.73)
Age 0.06*** 1.06 0.06*** 1.06 0.06*** 1.06 0.06*** 1.06 0.06*** 1.06 0.06*** 1.06
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Married -0.03 0.97 -0.03 0.97 -0.03 0.97 -0.03 0.97 -0.03 0.97 -0.03 0.97
(0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08)
Education beyond Conpulsory 1.40%* 4.04 1.39%* 4.03 1.39% 4.02 1.40%** 4.04 1.39% 4.04 1.40%* 4.03
Schooling (0.28) (0.28) (0.28) (0.28) (0.28) (0.28)
No. of Children -0.14%** 0.87 -0.14%+* 0.87 -0.14%** 0.87 -0.14%+* 0.87 -0.14%** 0.87 -0.14%** 0.87
(0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04)
Single Mother -0.48* 0.62 -0.47* 0.62 -0.48* 0.61 -0.48* 0.62 -0.48* 0.62 -0.48* 0.62
(0.23) (0.23) (0.23) (0.23) (0.23) (0.23)
Market Wage 0.53 1.54 0.53 1.54 0.53 1.54 0.53 1.54 0.53 1.54 0.53 1.54
0.47) 0.47) (0.47) (0.47) (0.47) 0.47)
Non- -0.09** 0.91 -0.09** 0.91 -0.09** 0.91 -0.09** 0.91 -0.09** 0.91 -0.09** 0.91
Labor Income (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)
Country Level
Child- -0.43 0.65
care (0.64)
Parental Leave 1.26** 3.53
(0.32)
School Policy -2.23 0.11
(0.76)
Taxation -0.23 0.79
(0.24)
Labor 0.12 1.12
Law (0.43)
Culture -1.72 0.18 0.48 1.61 -1.20 0.30 -1.62 0.20 -1.20 0.30
(1.48) (0.81) (0.83) (0.86) (0.89)
Employment-Population Ratio 1.24 3.46 0.66 1.93 0.42 1.52 1.01 2.75 1.01 2.74
(0.83) (0.68) (0.75) (0.86) (0.84)
Intraclass Correlation Coefficient 0.13
Likelihood Ratio 1.39%+* 1.32%+* 1.34%** 1.48** 1.41%+*
Note: Level 1: n = 42.789; Level 2: n = 15; *** = K 0.01, ** = P<0.05, * = P<0.10

Marital Status: O = not married; 1 = married / Education: 0 = no more than lower secondary educatiort = educational achievement beyond compulsory edugan / Number of Children: 1 = one dependent child2 = two

dependent children; 3 = three or more dependent chiren / Parenting Status: 0 = two-parent householdi = single-parent household

A Likelihood Ratio Test has been pursued to comparthe fit of the individual level model (model 2; nll model) with every other model containing countrylevel factors (alternative model). It is used tostablish
how many times more likely the data are under thelgernative model than the null model. The Likelihoal Ratio has been used to compute a p-value to deeidvhether to reject the null model in favor of thealternative model

with ** =P <0.01, ** = P<0.05, * = P<0.10.
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The Influence of Parental Leave Policieson Maternal Labor Supply

The preceding findings which left the average lesfeparental leave policies to be
the only welfare state incentive that is positivehd significantly associated with the
maternal employment probability lead to the furtheestion which single incentives
behind the average level of support could be thecak ones. The underlying
assumption is that policy instruments from thedfief parental leave regulate the
relationship between employer and employee in gveg after childbirth and when
it comes to questions of caregiving for childrehe3e instruments are supposed to
avoid the decrease of the value of market timewmatld normally be caused by the
interruption of employment although parental leawplies an actual employment
discontinuity. Without parental leave, mothers gagstend to opt for a complete
withdrawal from the labor market after childbirthdathis can call their re-entry into
question. If mothers have the possibility to takeauperiod of paid maternity leave,
they can return to their workplace and they areatatsk for considerable financial
losses during or after the employment break.

Table 4.10. presents the values of the six singteritives in the field of parental
leave which cover the legal entitlements, the domatnd payments. The information
on thestatutory entitlement to maternity leat@&kes into account if there is any
existing statutory entitlement, if it is paid ar@what extent it is paid. Likewise, a
variable on thestatutory entitlement to paternity leaseincluded, assuming that the
possibility for fathers to withdraw temporarily frothe labor market has a positive
effect on maternal labor supply as well. Existirgfgonity leave entitlements can
shorten the period of time that mothers take off ¢daregiving which, in turn,
strengthens their labor market attachment and esdirccome losses. Just as the
variable on maternity leave, the variable on patigtaave takes into account if there
Is any existing statutory entitlement, if it is gand to what extent it is paid.

To cover different aspects of the duration of ptakermeave which have been
inconsistently discussed in the literature (cp.rak et al. 1996a; Pettit and Hook
2005), themaximum number of months of parental leamd themaximum number
of paid months of parental leawe taken into account as well. Furthermore, the

maximum number of paid months as a share of thenmiax number of months
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included to analyze whether it is not the actuagite of (paid) leave, but the share of

the leave that is covered by wage replacemengffetts maternal labor supply.

Table 4.10. Level of Welfare State Incentives in thField of Parental Leave (2007)

Country  Maternity Paternity Length of Length of Share of Paid Sick
Leave Leave Leave Paid Leave Leave Child
Leave
AT 1 0 0.66 0.66 1 1
BE 1 1 0.26 0.26 1 0.25
DE 1 0 1 0.39 0.39 0.75
DK 1 1 0.29 0.29 1 0
ES 1 1 1 0.10 0.10 0.75
FL 1 1 1 1 1 0
FR 1 1 1 1 1 0.50
GR 1 1 0.25 0.05 0.22 0.50
IE 0.66 0 0.39 0.12 0.32 1
IT 1 0 0.37 0.37 1 0.25
NL 1 1 0.24 0.07 0.29 1
NO 1 1 1 0.33 0.33 1
PT 1 1 0.94 0.11 0.12 1
SE 1 1 0.44 0.44 1 0.75
UK 0.66 0.66 0.50 0.17 0.34 0.25
Mean 0.95 0.71 0.62 0.36 0.61 0.60

Source: FEMMES Dataset (Appendix B).
Note: Recoded data.

Finally, the option ofeave in case of sickness of a chidincluded. The variable
captures information on the existence of statuemytlements to sick child leave, on
the replacement rate during sick child leave andtlom extent of this leave
arrangement, i.e. on the existence of additioratdeentittements covering a wider
range of family members other than young childrend/er situations of serious
illness. The possibility of sick child leave carspitvely affect maternal labor supply
because it anticipates the option of taking timé fadm work when necessary

without the risk of financial losses.

The overview in table 4.10. shows that even thoalghost every country provides
full maternity leave entitlements, there are coesaflle cross-national differences
with regard to the other incentives. Full patern@give is far less common and this
also applies to the availability of leave in theeaf a child’s sickness. Furthermore,
only a small number of countries provides long é&sawhich are fully paid during

the entire period, such as Finland or France, wbiileer countries provide shorter,

but fully paid breaks from employment, such as AastBelgium, Denmark and
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Sweden. Other countries like Greece and the Neihesl only provide comparably
short periods of leave whose replacement rates cowgr a fraction of the entire

period.

Table 4.11. shows the results of the six hieraathimgistic regressions testing the
association of the single welfare state incentives the field of parental leave on
the individual labor supply of mothers. Again, teffects of the individual level

variables are allowed to be random, i.e. to vamosg countries, since it cannot
necessarily be assumed that their impact is equraka countries. Furthermore, all
continuous independent variables on the individera¢l (age, wage and non-labor
income) have been centered around their grand nigeneffects of the individual

level variables remain unchanged. They all provéo@éocongruent with the basic
assumptions of labor supply theory and apart frbendffects of wage and marital
status, all effects are significant. Age and edooadre positively associated with the
probability of labor force participation. Comparedmothers who have no education
beyond compulsory schooling, the odds of being eygal are more than four times
higher for mothers with more than lower secondatycation (education = 1). In

turn, an increasing number of children and beingirele parent are negatively
associated with maternal labor supply. The samdiespo the non-labor income

whose association with the employment status iathegas well.

In addition to a partial significance of the gehdéador market situation for women,

only the availability of paternity leave, the lengif paid leave in months and the
fraction of the total leave that is covered by thage replacement prove to be
significantly and positively associated with masramployment. In relation to the
assumptions that previous research has made abeuéftect of parental leave
arrangements on maternal labor supply, this findiag be considered potentially
interesting. The effect of the entitlement to maitgr leave, its duration (without

considering payments) and the availability of leavéhe case of a child’s sickness

are not significantly associated with maternal tadagoply.
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Table 4.11. Hierarchical Logistic Regression of th&ingle Incentives from the Field of Parental Leaven Maternal Labor Supply

Model 8 Model 9 Model 10 Model 11 Model 12 Model 13
Maternity Leave Paternity Leave Length of Leave Length of Paid Leave Share of Paid Leave / Sick Child Leave
Entitlement Entitlement Total Leave

B Odds- B Odds- B Odds- B Odds- B Odds- B Odds-
(SE) Ratio (SE) Ratio (SE) Ratio (SE) Ratio (SE) Ratio (SE) Ratio

Individual Level

Intercept 1.12 0.33 -0.92 0.40 -0.64 0.53 -1.43** 0.24 1.45* 4.26 -0.33 0.72
(0.91) (0.75) (0.69) (0.63) (0.80) (0.73)

Age 0.06*** 1.06 0.06*** 1.06 0.06*** 1.06 0.06*** 1.06 0.06*** 1.06 0.06*** 1.06
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

Married -0.03 0.97 -0.03 0.97 -0.03 0.97 -0.03 0.97 -0.03 0.97 -0.03 0.97
(0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08)

Education beyond Conpulsory Schooling 1.39% 4.02 1.40%** 4.04 1.39%** 4.03 1.39% 4.02 1.40%** 4.04 1.39%* 4.04
(0.28) (0.28) (0.28) (0.28) (0.28) (0.28)

Number of Children -0.14%** 0.87 -0.14%** 0.87 -0.14%** 0.87 -0.14%** 0.87 -0.14%** 0.87 -0.14%** 0.87
(0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04)

Single Mother -0.48* 0.62 -0.48* 0.62 -0.47* 0.62 -0.48* 0.61 -0.48* 0.62 -0.48* 0.62
(0.23) (0.23) (0.23) (0.23) (0.23) (0.23)

Market Wage 0.53 1.54 0.53 1.54 0.53 1.54 0.53 1.54 0.53 1.54 0.53 1.54
(0.47) (0.47) (0.47) (0.47) (0.47) (0.47)

Non-Labor Income -0.09** 0.91 -0.09** 0.91 -0.09** 0.91 -0.09** 0.91 -0.09** 0.91 -0.09** 0.91
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)

Country Level

Maternity Leave Entitlement 0.63 1.87
(0.42)

Paternity Leave Entitlement 0.29** 1.35

(0.12)
Length of Leave 0.13 1.14
(0.15)
Length of Paid Leave 0.61%* 1.84
(0.15)
Share of Paid Leave / Total Leave 0.45%* 1.58
(0.12)
Sick Child Leave -0.23 0.79
(0.18)

Culture -0.86 0.42 0.17 1.18 -0.92 0.40 0.07 1.07 -1.74 0.17 -0.49 0.61
(0.91) (0.99) (0.87) (0.83) (0.85) (1.16)

Employment-Population Ratio 0.97 2.64 0.99 2.71 1.04 2.84 1.83* 2.26 1.92% 2.85 2.37% 3.74
(0.86) (0.84) (0.83) (0.71) (0.75) (1.07)

Likelihood Ratio 1.42% 1.29%* 1.42%* 1.36%** 1.68%* 1.43% *

Note: Level 1: n =42.789; Level 2: n = 15; *** £ < 0.01, ** = P<0.05, * = P<0.10
Marital Status: 0 = not married; 1 = married / Education: 0 = no more than lower secondary educatiort = educational achievement beyond compulsory edugan / Number of Children: 1 = one dependent child2 = two
dependent children; 3 = three or more dependent chiren / Parenting Status: 0 = two-parent householdi = single-parent household
A Likelihood Ratio Test has been pursued to comparthe fit of the individual level model (model 2; nll model) with every other model containing countrylevel factors (alternative model). It is used tostablish
how many times more likely the data are under the leernative model than the null model. The Likelihoal Ratio has been used to compute a p-value to deeithether to reject the null model in favor of thealternative model
with ** =P <0.01, ** = P<0.05, *= P< 0.10.
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Hence, the present findings do not directly helglétermine whether the option of
parental leave is either detrimental or benefifbalmaternal labor supply. However,
the preceding analysis has shown that with thetenge and with the increasing
extent of paternity leave, the odds of maternabladupply increase. This is in line
with the argumentation that existing paternity kaentittements can shorten the
period of time that mothers take off for caregivingthe short run which, in turn,

strengthens their labor market attachment and esdileccome losses. This can,
again, be seen as an argument in favor of the cstoifliterature that doubts the

positive effects of parental leave for mothers.

Furthermore, an increasing number of paid monthsmaternity leave and an
increasing fraction of paid months of the total ilde leave are positively and
significantly associated with maternal labor suppiis finding supports the idea
that it is not the option of parental leave itsmifa duration that is simply as long as
possible that fosters the labor market attachméntathers. In turn, long durations
and fractions of leave that gpaid are more important which indicates that mothers
possibly tend to take up leave more often whenettoemditions are given which,
again, increases their labor market attachmerthdrcase of long, but mostly unpaid
leaves, mothers possibly tend not to opt for paildetive at all, but rather for a full
withdrawal from the labor market. A complete drag-of employment instead of a
mere interruption of the employment relation byitgkup leave after childbirth
means that mothers forego the benefit that is gdigeelated to parental leave — the
guarantee of being able to return to their workcelaThis decreases their labor

market attachment and their employment chancdseitong run.

The Influence of Childcare Policies on Maternal Labor Supply

Previous research has established reasonable daudmlieve that childcare
responsibilities are one of the main factors wipoevent mothers from carrying out
uninterrupted full-time employment (cp. Platengad ddansen 1999). However,
testing the influence of the average level of welfstate incentives across the eight
single indicators from the field of childcare oretbdds of maternal employment did
not show a significant effect. The following regsies attempt to explore if using
the average level has potentially covered the &ffetcthe single indicators which are

presented in table 4.12. In the present studyy#n@bles on public childcare cover
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the legal, the monetary and the infrastructural etision of welfare state
intervention, because even thoughlegal entitlementto infant care and / or
kindergarten / pre-schoalan be an important precondition, implemented igiow,
financial support and the quality of care can betra¢ determinants of the maternal

labor supply decision as well.

Table 4.12. Level of Welfare State Incentives in thField of Childcare (2003 — 2010)

Country Legal Length of the  Childcare Childcare Private Public Child-  Child-
Entitlement Childcare Day Coverage Coverage Costs Spending Staff-  Staff-
(0-2) (3-5) Ratio  Ratio
(0-2) (35
AT 0 0.33 0.09 0.81 0.85 0.37 0 0
BE 0.50 0.66 0.39 1 0.96 0.50 0.50 0.50
DE 0.50 0.33 0.09 0.80 0.92 0.25 0.50 0.50
DK 1 1 0.62 0.90 0.92 1 1 1
ES 0.50 0.50 0.21 0.99 0.96 0.34 0 0.50
FL 1 1 0.35 0.68 0.93 0,87 1 0.5(
FR 0.50 1 0.26 1 0.89 0.75 0.50 0
GR 0.50 0.66 0 0.46 0.95 0.25 0 0.50
IE 0.50 0.33 0.15 0.65 0.71 0.16 1 0.50
IT 0.50 0.66 0.06 1 0.96 0.34 0.50 0.50
NL 0.50 0.33 0.39 0.68 0.88 0.34 1 0.50
NO 0 1 0.44 0.85 0.92 0.62 0.50 1
PT 0.50 0.33 0.24 0.78 0.96 0.53 0 0.50
SE 1 1 0.40 0.87 0.94 0.81 1 1
UK 0.50 0.33 0.26 0.79 0.67 0.37 1 0.50
Mean 0.53 0.63 0.26 0.82 0.89 0.50 0.57 0.50

Source: FEMMES Dataset (Appendix B).
Note: Recoded data.

Two variables orchildcare coveragei.e. the percentage share of children below the
age of three and the percentage share of childyed toree to five in childcare, are
used to analyze the effect of actual welfare gtadgision on maternal labor supply.
Information on thecontinuity of days in public childcares included as well to
approximate the actual support the welfare stateviges since a more
comprehensive childcare day provides mothers withetier possibility to supply
more than part-time labor. Since the private costhildcare are seen as a tax on the
market income of a working mother, low childcaredeare seen as an equivalent to
an effective increase in the wage rate and carefitrer be expected to lead to an
increase in female labor supply (Blau et al. 200®erefore, a variable arhildcare
fees as a percentage of the average wiagacluded with higher values implying
less private childcare costs. Here, it is assurhatl & high level of welfare state

support with regard to the financial resources thed directed towards public
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childcare, i.e. keeping the private childcare castdow as possible, has a positive
effect on maternal labor supply. The inclusion ofasiable on theublic spending
on childcareas a share of the GDP points in the same diretyomdicating how
much financial support the welfare state allocdt@sthe provision of childcare
which can, in turn, indicate how much of the finahdurden is passed on to the
parents. Furthermore, previous research has sweghtstt childcare quality can play
a role when parents make a decision about transfear part of the caregiving task
to childcare institutions and the parental decisadoout childcare can indirectly
influence the labor supply decision. Therefore, téld-staff-ratio in childcare
institutions for children below the age of three dar children aged three to five is

included as a proxy for the quality of childcarstitutions.

The results in table 4.13. show that using theageetevel of welfare state incentives
in the field of childcare has indeed concealed ¢ffects of some of the single
indicators. The results also show that is not #gal entittement to infant care or
preschool that is positively and significantly agated with the odds of maternal
labor supply. In turn, a positive and significanssaciation with maternal
employment decisions is found for all the indicatogferring to the infrastructural
side of childcare. The length of the childcare daywell as the actual coverage rates
for children of both age groups are significantlydapositively associated with
maternal labor supply. Furthermore, the amountesburces invested by the state,
operationalized by childcare expenditures as aesbfthe GDP, increases the odds
of maternal labor supply as well. In turn, the distaff ratios and also the private

childcare costs do not show a significant assanati
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Table 4.13. Hierarchical Logistic Regression of th&ingle Incentives from the Field of Childcare on MNternal Labor Supply
Model 14 Model 15 Model 16 Model 17 Model 18 Model 19 Model 20 Model 21
Legal Length of the Childcare Coverage  Childcare Coverage Private Costs Public Spending Child-Staff-Ratio Child-Staff-Ratio
Entitlement Childcare Day 0-2) (3-5)
B Odds- B Odds- B Odds- B Odds- B Odds- B Odds- B Odds- B Odds-
(SE) Ratio (SE) Ratio (SE) Ratio (SE) Ratio (SE) Ratio (SE) Ratio (SE) Ratio (SE) Ratio

Individual Level

Intercept -0.33 0.72 -2.67 0.07 -0.34 0.71 -1.64* 0.19 -0.68 0.50 -0.93 0.39 -0.14 0.86 -0.61 0.54
(0.73) (0.75) (0.65) (0.67) (1.11) (0.55) (0.65) (0.60)

Age 0.06*** 1.06 0.06*** 1.06 0.06*** 1.06 0.06*** 1.06 0.06*** 1.06 0.06*** 1.06 0.06*** 1.06 0.06*** 1.06
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

Married -0.03 0.97 -0.03 0.97 -0.03 0.97 -0.03 0.97 -0.03 0.97 -0.03 0.97 -0.03 0.97 -0.03 0.97
(0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08)

Education beyond Conpulsory 1.39%** 4.02 1.40%* 4.04 1.39%* 4.03 1.39%** 4.02 1.39%** 4.02 1.39%** 4.02 1.39%** 4.02 1.39%** 4.02

Schooling (0.28) (0.28) (0.28) (0.28) (0.28) (0.28) (0.28) (0.28)

No. of Children -0.14%** 0.87 -0.14%** 0.87 -0.14%** 0.87 -0.14%** 0.87 -0.14%** 0.87 -0.14%** 0.87 -0.14%** 0.87 -0.14%** 0.87
(0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04)

Single Mother -0.48* 0.62 -0.48* 0.62 -0.47* 0.62 -0.48* 0.61 -0.48* 0.61 -0.48* 0.61 -0.48* 0.61 -0.48* 0.61
(0.23) (0.23) (0.23) (0.23) (0.23) (0.23) (0.23) (0.23)

Market Wage 0.53 154 0.53 1.54 0.53 1.54 0.53 154 0.53 154 0.53 154 0.53 154 0.53 1.54
(0.47) (0.47) (0.47) (0.47) (0.47) (0.47) (0.47) (0.47)

Non-Labor Income -0.09** 0.91 -0.09** 0.91 -0.09** 0.91 -0.09** 0.91 -0.09** 0.91 -0.09** 0.91 -0.09** 0.91 -0.09** 0.91
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)

Country Level

Legal Entitlement -0.40 0.66
(0.19)

Length of 0.98*+* 2.66

the Childcare Day (0.21)

Childcare Coverage 1.43* 4.19

0-2) (0.51)

Childcare Coverage 0.97*+* 2.64

(3-5) (0.29)

Private Costs 0.09 1.10

(0.62)
Public Spending 1.49% 4.43
(0.21)
Child-Staff-Ratio (0 — 2) -0.32 0.72
(0.14)
Child-Staff-Ratio (3 - 5) -0.59 0.55
(0.17)

Culture -1.686 0.18 2.49 2.13 -0.89 0.40 -1.95 1.07 -1.13 0.32 0.08 1.08 -1.95 0.14 -1.61 0.20)
(0.97) (1.06) (1.01) (0.83) (0.95) (0.79) (0.85) (0.76)

Employment-Population Ratio 1.26 3.53 2.51*% 2.39 0.06 1.07 1.83* 2.22 1.16 3.22 0.15 1.16 0.97 2.64 1.85% 2.34
(0.81) (0.74) (0.84) (0.72) (0.93) (0.54) (0.79) (0.72)

Likelihood Ratio 1.39%+* 1.87* 1.44%* 1.69** 1.44%** 1.42%** 1.36%** 1.25%*

Note:

Level 1: n =42.789; Level 2: n = 15; ** = K 0.01, ** = P<0.05, * = P<0.10

Marital Status: 0 = not married; 1 = married / Education: 0 = no more than lower secondary educatiort = educational achievement beyond compulsory edugan / Number of Children:

1 = one dependent child; 2 = two dependent childre8 = three or more dependent children / Parentingtatus: 0 = two-parent household; 1 = single-parertiousehold

A Likelihood Ratio Test has been pursued to comparthe fit of the individual level model (null model)with every other model containing country-level fators (alternative model). It is used to establish
how many times more likely the data are under thalternative model than the null model. The Likelihad Ratio has been used to compute a p-value to déeiwhether to reject the null model in favor of the
alternative model with *** = P <0.01, ** = P<0.05, * = P<0.10.



Welfare State Incentives for Maternal Labor Supply

The Influence of School Policy on Maternal Labor Supply

With regard to the effect of school schedules ontemal labor supply, this
relationship can be compared to the relationshitwéen public childcare and
maternal labor supply. From a certain age on, dobeacation is normally available
to every child without specific legal entittlementdait can be considered as a free
(and usually also as a compulsory) opportunity deeha child taken care of for a
certain amount of hours during the week and foer@am amount of days per year.
However, the specific configuration of the schogtem differs across countries and
just as in the case of childcare for children betmliool age, it can be assumed that
the organization of school education influencesréoenciliation of work and family
life. In this manner, arearly school starting agean have a positive effect on
maternal labor supply, since an early transitioth#® guaranteed system of de facto
childcare at school implies that mothers have tfaoize less or even no additional
childcare. Furthermore, it is assumed that a lasgepe of school schedules is more
favorable for maternal employment. Therefore, infation on thenumber of school
hours per weelfor school students in primary and secondary atioic) and on the
number of school days per yaarincluded to approximate the comprehensiventss o
public school schedules. A high comprehensivenésshmol week and school year
decreases the need for childcare beyond the regcitenol schedules which will, in

turn, is assumed to have a positive effect on matéabor supply.

Table 4.14. Level of Welfare State Incentives in thField of School Policy (2010)

Country School Starting School Hours Per School Hours Per School Days Per
Age Week Week Year
(Primary Education)  (Secondary Education)
AT 0.33 0.66 0.87 0.85
BE 0.33 0.96 0.85 0.86
DE 0.33 0.82 0.75 0.93
DK 0.33 0.82 0.87 0.87
ES 0.33 0.50 0.75 0.82
FL 0 0.63 0.75 0.90
FR 0.33 0.80 0.69 0.85
GR 0.66 0.92 0.87 0.82
IE 0.33 0.83 0.96 0.85
IT 0.33 0.90 0.72 0.94
NL 0.66 0.78 0.65 0.94
NO 0.33 0.66 0.75 0.90
PT 0.33 0.82 0.64 0.85
SE 0 1 1 0.84
UK 1 0.73 0.61 0.92
Mean 0.37 0.79 0.78 0.88

Source: FEMMES Dataset (Appendix B).
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Supply

Individual Level

Intercept

Age

Married

Education beyond
Conpulsory

Schooling
Number of Children

Single Mother
Market Wage

Non-Labor Income

Country Level

School Starting Age

School Hours Per
Week (Primary
Education)

School Hours Per
Week (Secondary
Education)

School Days Per
Year

Culture

Employment-
Population Ratio

Likelihood Ratio

Model 22

School Starting Age

p
(SE)

-0.46
(0.69)
0.06**
(0.01)
-0.03
(0.08)
1.39%
(0.28)

-0.14%*
(0.04)

-0.48*
(0.23)
0.53
(0.47)
-0.09%
(0.03)

-0.19
(0.22)

-1.02
(0.94)
1.03
(0.84)

1.49%**

Odds-
Ratio

0.63

1.06

0.97

4.02

0.87

0.62

1.54

0.91

0.82

0.36

2.79

Model 23
School Hours Per
Week (Primary
Education)
B Odds-
(SE) Ratio
0.12 1.11
(0.95)
0.06%** 1.06
(0.01)
-0.03 0.97
(0.08)
1.40%* 4.04
(0.28)
-0.14%* 0.87
(0.04)
-0.48* 0.62
(0.23)
0.53 1.54
(0.47)
-0.09** 0.91
(0.03)
-0.69 0.49
(0.51)
-1.16 0.31
(0.87)
0.96 2.60
(0.89)
1.37%*

Model 24
School Hours Per
Week (Secondary

Education)
B Odds-
(SE) Ratio
-0.47 0.63
(0.81)
0.06** 1.06
(0.01)
-0.03 0.97
(0.08)
1.39%* 4.03
(0.28)
-0.14**  0.87
(0.04)
-0.47* 0.62
(0.23)
0.53 1.54
(0.47)
-0.09** 0.91
(0.03)
-0.23 0.79
(0.44)
-1.08 0.34
(0.89)
1.23 3.45
(0.84)
1.48%*

Note: Recoded datalable 4.15. Hierarchical Logistic Regression of theifgle Incentives from the Field of School
Policy on Maternal Labor

Model 25
School Days Per
Year
B Odds-
(SE) Ratio
1.65 3.66
(0.84)
0.06*** 1.06
(0.01)
-0.03 0.97
(0.08)
1.39%* 4.02
(0.28)
-0.14**  0.87
(0.04)
-0.48* 0.61
(0.23)
0.53 1.54
(0.47)
-0.09** 0.91
(0.03)
-1.04 0.17
(0.76)
-1.62 0.19
(0.69)
0.15 1.17
(0.63
1.56%*

Note:

Level 1: n =42.789; Level 2: n = 15; ** = X 0.01, * = P<0.05, * = P<0.10

Marital Status: O = not married; 1 = married / Education: 0 = no more than lower secondary
education; 1 = educational achievement beyond comisory education / Number of Children: 1 =

one dependent child; 2 = two dependent children; 3 three or more dependent children /

Parenting Status: 0 = two-parent household; 1 = sgie-parent household
A Likelihood Ratio Test has been pursued to comparehte fit of the individual level model (null
model) with every other model containing country-#vel factors (alternative model). It is used to
establish how many times more likely the data ar@inder the alternative model than the null
model. The Likelihood Ratio has been used to compute p-value to decide whether to reject the
null model in favor of the alternative model with*** = P <0.01, ** = P<0.05, * = P<0.10.
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Table 4.15. shows the result of the hierarchicgisiioic regressions of the four single
indicators from the field of school policy on matar employment. Just as in the
preceding models, the individual level effects remanchanged and prove to be
congruent with the assumptions of labor supply mhedlowever, none of the
independent variables from the field of school pobhows a significant and positive
effect. One possible explanation for this can Iz, tim a certain sense, school policy
sets in too late. For mothers who decide to enteetorn to the labor market before
their children reach school age, the determininjare state incentives are possibly
located in other policy fields, such as parentavée and childcare. In turn, for
mothers who postpone their return to the labor etadntil their children start
attending school, even early school starting aged aomprehensive school
schedules can not necessarily outbalance the wedkahor market attachment und
the loss of human capital caused by a comparably ioterruption of employment.
Even though school policies can indeed be congiddoeneficial for the
reconciliation of work and family life, they do nappear to be a significant factor

for maternal labor supply.

The Influence of Employment Law on Maternal Labor Supply

Policies from the field of employment law basicatigpture the flexibility at the
workplace and mostly refer to the protection of tayees from inappropriately high
working hours and discrimination, to the compemsatof overtime and to the
regulation of vacation time. These working condiiocan be assumed to affect
maternal labor supply because they indicate theipidisy of the reconciliation of
work and family life without substantial income $@s. To cover the various aspects
of this policy field, information on three workirtgne related factors is included as
well as information on two payment related factoffie working time related
variables refer to theength of the standard full-time workweekere a short full-
time principle (less than 40 hours per week) is satgred most beneficial.
Furthermore, they refer to the amount of théegally guaranteed vacation daper
year and tothe number ofmandatory paid holidayg/hich can give an indication on
how feasible the reconciliation of work and famiif is throughout the year. The
payment related variables refer to fr@miums for the first and the second set of

overtime hourdo capture to what extent the potential costsveftime work, such as
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the need for additional childcare, are outweighiéithally, two variables contain
information on the treatment of part-time employdésvorking full-time is not a
feasible option for mothers, it is important thhe twelfare state provides for the
possibility of part-time employment without thekraf discriminationwith regard to
the benefits enjoyed by the full-time workers, sasHeaves, overtime premiums and

social security and with regard to the legal rigitsadvance notice and separation

fees for the termination of the employment contract

Table 4.16. Level of Welfare State Incentives in thField of Employment Law (2004)

Country  Part-Time Part-Time First Second Maximum Minimum Number
Benefit Contract Premium Premium Weekly Vacation of Paid
Protection  Termination for for Working Holidays
Protection Overtime Overtime Hours
AT 1 1 1 0 0.50 1 1
BE 1 1 1 0 0.50 0.80 0.66
DE 1 1 0.50 0 0 0.66 0.66
DK 1 1 1 0 1 0.83 0
ES 1 1 0 0 0.50 1 0.80
FL 1 1 1 1 0.50 0.80 0.73
FR 1 0 0.50 0.50 1 1 0.06
GR 1 1 0.50 0.75 0.50 0.66 0.26
IE 1 1 1 0 0 0.73 0.60
IT 0 1 0 0 0.50 0.93 0.73
NL 1 1 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.66 0.46
NO 0 1 1 0 0.50 0.83 0.60
PT 1 1 1 0.75 0.50 0.80 0.80
SE 1 1 1 0.60 0.50 0.83 0.66
UK 1 1 0 0 0.50 0.93
Mean 0.87 0.93 0.67 0.27 0.50 0.83

Source: FEMMES Dataset (Appendix B).
Note: Recoded data.

Table 4.17. presents the results of the hierarthoggstic regressions of the single
indicators from the field of employment law on nratd labor supply. The two
measures against the discrimination of part-timplegees do not show a significant
effect and neither do the premium for the secortdo$eovertime hours and the
number of paid holidays. However, the three renmginiariables are positively and
significantly associated with maternal employmenggesting that just as in the case
of childcare policies, using the average level effare state incentives in the field of
employment law has indeed concealed the effecuofe of the single indicators.
With a rising compensation for the first set of diwee hours, the odds of maternal

labor supply increase which is congruent with teguanption that mothers are more

138



Welfare State Incentives for Maternal Labor Supply

likely to supply labor to the market when they knthat occasional overtime work is
compensated well enough to cover the potentialtia@i childcare costs and to not
imply an effective decrease of their market wagpar from the premium for the
first set of overtime hours, the length of the d&d full-time workweek and the
number of legally guaranteed vacation days per kase a positive and significant
effect on the odds of maternal labor supply as,watlicating that, on the one hand,
an existing concept of short full-time (less th&nhburs per week) and, on the other
hand, an increasing amount of predictable timdrofh work helps reconciling work

and family life and increases the probability oftemaal employment.
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Table 4.17. Hierarchical Logistic Regression of th&ingle Incentives from the Field of Employment Lawon Maternal Labor Supply
Model 26 Model 27 Model 28 Model 29 Model 30 Model 31 Model 32
Part-Time Benefit Part-Time Contract First Premium for Second Premium for Maximum Weekly Minimum Vacation Number of Paid Holidays
Protection Termination Overtime Overtime Working Hours
Protection
B Odds- B Odds- B Odds- B Odds- B Odds- B Odds- B Odds-
(SE) Ratio (SE) Ratio (SE) Ratio (SE) Ratio (SE) Ratio (SE) Ratio (SE) Ratio
Individual Level
Intercept -0.85 0.43 -0.84* 0.43 -0.23 0.79 -0.63 0.53 -0.96* 0.38 .1.68* 0.18 -0.46 0.63
(0.69) (0.45) (0.61) (0.72) (0.44) (0.59) (0.66)
Age 0.06*** 1.06 0.06*** 1.06 0.06*** 1.06 0.06*** 1.06 0.06*** 1.06 0.06*** 1.06 0.06*** 1.06
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Married -0.03 0.97 -0.03 0.97 -0.03 0.97 -0.03 0.97 -0.03 0.97 -0.03 0.97 -0.03 0.97
(0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08)
Education beyond 1.39%* 4.02 1.40%* 4.04 1.39%** 4.03 1.39%* 4.02 1.39%** 4.02 1.39%* 4.02 1.39%** 4.02
Conpulsory Schooling (0.28) (0.28) (0.28) (0.28) (0.28) (0.28) (0.28)
No. of Children -0.14%** 0.87 -0.14%* 0.87 -0.14%** 0.87 -0.14%* 0.87 -0.14%* 0.87 -0.14%** 0.87 -0.14%** 0.87
(0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04)
Single Mother -0.48* 0.62 -0.48* 0.62 -0.47* 0.62 -0.48* 0.61 -0.48* 0.61 -0.48* 0.61 -0.48* 0.61
(0.23) (0.23) (0.23) (0.23) (0.23) (0.23) (0.23)
Market Wage 0.53 154 0.53 1.54 0.53 154 0.53 1.54 0.53 1.54 0.53 154 0.53 154
(0.47) (0.47) (0.47) (0.47) (0.47) (0.47) (0.47)
Non-Labor Income -0.09** 0.91 -0.09** 0.91 -0.09** 0.91 -0.09** 0.91 -0.09** 0.91 -0.09** 0.91 -0.09** 0.91
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)
Country Level
Part-Time Benefit -0.25 0.77
Protection (0.13)
Part-Time Contract -0.84 0.43
Termination Protection (0.12)
First Premium for 0.28.** 1.33
Overtime (0.12)
Second Premium for 0.07 1.07
Overtime (0.15)
Maximum Weekly 0.85*+* 2.34
Working Hours (0.08)
Minimum Vacation 1.22%+* 3.39
(0.30)
Numer of Paod -0.25 0.78
Holidays (0.16)
Culture -0.79 0.45 0.24 1.27 -1.27 0.28 -0.78 0.46 -1.29%* 0.27 -2.04** 0.13 -1.17. 0.31
(0.87) (0.54) (0.82) (0.96) (0.44) (0.65) (0.86)
Employment- 1.84 3.33 2.43%** 4.31 0.29 1.33 1.09 2.99 1.11% 3.03 1.54* 3.66 1.18 3.28
Population Ratio (0.83) (0.49) (0.73) (0.85) (0.41) (0.62) (0.79)
Likelihood Ratio 1.53** 1.27%+* 1.33%* 1.40%** 1.38%** 1.63** * 1.41%**
Note: Level 1: n = 42.789; Level 2: n = 15; *** = K 0.01, ** = P< 0.05, *= P< 0.10

Marital Status: 0 = not married; 1 = married / Education: 0 = no more than lower secondary educatiort = educational achievement beyond compulsory eduan /

Number of Children: 1 = one dependent child; 2 = tw dependent children; 3 = three or more dependenthddren / Parenting Status: 0 = two-parent househd; 1 = single-parent household
A Likelihood Ratio Test has been pursued to comparthe fit of the individual level model (null model)with every other model containing country-level fators (alternative model). It is used
to establish how many times more likely the data & under the alternative model than the null modelThe Likelihood Ratio has been used to compute a piue to decide whether to reject

the null model in favor of the alternative model wih *** = P <0.01, * = P<0.05, * = P<0.10.
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The Influence of Taxation and Allowances on Maternal Labor Supply

The welfare state does not only provide legal kemiénts and services, but also
more direct financial benefits for families. It candeed be argued that for the most
part, the main intention damily cash benefitandfamily tax breakss not related to
the question of maternal employment, but ratheth® question of the general

financial well-being of families.

Table 4.18. Level of Welfare State Incentives irhe Field of Taxation and
Allowances (2007)

Country Family Cash Benefits Family Tax Breaks
AT 0 0.1
BE 0.25 0.5
DE 0.50 1
DK 0.25 0
ES 1 0.2
FL 0.50 0
FR 0.50 0.7
GR 0.75 0
IE 0 0.2
IT 0.75 0
NL 0.75 0.4
NO 0.25 0.2
PT 0.75 0.2
SE 0.25 0
UK 0 0.4
Mean 0.43 0.26

Source: FEMMES Dataset (Appendix B).
Note: Recoded data.

However, according to labor supply theory, fami&sle benefits can actually have a
negative effect on maternal labor supply becausg tan increase the reservation
wage which, in turn, lowers the utility of supplginabor to the market. For the
purpose of the present study, family cash beneiits therefore understood as a
disincentive for maternal labor supply and the lexfewelfare state incentives for
maternal labor supply will be rated higher when #iare of the GDP spent on
family cash benefits is lower. The opposite is tase with regard to family tax
breaks, since in most cases, earnings from emplotyare the kind of income that is
subject to taxation (compared to, for instance, esmucial benefits). Therefore,
family tax breaksare an important incentive and policy instrumeniricrease the
effective market wage of a working mother and thesent study includes a variable

on tax breaks as a share of the GDP.
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Table 4.19. Hierarchical Logistic Regressions of th8ingle Incentives from the Field of Taxation and
Allowances on Maternal Labor Sypy
Model 33 Model 34
Family Cash Benefits Family Tax Breaks
B Odds- B Odds-
(SE) Ratio (SE) Ratio
Individual Level
Intercept -0.45 0.64 -0.39 0.68
(0.77) (0.68)
Age 0.06*** 1.06 0.06*** 1.06
(0.01) (0.01)
Married -0.03 0.97 -0.03 0.97
(0.08) (0.08)
Education beyond Conpulsory ~ 1.39*** 4.02 1.40%+* 4.04
Schooling (0.28) (0.28)
Number of Children -0.14%+* 0.87 -0.14%* 0.87
(0.04) (0.04)
Single Mother -0.48* 0.62 -0.48* 0.62
(0.23) (0.23)
Market Wage 0.53 1.54 0.53 1.54
(0.47) (0.47)
Non-Labor Income -0.09** 0.91 -0.09** 0.91
(0.03) (0.03)
Country Level
Family Cash Benefits -0.09 0.91
(0.18)
Family Tax Breaks -0.24 0.78
(0.16)
Culture -1.47 0.23 -1.36 0.26
(0.88) (0.86)
Employment-Population Ratio  1.09 3.00 1.00 2.73
(0.93) (0.16)
Likelihood Ratio 1.46%** 1.48%**

Note: Level 1: n =42.789; Level 2: n = 15; ** = K 0.01, ** = P<0.05, * = P<0.10
Marital Status: 0 = not married; 1 = married / Education: 0 = no more than lower secondary
education; 1 = educational achievement beyond comisery education / Number of Children: 1 =
one dependent child; 2 = two dependent children; 3 three or more dependent children /
Parenting Status: 0 = two-parent household; 1 = sgie-parent household
A Likelihood Ratio Test has been pursued to comparehe fit of the individual level model (null
model) with every other model containing country-#vel factors (alternative model). It is used to
establish how many times more likely the data ar@inder the alternative model than the null
model. The Likelihood Ratio has been used to compute p-value to decide whether to reject the
null model in favor of the alternative model with*** = P <0.01, ** = P<0.05, * = P< 0.10.

Table 4.19. shows the results of the hierarchioglstic regressions of the single

indicators from the field of employment law on nratd labor supply. Just as in the
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preceding models, the individual level effects remachanged and congruent with
the assumptions of labor supply theory. Howevenenof the independent variables
from the field of taxation and allowances showsgaificant and positive effect on

the odds of maternal labor supply.

This finding can be understood as a confirmatiomhef general critique of welfare
state research which found fault with the focudhmnfinancial side on social policy
and called for a more in-depth analysis of the sigezonfiguration of welfare state
policies (cp. Therborn 1987 / Gilbert and Moon 1088 this manner, Gilbert and
Moon have argued that mere expenditure data ddaketactual need into account.
In the case of family policy, high levels of pubéigpenditure on cash benefits or tax
breaks do not necessarily stand for extraordinagifane state generosity, but can
simply reflect a high number of recipients and fir@ling also underlines the
assumption that the qualitative dimension of welfatate policy, such as services

and legal entitlements, has to be taken into cenatobn.
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5. CONCLUSION

Welfare state incentives for maternal labor supmdye been at the heart of the
present study. Even early feminist welfare stateeaech has already established
reasonable causes to assume that the relationshweén the welfare state and its
female citizens could hardly be compared to thati@iship between the welfare
state and its male citizens. In this context, beibtp to supply labor to the market is
especially important. In the absence of unconditioncome guarantees, the utmost
degree of financial independence from the spouingefamily and also from the state
can only be achieved by being employed and whiig hlas never been raised to
question for men, it has only slowly become a pemna feature in women’s

realities. And even though facilitating the acaespaid work and creating incentives
for labor force participation somehow implies condification which has been

established as a condition of which (the ideald¢gpand male) worker seeks to be
relieved from, it can be exactly this process omopwodification which will also

enable women and mothers to demand the same f§ldecommaodification that

their male counterparts are already entitled to.

However, and despite the vast amount of reseastféminist welfare state research
has directed towards female and maternal employmiet present study has
attempted to fill a number of specific researchsgd&eminist welfare state research
has provided a large number of very detailed studikich focus on the case of one
specific country or small-n comparisons (cp. Peadind Rein 1983; Shaver 1983;
Lewis 1992; Lewis 2001; Orloff 1993; O’Connor 199%urthermore, existing
gender-sensitive studies that cover a larger nurabeountries have often focused
on politicy measures from the fields of early chidd education and care and
parental leave schemes and they have often used/@endensed operationalization
(Gornick et al. 1996a; Stier et al. 2001; Pettidl &dook 2005 / 2009). Other studies
have focused on the financial or benefit side aia@olicies for women which can,
in the context of the support of female employmeesult in misleading findings
because family welfare does not necessarily esqgmable welfare (cp. Siaroff 1994;
Gauthier 1999; for an overview cp. Van der Lippé&ah Dijk 2002).
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The attempt of the present study has been to overtbese research gaps by using a
selection of 27 very specific incentives for magrtabor supply which cover 22
OECD countries and five different policy fields -arpntal leave, childcare and
taxation and allowances, but also employment lagvsoiool policy. This selection
of indicators has been used to pursue two conneesearch purposes. The first
research question has been directed at a comparigbase incentives at the country
level to attain a more comprehensive picture of heeifare states can be classified
according to their support of maternal employmenhis purpose has been
accompanied by a critical review and appreciatidn egisting welfare state
comparisons. This review has shown how welfareestasearch has moved from
explaining the emergence of the welfare statefitseimeans of the three dominant
social expenditure based approaches - the striisturhe institutionalist and the
power resources approach - to more detailed aneé medepth conceptualizations of
welfare state policy which can be found in the atbed welfare state regime
literature. This review has also shown that both tifaditional approaches and the
early welfare state typologies have been widelyicized for their ignorance of the
gender dimension and that feminist welfare stasearch has established reasonable
cause to assume that gender-insensitive typold@gies to be reassessed to establish
gender-sensitive welfare state comparisons whidle tthe specific relationship
between the state and its female citizens into wdcddowever, the review of this
research reveals that feminist welfare state rebdaas remained inconclusive about
how and why countries can be assumed to clustenwihe gender dimension is
taken into account. Findings range from welfareestgpologies with clusters that
are very comparable to traditional regimes to thassessment of the position of
single countries and it is not unreasonable torasdihat this has to be accounted for
by the afore-mentioned potential shortcomings ef fdminist line of welfare state

research.

Applying the selection of 27 incentives for mateérador supply from the fields of
childcare, parental leave, employment law, schoolicp and taxation and
allowances, assembled in th&Mmes Dataset compiled for the purpose of the
present study, to a comparison of welfare statéiseatountry level has led to results

that only partly confirm the findings of previoussearch. The country-level analysis
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has presented descriptive information on crosnalivariation of welfare state
incentives for maternal labor supply across 22 OE@Dntries. This descriptive
information has already given some indication tt@tventional welfare state types
are likely not to be appropriate to classify coigstraccording to their level of
incentives for maternal labor supply. A subsequduaster analysis revealed that
countries are indeed likely to be classified in aywhat is considerably different
from traditional welfare state typologies. Analysgfsvariance have been used to
underline the inappropriateness of traditional asmf state types and the better
suitability of the country groups established byame of the cluster analysis. The
here established country groups differ accordinth&level and the policy focus of
welfare state incentives for maternal labor supgly this way, for instance, France
has been found to cluster with a number of Scanéinacountries, the Netherlands
show a high degree of similarity with welfare state Southern Europe, Germany
has been found to group with countries from therkb welfare regime and Canada
has been found to cluster with a number of consee/avelfare states. Since this
mere result has, however, not revealed enough atsocauses, the country analysis
was followed by three in-depth country studies bgams of the cases of Norway,
Canada and Germany. As the only Scandinavian opthmt is not grouping with its
usual counterparts, Norway has turned out to beacterized by less pronounced
welfare state incentives for maternal labor supgien though the country resembles
other social-democratic welfare states in manyeetsp such as the political system
and the general universal and egalitarian featafesocial policy. Industrialization
and the increase in female labor force participatiave taken place at a slightly later
stage than in Denmark, Sweden and Finland and thation of welfare state
incentives for female labor supply has developedenstowly. The country study has
shown that in comparison to other Scandinavian t@s) Norway has proven to be
characterized by considerably more conservativeudéts towards family structures
and maternal employment. The fact that Norway shdhés characteristic with
Australia, a country that it has been grouped withthe present cluster analysis,
further supports the fact that the more traditicatitudes towards family life have
been one of the significant driving forces behirmhiay falling behind.

8 Cluster 1: France, Sweden, Denmark and Finlandst& 2: Netherlands, Portugal, Spain and
Greece. Cluster 3: Belgium, Italy and Canada. @huét Australia, Luxembourg, Austria and Norway.
Cluster 5: Germany, Ireland, UK, New Zealand andt&sland. Cluster 6: USA and Japan.
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A more detailed look at the situation in Canada d¢nigen some insights about how
and why the country performs differently from itsual liberal welfare state family.
It can most certainly be said that Canada provaldsgher level of welfare state
incentives for maternal labor supply than otheed#b welfare states. It also appears
that it is more the differences from other libesalfare states than proximity to non-
liberal welfare states that leads Canada to clustery from its traditional welfare
state family. Nevertheless, both the historicalilgirities with other liberal welfare
states and the European origins of the country labe taken into consideration. A
closer examination of the development of Canadonatpolicy shows that it cannot
be ruled out that Canada has maintained a higledrpity to its European roots
than other typical immigration countries like thaeitéd States and that the influence

of its liberal neighbors has not manifested itgekvery field of social policy.

In the present analysis, Germany has been clusttbdiberal welfare states like
the United Kingdom and late female mobilization fard states like Ireland. This
country cluster shows a relatively low level of fae¢ state incentives for maternal
labor supply and in the case of Germany, the coation of two more or less
subsequent developments can be held accountableh&dr Just like Ireland,
Germany has started off as a welfare state thatbleas heavily influenced by
religious traditions, leading to limited welfaret intervention in family issues and
a promotion of traditional family structures. Baetpromotion of traditional family
structures has not prevented the German female f@mboe participation rate to
increase. In this sense, Germany has undergorsathe societal changes than many
other European countries. However, the original seovative attitude towards
welfare state intervention in family structures masently been joined by a more
liberal attitude towards social policy. This typermove towards Anglo-American
politics has not led to more welfare state intetien either. By contrast, it is
characterized by an emphasis of individual respmlitses and a conditionality of
rights. Limited welfare state intervention due &hgious traditions in combination
with a turn towards more liberal social policies d@ considered one possible cause
for Germany’s low level of welfare state incentifesmaternal labor supply.
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The second research question has been directedaidation of feminist welfare
state research that has dealt with the actualtsftdavelfare state policy on the labor
market situation of women. Again, this purpose besn accompanied by a critical
review of existing studies. When reviewing the vashount of welfare state
literature, it cannot go unnoted that welfare statearch has not only moved to an
incorporation of the gender perspective, but atsexplaining the actual effects of
social policy on societies and individual lives.rlgastudies of this line of research
have been criticized for their focus on questiohpaverty and income inequality
and feminist welfare state research has contribitedmore in-depth analysis of the
effects of welfare state policy on the specifiegiiy situation of women and mothers.
In the present study, the selection of 27 welfaa¢esincentives for maternal labor
supply has also been applied to the analysis a¥ichehl employment decisions of
mothers and it presents a combination and extensfofactors that have been
established as meaningful determinants of matéabal supply in earlier research.

This multi-level analysis has led to further indghintroducing individual level data
from the European Union Statistics on Income and Living Goows 2005 (EU
SILC) for over 40.000 mothers from 15 European ¢oes has shown that under
control of their individual characteristics, such age, the educational background,
market wage, the non-labor income, the number dfirem and the marital and
parenting status, and under control of other cquletrel characteristics, such as the
extent of conservative attitudes towards workingthracs and the general labor
market situation for women, the average level aemives in the field of parental
leave turned out to be the only welfare state iticerthat, on average, has proven to
be significantly and positively associated with emaal labor supply. However, since
condensed measurements can be assumed to coneealfféicts of the single
indicators hidden by the average value for eaclcydield, further analyses have
used the single indicators from each policy fieddeaplanatory variables in separate

models.

Further analyses using the six single indicatasafthe field of parental leave show
that the availability of paternity leave, the lemgif paid leave in months and the

fraction of the total leave that is covered by thage replacement prove to be
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significantly and positively associated with matremployment. This is in line
with the argumentation that existing paternity ke@ntitlements can lead mothers to
reduce the period of time that they take off faregaving which, in turn, strengthens
their labor market attachment and reduces incorsgek This can, again, be seen as
an argument in favor of the strand of literaturattdoubts the positive effects of
parental leave for mothers, since the opportunitgh@aring parental leave with the
fathers, i.e. taking up less leave themselvespgstigely associated with maternal
employment. Additionally, the length of the paidve and the paid fraction of the
total leave being significantly associated with enaal labor supply can be seen as
an argument in favor of a configuration of paremale that represents a favorable
option for mothers. Existing and long, but only tdly paid leave and the
concomitant income losses can be so unattractivenfhers that they rather opt for
a complete withdrawal from the labor market afteildbirth which decreases their
labor market attachment and their employment claimcthe long run.

A detailed analysis of the effect of the singleeintives from the field of early
childhood education and care has shown that ube@verage level of welfare state
incentives has indeed concealed the effects of safntlee single indicators. More
importantly, the results have shown that it isthetlegal entitlement to care which is
positively and significantly associated with matdrabor supply. Positive and
significant associations with maternal employmeetisions are found for all the
indicators referring to the infrastructural sidecbfldcare. The length of the childcare
day as well as the actual coverage rates for @mldof both age groups are
significantly and positively associated with thedsdof maternal labor supply.
Furthermore, the amount of resources invested lky stiate, operationalized by
childcare expenditures as a share of the GDP,asesethe odds of maternal labor
supply as well. In turn, the child-staff ratios asdo the private childcare costs do

not show a significant association.

Keeping this result in mind, it can appear surpggihat none of the single indicators
from the field of school policy is positively andgsificantly associated with
maternal labor supply, since school schedules earohsidered as institutionalized,

guaranteed and free childcare. One possible exjdangor this can be that, in a
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certain sense, school policy sets in too late.rkathers who decide to enter or return
to the labor market before their children reaclostlage, the important welfare state
incentives are possibly located in other policyidise such as parental leave and
childcare. In turn, for mothers who intend to posip their return to employment
until their children start attending school, evearly school starting ages and
encompassing school schedules can not necessanipansate for the weakened
labor market attachment und the loss of human alapgtused by a comparably long

interruption of employment.

Just as in the case of childcare, however, a ddtahalysis of the seven single
indicators from the field of employment law has whahat using the average level
of welfare state incentives has covered the peasiéimd significant effects of the
length of the standard workweek, the minimum nundifevacation days per year
and the compensation for the first set of overtihmurs. These findings are
congruent with the assumptions that mothers areerikely to supply labor to the
market when they know that occasional overtime wsrkompensated well enough
to cover the potential additional childcare codtsis also congruent with the
assumption that less working time per week and ymaeases the probability of
maternal employment because an existing conceghoit full-time (less than 40
hours per week) and an increasing amount of pragaliettime off from work helps
reconciling work and family life. Eventually, thealysis of the effects of the two
single indicators from the field of taxation antbalances has shown that neither the
public expenditures for family cash benefits nar flamily tax breaks are related to
the odds of maternal labor supply. This can be stded as a confirmation of the
critique of traditional and also gender-sensitivefare state research demanding the
careful use of expenditure data and of financialidators for welfare state effort
(Therborn 1987 / Gilbert and Moon 1988).

Which lessons can be learned from the present samdlywhich open questions
remain for future research? On the one hand, tiginigs have shown that using a
strict and comprehensive set of single incentiveddbor supply from the fields of
childcare, parental leave, employment law, schoolicp and taxation and

allowances for a welfare state comparison acrdasgar number of countries leads
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to the establishment of welfare state types whiehdifferent from traditional and
even existing feminist welfare state typologies.wdwer, the case studies for
Norway, Germany and Canada have also shown thatrttierlying potential causal
mechanisms are strongly depending on the individaahtry’s history and politics.
While in the case of Norway, the onset of everite lihe industrialization of the
economy and the conservative attitudes towardssgeeific role of mothers (as
opposed to the liberal attitudes towards cohabitadif unmarried couples) appear to
have played a role, Canada seems to have kepbragstrproximity to its European
roots than other liberal immigration countries likee United States and New
Zealand. In turn, the combination of a strong relig tradition and a strong liberal
turn within social policy has moved Germany clagethe liberal welfare states than
other typical conservative countries. This varietyossible causes for the extent of
state support for maternal employment indicate$ #mainvestigation beyond the
scope of the present dissertation, i.e. for a langenber of countries than the three
present cases, could lead to further insightshi;irhanner, an investigation of these
causes could even help clarify whether the clasgibn of welfare states into types
is even appropriate on the basis of quantifiableepalata or if in the case if welfare
state incentives for maternal labor supply, quiigahistorical data have to be taken
more into consideration. A detailed retracementhef individual country’s causes
for a certain policy configuration can also lead soggestions of reform and

improvement that are adjusted to the country’ohyst

On the other hand, the establishment of a numberuaial factors from the field of
employment law points in the direction that feminigelfare state research should
not only focus on the most obvious policy fieldsicls as parental leave and
childcare. Additionally, since the preservation thie labor market attachment
appears to be a crucial factor, further researasuldhalso be directed at other
measures that help new mothers maintain their hucagital and their relation to
their workplace, measures which are, for instanatier to be found in the field of
active labor market and education policy. Furthresearch could also turn towards
analyzing the effect of the school system in relatio incentives from other policy
fields to examine if comprehensive school systemsldc actually prove to be a

significant factor in combination with policies treet in before children reach school
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age. Here, also the continuity of the school dapassibilities of out-of-school care
could be taken into account. Apart from suggestionguture research, the present
findings also point to certain practical policy ilegtions. If policy makers are truly
interested in increasing the financial independentewomen by rising their
probability of labor supply, irrespective of potahtunderlying attitudes in society,
this study points to a few steps that can be takeappears that maternal labor
supply highly depends on preserving the labor niadtachment even after
childbirth. Parental leave arrangements that afavarable option by being fully
paid, i.e. that keep women from dropping out of ldd@or market completely, seem
just as important as the provision of paternitywéethat increases the probability that
both parents take time off from work after childbirThe probability of more or less
uninterrupted employment is also increased by titeah provision and support of
full time childcare services. Legal entitlementsred are not crucial when the states
do not turn rhetoric into action. Furthermore, mastates can improve the
employment chances of mothers by introducing theg kdaimed standard workweek
of less than 40 hours which has to date only becarakty in very few European
countries. Additionally, this regulation could cteanore employment opportunities
for the entire society and would not only be beriafifor working mothers.
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Appendix A: Brief Overview of the Individual and Country Level Variables
Individual Level Variables (EU SILC 2005/ n = 42.89)

(1) basic activity status
dichotomous variable measuring if the individual usemployed (0) or
employed (1)

(2) individual market income
yearly gross cash income in EUR from employmentusiiog additional
payments, such as overtime premiums, commissioms thinteen month
payments before the deduction of social securitytrdmutions and taxes
(gross monthly earnings in EUR for Spain, Italye&re and Portugal)

information for women without own income or earrsnigom employment
has been imputed by means of the Heckman correétiombout 16.000
women in the sample

(3) non-labor income
total disposable household income (income from emmpent for all
household members, income from capital and propexdgial benefits) in
EUR minus the individual market income of the womianng in the
household (see (2))

(4) age
originally measured in years from 0 to 80; limitedwomen between 25 and
54 years for the purpose of the present study

(5) education
originally subdivided into six categories; brokemweh into two categories (0
= no education beyond compulsory schooling / 1 zicatdon beyond
compulsory schooling) for the purpose of the presardy

(6) number and age of children
originally measuring the composition of householgdgiken down into three
categories (1 = living in a household with one awant child, 2 = living in a
household with two dependent children, 3 = livingai household with three
or more dependent children) for the purpose optiesent study

(7) marital status
dichotomous variable measuring if the individuas mever been married, is
separated, divorced or widowed (0) or if the indal is currently married

(1)

(8) parenting status
originally measuring the composition of householdlsgken down into two
categories (0 = two-parent household, 1 = singl¢herohousehold) for the
purpose of the present study
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FEMMES Dataset (Female and Maternal Employment Support)
All variables range between 0 and 1. Higher valuealways imply a higher level
of incentives.

PARENTAL LEAVE

(1/2)

3)

(4)

()

(6)

statutory entitlement to maternity / paternity leave

existence of statutory entitlement to leave anermxof replacement rate (0 =
no statutory entittement / 0.33 = statutory emntitbat, but unpaid / 0.66 =
statutory entitlement, but low flat rate or < 50d¥earnings or not universal
or not paid for the full period / 1 = statutory déetment and > 50 % of
earnings)

length of leave in months
equals 1 when length of leave = 36 months (maxirtength)
countries with a lower value are assigned a peagenshare

length of paid leave in months
equals 1 when length of paid leave = 36 months (mamx paid length)
countries with a lower value are assigned a peagenshare

share of paid period of leave
paid period of leave (4) as a share of the totadtle of leave (3)
equals 1 when 100% of leave is paid

sick child leave

existence of statutory entittement and extent gblasement rate plus
additional leave entitlements covering a wider enfjffamily members other
than young children and/or situations of seriolnegds

EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION AND CARE

1)

(2/3)

(4)

()

legal entitlement to infant care and / or kindegarten / pre-school care
equals 1 when legal entitlement to both infant Gard kindergarten exists,
equals 0.50 when legal entitlement to either onthein exists and equals 0
when there is no legal entitlement at all

childcare coverage for children aged 0 to 23to 5
percentage share of children in childcare in tlspeetive age groups

private childcare costs
private expenditures for childcare as a shareefdmily net income

public childcare spending

public expendituresn infant care and pre-primary education as a Shfatee
GDP
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(6)

(7)

(8)

length of the childcare day
equals 1 when mostly full-time, equals 0.66 whesrdhis a mixture of part-
time and full-time offers and equals 0.33 when ihyqsart-time

child-staff ratio for children aged 0 to 2
equals 1 when child-staff-ratio 5.5, equals 0.5 when child-staff ratio>s
6 and< 8.5 and equals 0 when child-staff ratii9

child-staff ratio for children aged 3to 5
equals 1 when child-staff-ratio 12, equals 0.5 when child-staff ratio>is
13 andk 16 and equals 0 when child-staff rati®>i46.5

ScHooL PoLicy

(1)

(@)

3)

(4)

school starting age

start of institutionalized, compulsory and guaradteublic education (equals
1 when start of compulsory schooling is at agegliaés 0.66 when start of
compulsory schooling is at age 5, equals 0.33 wétant of compulsory
schooling is at age 6 or 6.5 and equals 0 whehis@mpulsory schooling is
at age 7)

length of the school week in primary education
equals 1 when number of school hours per week @Gn@&imum value)
countries with a lower value are assigned a p¢agernshare

length of the school week in secondary education
equals 1 when number of school hours per week @Gd&imum value)
countries with a lower value are assigned a p¢agernshare

length of the school year
equals 1 when number of school days per year {i2aimum value)
countries with a lower value are assigned a peagenshare

EMPLOYMENT LAW

1)

(@)

3)

part-time benefits
equals 1 when part-time workers receive at leal$tdfidhe benefits enjoyed
by the full-time worker (leaves, overtime premiwsogial security)

part-time contract termination

equals 1 when part-time workers enjoy at least bélthe legal rights to
advance notice and separation fees for the terrmmaif the employment
contract of full time workers

number of paid holidays per year

equals 1 when the number of paid holidays per ye&5 (maximum value)
countries with a lower value are assigned a peagenshare
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(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

premium for the first set of overtime hours

equals 1 when the premium is at least 150% of tmenal wage, equals 0.50
when the premium is at least 125% of the normaleasagd equals O when the
premium is less than 125% of the normal wage

premium for each hour after the first set of oertime hours a week

equals 1 when the premium for the second set afioweis at least 200% of
the normal wage and equals O when there is noiadditpremium for a
second set of overtime hours; the values in betwedlect the actual
additional wage increase in relation to the norwede

maximum number of working hours per week

length of the standard full-time workweek (shortl-fime = less than 40
hours (1), normal full-time = 40 hours (0.5), lofhdl-time = more than 40
hours (0))

minimum number of vacation days per year
equals 1 when the number of paid holidays per y&&0 (maximum value)
countries with a lower value are assigned a peagenshare

TAXATION AND ALLOWANCES

(1)

(2)

family cash benefits
public expenditures for family cash benefits abas of the GDP

family tax breaks

public expenditures for family tax breaks as a slwdrthe GDP (the value of
the maximum tax break is 1%; countries with a lowaue are assigned their
actual share of the GDP)

COUNTRY LEVEL CONTROL VARIABLES

1)

(2)

female employment-population ratio
share of women of working age (15 — 64) in employtres a percentage
share of the entire female population of workigg a

culture

share of the poplation that shows (strong) disagent with the statement
that working mothers can establish a relationshtp her children that is just
as warm and secure as the relationship that $tagrae mothers can
potentially establish with their children as aqestage share of the entire
population
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Appendix B: Original and Recoded Data (EMMES Dataset — Female and Maternal Employment Support)

Employment Law (2004)

Country  Variables Part-Time Part-Time No. of Paid Premium for Premium for Max. Hours / Week Minimum Vacation
Benefits Contract Holidays Overtime | Overtime I (2009)
Termination

Original Recoded Original Recoded Original Recoded Original Recoded Original Recoded

Value Data Value Data Value Data Value Data Value Data
Austria 1 1 15 1 1.5 1 0 0 40 0.50 30 1
Belgium 1 1 10 0.66 15 1 0 0 40 0.50 24 0.8(
Denmark 1 1 0 0 15 1 0 0 37 1 25 0.83
Finland 1 1 11 0.73 15 1 2.0 1 40 0.50 24 0.8p
France 1 0 1 0.06 1.25 0.50 15 0.50 39 1 30 1
Germany 1 1 10 0.66 1.25 0.50 0 0 48 0 20 0.66
Greece 1 1 4 0.26 1.25 0.50 1.75 0.75 40 0.50 20 66 0.
Ireland 1 1 9 0.60 15 1 0 0 48 0 22 0.73
Italy 0 1 11 0.73 11 0 0 0 40 0.50 28 0.93
Netherlands 1 1 7 0.46 1.25 0.50 15 0.50 40 0.50 0 2 0.66%
Norway 0 1 9 0.60 15 1 0 0 40 0.50 25 0.83
Portugal 1 1 12 0.80 15 1 1.75 0.75 40 0.50 24 %P8
Spain 1 1 12 0.80 1 0 0 0 40 0.50 30 1
Sweden 1 1 10 0.66 15 1 1.6 0.60 40 0.50 25 0.83
UK 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 40 0.50 28 0.93
Australia 1 1 10 0.66 15 1 2.0 1 40 0.50 28 0.98
Canada 1 1 5 0.33 15 1 0 0 40 0.50 14 0.46
Japan 0 1 0 0 1.25 0.50 0 0 40 0.50 10 0.33
Luxembourg 25 0.83
New Zealand 1 1 11 0.73 1 0 0 0 40 0.50 14 0.46
Switzerland 1 1 9 0.60 1.25 0.50 0 0 45 0 20 B%6
USA 1 1 0 0 1.5 1 0 0 40 0.50 0 0
Source: Botero, Juan C. , Djankov, Simeon , LaeP6tafael, Lopez-de-Silanes, Florencio and StleAndrei. 2004. The Regulation of Lab®he Quarterly

Journal of Economic$19 (4). 1339 — 1382: (cp. http://mba.tuck.dartrhaedu/pages/faculty/rafael.laporta/working_paperg(ifation%200f%20Labor-
All/Regulation%200f%20Labor.xIs)

Part-Time-Benefits: 1= Part-time workers receivkast half of the benefits enjoyed by the futhdi worker (leaves, overtime premium, social segurit

Part-Time Contracts: 1= Part-time workers enjoleast half of the legal rights to advance noticé separation fees for the termination of the egplent



No. of Paid Holidays:

Overtime Premium I:

Overtime Premium II:

Max. Hours/Week:

Minimum Vacation:

contract of full time workers.
15 is the maximum and eqaalsountries with a lower value are assigned agrdage share.

Premium for the first set obdime hours a week
Equals 1 when the premium is at least 150% of tvenal wage, equals 0.50 when the premium is at [E26% of the normal wage and equals 0 when

the premium is less than 125% of the normal wage.

Premium for each hour after finst set of overtime hours a week
Equals 1 when the premium for the second set oftiove is at least 200% of the normal wage and ex0alkhen there is no additional premium for a
second set of overtime hours; the values in betweggct the actual additional wage increase iatreh to the normal wage.

Equals 1 when thresheld@9; equals 0.5 when threshold = 40; equals 0 wfweshold> 41.

30 is the maximum and equalsduintries with a lower value are assigned a pergerghare.

Source: ILO (1996 — 2011; http://www.ilo.org/dyafmil/travmain.home). Information for the NethedanPortugal and Switzerland come from dag's
of annual leave with pay in manufacturiagriable in Botero et al. (2004) which is not usedthe remaining countries because the ILO date&ecmore
than the manufacturing sector



Public Child Care Services (Different Inquiry Periods and Data Sources)

Country  Variables Legal Length Childcare Childcare

Childcare Cost in % of

Public Spending on

Child-Staff-Ratio

Child-Staff-Ratio

Entittement of Day Coverage Coverage Family Net Income Childcare as a % of Ages 0 -2 Ages 3-5
0-2 3-5 (2004) GDP
(2002-2005)  (2002-2005) (2003)

Original Recoded  Original Recoded Original Recoded Original Recoded

Value Data Value Data Value Data Value Data
Austria 0 0.33 0.09 0.81 15 0.85 0.60 0.37 9 0 16.5 0
Belgium 0.50 0.66 0.39 1 4 0.96 0.80 0.50 7 0.50 16 0.50
Denmark 1 1 0.62 0.90 8 0.92 1.60 1 5 1 7 1
Finland 1 1 0.35 0.68 7 0.93 1.40 0,87 5 1 13 0.50
France 0.50 1 0.26 1 11 0.89 1.20 0.75 6.5 0.50 19 0
Germany 0.50 0.33 0.09 0.80 8 0.92 0.40 0.25 6.5 500. 14 0.50
Greece 0.50 0.66 0 0.46 5 0.95 0.40 0.25 11 0 13 50 0.
Ireland 0.50 0.33 0.15 0.65 29 0.71 0.25 0.16 4.5 1 14 0.50
Italy 0.50 0.66 0.06 1 4.5 0.96 0.55 0.34 7 0.50 13 0.50
Netherlands 0.50 0.33 0.39 0.68 12 0.88 0.55 0.34 5 1 15 0.50
Norway 0 1 0.44 0.85 8 0.92 1.00 0.62 8 0.50 12 1
Portugal 0.50 0.33 0.24 0.78 4 0.96 0.85 0.53 11 0 15 0.50
Spain 0.50 0.50 0.21 0.99 4.5 0.96 0.55 0.34 11 0 4 1 0.50
Sweden 1 1 0.40 0.87 6 0.94 1.30 0.81 5.5 1 12 1
UK 0.50 0.33 0.26 0.79 33 0.67 0.60 0.37 5 1 16 00.5
Australia 0 0.66 8 0.92 0.40 0.25 7.5 0.50 16 00.5
Canada 0.50 0.33 22 0.78 7 0.50 12 1
Japan 14 0.86 0.35 0.22 4.5 1 17 0
Luxembourg 6 0.94 0.90 0.56
New Zealand 28 0.72 0.35 0.22 5.5 1 10 1
Switzerland 30 0.70 0.30 0.19 6 0.50 18 0
USA 0 0.33 28 0.72 0.60 0.37 5 1 14 0.50

Legal Entitlement to Infant Care and / or Kindetgar/ Pre-School:

entitlement to either one of them exists and eqiiaen there is no legal entitlement at all.
Source: Bennett, John. 2008. Early Childhood Sesvim the OECD Countries: Review of the
Literature and Current Policy in the Early ChilddoBield. UNICEF Innocenti Working Paper IWP-
2008-01

Childcare Coverage for children aged 0 — 2 ancb3 —

Values correspond to the actual percentage stiahildren in childcare

Equals 1 when legal entitlemeritoth infant care and kindergarten exists, eq0d@® when legal

Source: Moss, Peter and Wall, Karin (eds.). 200ierhational Review of Leave Policies and
Related Research 2007. Employment Relations Rds&anies No. 80



Childcare Cost in % of Family Net Income:

Public Expenditures for Childcare (Infant Care &mnd-Primary Education):

Length of the Day:

Child-Staff-Ratio Ages 0 — 2:

Child-Staff-Ratio Ages 3 - 5:

Source for Austria: Statistik Austria. 2010. Bildunund Kultur. Formales Bildungswesen.
Kindertagesheime und Kinderbetreuung. Kinderbeimgaguoten nach Altersgruppen 1995 bis 2009.

http://www.statistik.at/web_de/statistiken/bildunignd _kultur/formales_bildungs
wesen/kindertagesheime_kinderbetreuung/index.iadiD/2011)

1 msrthe actual value (the higher the value, theflasdies have to pay)
Source: OECD Family Database (http://wwegdorg/dataoecd/52/11/42004407 .pdf; p. 3)

1.60 % of the GDP is thghbst value and equals 1. Countries with a lowéwevare assigned a
percentage share.
Source: OECD. 2007. Babies and Bosses. ReconciMogk and Family Life. A Synthesis of
Findings for OECD Countries. (p. 135)

Equals 1 when it is mostly full-time, equals 0.66em there is a mixture of part-time and full-time
offers and equals 0.33 when it is mostly part-time.

Source: Data for Australia, Austria, Belgium, DemkpdFinland, France, Italy, Norway and Sweden
come from OECD (2007). Data for Canada, Ireland,Nietherlands, Portugal, the United Kingdom
and the United States come from Bennett (2008)aDat Germany and Greece come from the

Eurydice Databasé{tp://eacea.ec.europa.eu/education /eurydice/aseylen.php

Indicator for childcare quality. Equals 1 when dksitaff-ratio is< 5.5, equals 0.5 when child-staff
ratio is> 6 and< 8.5 and equals 0 when child-staff ratie-i9
Source: OECD (2007, p. 144)

Indicator for childcare quality. Equals 1 when dhétaff-ratio is< 12, equals 0.5 when child-staff
ratio is> 13 and< 16 and equals 0 when child-staff ratia-i46.5.
Source: OECD (2007, p. 144)



Parental Leave (2007)

Country Variables Maternity Leave Paternity Leave Length of Leave aterof Paid Leave Share of Paid Period of Leave k Shild Leave
Original Recoded  Original Recoded
Value Data Value Data
Austria 1 0 24 0.66 24 0.66 1 1
Belgium 1 1 9.5 0.26 9.5 0.26 1 0.25
Denmark 1 1 10.5 0.29 10.5 0.29 1 0
Finland 1 1 36 1 36 1 1 0
France 1 1 36 1 36 1 1 0.50
Germany 1 0 36 1 14 0.39 0.39 0.75
Greece 1 1 9 0.25 2 0.05 0.22 0.50
Ireland 0.66 0 14 0.39 4.5 0.12 0.32 1
Italy 1 0 13.5 0.37 13.5 0.37 1 0.25
Netherlands 1 1 8.5 0.24 2.5 0.07 0.29 1
Norway 1 0.33 36 1 12 0.33 0.33 1
Portugal 1 1 34 0.94 4 0.11 0.12 1
Spain 1 1 36 1 35 0.10 0.10 0.75
Sweden 1 1 16 0.44 16 0.44 1 0.75
UK 0.66 0.66 18 0.50 6 0.17 0.34 0.25
Australia
Canada 1 0.33 12 0.33 11.5 0.32 0.96 0.50
Japan
Luxembourg
New Zealand
Switzerland
United States 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Source: Moss, Peter and Wall, Karin (eds.). 20@frhational Review of Leave Policies and RelatedeRrch 2007. Employment Relations
Research Series No. 80
Maternity Leave / Paternity Leave: 0 = no statutenfittement / 0.33 = statutory entitlement, bupaid / 0.66 = statutory entitlement, but low flate or < 50 % of
earnings or not universal or not paid for the fidliod / 1 = statutory entittement and > 50 % ohe®s
Length of Leave: In months. Equals 1 when Iergftleave = 36 months (maximum length), countwéh a lower value are assigned a percentage share.
Length of Paid Leave: In months. Equals 1 whentlemd paid leave = 36 months (maximum length), ¢des with a lower value are assigned a percentage

share.

Share of Paid Period of Leave: Paid period ofdess a share of the total length of leave (equalken 100% of leave is paid)



Sick Child Leave: 0 = no statutory entitlement 29~ statutory entitlement, but unpaid / 0.50 =tutay entitlement, but low flat rate or < 50 % of
earnings or not universal or not paid for the fdtiod / 0.75 = statutory entittement and > 50 %afings / 1 = 0.75 + additional leave
entitlements covering a wider range of family mersha&her than young children and/or situationsesfasis iliness (any value 0.50
can also be a combination of the entitlement aydngat regulations plus the additional leave re gt



School Policy (2010)

Country School Starting Age School Hours per Wd#knfary School Hours per Week (Secondary School Days per Year
Education) Education)
Original Recoded Original Value Recoded Data Original Value Recobatia Original Value Recoded Data
Value Data
Austria 6 0.33 20 0.66 35 0.87 180 0.85
Belgium 6 0.33 295 0.96 34 0.85 182 0.86
Denmark 6,5 0.33 24.5 0.82 35 0.87 184 0.87
Finland 7 0 19 0.63 30 0.75 190 0.90
France 6 0.33 24 0.80 27.5 0.69 180 0.85
Germany 6 0.33 24.5 0.82 30 0.75 198 0.93
Greece 5 0.66 275 0.92 35 0.87 175 0.82
Ireland 6 0.33 25 0.83 38.5 0.96 181 0.85
Italy 6 0.33 27 0.90 29 0.72 200 0.94
Luxembourg 4 1 212 1
Netherlands 5 0.66 23.5 0.78 26 0.65 200 0.94
Norway 6 0.33 20 0.66 30 0.75 190 0.90
Portugal 6 0.33 245 0.82 255 0.64 180 0.85
Spain 6 0.33 25 0.83 30 0.75 175 0.82
Sweden 7 0 30 1 40 1 178 0.84
UK 4 1 22 0.73 24.5 0.61 195 0.92
Source: Eurydice Databadat{p://eacea.ec.europa.eu/education /eurydice/aseylen.php
School Starting Age: Equals 1 when start of cormpyl schooling is at age 4, equals 0.66 when sfardbmpulsory schooling is at age 5, equals 0.33
when start of compulsory schooling is at age 6.6rahd equals 0 when start if compulsory schodbrag age 7.
School Hours per Week (Primary Education): Maximmun of hours equals 30, countries with a lower galte assigned a percentage share.
School Hours per Week (Secondary Education): Marimo. of hours equals 40, countries with a lowdueare assigned a percentage share.

School days per Year: Maximum no. of school daysaés 212, countries with a lower value are assignpercentage share.



Taxation and Allowances (2007)

Country Family Cash Benefits as % of the GDP Faméy Breaks as a % of the GDP
Original Value Recoded Data
Austria 25 0 0.1
Belgium 1.8 0.25 0.5
Denmark 1.6 0.25 0
Finland 1.5 0.50 0
France 1.5 0.50 0.7
Germany 1.3 0.50 1
Greece 1 0.75 0
Ireland 2.3 0 0.2
Italy 0.7 0.75 0
Netherlands 0.8 0.75 0.4
Norway 1.9 0.25 0.2
Portugal 0.8 0.75 0.2
Spain 0.4 1 0.2
Sweden 1.6 0.25 0
UK 2.3 0 0.4
Australia 2.7 0 0.1
Canada 1 0.75 0.2
Japan 0.4 1 0.4
Luxembourg 3.6 0 0
New Zealand 2 0 0
Switzerland 1.2 0.50 0
United States 0.2 1 0.6

Source:

Family Cash Benefits as % of the GDP:

Family Tax Breaks as % of the GDP:

Organisation for Economic Co-operation Begielopment. 2007. Babies and Bosses. Reconcilingk\&nd Family Life. A Synthesis
of Findings for OECD Countries. Paris: OECD Publg, p. 72

Equals 1 whenshare of the GDP spend for family cash benedit 0.5, equals 0.75 when the share of the GDP spamfduhily
cash benefits i3 0.6 and< 1, equals 0.50 when the share of the GDP sperfdifaly cash benefits is 1.1 and< 1.5, equals 0.25 when

the share of the GDP spend for family cash benifits1.6 and< 2 and equals 0 when the share of the GDP spenfaiiuty cash
benefits is> 2.1.

Since the marinax break is 1% (Germany), the values correspotide actual share of the GDP.



Country Level Control Variables: Female EmploymentPopulation Ratio (2005) and Cultural Attitudes (20@)

Counntry Female Employment-Population Ratio Cultural Attitudes
2005 2008

Original Value Recoded Data Original Value Recobeda
Austria 62 0.62 28 0.28
Belgium 54.1 0.54 14 0.14
Denmark 70.8 0.71 8 0.08
Finland 66.5 0.67 2 0.02
France 58 0.58 13 0.13
Germany 59.6 0.60 21 0.21
Greece 46.2 0.46 24 0.24
Ireland 57.9 0.58 22 0.22
Italy 45.3 0.45 30 0.30
Luxembourg 53.7 0.54
Netherlands 64.8 0.65 18 0.18
Norway 72 0.72 9 0.09
Portugal 61.7 0.62 24 0.24
Spain 51.9 0.52 25 0.25
Sweden 71.8 0.72 8 0.08
UK 66.7 0.67 19 0.19
Sources: Organisation for Economic Co-operagioth Development. 2010b. OECD Factbook 2010: Ecanydémvironmental and Social

Statistics. http://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/econizcs/oecd-factbook-2010_factbook-2010-en
European Values Study EVS. 2008. Tilburg Ursitg, Netherlandshttp://www.europeanvaluesstudy.eu/evs/contact.html

Female Employment-Population Ratio: Share of woofamorking age in employment in %
Cultural Attitudes: Share of the population thatds a more conservative attitude towards theablaothers
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