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Abstract

Despite significant increases in female labour reaparticipation and educational
achievement in the EU in recent decades, womeh tstill men in terms of
employment rates, earnings and occupational atemhnThis thesis is about the
interplay between the characteristics of individuaksociated with productivity,
labour market returns to these characteristics, aadntry-level work/family
reconciliation policies in influencing female emyeent and gender inequalities in
the labour market in the enlarged EU. It explorasations in the ways EU member
states support individuals in combining work anehifg life and the extent to which
these policies promote gender equality in the labuoarket in terms of pay and
occupational attainment. The approach of the thegigiantitative and comparative,
based on the secondary analysis of micro sociasdé&d and comparable policy
indicators, using advanced statistical techniquiésis also multi-disciplinary,
drawing on the literature and methods from thedfebf labour economics and

comparative social policy.

Results from the study suggest that the existingksi@mily reconciliation policies
in the EU have not caught up sufficiently with tiematic advances in women’s
labour market position. To various extents, thetaireelements of the traditional
male breadwinner model. Even in the Nordic cousfnehich rank highest on most
measures of gender equity in work/family recontitia policies, women tend to
earn less than men, on average, and to work inrawer range of occupations than
their male counterparts. At the other extreme, étasEuropean and Mediterranean
countries tend to have more traditional gender-raltitudes and a policy
environment less compatible with the dual-earnedidarer model of the family.
However, women who work, particularly those who kvéull-time, typically enjoy

more equality with men in terms of their wages andupational attainment.
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Chapter 1 Introduction

Gender equality is one of the fundamental rights @mmon values of the European
Union. According to Article 23 of the EU Charter leindamental Rights: “equality
between men and women must be ensured in all anedsding employment, work
and pay” (2000, p.13). Despite significant incresase female labour market
participation and educational achievement in theikllecent decades, women still
trail men in terms of employment rates, earningsl accupational attainment
(European Commission, 2010). Gendered divisiormloblir in households, with men
as primary earners and women as carers and segoggarers, may partly account

for perpetuating these gender inequalities.

This thesis is about the interplay between theasttaristics of individuals associated
with productivity, labour market returns to thedwm@acteristics, and country-level
work/family reconciliation policies in influencinemale employment and gender
inequalities in the labour market in the enlargédl E seeks to explore variations in
the ways EU member states support individuals mhining work and family life
and the extent to which these policies promote geeduality in the labour market
in terms of pay and occupational attainment. Itestigates the hypothesis that by
helping parents combine paid work with caring fohildren, work-family
reconciliation policies may have the potentialéduce the negative consequences of

motherhood for women’s careers.

The approach of the thesis is quantitative and ewatjve, based on the secondary
analysis of micro social datasets and comparahblieypmdicators, using advanced
statistical techniques. It is also multi-disciplipadrawing on the literature and
methods from the fields of labour economics and manative social policy. The
thesis makes an original contribution to the corapiee welfare state research area
by examining the cross-country variation in workifly reconciliation policies and
gender-role attitudes, and by analysing individaaél determinants of gender wage

gaps and occupational gender segregation in tlaegad EU.

14



This introductory chapter states the research muessbf the thesis; overviews the
structure of the study; and briefly discusses i@ dources, sample restrictions and

country choice.

Objectives of the thesis
To achieve its overall aim, the study has four dnagsearch questions:

 What kind of relationship is there between work/ignreconciliation
policies and gender inequality in the labour me#?ket

 To what extent is recent motherhood related wittiviag transitions from
full-time work and, indirectly, with occupationabengrading?

* In what measure are gender wage gaps across théuwtisn due to gender
differences in the distribution of individual cheteristics and the returns to
these characteristics? What would the gender wags de if all women
worked full-time?

» How does occupational gender segregation vary sa¢heseU?

In addressing the first research question, theigh&guses on the relationship
between work/family reconciliation policies and ya#ing gender-role attitudes on
the one hand and female labour supply and gendquality in the labour market on
the other. The study investigates variation in gemerosity, duration and gender
neutrality of parenthood leave schemes; availgtditd affordability of childcare for
pre-school children; gender neutrality of tax/bé&ngfstems in relation to secondary
earners in couples; and prevailing gender-roléudttis across 25 European countries,
including the new EU accession states. The purpbsbe analysis is to create a
composite indicator of work/family reconciliatiomlcies which is relevant not only
to female participation but also to gender inedyati the labour market in terms of
gender wage gaps and occupational segregationhdfarbre, the study explores
associations between the constructed summary iaddxXemale employment rates,

average gender wage gaps, and occupational segregat

To address the second research question, the Hredigses the association between
recent childbirth and the relative risks of switahito part-time, inactivity or

unemployment for full-time working women in a comgiéve perspective, using
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micro-level longitudinal data. At the same time,investigates the relationship
between major transitions in working hours and thek of occupational
downgrading, separately for men and women. Thigpshelarify if the risk of
switching from longer to shorter hours after chitttb could lead to concurrent
occupational downgrading for women. Furthermoredge differences in the risk of
occupational downgrading upon switching from fid¢ to part-time work are

investigated.

With respect to the third research question, tbdysexamines the differences in the
hourly earnings distributions of men and women wugkfull-time, as well as the
determinants of full-time work for women. The intigation focuses on Britain and
five other EU countries that have diverse work/fgnmeconciliation policies and
different levels of earnings inequality (Italy, $maFrance, Poland, and the Czech
Republic). Since female employment rates and tlaeeshof full-time employment
vary considerably across the EU, in order to malke ctross-country results
comparable this study examines gender wage gaihe inarnings distributions both
before and after accounting for women’s unequababdity of working full-time.
The study seeks to reveal to what extent the sepaamtributions of differences in
productive characteristics and differences in retuto these characteristics to the
overall gender gap in the distribution of earnid@fer across countries with diverse

work/family reconciliation policies.

To tackle the fourth research question, the studhgstigates gender differences in
occupational attainment in 25 European countrigstha extent to which the cross-
national variation in occupational gender segregas related to differences in other
macro-level factors. As the female labour forcdipguation rate (particularly that of

mothers) has been the recent focus of comparatsearch on work-family

reconciliation policies, there has been less coatpar research into the types of
paid jobs that men and women do. This thesis seeldentify an index measure of
occupational gender segregation that is most daiti@p cross-country comparative
research and explore the patterns of variationhé ihndex across the 25 studied

countries.

16



Structure of the thesis

This thesis consists of a literature review chagtamr empirical chapters addressing
the research questions outlined above, and thelugian chapter which draws the
main findings together. Each of the research chagtesents findings from original

complex statistical analyses.

Chapter 2 reviews comparative literature on thefawel state and work-family
reconciliation policies in Europe, thus placing thesis in a theoretical context and
demonstrating how it seeks to address the resganhin the literature. It begins by
highlighting the milestones reached in comparativelfare state research from
gender-blind analysis of welfare regimes, to itenifast critiques, and the new
gender regime typologies. It then reviews the netht scarce welfare state literature
focusing on new EU accession states and emphasiieeseed to include these

countries in the mainstream European comparatseareh.

Chapter 3 then reviews the work-family reconcibatipolicies and attitudes to
gendered division of labour in 25 European coustrie doing so, it sets the policy
context for multivariate research presented inftlewing chapters. It then goes on
to construct a combined indicator of work-familgoeaciliation policies and gender-
role attitudes and analyse its bivariate relatiggshvith female participation rates,

gender wage gaps and occupational segregation.

Chapter 4 examines labour market and occupaticaasitions of men and women in
13 European countries. It starts by reviewing tveglable literature on the timing of
women’s return to work after childbirth and the eaxh on part-time work and
occupational downgrading. By considering both tb#vely changes associated with
the birth of a new child and occupational downgngdiby skill and/or occupational
wage) concurrent with transitions from full-time gart-time work for both men and
women in the same study, this chapter aims totlid gap in the comparative

literature.

Chapter 5 examines the differences in the log onedge distributions of men and

women working full-time in Britain, Italy, Spain,r&nce, Poland and the Czech
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Republic. It first studies the determinants of waragarticipation in full-time work
and discusses the differences in earnings potdmiateen full-time women and alll
women. The gender wage gaps that would be obséhatdwomen worked full-
time are then simulated. After that the chaptersgoe to analyse the gender
differences in the distribution of personal chagastics and the returns to these
characteristics among full-time workers in the sddcountries. Simulating the
counterfactual distribution of full-time gender veagaps, it shows the gender wage
gaps that would be observed if women had their distribution of characteristics,

but were rewarded for them like men.

Chapter 6 focuses on the differences in occupdtdirtiibutions of men and women
in 25 European countries and studies the crossmtivariation in occupational
gender segregation levels using index measures l@giinear methods. After
discussing recent research on occupational gemdgegation, it proceeds to review
the relevant economic and sociological theories sefgregation as well as
measurement issues in segregation studies. Theechapks the studied countries
based on the chosen indices of segregation andsdiss the pattern of cross-country
variation with respect to the work/family reconailon policies analyses in Chapter
3. Substantial levels of occupational gender segi@g are found in all 25 countries.
It then explores the extent to which differencespart-time work rates and the
education levels of the labour force account fa thoss-national variation in the

association between occupation and sex, usingnhegil modelling.

Finally, the concluding chapter summarises the rfiagings across all the chapters,
reiterates the theoretical and empirical contrimaiof the thesis to existing research,
states the overall limitations of the study, coassdthe policy implications of the

thesis and suggests possible directions for furdmarch.

Overall, this thesis concludes that the existingkafamily reconciliation policies in

the EU have not caught up with the dramatic advamcevomen’s labour market
position, as they retain elements of the traditiomale breadwinner model to
varying extents. In order to achieve gender equalithe labour market with respect

to not only employment levels, but also pay andgtdius, employment and family

18



policies need to explicitly promote a dual-earnealecarer model of the family in
which both men and women do unpaid caring and pabur market work.
Otherwise, women have to face a trade-off betwesiinky children and pursuing a
career, which results either in the situation ef Employment and low fertility (e.g.
Southern-European countries) or in the scenarielatively high employment and
fertility combined with relatively high levels oftoupational segregation and gender

wage gaps (e.g. Scandinavian countries).

Data sources and subjects of study

This thesis relies on a variety of micro-level sedary data sources that provide
comparable data for the studied countries. The 200Wd of the EU Statistics on
Income and Living Conditions (EU-SILC) is used toidy gender differences in

earnings and occupational attainment. The in-depidy of gender differences in
earnings distributions in Chapter 5 uses data fiai from the British Household

Panel Survey. Data on gender-role attitudes arentdéfom the 1999 wave of the
European Values Study (EVS). Data on labour masketivity changes and

occupational transitions (see Chapter 4) are tdkem the European Community
Household Panel (ECHP) 1994-2001.

The thesis also draws on a range of sources ofaviacel statistics. Data on family
policy indicators, such as duration and generasityaternity, paternity and parental
leave, government spending on childcare and edtigation services, and childcare
costs for model families are taken from the Orgatos for Economic Cooperation
and Development (OECD) Family Database. The dtistn childcare enrolment
rates are derived from the EU-SILC individual datsd This provides a more
harmonised set of statistics than can be obtaireed the OECD. The indicators of
gender neutrality of tax/benefit systems are coegutsing the OECD Tax/Benefit

Calculator.

Combining detailed micro-level analysis of indivadulabour market transitions,
earnings and occupational attainment with aggregatdysis of the cross-national
variation, the subjects of this study are bothvitllials and countries. The micro-

level analysis focuses on prime-age individuals®55 years old. From the cross-
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country comparative perspective, the focus is an EU-25. Other industrialised
countries are excluded for data reasons (e.g. &neynot covered by the EU-SILC

and the EVS) and because they are not coveredebyotinmon EU legal frameworks.
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Chapter 2 Literature review

The dramatic increases in female achievements utatwn and employment in
industrialised countries over the course of thd’ 2@ntury have been largely
unaccompanied by reforms in family policy. In caieg with under-developed
work-family reconciliation institutions, there is apparent trade-off between having
children and pursuing a career, resulting in lowtilfy and low female employment
(Esping-Andersen, 2009). However, although workifameconciliation policies
have the potential to increase the female labopplgu they may not necessarily
improve the quality of women’s employment or proengender equality in terms of

pay and occupational attainment.

This chapter reviews comparative literature on wedfare state and work-family

reconciliation policies in Europe, in order to mathe thesis in a theoretical context
and demonstrate how it contributes to progressenfield. In the next two sections,

the chapter highlights milestones in comparativiéfase state research: from gender-
blind analysis of welfare regimes to the new typats that place family, and

policies supporting female employment, at the hehthe analysis. The chapter then
reviews the welfare state literature focusing omw neU accession states and
emphasizes the need to include these countrieginsineam European comparative
research. The last section summarises the literatwriew. The chapter concludes
that the existing welfare state typologies areideally suited to the study of gender
inequality in the labour market as they focus andke employment at the expense

of other types of gender inequality such as wage gad occupational segregation.

Comparative welfare state research: mainstrearhand feminist typologies

It is well documented that advanced economies diffehe way they organise the
distribution of welfare between the state, the rmaarknd the family (Esping-

Andersen, 1990; Esping-Andersen, 1996; Lewis, 19@2rera, 1996; Korpi, 2000).

Yet, until the late 1980s, comparative welfare estegsearch mostly focused on
differences in social spending. Tihe Three Worlds of Welfare CapitalisEsping-

! Similarly to Orloff (2009), the term ‘mainstrearis used here to refer to welfare state scholarship
that is not gender-nuanced and assumes that aikdtve a typical male life course.
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Andersen (1990) shifted the focus of comparativéfare state research to social
citizenship rightéand the extent to which they allowed individua$e independent
from the labour market.

Esping-Andersen (1990) clustered 18 OECD countoiesthree dimensions with
respect to social provision: state-market relatiossratification, and social
citizenship rights, including de-commodification labour. De-commodification is
“the degree to which individuals, or families, caphold a socially acceptable
standard of living independently of market parttipn” (1990, p.37). The liberal
regime is characterised by a low level of de-comification, with targeted means-
tested benefits, modest social insurance or maotegersal transfers. The corporatist
welfare state, in contrast, serves to preservexisting status and class differentials
with little income redistribution and, thereforejmmal de-commaodification. The
family is assumed to be the main provider of care ‘@he state will only interfere
when the family’s capacity to service its membeargxhausted” (Esping-Andersen,
1990, p.27). At the same time, the social-demacraglfare state emphasises de-
commodification and universalism, with extensiveiabservices provision by the
state. Thus, the role of the family is only expéalrin the corporatist regime, but not
in the other two (Gerhard et al., 2005, p.4) Ferr€dl996) later proposed
distinguishing the ‘Latin rim’ Mediterranean Eur@pe countries as a distinct
southern cluster with polarised social protectie@xceptions to institutional
corporatism in healthcare, a mix between public gngate provision, and the

persistence of clientelism in the distribution esh subsidies.

Feminist scholars have critiqued mainstream contiparaesearch on the welfare
state, including Esping-Andersen’s (1990) welfaegimes theory, on the grounds
that it lacks a gender dimension (Lewis, 1992; @i@w, 1993; Orloff, 1993;

Sainsbury, 1994). While maintaining gender neuirah its discourse, mainstream
comparative welfare state research implicitly e male worker as the universal
worker and citizen. Thus, ‘women disappear fromdhalysis when they disappear
from the labour markets’ (Lewis, 1992, p.161). Mmrer, mainstream research

focuses on the relationship between welfare andl wark to the exclusion of unpaid

2Based on Marshall's (1950) definition of socializeénship closely related to participation in paid
work.
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domestic work, done predominantly by women, andedards the role of women’s
unpaid work in the home in facilitating men’s labauarket participation (Orloff,

1993). Finally, even in Esping-Andersen’s (1990kcdssion of social rights,
references to the effects of the welfare state endgr relations and gender

inequalities are missing (Orloff, 1993, p.309).

There are two main lines of analysis by which festifiterature attempts gender
the welfare state. The first approach incorporajesder into the mainstream
paradigm by analysing the differing implications tbe welfare state for men and
women (Orloff, 1993; O'Connor, 1993). The secondragch develops alternative
models to the mainstream ones (Lewis, 1992; Lewas. £2008).

To incorporate the previously absent gender aspéxithe conceptual frameworks
of mainstream welfare regime theories based opaoeer resourcésapproach, such
as Esping-Andersen’s (1990), Orloff (1993) proposed additional dimensions to
capture the effect of state social provision ondgemelationsaccess to paid work;
andthe capacity to form and maintain autonomous hoolishAccess to paid work
complements the mainstream de-commodification d#ioen as it concerns the
extent to which states encourage or inhibit fenpale employment—‘the right to be
commodified’ (Orloff, 1993, p.318). While male righto paid work have historically
been promoted through family wage policies, womemight to economic
independence from the family have never been fatligorsed. Instead, the post-
World War Il workers’ movements promoted womenghtito combine paid work

with domestic labour.

With regard to the second dimension, there arerham ways for states to promote
women'’s ability to form and maintain an autonombosisehold, without relying on

a male breadwinner’s income, according to Orloffi93). One is to ensure income
protection for lone mothers not participating i thbour market, while the other is

to increase work opportunities for women and redbe& domestic responsibilities.

% “The power resources approach expects class tonbeof the major determinants of conflicts of
interest in Western societies, holds that inequatitthe distribution of power resources is of caht
interest but assumes that the degree of inequedity vary over time and between countries, and
accords democracy an important role in the prongssii conflicts of interest” (Korpi, 1989, p.310).
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However, both strategies face obstacles in thgiementation. The former strategy,
pursued by welfare states to varying extents, yagetures incomes for stay-at-home
mothers on a par with those of non-working mothersouple families or of wage
earners, thus resulting in inferior levels of eaoimo well-being for lone mother
households. At the same time, the success of ther lstrategy is curtailed by the
existing gender inequalities in pay, as few lonehars are able to earn sufficient
wages in the labour market (Orloff, 1993, p.321).

Similarly, O’Connor (1993) argues that the de-cordification dimension has to be
augmented with the concept of personal autonoms. [&vel of personal autonomy
depends on the services that protect individuals funwanted dependence on either
the family or the state. This can be tested byetktent to which public services are
available as citizenship rights rather than asnmeoor means-tested benefits. In line
with other feminist research, O’Connor argues thatde-commodification concept
ignores the fact that not all groups are equalljnmmdified. Since labour market
participation is gendered due to an unequal dimigibunpaid domestic labour and
caring responsibilities, policies that promote warse participation in paid
employment are crucial for their independence fthenfamily and for access to the
work-related benefits that help de-commodify thiaibour. Policies on childcare
provision, maternity and parental leaves, flexipibf the working day and adult-care
services can facilitate or hinder women’'s labourrkef participation and,
consequently, their achievement of personal autgn@Connor, 1996). Therefore,
a gender-sensitive analysis of labour market inkgyuavhich is central to welfare
state analysis, needs to account for the effectshe$e policies on individuals

involved in caring work (O'Connor, 1996, p.98).

A second line of feminist analysis offers a whallifferent welfare state typology
with a strong emphasis on gender, as opposed tanemy the mainstream
paradigms with the gender element. Lewis (1992)@ses a male-breadwinner
typology of North-Western European welfare statew/hich countries are classified
as strong, modified and weak male-breadwinner (@ dreadwinner) states. Lewis
uses a theoretical construct of a pure male-breatkwimodel as a starting point. In a

pure breadwinner state all married women wouldxmtueled from the labour market
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and would depend on their husbands for taxationsaethl security purposes, while
remaining fully responsible for care work in thent® (1992, p.162). Britain and
Ireland are described as strong male-breadwinmesstwith low levels of female
labour market participation and publicly fundedldbare as well as minimal rights
for working mothers, such as maternity leave, nmitigipay and the right to job re-
instatement. In modified male-breadwinner countrsesh as France, the state
recognises women'’s roles as mothers and paid wetkesugh high levels of public
childcare provision and generous family benefitc@mpensate households for the
cost of children. However, joint taxation and megesting of family benefits create
disincentives for second earners to work long hopaesticularly for less educated
women. In dual breadwinner states, such as Swedemen are treated as ‘citizen-
workers’ with their entittements as mothers recagdi Individual taxation, high
levels of public childcare provision and generouis-protected parental leave make
it easier for mothers to take up paid work and tgvenbroken careers. However, a
major weakness of this typology is that even thal dweadwinner model does not
challenge the gendered division of unpaid domdatiour. Furthermore, although
the typology helps predict female labour marketipigation rates in different male-
breadwinner economy types, it does not directlyerdtto other forms of gender

inequalities in the labour market, such as occopati segregation and gender pay

gaps.

In her later work, Lewis shows that the traditiomahle-breadwinner model has
declined, to be replaced by a ‘one-and-a-half’ dorge-and-three-quarters’ model,
with men working full-time and women working a \et§i of part-time hours while

remaining responsible for unpaid care work (Lewtiale 2008). In Southern Europe,
with few part-time jobs available, women tend t@abe between working full-time
and not participating in the labour market at afhile the Scandinavian countries
have developed a dual-earner family model. EveSdandinavia, however, women

are found to be working shorter hours than mergwarage (2008, p.21).

Although regarded as highly influential, Lewis’spbjogy has been critiqued by
other feminist scholars. The male-breadwinner tygplfocuses on married women

and appears to ignore the situation of unmarriechemy particularly lone mothers
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(Orloff, 1996, p.72). Poverty rates for lone mothén the countries that Lewis
classifies as strong male-breadwinner states, f@mele, vary substantially.
Furthermore, the male-breadwinner paradigm is ameasional and the weak male-
breadwinner type in particular is characterisedvbat it is not rather than what it is
(Sainsbury, 1994, p.154).

Building upon Lewis’s model, Sainsbury (1994) pregs a two-pronged framework
for analysing welfare states: a breadwinner modhel an individual model. The
breadwinner model is characterised by the tradaligender division of labour in the
family (male earner and female carer) and the tegulimplications for social
welfare and taxation systems. In the individual elpeén the contrary, men and
women are all workers and carers, benefit entittgmare individual and much of
the care work is done publicly. Each country casibgated on a continuum between
these two opposite models. While Lewis (1992) fesusn women'’s entitlements as
wives or workers, Sainsbury also analyses theilabaghts as citizens and mothers.
Examining gender differences in social rights, Shiury shows that the
‘breadwinner-individual’ typology results in a diffent clustering of countries than
the mainstream welfare regimes analysis would pteéior example, Sweden and
the Netherlands (both in Esping-Andersen’s (1996¢iad-democratic cluster)
occupy different points on the breadwinner-indidtuspectrum.  Although
Sainsbury criticises Lewis for the one-dimensidyadf her typology, it appears that
Sainsbury’s ‘individual model’ is the mirror imagé the ‘breadwinner’ model, so
the whole paradigm is similar to Lewis’'s and getesasimilar predictions with

respect to female participation rates.

While critiquing the mainstream comparative welfsstate research, feminist
scholars have traditionally been divided accordiagtheir preferred role of the
welfare state in promoting gender equity. The divishas been along the sameness
versus difference lines. The ‘sameness’ (employjregoproach posits that women’s
equality to men in the labour market leads to thkievement of full citizenship
status, while the ‘difference’ (care) perspectigeuses on women’s value as carers.
The former calls for policies that make it easmrwomen to fully participate in the

labour market, while the latter emphasises recagnand reward for women’s care
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work (Fraser, 1994). However, Kilkey (2000) argtiest instead of considering paid
work versus care giving, it is crucial to examime fpolicies that allow women to
move between successive spells of paid work anel caer their life time without

being at risk of poverty.

The main weakness of the feminist comparative welfiate research is that it tends
to place women alone at the heart of the analysist as the mainstream research
criticised by feminist scholars prioritises the ngtard male lifecourse, feminist
research focuses entirely on women in their rokesvarkers, carers, mothers and
welfare recipients. Although some models account tfee state’s role in care
provision, none of the models discussed so farmssuhat men (as husbands and
fathers) could share the unpaid domestic and casiok in equal measure with
women. Thus, Esping-Andersen argues that to datelianges in social behaviour
have been limited to the masculinisation of the dEmlife course; however, to
achieve gender equality the male life course néztlecome more feminine (2002,
p.70).

The dual-earner/dual-carer model addresses thisknesa. Crompton (1999)

suggests a classification of models ranging from ttaditional male breadwinner-
female carer model to the dual-earner/dual-caredehavith the dual-earner/female
part-time carer and dual-earner/state-market caatels in between. According to
Gornick and Meyers (2003), the second model appli¢ise UK and the Netherlands,
where men tend to work full-time and most women b part-time employment

with unpaid care work in the home. The third mo@klal earner/substitute carer) is
prevalent in Nordic countries where most women wiuktime, using extensive

public childcare for their children and in the WdtStates, where women work full-
time relying on market based childcare. Gornick Beayers (2003, p.85) argue that
the ‘dual-earner/dual-carer’ model promotes bothdge equality and care-giving
through equal involvement of men and women botthalabour market and in the
home. The authors envision that young children @cde cared for in the home,
while older children would be cared for in publiiildcare and at school. The model

allows for reduced working time for both parentsake care of their young children.
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In response to feminist critiques, mainstream caatpae welfare state research
gradually incorporated the gender dimension (Espgindersen, 1999; Korpi, 2000).
Esping-Andersen acknowledges the gender blindniekss wriginal analysis in his
later work (Esping-Andersen, 1999). In additiordeacommodification that reduces
dependence on the market, he uses the tErfamilialisation‘to capture policies
that lessen individuals’ reliance on the familyattimaximise individuals’ command
of economic resources independently of familiatonjugal reciprocities” (Esping-
Andersen, 1999, p.45). Since a large proportiowaden depend on the family for
their welfare, women’s family obligations have te teduced in order for them to
command economic independence via the market. Thegamilialisation is a

concept that is more relevant to women than to men.

Having added a new dimension to his empirical asislpf welfare state variation,
Esping-Andersen confirms his initial three welfaegimes typology. Gornick and
Meyers (2003, p.23) also note that “the welfareestarinciples underlying these
clusters are highly correlated with those that shi@onily policy”. Thus, the social-
democratic Nordic welfare states offer the highegtls of both de-commaodification
and de-familialisation, the conservative stateditit®onalise the traditional male
breadwinner model and, therefore, are highly fatgi, while the liberal Anglo-
Saxon welfare states are classified as residuahaneamilialist. In contrast, Lewis
(1992) defines Britain, a liberal non-familialistelfare state according to Esping-

Andersen (1999), as a strong male-breadwinner cpunt

Korpi (2000) includes both gender and class in stigdy of inequality in rich
industrialised democracies. He develops a welfdate stypology based on the
country-level variation on two dimensions: instibual support for dual earner
families and general (nuclear) family support. Qe bne hand, the dual earner
family support component reflects the aim of thdfare state to encourage female
labour force participation, as well as a more edalinikion of social care within the
family and society at large. The general family moup, on the other hand,
presupposes a traditional gendered division ofdalio the family and in society.
Korpi uses macro-level indicators that capture é¢hiego dimensions and groups 18

OECD countries into three ideal type modeajeneral family suppoytdual earner
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supportandmarket oriented policiesCountries with weak institutional support for
dual earner families and for families in generaitthllow market forces to influence
gender relations are classed as the third (marketted) type. Korpi finds the

lowest gender differences in labour force partitgrarates in dual earner support
welfare states (Scandinavian countries) and tlge$rdifferences in general family
support states (continental European countriegh miarket-oriented states (Anglo-
Saxon countries) ranking in the middle. Howeverrg{aloes not address cross-
country variation in other aspects of labour markeguality, such as gender wage

gaps and occupational segregation.

In summary, mainstream comparative welfare statseareh has evolved to
incorporate a gender dimension, but like feminisalgsis, it focuses on female
participation rates and largely ignores importaehdpr inequalities in the labour

market such as pay gaps and occupational gendegseimn.

Work/family reconciliation policies

According to Orloff (2009), one of the positivetoomes of the ongoing debate
between mainstream and feminist social policy sotsohas been the emphasis on the
themes originally developed by feminist scholaig;hsas the role of the state in
helping parents reconcile their work and family eoitments, although the focus has
mainly been on mothers rather than fathers. Thisicse reviews the comparative

literature on work-family reconciliation policiestarting with the family policies

typology.

Gauthier (1996) distinguished between four modémmily policy in Europe in the
early 1990s. Countries in the ‘pro-family/pro-n&gl group, such as France,
encourage families to have children by helping rathcombine child rearing and
work through extended maternity leave and chilcecprovision. Countries in the
‘pro-traditional’ group aim to preserve the tragolital male-breadwinner family,
where mothers stay at home to look after childiéme model is characterised by
cash support for families, low provision of childeaand extended maternity leave.
Gauthier (1996) uses Germany as an example of ntodel. ‘Pro-egalitarian’

countries have gender equality as their main objecand, therefore, support
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working parents through extended parental leaveassed to maternity leave) and
leave to take care of sick children as well as resite provision of childcare (e.qg.
Nordic countries). Finally, ‘non-interventionistbantries, such as Britain, are based
on the assumptions of self-sufficiency of familesd unregulated labour markets.
The state supports families in need with targetedefits, but does not provide
generous parental leave or childcare facilitiesweher, most countries have a

mixture of these types.

In her more recent work, Gauthier (2002) shows tatily policies in industrialised
countries have diverged between 1970 and 1999, thedclusters of countries
identified in the 1990s have not been stable. Aithe studied countries increased
their support to working parents over this period lengthening the duration of
childcare leave, although there is considerableéatian in the level of payment
across countries (i.e. longer leave is paid inSbeial-Democratic countries but not
in Southern-European countries). Liberal countidagsbehind the rest in their degree
of support for working parents. Using the indicabbrgenerosity of maternity leave
(duration multiplied by percentage paid), Gautlileds a growing dispersion across
countries between 1972 and 1999. The liberal améhlsdemocratic countries are
even further apart in 1999 than in 1972, while eonstive and Southern-European
countries are clearly in the middle. However, tmalysis uses only a limited range
of family policy indicators (cash benefits and maiy leave), which may not

adequately capture the cross-country variatiomimilfy policy.

Lambert (2008) constructs an index of family p@githat help women combine
work and family life for twenty OECD countries fthree periods: 1984-86, 1994-96
and 2001-2003. The index is based on: the lengthgemerosity of maternity and
parental leave during the first 52 weeks afterdtfiith; percentage of children under
three in publicly provided or subsidised childcasnd percentage of children
between the age of three and school age in chéddmad early education services. In
the period 2001-2003, the index scores range fiwnldw of 13 in the US to the
high of 100 in Denmark, with Anglo-Saxon countragshe bottom of the league and
Nordic countries at the top. However, this indes baveral weaknesses. It does not

include a wider range of policies that may affeettennal labour supply, such as the
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tax/benefit treatment of secondary earners in @spFurthermore, the study
neglects the implications of the studied matermapleyment policies for gender

equality in the home or in the labour market. Refichat help mothers reconcile the
dual burdens of work and family do not necessatilgllenge the existing gendered

divisions of labour.

Mahon (2006) argues that industrialised countriessaifting their policy focus from
women'’s roles as unpaid care-givers (the male wisxetr model) to work/family
reconciliation policies to support mothers’ empl@mh The author distinguishes
between four emerging (‘post-maternalist’) modelssopporting mothers in paid
work: the neo-liberal, the neo-familialist, thircaw and egalitarian. The neo-liberal
model, prevalent in the US, relies on low-wage @eoekers to provide non-parental
care that enables mothers to participate in theualmarket, while employment
legislation ensures employment equity rights aeddom from sexual harassment in
the workplace. The neo-familialist model, foundcimntinental Europe, underscores
women’s choice between staying at home as a matner a housewife and
participating in the labour market. It is exemg@diby long childcare leave and low
provision of public childcare facilities for prefsmlers, inducing mothers to take
career breaks to care for children and later retoiwork part-time. In contrast, the
third way model, found in Britain and Canada, préesomothers’ participation in
employment through short and generous parentaéteand demand-side subsidies
for childcare. Finally, the egalitarian model ismof an ideal or a blueprint, present
to some extent only in Sweden and Denmark. It smglified by parental leave
arrangements taken equally by mothers and fathedsaacessible and affordable
childcare facilities available to children regasiieof the working status of their
parents. Although this typology provides a usehdaretical analysis, it does not
provide any empirical examples or explain how tlstgsocialist new accession

states fit in.

Gornick and Meyers (2003) produce an index of ward family reconciliation
policies in 12 developed countries. The study fesusn two types of families: those
with children up to the age of five and those w#thool-age children. Twelve

countries are included in the comparative study, G8nada, Denmark, Sweden,
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Norway, Finland, Belgium, France, Luxembourg, thethérlands, Germany and the
UK. The index for policies relevant to families igyounger children comprises the
indicators of childcare and early education prawisi family leave policy, and
working time regulation. Scandinavian countrieskrhighest on this index, followed
by Continental countries and, finally, the threeyish-speaking countries. A similar
ranking is observed for the index relevant to fasilwith school-age children
(including indicators of school schedules, sickdhieave, and working time
regulation). A limitation of both of these indicissthat they omit other policies that
are likely to have an important effect on the lab&wpply of mothers, such as the tax
and benefit treatment of secondary earners or theaping gender-role attitudes.
The earlier study by Gornick et al. (1997) that staucts an index of policies
supporting mothers’ employment suffers from the sameakness as it focuses on

job protection, family leave and childcare policgegy.

Stier and Lewin-Epstein (2001) study the relatigpdietween Esping-Andersen’s
regime type, Gornick-Meyers-Ross (1997) index ofiges supporting mothers’
employment along with labour market outcomes fom&a with children. They use
data for 12 European countries from the Internafid®ocial Survey Programme
1994 ‘gender-role’ module. The study finds evidenmie greater employment
continuity for mothers in the countries that haighkr levels of support for working
mothers, regardless of the welfare regime. Sinyilaghrnings losses from part-time
or discontinuous employment are found to be lowethe countries that have more

supportive policies.

The OECD (2001, p.152) constructs a similar indéxvork-family reconciliation
policies. It includes childcare coverage, familpJe, flexible work and voluntary
part-time work indicators. The study finds a pesiticorrelation (around 0.7)
between the composite index and female employmate (aged 30-34). This
correlation is higher than with any of the indivadlundicators, which suggests that
the combination of these policies is more importhan any policy in isolation. The
highest value of the composite index is found iarnavian and North American
countries, while the scores are lowest in South&wropean countries, Japan and

Ireland. The composite index may have a methodcédgilaw, however, as it
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includes two measures that are likely to be higbtyrelated with the studied
outcome of female labour supply: flexible work ameimale part-time rates.
Moreover, the female part-time rate could be carsid a dependent variable on its
own, rather than a predictor of the female parditian rate. Plantenga et al. (2009)
stress the importance of not mixing dependent amipgendent variables when

constructing international indices of gender edquali

Esping-Andersen (2002) suggests that ‘women-frigngolicies that alter the
opportunity costs of having children have the gsapotential effect on the labour
supply of women who seek to combine their rolesathers and workers. Thus, he
argues that women have different preference sedkilft] 1991; Hakim, 1995). The
vast majority of women prefer thatual-role of workers and mothers, unwilling to
sacrifice motherhood for careers. Thus, they tentbhcentrate in female-dominated
jobs, such as public services, and in part-tims.jéth the same time, the diminishing
minority of family-centredwomen prioritise marriage and motherhood and tend
work largely out of necessity, if at all. By corgtacareer-centredvomen, also a
minority, focus on their education and employmemt #ecome mothers only if it
does not interfere with their careers. The probleitin the ‘power of preference’
reasoning is that it does not challenge the geuddirgsion of labour, assuming that
mothers retain the primary responsibility for chilakre, and it does not enquire about

the social and political origins of the expressesfgrences (Orloff, 2009).

However, even the most generous work/family red@iimin policy package does

not necessarily prevent other negative trade-&is. instance, the high birth rates
and employment rates of women in Nordic countriesaso associated with high

levels of occupational gender segregation, whevetnyien concentrate in the public
sector jobs, “a virtual female employment ghett&5ging-Andersen, 2002, p.75).

Alternatively, in countries with less generous ‘wamfriendly’ packages and more
deregulated labour markets, such as the US, |@wetd of occupational segregation
go together with uneven quality of childcare andyeaducation services, resulting
in higher levels of child poverty and inequalityety Esping-Andersen argues that it
is important to promote ‘women-friendly’ policiesyuch as affordable day care and

paid parental leave, because female employmenupesdincreasing social returns.
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As women in many countries represent a reservalobur and, with increasing
female education, also a pool of productive hurregpital, high female employment
will decrease future old-age dependency ratios estlice poverty and social

exclusion.

Few studies of work/family reconciliation policiemok at gender equality outcomes
in the labour market. Gornick and Meyers (2008)stde&r mothers’ earnings as a
share of total parental earnings and fathers’ sbbumpaid household work in seven
countries (US, France, Belgium, Finland, Swedemwdy and Denmark), but they
do not examine any other labour market indicatdrggender equality, such as
occupational segregation or the overall gender wgaye They find that even in
countries with relatively generous and gender-émadin work-life reconciliation

policies, mothers’ share of parental earnings if Wvelow 50%: the share ranges
between 32% in France and 38% in Denmark (J. CniGlo& Meyers, 2008, p.340).

However, work/family reconciliation policies rarely ever, have gender equality in
the labour market as their primary goal. Instedwtytoften aim at increasing
women’s labour supply, fertility and child well-logi. According to Esping-
Andersen, higher maternal employment is associatiéd lower levels of child

poverty and higher levels of financial sustainapitif ageing populations (Esping-
Andersen, 2009, p.83). Furthermore, in countrieger@hwvomen are more able to
successfully combine motherhood and careers, ifgrtiates tend to be higher
(McDonald, 2000).

To sum up, all of these studies indicate the imgrare¢ of work-family reconciliation
policies for the cross-country variation in fem&eour supply. However, they still
overlook other forms of gender inequality in thiedar market. They are also limited

in geographical scope, excluding the new EU acoassiuntries.

New accession countries in comparative welfare statesearch
There is still a relative shortage of comparativefare state research that includes
both old and new EU accession countries. Espingefsah (1996) rejected the idea

that Central and Eastern European (CEE) countdesdd a separate welfare state
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cluster, since at the time of his writing they westidl in a transitional stage. However,
more recent welfare state studies focusing on tBE (2gion tend to argue that post-
socialist new accession states are sufficientlyilainio be treated as a separate
welfare state regime. See Cerami (2006) for a cehgnsive overview of the post-

transition development of welfare states in CEE aewession countries.

Some welfare state studies incorporate CEE cousntrighe mainstream comparative
analysis. Fenger (2007) re-produces Esping-And&rsigpology (albeit with the
Latin rim countries as a distinct cluster) for theditional welfare states, with post-
socialist countries forming a distinct group, usimgrarchical cluster analysis with
macro-level data on 30 European countries. The-gmsalist countries are divided
into three sub-types: 1) ‘former USSR type’ thatlules the three Baltic countries
(EU accession states) along with Belarus, Russiblkraine; 2) ‘post-communist
European type’ that includes the 2004 EU accesstmtes, such as Hungary, Poland,
the Czech and Slovak Republics plus Bulgaria andatix; and 3) 'developing
welfare state type’ that includes Georgia, Romaama Moldova. Although the
analysis uses many variables on government expgadisocial situation (e.g.
inequality, female participation, unemployment)d goolitical participation and trust,
it suffers from the same gender-blindness as Espimgrsen’s original analysis. It
is, therefore, not ideally suited to the study ehder inequality in the labour market
across the EU-25.

Aspalter et al. (2009) seek to explain why somethef CEE countries are more
similar than others. They focus on pension andtheale systems in the Czech
Republic, Poland, Hungary and Slovenia, using aalitdype analysis, to show that
these countries are returning to their common pogatist Bismarckian roots.
Although these countries have elements of univitysalnd neo-liberalism in
addition to their basic social insurance modelsy thow fit in with the Continental
European (corporatist-conservative) countries. H@arethis analysis is limited, only
looking at pension and health-care systems andghsding family and employment

policies, amongst others.
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In contrast, several studies focus exclusivelylenvariation between family polices
in CEE countries. For instance, Rostgaard (200ddisfia divergence in family
support policies, such as family and parental |desefits, across the CEE countries
at the beginning of the #1century. Scharle (2007) examines the effect ofilfam
policies, such as family benefits and day care ipron, on female labour supply in
eight new and 13 old member states for the perigb22004. The study finds that
although labour market conditions, such as unermpéoyt levels, had a stronger
effect on female labour supply in Central and Hasteurope than work-family
reconciliation policies during the transition petidy 2004 family policies had more
of an impact on female participation rates acrbesGEE countries.

Similarly, Saxonberg and Sirovatka (2006) invesegie variation in work-family
reconciliation policies in the Czech and Slovak &#s, Poland and Hungary from
a gender-equality perspective. Examining paid fanidave policies, day care
provision and the availability of part-time workely argue that these countries have
been following a re-familialisation path towarde tmale-breadwinner model, either
explicitly or implicitly, since their transition ta market economy. For example, the
Czech and Slovak republics have long parental ledtie low benefit rates, which
assumes that women will leave the labour markeséweral years to look after their
children, while Poland has a heavily means-testedergal leave benefit.
Interestingly, Lick and Hofacker (2003) find higtvéls of support for both female
employment and traditional gender roles in postadist countries, using

comparable cross-country data on gender-role dét#u

Pascall and Kwak (2005) also document a shift afn@y the dual-earner model that
existed during the socialist period in the CEE oagibut they argue that the
emerging gender regime is more egalitarian thantrdxitional male breadwinner
model. Thus, they find that gender gaps in emplaymenemployment, working
time and risk of poverty are smaller in CEE cowsrthan in the EU-15. The only
exception is the gender gap in political repred@riawhich is still higher in CEE
countries than in the EU-15. However, the autharsdt provide any quantitative
evidence on sharing of caring responsibilities imithouseholds, which makes their
picture of emerging gender regimes somewhat incetaplYet, in a survey of

working conditions in EU accession and candidatentites in 2001, Paoli and
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Parent-Thirion (2003, p.78) find that the distribat of caring and domestic tasks
between men and women in households is indeed sgaktarian in 12 accession

and candidate countries than in the EU-15.

Summary and conclusion

To sum up, mainstream comparative welfare stateareb lacks an explicit gender
dimension and, even in response to feminist crsjufails to fully address the
profound gender inequalities in the labour marketminist analysis highlights
gender inequalities in receipt of social securignéfits and stresses the importance
of considering women’s multiple roles as workemsumers, mothers, and welfare
state clients. It brings to light the interactioetween the family, the state, and the
market as a determinant of public welfare provisiltralso shifts the focus away
from social insurance schemes, which depend on@mant status, to social care
and services. Finally, feminist research emphasisesole of familial ideologies and
the division of unpaid domestic labour in develgpswocial policies (Sainsbury, 1994,
pp.151-152).

However, in so far as feminist research looks atldvour market position of women,
it focuses on female participation rates and largelglects working hours, gender
pay gaps and occupational segregation. Althougtethas been an increased interest
in work-family reconciliation policies in compare¢i welfare state research, the
indices constructed to capture the policy framewerkd to focus on childcare and
parental leave policies to the exclusion of othelevant predictors of female
employment. This chapter concludes that the exjstielfare state and work/family
reconciliation policy typologies are not ideallyited to the study of gender
inequality in the labour market as they focus andke employment at the expense

of other sources of gender inequality such as wags and occupational segregation.

Crucially, there is still a lack of comparative Yege state research that includes new
EU accession states. Therefore, there remains d teealevise a welfare state
typology or ranking relevant to gender inequalitieghe labour market, including
differences in pay and occupational attainmentctvitiovers the enlarged EU. This

thesis seeks to address this gap in the literature.
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The next chapter compares the work/family recoattdn policies and prevailing

gender-role attitudes in 25 European countriesfotuses on: parenthood leave
provisions; childcare availability and affordahjlitacross the studied countries;
tax/benefit rules that are likely to affect secaainers in couples (who tend to be
women); and social norms and attitudes towardgémelered division of market and
non-market work. It then ranks the studied coustren a summary index of

work/family reconciliation policies relevant to giar equality in the labour market
and studies the relationship between the combimettxi and gender equality

outcomes in the labour market.
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Chapter 3 Work/family reconciliation policies and gender equéity

outcomes

Women face different constraints to their employtremaross Europe. By reviewing
the work-family reconciliation policies and attiteslto gendered division of labour in
25 European countries, this chapter sets the payext for empirical research
presented in the following chapters. The chapteoriganised as follows. First
parenthood leave policies are compared; then anédavailability and affordability

are reviewed across the studied countries, followed discussion of fiscal rules
that affect second earners in couples and an asalysocial norms and attitudes
towards gender equality in the home and in the daboarket. The last section
analyses the relationship between each of theseaiiods, as well as a combined
indicator of work-family reconciliation policies,nd female participation rates,

gender wage gaps and occupational segregatioremdic

Job-protected parenthood leave policy designs

This section reviews statutory maternity, pateraityl parental leave policy designs
in the EU-25, focusing on job-protected leave aldéd to families with children. It
analyses parental leave designs with respect tio dhueation, generosity and the
extent to which they are gender egalitarian. Actimgthe nexus of labour market
(e.g. worker entitlements to leave) and family giek (childcare benefits),
parenthood leave designs shed light on the diffguanrities and rationales in these
two policy fields. The analysis in this sectiorbssed on comparable data from the
OECD Family Database

Parenthood leave policiesan have a profound impact on gender equality rothe
labour market and in the home with respect to etelting, as they allow parents to
return to their workplace after the period of jalefected leave and they allow both
parents, not just mothers, to stay at home to &areheir young children. The
potential of parenthood leave policies to both éase maternal employment and

involve fathers in care-giving explains the growimgerest in maternity, paternity

“*Parenthood leave encompass maternity, paternityparehtal leaves, extended child care leave and
leave to look after a sick child (Escobedo, 1999).
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and parental leave in the literature on the wornmemdly welfare state (Ray et al.,

2010). However, in practice, the effect of parenthéeave policy designs on gender
equality is not at all straightforward. Moss andvBre (1999, p.14) argue that simply
having statutory provisions for parental leave lamé to both mothers and fathers
does not promote gender equality; in fact, fathiexs’eased take-up of parental leave

may be an indicator of gender equality rather itmoause.

The EU sets binding minimum standards for both mitieleave and parental leave
in the member states. The maternity leave diredt@@uncil Directive 92/85/CEE)
sets common standards for occupational health afedysof pregnant workers and
those who have recently given birth or are breasdifey, establishing the minimum
of 14 weeks of statutory maternity leave for athéde workers, two of which have to
be taken before delivery. The member states hagedoantee income protection for
at least the minimum 14-week period, which hase@bleast equivalent to what the
employee would be entitled to if taking sick leas#.of the EU-25 countries studied
in this chapter have statutory provisions guarangeparental leave of at least three
months per parent, in compliance with the 1996 matd_eave directive (Council
Directive 96/34/EC of 3 June 1996)However, it is up to the member states to
define by law or collective agreement whether amd much of the parental leave is
to be paid. Thus, parental leave provisions vabstntially across the EU in terms
of their duration, benefit structures, coveragexibility in use, type of entitlement
(family or individual) and source of financing. Theomplexity and
multidimensionality of parental leave policy desigeverely complicate the study of

their impact on gender equality in the labour marke

The consequences of parenthood leave policies fatenmal labour supply are
ambiguous (De Henau et al., 2007; Ray et al., 200djile paid leave schemes of
short duration allow mothers to return to work @ast of quitting the labour market,

thus helping ensure job continuity for new moth@aum, 2003) and reduce the

® The Directive implemented the Framework Agreenmenparental leave concluded by the Union of

Industrial and Employers’ Confederations of Eur{gdlICE), the European Centre of Employers and

Enterprises providing Public Services (CEEP) amdBEhropean Trade Union Confederation (ETUC)

on 14 December 1995. The framework agreement éas tevised on 18 June 2009 to increase the
minimum length of parental leave from three to fmonths, amongst other provisions, but this period

is out of scope of the current study.
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earnings gap between women with and without child@Valdfogel, 1998),
compulsory paid leaves of longer duration can emdmen’s human capital, reduce
opportunities for promotion and make women moretlga® hire than men (De
Henau et al., 2007). Furthermore, in the absenachitdcare facilities available after
the end of parental leave, new mothers may stillbgoable to return to the labour
market (Rubery et al., 1999). According to Gornarkd Meyers (2003), generous
family leave provisions taken up predominantly bgthers can weaken women’s
labour market attachment and increase gender ifiggsian paid and unpaid work.
The authors argue that “government policies aredeeethat both enable and

encourage fathers to share in family leave beri&G03, p.133).

Furthermore, there is little evidence that pareothdeave policies successfully
engage fathers in care-giving. If parental leaveansindividual, non-transferable
entitlement, both mothers and fathers can claifosing the entitlement if they do
not. In contrast, parents can decide who will tHies parental leave if it is a family
entitlement (Bruning and Plantenga, 1999). Reseavidence shows that fathers are
more likely to take up paternity leave (which tetidsbe better paid) than parental
leave, even if the latter is an individual, ‘usediitlose it’, entitlement; they are the
least likely to take up parental leave if it isaanily entitlement which the mother can
take instead (Moss, 2008). Since fathers’ takefygaoental leave lags behind that of
mothers, the net effect of parental leave schemeageader equality is unclear (Ray
et al., 2010). In countries with paid paternity Veafathers tend to take it, but
paternity leaves are usually too short (from a éays to a few weeks) to make a real

difference to the gender division of care in thenbo

There is a growing interest in parenthood leavegdesin comparative social policy
literature. Some studies describe leave schemesdividual countries without

explicitly comparing them using a common framew¢ske Moss & Deven, 1999;
Kamerman & Moss, 2009). Others review statutorywée@rovisions in a cross-
country comparative perspective. For instance, ethex a growing body of

comparative research on the generosity of parérdaae schemes in the EU (Bruning
& Plantenga, 1999; Lohkamp-Himmighofen & Dienel0RODe Henau et al., 2007).

Most of these studies measure generosity as a ocatidoi of benefit levels and

41



duration. Several studies focus on the gendereddispof parental leave policies
(Meulders & O'Dorchai, 2007; Moss & Korintus, 200Bg Henau et al., 2007).
However, there is a gap in the empirical literatimea systematic enquiry into the

extent to which parental leave schemes are egalitRay et al., 2010).

Haas (2008) proposes a new typology of parentalelgaolicies in Europe. She
distinguishes between four models: a privatisecifrterventionist) care model, a
family-centred care model, a market-oriented caoelehand a valued care model.
The privatised care model characterises the Sautberopean states, where the care
of young children is primarily a family responsityil that falls on the shoulders of
mothers. Job protected parental leaves were intextionly as a response to the EU
directives, with minimum possible provisions. Fathetake up of leave is not
encouraged and is correspondingly low in practiiee family-centred model is
found in continental European countries where Igagental leaves encourage
mothers to care for their young children at home #en go back to the labour force.
Incentives for fathers to share parental leavetekhist actual take-up is very low.
The market-oriented model, found in Ireland, thehgdands and the UK, involves
little state support for working parents, whichseen as employers’ responsibility.
Finally, the value care model, prevalent in Scaad&n countries, is characterised
by generous state support for working parents, meise parental leaves that
encourage fathers’ take-up and accessible childtzodities for young children.
However, this typology does not include any of le& accession states and does not

include any recent policy developments (since 2001)

Gornick and Meyers (2003) examine the genderedctsirel of parental leave
schemes in 12 countries, using a six-point “genelguality” index to compare
parental leave policy designs using 2000-2003 d@ie point is assigned to a
country if any paid paternityleave is available, two points if fathers have -non
transferablgparental leaveights, three points if benefits are wage-relate8aper
cent or higher, two points if benefits are wagated but at less than 80 per cent, and
one point for flat rate paid benefits. Sweden amuwsy score the maximum of 6
points, Denmark scores 5 points, Finland, Belgiurd buxembourg score 4 points

each, Canada scores 3 points, the NetherlanddJkhand the US score 2 points
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each, while France and Germany only score one poh. A limitation of this
index is that it focuses on fathers’ rights to fgnieave rather than on the gender

equality in leave entitlements per se.

Ray et al. (2008; 2010) revise the Gornick and Meygender equality index and
include a larger set of countries. They evaluatemqal leave policies in 21 high-
income countries using a 15-point scale with respegender equality both in the
workplace and in care-giving. They rank Sweden,ldfid, Norway and Greece
highest on both gender equality and generositythag have generous paid leave,
non-transferable quotas for each parent, univemadrage, ‘financing structures that
pool risk among many employers,” and schedulingilfiéty. However, the authors

use ‘parental leave’ as an umbrella term for athifg leave related to the care of

young children.

This section examines the duration of job-proteté@de and the proportion of it that
is paid. It uses internationally comparable datanfrthe OECD Family Database
Table PF7.1 (last updated in June 2009) for theo@e2006/2007. It is supplemented
with detailed information from Moss and KorintusO(8), who review maternity,
paternity and parental leave policies in 25 indaksed countries as of 2007,
including 21 of the countries studied in this clespfThey do not include Latvia,
Lithuania, Luxembourg or Slovakia in their studynfdrmation on statutory
entitlements to parenthood leave is not sufficienstudy the take-up of leave in
practice, but accurate comparative information aketup of parental leave by
mothers and fathers in Europe is not available, wuthe lack of consistent data
gathering through national surveys and administeatiata, different definitions of
parental leave in various countries and the avditilof extra provision through
collective agreements (Bruning and Plantenga, 199@thermore, identifying the
eligible population to determine take-up ratesvieremore difficult than gathering
data on the numbers of leave-takers (OECD, 2008)veiter, a systematic analysis
of statutory parenthood leave policy designs cdinpsbvide important insights into
the variation in different states’ involvement hretfamily sphere, the way in which
labour market and family policies interact, and tletent to which maternal

employment and fathers’ involvement in care-givang prioritised.
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Since parenthood leave schemes in Europe are crnaple diverse, a common
standard has to be used in order to compare thdns. Section uses full-time
equivalent (FTE) paid leave as a measure of bothtidim and generosity of leave. It
is calculated as the wage replacement rate muaitipliy the duration of leave in
week$. This approach is used in Ray et al. (2010) tar@ECD Family Database
along with several simplifying rules in order toatlawith the complexity and
diversity of parenthood leave policies in varioosiatries. For instance, if more than
one option of leave is available, the least geregpiion is used. If one option offers
a longer leave at a lower rate of pay and anotpépm offers a shorter leave at a
higher rate, the latter option is used. If the Wéne flat rate, the FTE amount is
calculated as a proportion of the national averaage using the OECD Tax-Benefit
calculator. These rules are also used here to latdc&TE leave measures using
detailed information on parenthood leave from Masd Korintus (2008) whenever
the summary statistics in ti@ECD Family Databasdo not match the description of
leave schemes in other sources. Any discrepancyeleet these two sources is
reported in the notes beneath the tables. The fotewaternity and paternity leaves
are typically straightforward, but the calculatiwihFTE paid parental leave is usually
more complex. For instance, in some countries paréave benefit is separate from
the job-protected parental leave and parents azgiviee it even if both of them are
working (e.g. in the Czech Republic). Detailed sate statutory maternity, paternity
and parental leave entitlements, including thellef/@ayment, eligibility, flexibility

in use and source of financing, summarised from3viaosd Korintus (2008) and the

OECD Family Databasere reported in Annex 3.

Table 3.1 shows the amount of total and FTE palidgrotected leave available to
couples in 25 European countries. Total parentaldgcolumns 5 and 6) is the total
amount of leave available per couple: if it is adividual entitlement available to

both mothers and fathers and it cannot be tramsfdrom one parent to another, the

sum of the two is reported. Thus, even if one pai@mgoes his/her entitlement, the

® For example, total maternity leave in Ireland &sweeks as of 2007/2008, but only 26 weeks of it
are paid (at 70% of past earnings averaged oveathgear subject to a minimum of €151.60 per
week and a ceiling of €232.40 per week). FTE pa#lé is calculated as 0.70*26=18.2. Thus, the
minimum and the ceiling are ignored for simplicity.
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total amount per family shows the maximum that dood taken in theory. Total
leave and total FTE paid leave (columns 7 and Batile 1; Figure 3.1) are the sum
of total and FTE paid maternity, paternity and péakleaves available to couples,

respectively.

There is considerable variation in total durationl generosity of parenthood leave
schemes available to couples across the studiedtreesi Paid maternity leave
ranges from 9 FTE weeks in Norway to 28 weeks itofia. The vast majority of
these countries have fully paid maternity leaves; WK is the major exception with
only 12 weeks out of 52 being FTE paid (as of 20067).

Paternity leave tends to be of shorter durationwen 2 days and 13 weeks), but
most of it is usually paid. Iceland has the longesd most generous paternity leave
provision of 13 weeks, 10 of which are FTE paidlolwed by Sweden with 12
weeks of paternity leave (9 weeks FTE). For Swealath Norway, paternity leave
includes the share of parental leave reserveddibrefs fathers’ quoty. Notably,
seven of the studied countries have no statutotgripidy leave provisions at all:
Austria, Czech Republic, Germany, Ireland, Italg]a®d and Slovakia. In practice,
however, a couple of leave days may be given tefataround the time of birth due
to collective agreements or the employer’'s disoretiMoss & Korintus, 2008).
Among the countries that have statutory paterregvé provisions, two weeks of
fully paid leave are the most common (Denmark, EstdSpain, France and Latvia).

In contrast, parental leave provisions vary comsiolky in duration. Some countries
provide job-protected parental leave until the sl three years old, although only a
small proportion of it is paid (Czech Republic, any, Estonia, Spain, Finland,
France, Poland and Slovakia). Others only guarateeveeks, largely unpaid

(Belgium and the UK). FTE paid parental leave ranfyjem none in Spain, Greece,
Ireland, the Netherlands, Portugal, and the UK ttdeast 52 weeks in Sweden,

Hungary, Estonia and Lithuania.

The maximum amount of total parenthood leave abhkilato couples varies
substantially. FTE paid leave ranges from the I6M2weeks in the UK to the high
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of 113 weeks in Lithuania (Figure 3.1). Total (paidd unpaid) parenthood leave
ranges from 42 weeks in the Netherlands and Beldgimurh56 weeksin the Czech
Republic, Germany, Estonia, Spain, Finland, FraRodgand and Slovakia, assuming
that both parents take their individual non-traretiée leave entitlements.

" In these countries parental leave, taken afteemiy and paternity leave, can be taken until the
child is three years old, so the maximum amoumasénthood leave cannot exceed 156 weeks.
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Table 3.1 Child-related employment protected leay periods available to
couples: duration of unpaid leave and duration of e full-time
equivalent of the leave period if paid at 100% ofdst earnings,
2006/2007 (in weeks)

Total FTE paid FT paid Total FTE paid

maternity  maternity | Paternity  paternity parental parental Total Total FTE

leave leave leave leave leave leave leave leave

1) 2) 3) 4) 5) 6) 7) 8)
AT 16.0 16.0 0.0 0.0 104.0 16.7 120.0 32.7
BE 15.0 11.3 2.0 1.2 26.0 5.6 43.0 18.1
Ccz 28.0 13.7 0.0 0.0 156.0 50.3 156.0 64.0
DE 14.0 14.0 0.0 0.0 156.0 34.8 156.0 48.8
DK 18.0 18.0 2.0 2.0 32.0 32.0 52.0 52.0
EE 28.0 28.0 2.0 2.0 156.0 62.0 156.0 92.0
ES 16.0 16.0 2.0 2.0 156.0 0.0 156.0 18.0
Fi 175 16.9 8.0 5.7 156.0 35.8 156.0 58.4
FR 16.0 16.0 2.0 2.0 156.0 31.1 156.0 49.1
GR 17.0 17.0 0.4 0.4 30.0 0.0 47.4 17.4
HU 24.0 16.8 1.0 1.0 80.0 56.0 105.0 73.8
IE 42.0 18.2 0.0 0.0 28.0 0.0 70.0 18.2
IS 13.0 10.4 13.0 10.4 39.0 10.4 65.0 31.2
IT 20.0 16.0 0.0 0.0 43.0 13.0 63.0 29.0
LT 21.0 21.0 4.0 4.0 104.0 88.3 129.0 113.3
LU 16.0 16.0 0.4 0.4 52.0 26.0 68.4 42.4
LV 19.0 19.0 2.0 1.6 52.0 36.4 73.0 57.0
NL 16.0 16.0 0.4 0.4 26.0 0.0 42.4 16.4
NO 9.0 9.0 8.0 6.0 39.0 39.0 56.0 54.0
PL 18.0 18.0 0.0 0.0 156.0 16.1 156.0 34.1
PT 17.0 17.0 3.0 1.0 26.0 0.0 46.0 18.0
SE 12.0 9.6 11.7 9.3 72.0 52.8 95.7 71.7
SI 15.0 15.0 13.0 2.8 37.0 37.0 65.0 54.8
SK 28.0 15.4 0.0 0.0 156.0 30.7 156.0 46.1
UK 52.0 11.5 2.0 0.3 26.0 0.0 80.0 11.8

SourceXOECD Family Databasdversion June 2009) Table PF7.1; Moss and Kori(2088).

t There is no statutory paternity leaveNustria, but a few days of fully paid paternity leave nisey
provided through collective agreement, immediatgher the birth of the child (Moss & Korintus,
2008).

Notes: in thdJK, paid maternity leave was extended from 26 weel@9tweeks in April 2007.

In Germany, parental leave is available until the child’sr¢hbirthday, but the ‘childrearing benefit’
paid at 67% of average earnings over the past I#hwois only available for 12 months (14 months
if the father takes at least 2 months of parergal/¢). The FTE parental leave figure in the table
excludes the additional 2 months of leave that deém fathers’ take-up.

In Norway, 8 weeks of paternity leave include 2 weeks ofaimhpdaddy days’ and 6 weeks of fully
paid ‘fathers’ quota’ of parental leave. Thus, paaéleave in column 5 only includes the 9 weeks
reserved for mothers and 39 weeks of family emtidat. Optional cash-for-care scheme for parents
of children aged 12-36 months not in full-time gatdhildcare is not included here.

In Portugal, paternity leave is 5 working days at 100% of esys with no ceiling.

In Sweden paternity leave includes 10 days of paternitwéeand 60 days of ‘fathers’ quota’ of
parental leave, paid at 80% of earnings up tolangei

In Finland, paternity leave includes two weeks of parentavéeand 12 ‘bonus’ days for fathers who
take at least two weeks of parental leave. Pardasade includes ‘childcare leave’ with homecare
allowance.

In Hungary, parental leave for insured parents (GYED) is frin® end of maternity leave until the
child’s 2" birthday, thus approximately 80 weeks, rather th@dh

In Iceland, total parental leave of 39 weeks includes 3 nwmthparental leave (13 weeks, 10.4
weeks FTE) and unpaid childcare leave of 13 weekparent.

In ltaly, although each parent is entitled to 6 months rgatdeave paid at 30% of earnings, the
maximum per family is 10 months (43 weeks, 13 wd€ks).

In Portugal, ‘paternity leave’ includes 15 ‘daddy days’ of gpgiarental leave at 100% of earnings
straight after maternity or paternity leave.
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Figure 3.1  Total leave available to couples (week99006/2007
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Source:OECD Family Databasdversion June 2009) Table PF7.1; Moss and Kori(2088).

Table 3.2 reports the maximum amount of leave alblel to mothers through
maternity leave and parental leave assuming tleat tike all of the parental leave
not reserved specifically for fathers. The pattisrvery similar to the one focusing
on total leave available for couples: in most @& #tudied countries paternity leave is
negligible if available at all. Moreover, where @atal leave is a family entitlement
or individual entittements can be easily transfeérketween parents, mothers can
(and often do) take all of the parental leave. Ulestill provides the shortest FTE

paid leave and Lithuania the longest (Figure 3.2).
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Table 3.2

Child-related employment protected leaveperiods available to

mothers by duration of unpaid leave and the duratio of the full-
time equivalent of the leave period if paid at 100%of last
earnings, 2006/2007 (in weeks)

Total FTE

Total FTE paid Total leave leave
maternity maternity Total parental  FTE paid available to available to
leave leave leave parental leave | mothers mothers

AT 16.0 16.0 104.0 16.7 120.0 32.7

BE 15.0 11.3 12.0 2.6 27.0 13.9

Ccz 28.0 13.7 156.0 50.3 156.0 64.0

DE 14.0 14.0 156.0 34.8 156.0 48.8

DK 18.0 18.0 32.0 32.0 50.0 50.0

EE 28.0 28.0 156.0 62.0 156.0 90.0

ES 16.0 16.0 156.0 0.0 156.0 16.0

Fi 175 16.9 156.0 35.8 156.0 52.7

FR 16.0 16.0 156.0 31.1 156.0 47.1

GR 17.0 17.0 15.0 0.0 32.0 17.0

HU 24.0 16.8 80.0 56.0 104.0 72.8

IE 42.0 18.2 14.0 0.0 56.0 18.2

IS 13.0 10.4 26.0 10.4 39.0 20.8

IT 20.0 16.0 26.0 7.8 46.0 23.8

LT 21.0 21.0 104.0 88.3 125.0 109.3

LU 16.0 16.0 26.0 13.0 42.0 29.0

LV 19.0 19.0 52.0 36.4 71.0 55.4

NL 16.0 16.0 13.0 0.0 29.0 16.0

NO 9.0 9.0 39.0 39.0 48.0 48.0

PL 18.0 18.0 156.0 16.1 156.0 34.1

PT 17.0 17.0 13.0 0.0 30.0 17.0

SE 12.0 9.6 72.0 52.8 84.0 62.4

SI 15.0 15.0 37.0 37.0 52.0 52.0

SK 28.0 15.4 156.0 30.7 156.0 46.1

UK 52.0 11.5 13.0 0.0 65.0 115

SourceXOECD Family Databasdversion June 2009) Table PF7.1; Moss and Kori(2088).

Note: this assumes that mothers take all of th&/family entitlement.

Figure 3.2

Total leave available to mothers (weeks2006/2007
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Source:OECD Family Databasdversion June 2009) Table PF7.1; Moss and Kori(2088)

Table 3.3 shows the amount of leave available tteefa through paternity leave and

any parental leave reserved for fathers that cammatansferred to mothers. Sweden,

Iceland and Luxembourg provide the most generoasele available to fathers.

However, in Sweden and Iceland this is due to paatkrnity leave, while in

Luxembourg it is largely due to the individual ¢istinent to paid parental leave. The
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distinction is important because fathers are mikelyl to take up paternity leave
than parental leave (Moss, 2008). Although sevesahtries give fathers individual

rights to parental leave, typically unpaid, in rigait is not likely to be used.

Table 3.3 Child-related employment protected leaveperiods available to
fathers by duration of unpaid leave and the duratim of the full-
time equivalent of the leave period if paid at 100%of last
earnings, 2006/2007 (in weeks)

Total parental  FTE paid Total FTE
leave parental leave | Total leave leave
Total paternity FTE paid reserved for reserved for reserved for reserved for
leave paternity leave | fathers fathers fathers fathers
AT 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
BE 2.0 1.2 12.0 2.6 14.0 3.8
Ccz 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
DE 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
DK 2.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 2.0
EE 2.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 2.0
ES 2.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 2.0
Fi 8.0 5.7 0.0 0.0 8.0 5.7
FR 2.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 2.0
GR 0.4 0.4 15.0 0.0 15.4 0.4
HU 1.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 1.0
IE 0.0 0.0 14.0 0.0 14.0 0.0
IS 13.0 10.4 13.0 0.0 26.0 10.4
IT 0.0 0.0 26.0 7.8 26.0 7.8
LT 4.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 4.0 4.0
LU 0.4 0.4 26.0 13.0 26.4 13.4
LV 2.0 1.6 0.0 0.0 2.0 1.6
NL 0.4 0.4 13.0 0.0 13.4 0.4
NO 8.0 6.0 0.0 0.0 8.0 6.0
PL 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
PT 3.0 1.0 13.0 21 16.0 31
SE 11.7 9.3 0.0 0.0 11.7 9.3
SI 13.0 2.8 0.0 0.0 13.0 2.8
SK 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
UK 2.0 0.3 13.0 0.0 15.0 0.3

Source:OECD Family Databasdversion June 2009) Table PF7.1; Moss and Kori(2088).
Fathers' individual non-transferable entitlemenntly.

Figure 3.3  Total leave reserved for fathers (weeks2006/2007
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Source:OECD Family Databasdversion June 2009) Table PF7.1; Moss and Kori(2088)

Generous family leave arrangements do not necbssaniail a gender egalitarian
distribution of entittlements between mothers anblefes, however. Information from

Tables 3.2 and 3.3 on total FTE leave availablmathers and reserved for fathers is
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used to assess the extent to which mothers’ paidleements exceed fathers’
entitlements. The six countries with no statutoidp paternity leave or non-
transferable parental leave reserved for fatherastfa, the Czech Republic,
Germany, Ireland, Poland and Slovakia) can be densd the least egalitarian. Nine
countries with mothers’ FTE entitlements exceedatbers’ by a factor of 10 or less
can be categorised as the most egalitarian. AllSbandinavian countries except
Denmark, along with Luxembourg, Belgium, Italy, Rgal and Spain are in this
group. Paid provisions in Iceland are the most iegan, with mothers’ leave
exceeding fathers’ by only a factor of two. Thet sthe countries fall in the middle
with mothers’ FTE leave exceeding fathers’ by adaof between 19 (Slovenia) and
73 (Hungary). Most of the countries in the ‘egaléa’ group rank highly on the
generosity and duration of fathers’ entittementgFe 3.3), but there are countries,
e.g. Lithuania, where relatively generous provisifor fathers are so outstripped by
mothers’ entitlements that they do not appear &g&ln in the provision of family

leave.

Childcare services for pre-school children

The previous section reviewed statutory maternggternity and parental leave
policy designs in the EU-25 with respect to thairation, generosity and the extent
to which the arrangements are gender-egalitariams Bection examines the
availability and affordability of childcare servéor pre-school children, separately
for 0-2-year-olds and those between the age oethrel compulsory school age. It
focuses on enrolment rates in formal childcareisesy public spending on childcare
and early education services and, to the extehttiraparable statistics are available,

on the costs of childcare.

The availability of affordable, accessible and higlality childcare facilities can
promote gender equality by making it easier for wanwith younger children to
participate in employment. Gornick and Meyers (200397) argue that access to
childcare services promotes gender equality botthénlabour market and in the
home because in their absence it is mothers, ahthtiers, who become detached
from the labour market. Unlike parenthood leavbcpes, affordable and accessible

childcare services tend to have an unambiguouskitipe impact on mothers’
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attachment to the labour force. Classical laboppblutheory predicts that the price
of out-of-home childcare will affect the mother’eaision to work (D. M. Blau &
Robins, 1988; Connelly, 1992) and to work longeurso(Powell, 1997). Blau and
Robins (1988) find a significant negative effect afildcare cost both on family
labour supply and demand for market child-carehia S, while Powell (1997)
finds a significant negative effect of childcarestton the labour force participation
of married mothers and their hours of work in Catladt the same time, access to
publicly funded childcare is found to have a pesiteffect on maternal labour supply
(Baker et al., 2008; Uunk et al., 2005).

The EU recognises the importance of childcare sesvprovision as an instrument of
work and family life reconciliation policies. In 29 the European Council
recommended initiatives “to enable women and memdt¢oncile their occupational,
family and upbringing responsibilities arising frothe care of children”
(Recommendation 92/241/EEC of 31 March 1992 on ltdchre’). The proposed
initiatives included childcare facilities for worlg parents, leave for working parents,
family friendly workplace practices, and policiesgromote the equal sharing of care
responsibilities between women and men. Furthermiie Barcelona Council in
2002 set explicit targets for the provision of dbdre places to reach 90% of
children between age 3 and mandatory school ag@2¥tdof children under the age
of 3 by 2010 in order to remove barriers to womepgsticipation and achieve full
employment. These targets were later restatedeir2@®8-2010 employment policy
guidelines (Council Decision 2008/618/EC).

Lewis (2006, p.430) criticises the Barcelona claldctargets for their narrow focus
on formal childcare and the explicit link to femaeployment levels, rather than
equal participation of men and women in employreerd care provision. However,
the targets provide a clear benchmark for monitprine provision of childcare
services in each member state. It used to be dliffto monitor progress towards

achieving the Barcelona targets due to the lackharimonised and comparable

8 Estimated price elasticity of childcare for magrimothers’ employment and purchasing market care
are -0.38 and -0.34, respectively, using 1980 data.

° Estimated child care price elasticities for theolar force participation and hours of work of meiri
mothers in Canada are -0.38 and -0.32, respeytivsing 1988 data.
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national statistics (Plantenga et al., 2008). Hawethe EU-SILC provides detailed
harmonised data on children’s enrolment in forrmad aformal childcare facilities.

Statistics from the EU-SILC have been used to ¢ateiwchildcare enrolment rates in
the EU since 2006 (Plantenga & Remery, 2009; Ewoggommission, 2009). This
section uses data from the 2007 round of the EWESH compare formal childcare

enrolment rates across 25 European countries.

Gornick and Meyers (2003) evaluate childcare pnognas in 12 countries
according to five criteria: access and inclusivenesffordability, quality,
compensation of child care workforce and the combjpidy of school schedules with
standard working hours. In terms of access, theg the most extensive publicly
supported care in Denmark, Sweden and FinlandhoAtih in France and Belgium
early child care is well integrated with pre-scheake, provision for very young
children, under the age of two and a half, is edi{2003, pp.198-199).

There is considerable variation in the way chilécarovision is financed: direct
provision of public child care; cost sharing withrents through co-payments; and
alternative arrangements such as subsidies andr&dits. In Nordic countries,
childcare is primarily provided directly, funded hkwxation and moderate co-
payments (J. Gornick & Meyers, 2003, p.206). InnEs: and Belgium, direct
provision is also the primary financing mechanisim dhildren between the ages of
two and a half/three and the start of school age 6f charge to parents. However,
parents have to pay for childcare provision for ryger children and for out-of-

school-hours care, although some of these costbededucted from income taxes.

Table 3.4 reports the use of formal childcare fted by children aged 2 or younger
(column 1) and those between the age of 3 and dtieral mandatory school age
(column 2), using harmonised and comparable data the EU-SILC 2007. Formal
childcare includes early education at pre-schodl esmpulsory school as well as

childcare at centre-based services and at dayeeartees.
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It appears that in 2007 only $hof the EU member states (as well as Norway and
Iceland) had at least 33% of 0-2-year-olds in fdrotaldcare services, thus hitting
the Barcelona target: Spain, UK, Belgium, the Ne#émels, Sweden and Denmark
(see Figure 3.4). The share of the 0-2-year-oldagu$ormal childcare varies
considerably across the studied countries fromdheof 2% in the Czech Republic
and Poland to the high of 70% in Denmark. The neeession countries have
consistently lower formal childcare enrolment rdi@sthe youngest children (0-2),
with only Slovenia coming close to achieving thed&ona target for this age group.
This could be the result of relatively generouseptal or childcare leave in most of
the new accession countri&sin contrast, Scandinavian countries have notigeab
higher enrolment rates for the youngest childreswelver, considerably fewer of the
youngest children are enrolled in formal care iml&d and Norway than in
Denmark, Sweden or Iceland. This is possibly dudhw fact that Finland and
Norway have childcare leave benefits for parente ook after their young children

at homé?.

However, coverage of formal childcare does not ssmely correlate with the

intensity of use. Both the Netherlands and the dKieve the Barcelona target, but
amongst 0-2-year-olds who use at least one housek wf formal care, the average
number of hours in formal care is 16 and 13 howak, respectively (Table 3.4,
column 3). This is not surprising given the highesof part-time employment
amongst women in these countries. In contrast, @bty of children aged 0-2 use
formal childcare in Poland, but those who do sp8idhours a week in formal

childcare facilities, on average.

9 Interestingly, the proportion of children aged @ging formal care in Portugal appears to have
decreased from around 30% in the 2006 EU-SILC ¢atd82% in the 2007 data. Plantenga and
Remery (2006) report the enrolment rate for thie ggoup of 33% for Portugal using the EU-SILC
2006 and note that this estimate appears too pigi).

" parents can take paid parental leave until thel'stthird birthday in the Czech Republic (childear
benefit is available until the child's fourth biday), Estonia, Hungary, and Poland (paid for 24
months but available until the child’s fourth bittly) (Moss & Korintus, 2008).

2|n Norway, parents with a child aged 12-36 morttesentitled to a cash benefit conditional on not
using formal childcare on a full-time basis. In I&imd, a childcare leave with a ‘home-care’ cash
allowance can be taken after the end of parentalelauntil the child’s third birthday. An unpaid
childcare leave of 13 weeks per parent until thédsheighth birthday is available in Iceland, wil
there is no entitlement for additional childcarave in Denmark or Sweden (Moss & Korintus, 2008).
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As regards the Barcelona target for children betwtéhe age of 3 and mandatory
school age, ltaly, France, Spain, Germany, Icelddelgium, the Netherlands,
Sweden and Denmark have at least 90% of childrehignage group using formal
childcare services. However, only five of the EUmmber states (plus Iceland)
achieved both of the Barcelona targets: Belgiurmrberk, Spain, the Netherlands
and Sweden. Among children between the age of 3nsamtatory school age, the
intensity of formal childcare use is lowest in tNetherlands, the UK and Ireland,
where children in this age group use formal chitddar only 20-22 hours a week.

This is in line with the high female part-time mia these countries.

Table 3.4 Use of formal childcare arrangements (ekading registered
childminders)

% of children Average weekly
between the age Average weekly hours in formal
of 3 and hours in formal care (children Admission age to
% of children aged mandatory school  care (children aged 3-school mandatory
0-2 age aged 0-2) age) education
1) 2 (3 (4 (5)
AT 6.8 75.7 [22] 24 6
BE 40.1 98.5 30 32 6
Cz 21 73.4 [] 29 6
DE 187 90.4 26 24 6
DK 70.2 97.2 35 34 7
EE 139 87.2 [38] 39 7
ES 36.3 91.4 26 29 6
FI 24.4 78.8 34 32 7
FR 28.0 94.4 28 29 6
GR 94 71.9 [31] 27 6
HU 75 84.6 [30] 33 5
IE 16.0 83.1 30 22 6
IS 39.9 97.6 36 36 6
IT 24.5 92.7 29 32 6
LT 202 59.1 [4] 4 6
LU 24.5 80.4 30 24 4
LV 141 55.9 [39] 39 5
NL 419 94.0 16 21 5
NO 35.8 83.5 33 33 6
PL 27 40.8 [37] 32 6
PT 222 79.6 [42] 37 6
SE 459 92.5 29 34 7
SI 32.9 86.1 36 33 6
SK 15 70.5 [] 36 6
UK 379 83.3 13 22 5

Source: EU-SILC 2007 (individual weights used).

Means based on the number of cases below 50 avgedpn square brackets (below 20 as [-]).
Formal childcare: pre-school; compulsory schoofiteebased child-care; day-care.

Average weekly hours for those who use formal farat least one hour a week.
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Figure 3.4  Use of formal childcare arrangements (ejuding professional
childminders)
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Source: EU-SILC 2007 (individual weights used).

The definition of formal childcare used in evalagtiprogress towards the Barcelona
targets does not include care by professional efifiders. Instead, this is included
as ‘other care’ along with care by grandparent$iemtrelatives, friends and
neighbours (Plantenga and Remery, 2009, p.29). Mernvén some countries (e.g.
France) care by registered childminders is the nianm of childcare for the
youngest children and is counted as formal chilelcer the national statistics
(Plantenga and Remery 2009, p.31). Therefore éimainder of this section analyses
the use of formal childcare arrangements that delicare by “professional
childminders®® even though the EU-SILC does not specify if thédminders are
formally registered. Table 3.5 reports the coverafyigdormal childcare using this

broader definition.

In addition to the seven countries that attainedBharcelona target for the youngest
age group (0-2) using the Eurostat definition ainfal care, three more countries
(France, Luxembourg and Slovenia) have at least 8B€hildren aged 0-2 in formal
childcare, using the definition that includes pssienal childminders (Table 2,
Figure 3.5). Indeed, in each of the studied coestexcept Denmark, the proportion
of children aged 0-2 using formal care increasesnyprofessional childminders are
classed as formal rather than ‘other’ care. Intergly, using the broader definition
makes a visible difference for Poland, where trapprtion of children aged 0-2 in

formal care increases from under 3% to 9%, butfoothe Czech Republic, where

13 EU-SILC variable RL 050 “child care by a professib child minder at child’s home or at
childminder’s home”.
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the share remains stable at around 2%. This irefidaat formal care for very young
children is more widespread in Poland than theciaififiEurostat estimates suggest,

although it is still very low.

To allow mothers to work full-time, pre-school arén may need to use formal
childcare for at least 30 hours a week. Table B&ans the proportion of children
aged 0-2 (column 3) and those between the agesasfd3mandatory school age
(column 6) who use formal childcare services foh80rs a week or more. Denmark
(63%), Iceland (52%) and Slovenia (31%) are nowdhly countries that achieve
the Barcelona target for the youngest age group.l@lwest share of children aged 0-
2 using formal childcare for at least 30 hours aekves found in Austria (2%),
Slovakia (2%), Czech Republic (0.4%) and Lithuaf@igo). In Lithuania, children
aged 0-2 use formal childcare facilities for onl@urs a week, on average. Overall,
countries with the higher average proportion of-fear-olds in formal care tend to
have a higher proportion of 0-2-year-olds in “londgmurs” (30 hours a week or
more) formal care, as Figure 3.6 indicates. They @xceptions are the UK, the
Netherlands and Lithuania, where the share of @mldh “longer hours” formal care
is lower than would be predicted based on theirestwd children in formal care

generally.

Low enrolment rates in formal childcare do not awatically imply low availability

of childcare facilities, but there is a lack of quanable and reliable data on both
demand and supply of formal childcare servitddowever, the high proportions of
young children using informal non-parental carghe studied countries, especially
where enrolment rates in formal childcare are Isuggest that there is a demand for
non-parental childcare. Informal care by relativaesd friends appears to be an
important source of non-parental care for very ypahildren in most of the studied
countries (Table 3.5, column 5). In nine of thesentries the share of 0-2-year-olds
who use any amount of informal care exceeds thegtion of 0-2-year-olds in
formal care: Austria, Czech Republic, Estonia, GegeHungary, Italy, Poland,
Slovenia and Slovakia. The difference is the mogtisg in the Czech Republic: 30%

of 0-2-year-olds use informal care, compared witst junder 3% who use formal

4 See Immervoll and Barber (2006, p.14).
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care. Overall, informal care is the least widespr@aScandinavian countries, where

large proportions of young children are enrolledoirmal childcare facilities.

Table 3.5 Use of formal childcare arrangements (inading registered
childminders)

% of children
between the

% of children age of 3and
between the % of children Average mandatory
age of 3and aged 0-2 in weekly hours % of children school age in
% of children mandatory formal care of in formal care aged 0-2 in formal care of
aged 0-2in school age in at least 30 (children aged informal at least 30
formal care formal care hours a week 0-2) childcare hours a week
@) &) (©) ) (©) (6)
AT 10.9 78.1 2.0 19 23.4 20.1
BE 45.0 98.5 23.6 30 19.4 66.1
Cz 26 73.4 0.4 [ 30.1 38.8
DE 23.6 90.9 13.1 26 15.3 32.6
DK 70.2 97.2 63.1 35 11 811
EE 170 87.3 14.5 [36] 28.9 79.3
ES 393 92.3 16.9 27 215 43.5
Fl 25.8 79.8 20.4 34 3.9 51.9
FR 420 95.5 25.0 31 17.7 48.2
GR 14.2 72.8 9.9 [33] 40.5 311
HU 9.0 84.6 6.0 [29] 37.4 63.3
IE 29.0 86.2 15.8 30 15.8 22.6
IS 57.4 97.6 51.9 4.1 88.5
IT 25.8 92.7 15.0 30 30.0 70.7
LT 26.9 59.8 0.0 [4] 11.3 0.0
LU 384 84.0 19.3 27 28.7 26.4
Lv 156 59.5 15.1 [41] 12.2 49.3
NL 54.9 94.9 6.4 17 51.1 17.9
NO 40.8 84.0 29.9 32 6.3 62.1
PL 9.1 42.6 7.1 35 27.8 27.2
PT 325 83.1 29.4 43 24.3 69.9
SE 484 94.8 28.2 29 11 69.5
Sl 35.9 86.9 31.2 36 47.6 67.7
SK 3.0 70.5 1.9 [ 17.2 61.2
UK 44.8 86.3 8.2 16 35.4 38.7

Source: SILC 2007 (individual weights used).

Means based on the number of cases below 50 asetedpn square brackets (below 20 as [-]).
Formal childcare: pre-school; compulsory schoolnteebased child-care; day-care; professional
child minder.

Average weekly hours for those who use formal farat least one hour a week.

Informal childcare: grandparents; other househatdnivers (not parents).
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Figure 3.5 Use of formal childcare arrangements fficluding professional
childminders)
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Source: SILC 2007 (individual weights used).

Figure 3.6  Use of formal childcare arrangements bghildren aged 0-2
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Source: SILC 2007 (individual weights used).
R=0.75 (p<0.001).

However, there is no straightforward negative assion between the proportions of
0-2-year-olds using formal and informal care (F&g8r7), because in some countries
informal care appears to be complementary to forrhdticare, rather than being a
substitute. Thus, Figure 3.7 shows that the UK, Nle¢herlands and Slovenia have
relatively high usage rates of both formal andrimfal childcare. This suggests that
formal childcare in these countries is either ratessible or affordable enough for

mothers of young children to work full-time withobaving to resort to help from
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family and friends. Indeed, Table 3.6 shows thabrgst 0-2-year-olds who use any
amount of formal childcare, 42% also use some mé&rcare in the UK (13 hours on
average), 56% in the Netherlands (8 hours on aeg¢ragd 53% in Slovenia (13
hours on average). In Italy and Spain formal clitdcalso tends to be supplemented
with informal care by relatives and friends: 19%0e2-year-olds in Spain and 37%
in Italy who use any amount of formal care also idermal care (16 hours on

average in both countries).

Figure 3.7  Use of formal and informal childcare by children aged 0-2
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Table 3.6 Use of formal and informal childcare arangements

Average weekly hours in Average weekly hours in

% of children aged 0-2 who informal care (children aged formal care (children aged 0-2
use formal care who also use  0-2 who use both formal and who use both formal and
informal care informal care) informal care)

AT [23.3] [-] [-]

BE 204 [16] [23]

CZ [] [] []

DE 118 [-] [-]

DK 0.0 [-] [-]

EE [21.2] [] []

ES 1838 16 22

FI 48 [l [-]

FR 2338 10 24

GR [38.2] [-] [-]

HU [56.7] [10] [32]

IE 17.4 [-] [-]

IS 26 [-] []

IT 37.4 16 28

LT [1.2] [] []

LU 29.0 [9] [26]

LV [1.9] [] [-]

NL 555 8 15

NO 0.0 [] []

PL [24.1] 10 37

PT  [20.4] [-] []

SE 1.0 [-] [-]

SI 52.5 13 36

SK  [] [] [-]

UK 416 13 12

Source: SILC 2007 (individual weights used).

Means based on the number of cases below 50 avgedpn square brackets (below 20 as [-]).
Formal childcare: pre-school; compulsory schoolnteebased child-care; day-care; professional
child minder.

Average weekly hours for those who use formal farat least one hour a week.

Informal childcare: grandparents; other househatdnivers (not parents).

Including care by professional childminders in ti&inition of formal care does not
make much difference to the proportion of childieetween the age of 3 and
mandatory school age (see Table 3.4 and Table Bi&).same nine countries that
attain the Barcelona target of 90% under the Eatadfinition of formal care also
reach this target when the broader definition sdug§his suggests that professional
childminders are a more important form of non-ptaknhildcare for the youngest

children than for those aged three and above.

Unsurprisingly, countries that spend more on claitdcand early education have
higher enrolment rates in formal childcare. Scaadign countries spend the largest
share of their GDP on childcare services (exclughreggprimary education): from 0.5%
in Norway to 0.7% in Denmark, Iceland and Finlafddlfle 3.7, column 1). In
contrast, Poland and Portugal spend less than Oriléhildcare services (Figure 3.8).

Overall, there is a positive association (R=0.640.p1) between government
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spending on childcare services and the share ef&af-olds using formal childcare
(Figure 3.9).

Figure 3.8 Childcare spending as % of the GDP
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H Childcare spending as % GDP in 2005

Source:OECD Family Databaséversion June 2008) Table PF10.
Note: no information available for Estonia, Latvighuania or Slovenia.

Figure 3.9  Childcare spending as % of the GDP andormal childcare
enrolment rates for 0-2-year-olds
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Source:OECD Family Database (Table PF1@U-SILC 2007.
R=0.64 (p<0.01).

There is also considerable variation in the cos$tshildcare between the studied
countries. Although the EU-SILC does not colledbrmation about childcare prices,
the OECD Family Database provides harmonised amgpacable information on

these costs for parents in most of the countriadietl in this chapter. Childcare
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fees® for a 2-year-old range from 4% of the average wiageungary and Greece to
30% in Spain and Luxembourg, reflecting the diffexes in the structure of the
childcare market and the amount of government didssito childcare providers
(Table 3.7, column 2; Figure 3.10). However, pasetd not pay the full cost of
childcare fees if they receive government helpublocash transfers, rebates or tax
concessions. Net childcare costs, including feemimthe value of any cash transfers,
rebates or tax concessions (for a dual earner yawith one earning 100% of the
average wage and the other 67% of the average wmk, working full-time)
expressed as a percentage of the average wagefrearyjust 1% in Estonia to
around 44% in the UK and Ireland (Table 3.7, colu)n Belgium and Estonia
appear to do the most to mitigate the cost of child fees: parents pay only 12%
and 15% of the childcare fees, respectively, orfalcare and other benefits are
taken into account (Table 3.7, columns 3 and 4)foldmnately, there is no
comparable and harmonised European statistics emuhlity of childcare services
(Plantenga & Remery, 2009, p.43).

There does not appear to be any evident associbétween childcare fees or net
costs and enrolment rates for pre-school childrenyever. Immervoll and Barber
(2006) suggest that in the countries where very ébidren use formal care, low
availability of childcare facilities is a greateroplem than affordability. Indeed, in
the four countries with fewer than 10% of childrender the age of three using
formal childcare (Figure 3.5), i.e. Czech Repub$tovakia, Hungary and Poland,
fees for a 2-year-old in accredited childcare ahae of national average wage are
also below 10% of the national average wage, sdnbeolowest levels across the

studied countries (Table 3.7, column 2).

15 Childcare fees are paid by parents to the chillgastitution, after any government subsidies ® th
institution but before any childcare related cashdiits or tax transfers (Immervoll & Barber, 2006,
p.11).
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Figure 3.10 Childcare fees for a 2-year-old in acedited childcare services
as %of average wage, 2004
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Source:OECD Family Databaséversion June 2008) Table PF12.1.
Note: no information available for Italy or Slovani

Figure 3.11 Net childcare costs for a dual earnerfamily with full-time
arrangements of 167% of the average wage, 2004
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Source:OECD Family Databaséversion June 2008) Table PF12.2.
Note: no information available for Spain, ItalySliovenia.
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Table 3.7

Public spending on childcare and privateosts of childcare

Childcare spending
as % GDP in 2005

Childcare fees per
two-year old
attending accredited
early-years care and
education services,
2004, % of average
wage

Childcare fees for 2
children (aged 2 and
3) in full-time
accredited childcare
for a dual earner
family (with full-time
arrangements of
167% of AW) as % of
AW

Net childcare costs for
2 children (aged 2
and 3) in full-time
accredited childcare
for a dual earner
family (with full-time
arrangements of
167% of AW) as % of
AW

(1) 2 (3) (4)

AT 03 9.6 19.1 19.1
BE 0.2 19.7 31.6 4.7
Cz 01 8.6 10.3 10.3
DE 0.1 9.1 16.0 9.1
DK 0.7 8.4 11.4 8.4
EE - 7.5 8.5 1.0
ES 04 30.3 - -

Fl 0.7 7.6 9.2 9.2
FR 0.4 25.1 16.8 14.8
GR 0.1 4.5 8.9 6.6
HU 0.1 4.2 8.5 8.5
IE 0.3 24.8 49.6 44.6
IS 0.7 12.1 24.2 20.2
IT 0.2 - - -
LT - 9.7 19.4 8.0
LU 0.4 32.4 19.1 8.5
Lv - 6.4 13.2 7.8
NL 0.1 17.5 22.7 13.5
NO 05 9.0 18.0 9.7
PL 0.0 6.8 9.3 5.2
PT 0.0 27.8 27.8 5.9
SE 0.6 4.5 7.6 7.6
SI - - - -
SK 0.1 5.6 11.3 11.3
UK 0. 24.7 47.8 43.1

Source:OECD Family Databaséversion June 2008). Tables PF 10.1, PF 12.1, PE 12

Tax and benefit treatment of secondary earners inauple families

The previous section considered the availabilityd affordability of childcare
services for pre-school children in 25 countriedthdugh access to childcare
facilities for young children makes it easier fargnts to reconcile work and family
life, the net gain from employment, as opposeddosihold work, also depends on
the governing tax and benefit rules. This sectmnaws the main features of the tax
and benefit systems in 25 countries that are likelyfluence women'’s decisions to
take up paid work. In particular, it considers tiaure of the personal income tax
unit (family or individual); the average effectivtex rate on secondary earners
entering employment at three-quarters of averageirggs or at average earnings;
and the difference between the tax rates on secpmdeaners in couples, on single

individuals and on primary earners with non-worksmpuses, if all of them have the
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same level of gross earnings. Scenarios with artdiowi dependent children are

analysed.

In spite of social attitudes changing in favoumamen’s participation in paid work,
tax and benefit systems retain past social norrostaihe roles of men and women,
thus sustaining implicit gender biases. While ecifdi different treatment of men
and women in legal provisions in industrialised rpies is increasingly a thing of
the past (e.g. family tax return to be filed in haisd’s name), implicit gender bias is
still found in tax and benefit regulations that éadifferent consequences for men
and women, because of the prevailing social and@o@ behaviour (Stotsky, 1997).
Secondary earner bias, present when lower earnths wouples face higher taxes,

is found in most European countries (Stotsky, 1®#ttio & Verashchagina, 2009a).

In so far as women in couples contribute less tesbbold income than their partners,
they are likely to be secondary earners. Althowgbtthirds of all couple households
in the EU-SILC 2007 database have two earners9% &f couples (ranging from 43%
in Slovenia to 74% in the Netherlands), on averagenen do not earn at all or
contribute to less than 45% of combined householiniegs (Bettio &
Verashchagina, 2009a, p.6). This suggests that wiaried women work they tend
to earn less than their husbands. Using compadatéefor Mediterranean countries,
Nicodemo (2009a) finds considerable gender wages gapong married adults
(Nicodemo, 2009a).

An implicit secondary earner bias is most likelylte found in joint (i.e. family-
based rather than individual) taxation systems, re/eoth the primary and the
secondary earner face the same marginal tax matprdgressive tax systems this
means that secondary earners pay a higher letakdhan they would pay as single
earners at the same earnings level, simply as wt ref joint income tax filing
(McCaffery, 2008). This can be a disincentive fec@ndary earners to increase their
working hours or to work at all (OECD, 2005). THere, since women in couples
are more likely to be secondary earners than men,type of tax unit (joint or

individual) has implications for gender equalitytiban the labour market and in the
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homé?®. Making the tax and benefit systems neutral wétspect to secondary earners
in couples and single individuals on the same egmicould increase married
women’s participation rates and lead to a more legharing of market work

between spouses (Jaumotte, 2003). Indeed, itéa ébund that the labour supply of
married women is more sensitive to changes in taxesbenefits than that of men
(Meghir & Phillips, 2008). Furthermore, some grougsmarried women are more
responsive to fiscal incentives in their decisi®@aswvork, such as lower educated
women and those with young children, who are ugutié least attached to the

labour market (Bettio & Verashchagina, 2009a).

In fact, since the labour supply of secondary aarne more responsive to fiscal
incentives, economic literature on taxation arguefavour of separate and lower
taxation of secondary earners (Apps & Rees, 20(Bipce women in couples are
more likely to be secondary earners, Alesina amihéc (2007) show theoretically
that it would be optimal to have lower tax scheduler women than for men.
Although implementing gender-specific taxation wbube unrealistic in most
countries, tax rates could be different for primand secondary earners, defined in
terms of their respective contributions to the ltbiausehold income (Immervoll et
al., 2008).

Concern with married women facing prohibitively higarginal tax rates rose up on
the European Community agenda in the early 1980s 1984 memorandum on
income taxation and equal treatment for men and evgrthe European Commission
found that tax and benefit systems in several ef 18 member states appeared to
have ‘an indirect adverse effect on women’s emplaytndue to joint taxatiot
with progressive tax rates, allowances or tax dedos granted a priori to the
husband, lack of tax deductions for childcare colstss of tax allowances when
opting for separate taxation, women not being tg&ma in their own right, ‘the
responsibility for the non-payment of tax by théest spouse’, and ‘limitations on

the amount of income that can be paid to an asgistife by a husband’ (European

'8 Furthermore, joint tax systems are not neutraingoriage decisions, as they distort the marriage
market (efficiency argument) and treat cohabiting anarried couples unequally (equity argument);
however, if the main equity concern is that fansilieith the same total income pay equal taxes, only
joint taxation systems can produce this outcomen@nvoll et al., 2008).

7 with income aggregation or income splitting.
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Commission, 1984). The European Commission recordeterthe adoption of
individual income tax systems or at least an opfiwrseparate taxation. Seven out of
ten countries had a joint taxation system at theetiBelgium, Germany, France,
Ireland, Luxembourg, the Netherlands and the UKylaich two have since switched
to fully individual taxation (the Netherlands ar tUK). Out of 25 countries studied
in this chapter, France, Germany, Luxembourg, Baitand the Czech Republic had
joint income taxation in 2007, although severakotbountries had some elements of
joint taxation in their systems or retained an aptfor joint filing (See Table 1,

column 1).

However, the interaction between tax and benestesys can produce the opposite
effect on the second earner than would be expeictedy the nature of the tax unit
were considered, because eligibility to incomeetgdtenefits is typically assessed on
joint family income. According to Bettio and Vera$iagina (2009a), the vast
majority of the EU member states with individuatdion systems test eligibility for
social assistance benefits and housing benefitsgugmily income. Moreover,
eligibility for cash benefits for families with ddren usually depends on family
income (Bradshaw & Finch, 2002). In a comprehensieduation of tax and benefit
systems in 15 EU countries using EUROMOD microsatioh data for 1998,
Immervoll et al. (2008) find that in the countrig&h individual income taxation, the
effective tax rate (the proportion of gross earsitgxed away or lost to benefit
withdrawal) faced by the second earner dependstimetyaon the earnings level of
the working spouse. For example, a secondary eanzeried to a low-income
spouse will face a high effective tax rate dueat@s and insurance contributions on
gross earnings and the withdrawal of family-baseshms-tested benefits. At the
same time, a secondary earner married to a higheeavill be subject to a low
effective tax rate, since each spouse’s earningsexed separately. In contrast, in a
fully joint and progressive taxation system, théeetive tax rate for the secondary
earner depends positively on the earnings levethef spouse, so the higher the
principal earner's income, the higher the effectia® rate faced by the secondary
earner. Thus, rather than focusing exclusively @ rature of the income tax unit,
the entire tax and benefit system needs to be dered in the analysis of work

incentives for potential second earners in families
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Table 3.8 reports average tax transfers, includimgjal insurance contributions and
net of benefits, as a percentage of gross earriorgsvo types of households with
equal total household income: ‘single breadwinretseholds where one spouse
earns 133% of the Average Production Wage (APW) tardother does not work
(column 2) and ‘dual-earner’ households where egmbuse earns 67% of APW
(column 3). The calculations are based on data ttenOECD Tax/Benefit models
(OECD, 2010). These models are based on a couptetwo children aged four and
six (OECD, 2007, p.197). Given household incomel®8% of APW, tax/benefit
systems appear to treat single-breadwinner and-ehrakr households equally in
Iceland, France, Slovakia, Estonia and Slovenigufféi 3.12). At the same time,
single-breadwinner households in Germany and threciCRepublic pay somewhat
lower taxes overall than dual-earner families om $Ame income. The rest of the
studied countries have positive incentives towaedsial sharing of paid work,
privileging dual-earner households in their taxéférsystems. The most favourable
systems for dual-earner households are found ird8weFinland, Greece, Hungary
and Ireland. The tax/benefit system in Hungary poes the largest percentage point
difference between the tax transfers of singled#aner and dual-earner
households (15ppt), while in Ireland single-breatdwer households are expected to
pay more than three times more taxes net of benbfin dual-earner households on
the same combined level of income (133% of APW)weEleer, the results could be

different if families with younger children wereridered.

Although there is no clear-cut correlation betwéles neutrality of the tax/benefit
system with respect to single and dual-earner Hmlde and the type of income tax
unit, countries with individual taxation appearki® more favourable to dual-earner
households, on balance. Thus, both Germany andC#eeh Republic, the two
countries that privilege single-breadwinner housgs$ochave joint income taxation.
Sweden, Finland, Greece, Hungary and lIreland, tbentcies that are most
favourable to dual-earner households, have indalidhcome taxation, although in
Ireland individual taxation is optional. Most ofetltountries that are largely neutral
in their treatment of single-breadwinner and dwahker households—Iceland,
France, Slovakia, Estonia and Slovenia—are indafidiaxation countries, with

France being the only exception. Since cash benafé typically assessed on total
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family income, it is not surprising that not alldimidual income taxation countries
clearly privilege dual-earners.

Table 3.8 Tax treatment of couples (2007)

Average tax transfers net of Average tax transfers net of

benefits for ‘single benefits for ‘dual earner’ (67-
breadwinner’ (133-0% APW) 67% APW) households with 2
households with 2 children, children, as % of gross
Tax unit as % of gross earnings earnings
()] (2 (3

AT Individual 0.28 0.20

BE  Individual (option for joint) 0.31 0.28

CZ  Joint 0.13 0.14

DE  Joint 0.27 0.29

DK Individual 0.36 0.34

EE  Individual (option for joint) 0.11 0.11

ES Individual (option for joint) 0.17 0.13

FI Individual 0.30 0.19

FR Joint 0.20 0.20

GR  Individual (joint for family firms) 0.25 0.15

HU Individual 0.32 0.17

IE Joint (option for individual) 0.08 0.03

IS Individual (non-wage income taxed jointly) 0.11 0.12

IT Individual 0.24 0.17

LT Individual 0.21 0.18

LU Joint 0.09 0.06

LV Individual 0.21 0.20

NL  Individual 0.33 0.27

NO Individual (option for joint) 0.27 0.22

PL Individual (option for joint) 0.24 0.23

PT  Joint 0.16 0.12

SE Individual 0.28 0.19

Sl Individual 0.21 0.20

SK  Individual 0.11 0.11

UK  Individual 0.23 0.19

Source: Column 1— OECD Family Database , “Neuyatif Tax/Benefit Systems”, last update
10/02/2010; Bettio and Verashchagina (2009) sunsimgyiOECD 2007 country chapters and reports.
Eurostat ‘Taxes in Europe’ Database for informatonLatvia.

Columns 2 and 3 — OECD Tax/Benefit Calculator (aseel on 29/04/2010).

Figure 3.12 Average tax transfers net of benefit2007)
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Source: OECD Tax/Benefit Calculator (accessed ¢6422010).
Data sorted by the ratio of tax for single breadwinhouseholds to the tax for dual-earner housshold
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Table 3.9 compares average tax rates on seconddrpranary earners in families
without children, and on single individuals withetlsame level of earnings. Two
earnings levels are used: 67% of APW (columns dnl) 100% of APW (columns 5-
8). Columns 1 and 2 show the Average Effective Rates?® (AETR) for secondary
earners entering employment at 67% of APW, whoseisgs earn 67% of APW and
100% of APW, respectively. Similarly, columns 5 ahdhow the AETR values for
secondary earners entering employment at 100% & Afhe AETR is calculated
as the proportion of their earnings that goes paging increased household taxes
and social contributions, net of cash benefits,wihey enter employment, given the
level of earnings of the spouse (here, 67% of ARW 300% of APW). Columns 3
and 7 show average tax rates net of transfersrigtesindividuals earning 67% and
100% of APW, respectively. Finally, columns 4 andi®w average tax rates net of
transfers for households with one earner and awamking spouse, where the main
earner is on 67% and 100% of APW. Cash benefitsidiecunemployment insurance,
unemployment assistance, housing benefits, anavdirk benefits conditional on
employment, excluding any benefits in kind (OECDQ?2, p.189). As before, all
calculations are based on the OECD Tax/Benefit Wator 2010; see OECD (2007,
pp.183-198) for the full description of the tax/b&hmodelling methodology and
assumptions. The originality of this analysis liegshe simultaneous comparison of
tax rates on secondary earners (with spouses teratif earnings), primary earners
and single individuals, rather than the narrow fooun either secondary earners and

single individuals, or primary and secondary eameicouples.

It is important to note that while the OECD tax/bBhmodels express earnings
levels in terms of the national average wage, itkisly that average earnings for
women, particularly the group of married women wytbung children, are lower
than the national average wage used in the OECDeltragl Thus, Bettio and
Verashchagina (2009a) model fiscal outcomes forafensecondary earners using
actual average earnings (estimated from the EU-SR10@7) in the OECD tax/benefit

models. They define secondary earners as marriedewavith two young children

8 The AETR shows the proportion of the increaserofg earnings which is lost due to taxes, social
security contributions and benefit income withdrawpon entering work at a specified level of
earnings. For a secondary earner, AETR AYA()/( AY grosd=1-(Yner Y new)/(Y grosse Y grossa), Where

A is the situation when only one spouse works; Bhés situation when both spouses work (OECD,
2007, p.194).
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in households where they earn less than 45% dfrttdeket income. The study finds
that it largely pays for secondary earners to epged work and that the tax rates
they face do not correlate with the unit of incotaeation, but rather with the overall
level of taxation (Bettio, 2002, p.57). The anadyisi this section is entirely based on
the OECD tax/benefit models. Thus, it is worth begarin mind that secondary
earners assumed to enter work at the national geensge are likely to have a
higher than average earnings potential for thespeetive group (e.g. female

secondary earners with young children).

In the majority of the studied countries, secondsayners face the highest tax rates
when they decide to move into work at two-thirdsawérage earnings or at average
earnings, when their spouse earns 67% or 100% &W A€bmpared with single
individuals on the same earnings or primary earmgts a non-working spouse.
Primary earners tend to face the lowest effectareraites because of joint income
taxation and/or joint assessment of income for dastefits, taking into account the
fact that their spouse has no earned income. Otteeahost striking examples is the
situation in Iceland for earners on 67% of APW:ws&tary earners (with spouses
earning average wage) have 39% of their gross regartexed away due to higher
household taxes and/or reduced cash benefitsh@uesing benefit) when they enter
employment, which is almost double the effectiverate on single individuals (18%)
and almost 20 times greater than the effectiverdtex on primary earners with non-

working spouses (2%).

Only in six countries do all three types of earnerthe analysed model families face
the same tax rates at similar earnings levelsinlaid, Greece, Hungary, Lithuania,
Sweden and the UK there is effectively no distimectmade in the tax and benefit
system between secondary earners (regardless aisespo earnings), single
individuals and primary earners with non-workingsges, all of whom are at 67%
of APW or 100% of APW. Although this is an otheravidiverse mix of countries, all
of them have separate income taxation (Table &8}he same time, Iceland and
Denmark exhibit some of the highest relative busden secondary earners, in spite
of separate income taxation. This appears to lyelladue to eligibility to housing

benefit being assessed on joint family income.

72



Table 3.9 also shows that in most countries théemihce between taxes on
secondary earners with spouses earning averageawagerimary earners with non-
working spouses is larger than the tax burden mdiffee between secondary earners
and single individuals at the same gross earniagsl.I This is likely to be due to
eligibility to cash benefits being assessed ontjdamily income and, in some
countries, due to a dependent spouse allowancehwhakes primary earners with
non-working spouses face the lowest effective ta@s net of transfers. Furthermore,
relative tax burdens on secondary earners in casgarwith either single
individuals or primary earners tend to be highetoater earnings (67% of APW
compared with 100% of APW). This shows that fiscahstraints are highest for

secondary earners with the lowest earnings potentia

Finally, in the vast majority of the studied couedrthe AETR for secondary earners
does not depend on the earnings level of the sgougke two situations considered
here (spouse earns 67% or 100% of APW; columnsd12a® and 6, respectively).
However, in the Czech Republic and Slovenia, theflREs somewhat higher for
secondary earners whose husbands earn lower wegesistance, for a secondary
earner entering work at 67% of APW in the Czechuidip, the AETR is 25% if the
spouse earns 67% of APW, but only 22% if the sp@asas average wage. In both
the Czech Republic and Slovenia, the differenceeappto be due to lower income
couples with a single earner being eligible for $ing benefit, which is withdrawn
when the other spouse enters employment (at 67% APWgher). In contrast, the
AETR values are somewhat lower for secondary earmiose spouses earn lower
wages in Belgium, Germany, France, Luxembourg,ugaitand Slovakia. In all of
these countries, couples with a single earner 6 BPW are not entitled to housing
or social assistance benefitsThis shows once again that tax burdens on secpnda
earners are influenced by a complex interplay aeésaand means-tested benefits

even when there are no dependent children present.

% However, in France, a couple without children watisingle earner on 67% would still be entitled
for a small amount of in-work benefits (82 Euros pear).
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Table 3.9

Average tax rates for secondary earnersingle individuals and
primary earners, at 67% and 100% of APW, families vithout

children (2007)

67% APW 100% APW

2nu 2nu 2nu 2nu

earner, earner, earner, earner,

(spouse (spouse 1% earner | (spouse (spouse 1% earner

earns earns (non- earns earns (non-

67% of 100% of working 67% of 100% of working

APW) APW) single spouse) APW) APW) single spouse)

(€] 2 (3 (4 (5 (6) )] (8)
AT 0.29 0.29 0.28 0.27 0.35 0.35 0.34 0.33
BE 047 0.49 0.35 0.25 0.49 0.51 0.42 0.33
Cz 0.25 0.22 0.20 0.14 0.27 0.25 0.23 0.21
DE 0.48 0.50 0.36 0.24 0.49 0.51 0.42 0.32
DK 0.50 0.48 0.35 0.28 0.48 0.48 0.40 0.35
EE 0.24 0.24 0.18 0.12 0.24 0.24 0.20 0.16
ES 0.22 0.22 0.16 0.11 0.24 0.24 0.21 0.17
Fi 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.30 0.30 0.30 0.30
FR 031 0.32 0.26 0.21 0.31 0.32 0.28 0.24
GR 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.25
HU 0.27 0.27 0.27 0.27 0.39 0.39 0.39 0.39
IE 0.18 0.18 0.12 0.05 0.21 0.27 0.19 0.12
IS 0.39 0.39 0.18 0.02 0.39 0.39 0.25 0.15
IT 0.30 0.30 0.23 0.19 0.33 0.33 0.28 0.25
LT 0.23 0.23 0.23 0.23 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.25
LU 0.23 0.29 0.20 0.14 0.28 0.34 0.28 0.17
LV  0.30 0.30 0.27 0.24 0.31 0.31 0.29 0.26
NL 0.35 0.35 0.32 0.28 0.38 0.38 0.36 0.34
NO 0.29 0.29 0.26 0.22 0.32 0.32 0.30 0.27
PL 031 0.31 0.29 0.26 0.32 0.32 0.30 0.28
PT 0.19 0.25 0.16 0.14 0.24 0.28 0.22 0.17
SE 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.28 0.28 0.28 0.28
SI 0.40 0.35 0.30 0.20 0.40 0.36 0.33 0.29
SK 0.24 0.30 0.19 0.13 0.26 0.30 0.22 0.15
UK 024 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.27 0.27 0.27 0.27

Source:OECD Tax-Benefit calculator (accessed on 24/04/2010

Figure 3.13 Relative tax burdens on secondary earrewith spouses earning
100% APW, compared with single individuals and primary
earners with non-working spouses, families withoutchildren

(2007)
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SourceXOECD Tax-Benefit calculator (accessed on 24/04/2010
Note: the value of? earner/1 earner for Iceland (19.8) is truncated to 5.
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Table 3.10 compares average tax rates for primagysacondary earners as well as
for single individuals on the same level of earsino families with two children
aged four and six. The presence of dependent ehildomplicates the picture
considerably. In addition to the cash benefitsuded in the modelling of taxes and
benefits affecting households without children hchsnefits now also include family
benefits and lone parent benefits, and childcarefits for parents who look after
their children in the home. Because these childteel benefits are typically assessed
on joint family income and because single individuaith children are often in
receipt of lone parent benefits, average tax ratedone parents and on primary
earners with non-working spouses and children areelly very low and can be

negative (Figure 3.14).

Secondary earners face high marginal tax rates ey make a decision to enter
employment. For secondary earners (with spousesngaaverage wage) moving
into work at 67% of APW (column 2), at least hdlftleir earnings are taxed away
due to increased household taxes and reduced easfits in Denmark (53%) and
Germany (50%), with an average tax rate acrosssthdied countries of 31%.

Secondary earners moving into work at low earnifgg®o of APW) typically face

lower tax rates than those entering work on aveeageings, but in the vast majority
of the studied countries the tax rates for thos& @ of APW are no more than 10
percentage points lower than the tax rates forethms average earnings. This
suggests that non-working parents with the lowashiags potential face relatively
high marginal tax rates. This is consistent with finding in Immervoll et al. (2008)

of substantial marriage penalties at the bottorthefearnings distribution resulting

from family-based means-tested transfers.

Focusing on AETR values for secondary earnergpears that in the vast majority
of the studied countries it pays for non-workingguds to enter employment (AETR
below 50%). For secondary earners entering workvatthirds of average wage,
whose spouses earn average wage (column 2), AETlRsvaeach 50% of gross
earnings only in Germany (50%) and Denmark (53%weler, since these figures
do not take into account any childcare benefitddamal childcare or childcare costs,

they can only be interpreted as conservative esndherefore, work incentives for
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potential second earners with dependent children likely to be considerably
weaker in reality. Had childcare costs been inautiethe simulation by the OECD
as an implicit tax on earnings, Denmark would plbpanot have ranked highest on
AETR values for second earners because childcawvices for pre-school children
are widely available and affordable (see SectionAZcording to Immervoll and
Barber (2006), without taking into account any weelated costs, even a low wage
full-time job taken up by a married second earnergases household net incomes in
most of the OECD countries, but including the firte costs of childcare for
families with children makes net gains from empleym of second earners
considerably lower, in some cases even resultimg met loss when the secondary

earner takes up low-wage employment (Immervoll&lier, 2006).

Table 3.10 also shows that the values of AETR dovaoy according to the type of
income tax unit but appear to depend on the ovienadll of taxation. Thus, Denmark,
a high taxation country with individuals as taxtanhas some of the highest AETR
values for second earners entering work at 67%FRNAor at average earnings, with
spouses earning 67% or 100% of APW. At the same,tlPortugal has one of the
lowest AETR values, although families are taxedtjgi It is not surprising that

there is no clear correlation between the typearfunit and the effective tax rates
faced by non-working parents, since even in indigidtaxation countries eligibility

to social transfers is likely to be assessed onlyanctome.
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Table 3.10  Average tax rates for secondary earnersjngle individuals and
primary earners at 67% and 100% of APW, families wih two
children aged 4 and 6 (2007)

67% APW 100% APW

2nd 2nd 2nd 2nd

earner, earner, earner, earner,

(spouse (spouse 1* earner | (spouse (spouse 1% earner

earns earns (non- earns earns (non-

67% of 100% of working 67% of 100% of working

APW) APW) single spouse) APW) APW) single spouse)

1) (2) (3 (4) (5) (6) )] (8)
AT 031 0.31 0.09 0.09 0.35 0.35 0.21 0.21
BE 047 0.49 0.19 0.10 0.49 0.51 0.31 0.23
Cz 0.38 0.35 -0.01 -0.10 0.35 0.33 0.15 0.06
DE 0.49 0.50 0.20 0.08 0.50 0.51 0.31 0.22
DK 0.61 0.53 -0.04 0.07 0.55 0.52 0.18 0.24
EE 0.24 0.24 -0.03 -0.01 0.24 0.24 0.06 0.07
ES 0.20 0.22 0.07 0.06 0.23 0.24 0.14 0.13
Fi 0.32 0.24 -0.08 0.06 0.36 0.30 0.12 0.23
FR 0.27 0.29 0.13 0.13 0.28 0.30 0.18 0.17
GR 0.17 0.18 0.14 0.14 0.24 0.25 0.22 0.22
HU 0.31 0.27 0.02 0.03 0.41 0.39 0.23 0.25
IE 0.26 0.21 -0.28 -0.21 0.26 0.29 0.00 -0.02
IS 0.44 0.44 -0.12 -0.21 0.44 0.44 0.07 0.00
IT 0.41 0.35 -0.02 -0.07 0.41 0.37 0.16 0.13
LT 0.23 0.23 0.12 0.13 0.25 0.25 0.18 0.19
LU 0.25 0.29 -0.10 -0.13 0.29 0.34 0.07 0.01
LV  0.30 0.30 0.14 0.10 0.31 0.31 0.20 0.17
NL 0.36 0.33 0.10 0.18 0.39 0.37 0.23 0.29
NO 0.33 0.29 0.10 0.11 0.34 0.32 0.19 0.22
PL 041 0.33 0.12 0.06 0.38 0.33 0.23 0.20
PT 0.19 0.26 0.06 0.05 0.25 0.29 0.15 0.10
SE 0.27 0.25 -0.07 0.12 0.29 0.28 0.11 0.20
SI 0.57 0.40 -0.12 -0.16 0.51 0.42 0.17 0.13
SK 0.24 0.30 0.03 -0.02 0.26 0.30 0.12 0.05
UK 0.38 0.26 0.02 0.003 0.37 0.29 0.21 0.21

Source:OECD Tax-Benefit calculator (accessed on 24/04/2010

Figure 3.14 Average tax rates for secondary earnsr(with spouses earning
average wage), single individuals and primary earrms on 67%
APW, families with two children (2007)
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Gender-role attitudes

The previous section reviewed the fiscal rules #ratlikely to influence the labour
supply of secondary earners in couples, who aedyliko be women. This section
looks at cultural, rather than institutional, fastahat play a role in the gender
division of labour in the labour market and in theme. It uses cross-nationally
comparable micro data on gender-role attitudes ftben European Values Study
1999-2001 (EVS) to examine cross-country variationprevalent social norms

relevant to gender equality.

The role of country-level gender-role attitudes datermining women’s labour
market outcomes, in addition to the role of insiiimal factors such as parental leave,
availability of formal childcare for young childreand the treatment of secondary
earners in tax/benefit systems, is increasinglynaskedged in the literature. In
comparative studies of labour market outcomes fomen, attitudes to gender
equality can be captured as country ‘fixed effe¢dsiumotte, 2003), but this is an
imperfect approximation because the effects oftualtis and values may be
confounded by the effects of policies and instita$. International values surveys,
such as the European Values Study (EVS) and thddWialues Survey (WVS),
provide a wealth of comparable information on gend& attitudes in large
numbers of countries, allowing for a more preciséingation of the effects of

attitudes on labour market outcomes.

Fortin (2005) analyses the impact of gender-rotéudies on female employment
rates and gender wage gaps in 25 OECD countriesy data from the WVS (1990,

1995 and 1991). Traditional (non-egalitarian) attés are found to have a strong
negative association with female employment rates a positive association with

gender earnings gaps. In particular, countries higher average agreement with the
statement that ‘scarce jobs should go to men’ hemer female employment rates
and larger gender wage gaps, on average. Similadyntries where a higher

proportion of respondents agree that ‘being a heifiseis fulfilling’ have lower

female employment rates.

78



In a study of the effect of childbirth on matertetbour supply in 13 EU countries,
using work and family history data from the ECHPR foe period 1994-1999 and
data on gender-role values from the EVS 1990/198fhk et al. (2005) find that
more egalitarian societal gender-role attitudeshalarge positive effect on mothers’
labour supply, when the availability of public atdhre is not accounted for.
However, when public childcare provision for chéddraged 0-3 is controlled for,
egalitarian gender-role values no longer have aifgignt effect on maternal labour
supply. At the same time, the inclusion of gendée-attitudes does not substantially
change the effect of public childcare provisionughinstitutions that support female

employment appear to mediate the effect of genalervalues.

Gender-role attitudes are also used to explain vaeation in labour market
institutions in industrialised countries. Algan a@dhuc (2006) argue that ‘the male
breadwinner cultural values’ can be used to explaevariation in the strength of
employment protection across the OECD. Since jobeption benefits insiders, who
are predominantly men, while unemployment insurameeefits outsiders, who are
more likely to be women, job protection policies @pposed to unemployment
insurance policies, are stronger in more tradificvaditerranean countries. Using
micro data from international values surveys andrmalata from the OECD, they
establish that Protestants and non-religious pesmglenore likely to reject traditional
gender-role values and that labour-market instigiare influenced by the dominant
religious and cultural values in the country. Fastance, the study finds that
respondents in Catholic countries, Buddhist coasat(Japan) and Muslim countries
(Turkey) are more likely to agree with a statemiatt ‘when jobs are scarce, men
have more rights to a job than women’ than thosBristestant ones (Anglo-Saxon
and Scandinavian countries), based on data froeethmaves of the WVS (1981,
1990, 1995) in an ordered probit model with courfiied effects. As regards
individual-level predictors, the study reports theile respondents are more likely to
support job priority for men, especially if theyea€atholic, Buddhist or Muslim,
while women tend to reject job priority for men aedless of their religious
affiliation. However, these findings need to besipteted with caution given the age
of the data source (WVS 1981-1995).
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This section uses more recent data from the touwdda of the EVS (1999-2001). It is
a large-scale cross-national and longitudinal suorebasic human values, including
gender-role attitudes, that uses nationally reptesige data on adult citizens aged
18 and older. The same questionnaire is used impalicipating countries. See
Halman (2001) for a detailed description of the EX@®9-2001 methodology and
guestionnaire design. The survey was carried od9®0 in 23 out of 24 countries

studied in this section and in 2000 in Finland. dhinately, Norway was not

included in this round of the EV$

This section uses ten survey questions on genderttitudes that appear to be most
relevant to the equal sharing of market and norketawork between men and
women:

1. When jobs are scarce, men have more right to ¢ghgowomen (v99);

2. Sharing household chores is important for a suéglesgrriage (v143);

3. Woman has to have children in order to be fulfil{ed49);

4. A working mother can establish just as warm andigea relationship with

her children as a mother who does not work (v154);

o

A pre-school child is likely to suffer if his or henother works (v155);

6. A job is alright but what most women really wantaishome and children
(v156);

7. Being a housewife is just as fulfilling as workifag pay (v157);

8. Having a job is the best way for a women to benaiependent person (v158);

9. Both the husband and wife should contribute to Bbakl income (v159);

10.In general, fathers are as suited to look after tteldren as mothers (v160);

Kalmijn (2003) uses questions 4 through 9 fromEMS 1999 and finds that they do
not form a single dimension, but three separates.ombus, questions 4 and 5 are
beliefs, rather than attitudes, about the consempgenf women’s work on children.
The average of the scores on these two items id ms&Junk et al. (2005) as a

gender-role values indicator. Questions 6 and 7 atdudes about women’s

% Data from the fourth (2008) round of the EVS beeaavailable in mid-July 2010, but Britain,
Iceland, Italy, Sweden, and Norway did not paritgin the latest round. See “EVS1981-2008 —
Participating Countries” at http://zacat.gesis.org/nesstar/docs/ZACAT_EVS%2019808.pdf
(accessed on 14/08/2010).
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traditional role as housekeepers, while questioasB9 are attitudes about women'’s

economic role.

Fortin (2005) finds the question ‘When jobs arerseamen should have more right
to a job than women’ from the World Value Survey$WS), identical to question 1
above, to be the most important one in explainnogs-country differences in female
employment rates and the gender earnings gapudéstto women as housekeepers
(question 7 here) and the perception of conseqsgeoicenaternal work for children
(question 4 here) are also found to be strong predi of female labour supply.
However, not only average gender-role attitudes iarportant, but the gender
differences in these attitudes. Fortin finds th&iere more men than women think
that ‘scarce jobs should go to men’, the genderengap is larger. Where fewer
women than men respond that ‘being a housewifaligling’, the gender wage gap

is smaller.

This section uses all ten items above becausedalhappear to be relevant to gender
equality in the labour market, in the home or ithbgpheres. The items are re-coded
into dummy variables so that 1 refers to agreemeith egalitarian attitudes
(questions 2, 4, 8, 9, 10) or disagreement wittlitienal attitudes (questions 1, 3, 5,
6, 7) and 0 otherwise. Items 4-10 are originallgaxb on a four-point scale so that
respondents can choose from the following optiossongly agree’, ‘agree’,
‘disagree’ and ‘strongly disagree’. However, in &igs Northern Ireland and the
Republic of Ireland, these questions have a fivietpscale that includes a middle
category ‘neither agree nor disagree’. The middegory is re-coded as zero in the
dummy variable. Northern Ireland is excluded frdme &nalysis because there are
substantial differences between average attituddgritain and Northern Irelaft]
Kalmijn (2003) excludes the countries that offedmiddle category from the

analysis because they are not strictly comparatlitetive rest. Although they are not

2L out of 10 items, significant differences at cortiemal levels between average responses in
Northern Ireland and Britain are found for fournite (1, 4, 5 and 9). On item 1, respondents in
Northern Ireland (76%) have more egalitarian atéis) on average, than in Britain (64%). On item 4,
average attitudes in Britain (56%) are more egaditathan in Northern Ireland (45%). On item 5,

attitudes are more egalitarian in Britain (39%),amerage, than in Northern Ireland (30%). On item 9
attitudes in Britain (71%) are more egalitariamtliaNorthern Ireland (66%).
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excluded from the analysis in this section, theltedor Austria and Ireland need to

be interpreted with caution.

ltems 1-3 originally have different scales thammi¢e4-10. Item 1 (‘when jobs are
scarce, men have more right to a job than womea$) three categories: ‘agree’,
‘disagree’, and ‘neither agree not disagree’. Irascoded into a dummy variable
where 1 indicates disagreement with the staten@ptions for item 2 (‘sharing

household chores is important for a successful iagal) are ‘very important’,

‘rather important’ and ‘not important’. It is re-@ded into a dummy variable with 1
indicating ‘very important’ and O ‘rather/not impant’. Item 3 (‘woman has to have
children to be fulfilled’) has only two categoriggeeds children’ and ‘not necessary’.

The latter is re-coded as 1 and the former as O.

Table 3.11 displays the means of the gender rtikedds in 24 European countries
as well as the average and the standard deviatosss all countries for each
guestion. The most egalitarian gender role attduale reported for the item ‘both
the husband and wife should contribute to househmldme’ (column 10 of Table
3.11), with 78% of respondents across all of thedisd countries agreeing or
strongly agreeing with this statement. This prapartanges from the low of 38% in
the Netherlanddto the high of 93% in the Czech Republic (see feigh 3-10).
Notably, the wording of the question does not dgethat both spouses should
contribute to the household income equally. The tnteaditional gender role
attitudes are reported for the item ‘sharing hookklchores is important for a
successful marriage’ (column 7), with only 36% e§pondents agreeing with this
statement, on average. The proportion supporting statement ranges from the
mere 18% in Estonia to 55% in Poland (Figure A 39Me item ‘women need
children in order to be fulfilled’ appears to beetmost divisive across the studied
countries, with the cross-country standard deuviatib25 percentage points (column
2 of Table 3.11). The proportion of respondentsagliseing with this statement
ranges from 6% in Hungary to 93% in the Netherlafidgure A 3-2). At the same

time, the proportion of respondents agreeing with item ‘fathers are as suited to

22 The figure for the Netherlands is unrealisticaliyw. Kalmijn (2003) suggests that the wording in
the Dutch questionnaire impliestjualcontribution to household income, which resultedelatively
low agreement with the statement.
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look after their children as mothers’ is the ledispersed across the studied countries

(column 9 of Table 3.11 below), with the standaavidtion of only 8 percentage

points. It also has one of the highest average%),7thdicating that attitudes about

fathers’ suitability to engage in childcare aréneatpositive in Europe. Nevertheless,

respondents in Nordic countries are more posith@utfathers’ role in looking after

children than in the Mediterranean or Eastern Eesopcountries (Figure A 3-9).

Table 3.11  Average gender-role attitudes (EVS 1998J00)

Disagree (%) Agree (%)

preschool  women
women child really housewif | working job best husband
need suffers want eas mothers  very way to fathersas  +wife

scarce children with home fulfilling warm important  independ  suitedto  contribute

jobs to to be working and as paid with to share ence for look after  to HH

men fulfilled mother children job children chores women children income

() @ @) “4) (5) (6) U] (8) @ (10)
AT 544 66.1 14.9 37.2 36.6 54.6 29.5 75.0 69.5 69.0
BE 69.6 66.7 48.7 46.0 36.2 78.6 42.3 76.9 76.8 70.4
Cz 659 55.9 52.8 27.9 23.6 80.8 23.9 75.8 67.0 92.7
DE 56.5 46.0 33.7 56.0 57.5 67.2 20.4 81.4 73.7 73.7
DK 89.4 20.4 82.0 81.6 45.8 86.4 40.6 84.5 84.3 68.0
EE 755 25.1 34.9 325 41.0 70.7 17.7 78.7 69.0 82.4
ES 625 51.8 54.2 53.3 46.3 76.8 36.1 81.0 74.1 83.3
Fi 83.1 87.9 59.1 50.4 19.1 94.7 28.6 63.2 86.2 71.4
FR 68.3 32.9 43.7 34.9 37.6 77.3 39.9 83.6 79.8 81.3
GR 726 24.9 21.9 35.3 58.3 75.6 43.7 82.5 63.8 87.6
HU 66.7 5.9 37.0 29.8 38.9 77.8 41.1 72.2 70.9 89.4
IE 77.0 84.3 51.2 45.3 27.1 70.7 53.3 55.2 68.3 63.2
IS 94.3 64.8 66.9 38.1 35.5 85.9 44.5 45.8 84.5 63.7
IT 56.8 43.6 18.6 32.5 45.1 64.1 28.9 77.0 68.6 80.8
LT 633 31.6 28.7 6.2 21.4 76.5 25.8 76.7 82.7 89.6
LU 64.0 62.2 32.2 44.5 35.5 75.9 36.5 83.9 78.0 54.4
LV 695 9.4 24.7 33.0 60.0 75.6 26.2 85.2 72.4 88.6
NL 837 93.2 54.3 65.6 48.5 81.1 32.6 60.7 77.3 37.9
PL 47.8 30.4 23.4 25.7 39.5 54.2 54.6 76.0 85.8 87.2
PT 59.0 32.0 27.8 47.5 49.3 67.2 23.3 78.9 68.3 88.1
SE 934 75.2 62.2 59.6 49.4 84.0 52.1 83.5 91.9 89.2
SI 67.8 62.0 53.5 35.3 45.9 82.5 35.8 79.4 84.8 91.0
SK 544 54.5 36.9 38.9 29.2 81.1 30.7 74.6 66.7 88.6
GB 637 79.2 53.8 55.7 38.9 73.0 50.2 64.8 71.2 70.4
Mean  69.1 50.3 42.4 42.2 40.3 75.5 35.8 74.9 75.6 77.6
stdev  12.5 24.8 17.1 15.4 111 9.4 10.7 10.0 7.8 13.7

Source: European Values Survey 1999 (individuabwisi used).

However, male and female respondents do not nedgskald similar views on

gender roles. Using data on gender-role attituseshé United States, Canada,

Australia, Norway and Sweden for the period of yedd mid-1980s, Baxter and

Kane (1995) find that men hold less egalitarianvgi®n gender roles than women in

all five countries. The smallest gender differengesattitudes are found in the

countries with the least egalitarian views overallggesting that women in more

traditional societies depend on men more and, finereadjust their attitudes to be
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consistent with their dependent position. Howetlegir sample is limited to men and
women in paid work, so the gender-role attitudesy mat be typical of each

country’s population.

Table 3.12 shows the percentage points differeet@den average male and female
responses in each of the studied countries. Woraed to hold more egalitarian
gender-role attitudes than men. The biggest gedifferences are observed for the
guestion about the relationship of working motheaith their children (column 6):
women are more likely to agree that ‘a working neotban establish just as warm
and secure a relationship with her children as &herovho does not work’ in each
of the studied countries. The gender differencestatistically significant at
conventional levels in 17 out of 24 countries, witle largest gender differences in
Estonia (14 ppt) and Iceland (12 ppt). At the sdime, men are significantly more
likely to agree that fathers are as suited to lader their children as mothers
(column 9) than women in Lithuania (11 ppt), Lat¢@ppt), Portugal (12 ppt), and
Slovakia (10 ppt), which possibly suggests that worm these countries discourage
fathers from taking an equal role in childcarecémtrast, women in Iceland (14 ppt)
and in Denmark (13 ppt) are significantly more Ijkéo agree with this statement
than men. This is surprising, given the relativeigh take-up of paternity leave in
these countries and perhaps indicates fathers’ \aeice with regards to their

childcare roles.
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Table 3.12  Gender differences in attitudes to gendequality (EVS 1999)

Disagree (percentage point difference between women Agree (percentage point difference between women and
and men) men)
preschool  women
women child really housewif | working job best husband
need suffers want eas mothers very way to fathersas  +wife

scarce children with home fulfilling warm important  independ  suitedto  contribute

jobs to to be working and as paid with to share ence for look after  to HH

men fulfilled mother children job children chores women children income

U] @) @) 4) (5) (6) (@) (8) @ (10)
AT 52 3.0 1.7 7.5* 8.5%* 10.5*  -0.3 5.0 4.6 8.9**
BE -5.2* 5.3* 8.4** 11 7.2%* 6.7** -5.0* 6.0** 4.4* 12.1%x
Ccz 33 -3.9 10.8*** 25 11.8%* | 6.2** 5.7** 7.5%* 0.9 3.7**
DE 9.4 3.4 12.5*** 56 4.3 8.4** 3.6 4.4 -0.6 0.0
DK 25 7.5%* 10.9*** 1.0 2.8 3.0 2.2 1.8 13.3** 28
EE  12.8* -6.2* 13 3.1 14.6*** | 13.8*** 2.7 7.8%* -4.7 4.0
ES 9.0* -6.8* 0.3 -1.5 0.9 0.2 6.8* -1.7 -6.1* 0.9
Fl 9.8*** 0.5 10.9** 8.1* -0.4 4.0** 2.7 6.4* 3.0 0.6
FR 338 2.8 7.8** 2.0 6.6* 7.2%* 6.9** 5.1** 5.6%* 1.2
GR 16.1***  -4.8 5.3* 12.1%**  19.9*** | 9 Qrxx 16.8***  13.2*** .55 5.9%*
HU 5.2 -4.0* -4.3 -4.0 4.3 22 -0.7 2.8 -4.5 4.5*
IE 21 7.4%* 5.4 7.2* -3.3 6.1 -1.3 6.4 7.6* 5.0
IS 11 8.4** 15.6***  6.7* 1.3 12,20+ 1.7 6.3 14.3***  8.2*
IT 6.6** -2.9 21 25 7.2%* 8.6%** 1.9 7.7%xx 2.9 6.2**
LT 234 .59 -4.9 -0.6 1.4 33 9.3** 6.8 -10.7**  -0.8
LU  7.4* 5.6 10.2** 8.3* 11.2%** | 6.2* 6.8* 3.2 0.5 12
Lv  7.0* -0.4 17 8.5%* 6.1 8.6** 4.7 5.9* -7.9%* -0.5
NL  -1.2 -0.6 19.2%%* 22 7.2* 8.8** -3.0 0.5 11.1%+*  8.2*
PL 809* 6.9* 5.1 8.5%* 10.0** 10.5** 6.9* 4.8 04 1.0
PT 73 -6.8 6.1 6.0 6.0 23 6.6 11.4%* -11.8* 5.2
SE 5.4 7.5%* 16.2***  7.5* 3.3 11.6%**  7.3* -0.4 6.1%** 25
Sl 8.7** -1.3 8.0* 7.3* 11.1*%* 14 10.5** 43 -1.7 4.3*
SK  18.7%**  -3.0 21 2.7 7.6%* 7.6%* 10.5%* 3.1 -9, 7k 3.9*
GB 6.0 2.7 14.9%*  14.1*** 4.0 7.9* -1.8 1.7 -0.1 -1.5

Source: European Values Survey 1999 (individuabivesi used).
*** n<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 (two-sample t-tegfith equal variances).

Although all of these items refer to gender roletwdes, they do not necessarily
form a single dimension. The studies that use gerade attitudes as explanatory
variables tend to follow two distinct approacheshiow they deal with a large
number of related attitude items. Some studiestersammary measures of several
related items (Baxter & Kane, 1995; Uunk et al.020Stickney & Konrad, 2007),
while others cherry-pick individual items that habe highest correlation with the
dependent variables or otherwise appear the mtestarg and drop the rest of the
items (Algan & Cahuc, 2006; Fortin, 2005). This ts®t follows the former
approach in order not to discard information on ahyhe ten items and to produce
meaningful indicators based on the relationshipsragst them. While the 10-item
scale in the present analysis has high internasistancy (Cronbach’s alpha=0.80),

an iterated principal factor analySigproduces a two-factor solution using all ten

2 Principal component analysis and principal faetmalysis produce very similar results.
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items. Seven items are more related to one dimersnal three items to another
(Table 3.13).

Table 3.13 lIterated principal factor analysis — fator loadings (EVS 1999)

Iltem Factor 1 Factor 2
scarce jobs to men 0.80 0.29
women need children to be fulfilled 0.62 -0.49
preschool child suffers with working mother 0.92 0.29
women really want home and children 0.55 0.21
housewife as fulfilling as paid job -0.20 0.38
working mothers warm with children 0.65 0.30
very important to share chores 0.34 -0.04
job best way to independence for women -0.54 0.63
fathers as suited to look after children 0.47 0.22
husband+wife contribute to HH income -0.52 0.32
% variance explained 0.74 0.26
Reliability 0.77 0.57

Source: European Values Survey 1999.

The first dimension (Factor 1) can be summarisedattitudes towards gender
equality in the home, as it refers to views abaving preference to men when jobs
are scarce, beliefs about women’s role in childngaand housekeeping and the
effect of mothers’ employment on children, as veslattitudes to equal sharing of
household chores and childcare between spouses.fattor has a high internal
consistency of 0.77. The other dimension appeatsteelated to attitudes towards
gender equality in the economic sphere. It refersdliefs about the value of having
a job for women and women'’s role in contributinghtmusehold income (though not
necessarily equally). Table 3.14 reports lineatdiascore$' for each country for the

‘attitudes to gender equality in the home’ anditattes to gender equality in the
economic sphere’ dimensions. Iceland scores highestquality in the home and
Denmark scores highest on equality in the econ@piere. However, while Iceland
has a negative factor score on the equality in ébenomic sphere dimension,

Denmark scores highly on both dimensions. So doesi€n.

% The factor score on the first dimension is higbtyrelated (r=0.92) with thecale produced by
averaging the country-level means for the respectivitems while the factor score on the second
dimension has a lower correlation (r=0.64) with #uale produced by averaging the country-level
means for the respective 3 items (Figure A 3-12).
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Table 3.14  Attitudes to gender equality in the homand in the labour market
(factor scores)

Country  Gender equality in the home Gender equality in the labour market
AT -1.06 -1.31
BE 0.47 0.13
Ccz 0.51 0.42
DE -0.57 -0.03
DK 1.31 2.43
EE -0.23 0.74
ES 0.33 0.65
Fi 0.79 -1.03
FR -0.11 0.92
GR -1.08 0.52
HU -0.85 0.18
IE 1.05 -1.32
IS 2.02 -0.83
IT -1.15 -0.65
LT -0.74 -0.10
LU -0.29 -0.01
LV -1.07 0.92
NL 1.58 -0.88
PL -1.27 -0.69
PT -1.21 -0.24
SE 1.10 1.24
SI 0.68 0.61
SK -0.87 -0.79
GB 0.68 -0.89

Source: European Values Survey 1999 (individuabwisi used).

With a few exceptions, attitudes to gender equatitghe home and in the labour
market tend to go hand in hand. Countries thatbétxhiore egalitarian attitudes to
gender equality in the economic sphere tend toeshagher on the equality in the
home dimension (Figure 3.15). However, five co@stido not fit this general pattern:
Iceland, the Netherlands, Ireland, Finland and arithave considerably higher
scores on the equality in the home dimension thamavbe expected given their low
scores on the equality in the economic sphere ditoanlf these countries were
excluded, there would be a high positive correfatid 0.72 (p<0.001) between the
two dimensions across the rest of the studied casntA closer look at the three
items that are highly related to the equality i@ #ttonomic sphere dimension reveals
that relatively few respondents in Ireland, Icelamdl Finland disagree that being a
housewife is as fulfilling as having a paid jobdiie A 3-5) and relatively few
respondents agree that having a job is the besttoaydependence for wonten
(Figure A 3-8). Respondents in Ireland and Icelals® show low average levels of
agreement with the statement that both husbandswéres should contribute to

% However, female respondents in Finland are sicgnifily more likely to agree with this statement
than men (see Table 2).
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household inconfé (Figure A 3-10). Although respondents in the Netres show
relatively high levels of disagreement with thetestaent that being a housewife is as
fulfilling as having a paid job, relatively few agr that having a job is the best way
to independence for women and they are the lekslylito agree that both the
husband and wife should contribute to householdrimeacross the studied countries.
At the same time, Britain has relatively low scooes'having a job is the best way
for women to be an independent person’ item (FiguB28), but middling scores on

the other two items.

Only Sweden and Denmark score high on both coBvw&den consistently scores
high on each of the studied items, but Denmark sh@awnore mixed picture. While
only 20% of Danish respondents disagree that wonesd children to be fulfilled
and only 68% agree that both husband and wife ghoahtribute to household
income (the fifth lowest proportion amongst thed#d countries), they are some of
the most likely to disagree that scarce jobs shgaltb men (Figure A 3-1), that pre-
school children suffer when their mothers work (FegA 3-3), that women really
want home and children (Figure A 3-4), and soméefmost likely to agree that a
working mother can establish a warm relationshihviier children (Figure A 3-6)

and that having a job is the best way to indepeceléor women (Figure A 3-8).

Other countries do somewhat better on the equatitthe economic sphere
dimension than on the equality in the home dimensidis is not surprising given
that most prime-age women participate in the labmarket, but they still do a

disproportionate amount of household and caringkwdtor instance, although
respondents in France have some of the highedslef/agreement that having a job
is the best way to independence for women (Figur8-8), they show middling

levels of support for each of the ‘equality in theme’ related items. At the same
time, respondents in Austria, Slovakia, Italy andlaRd have some of the most

traditional gender-role attitudes of all, scoriogvlon both dimensions.

Overall, the results support the finding in AlgamdaCahuc (2006) that traditional
gender-role attitudes are more prevalent in Cathauntries and least prevalent in

Protestant or predominantly secular countries.

26 Although women in Iceland are more likely to agnéth this statement than men, on average.
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Figure 3.15 Attitudes to gender equality in the hora and in the labour market
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attitudes to equality in the economic sphere

Source: European Values Survey 1999.
Factor scores.

R=0.08 (R=0.72, p<0.001, if Iceland, the Netherigndeland, Finland and Britain
are excluded).

Work/Family reconciliation policies and gender equéty outcomes

The four previous sections analysed the cross-cpwatriation in the duration and

generosity of parenthood leave, the availabilityl @ost of childcare, the gender
neutrality of the tax and benefit systems, andekient to which prevailing gender
role attitudes are consistent with gender equatitthe home and in the economic
sphere. This section draws the separate evidegeghter to analyse the relationship
between the studied indicators and measures ofegepiality in the labour market.
Finally, it draws up a combined indicator of wodafily reconciliation policies

studied in this chapter.

Table 3.15 shows the z-scores for the number ofksved total and FTE paid
parenthood leave available to couples. The usesabres provides a simple way of
summarising comparative data while taking accounbah rank order and the
degree of dispersion (Bradshaw et al., 2007). rei@u16 shows that Lithuania and
Estonia have by far the most generous paid leatrte@ments for couples, exceeding

one and a half standard deviations above the misathe same time, Figure 3.17
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shows the distribution of the z-scores for the tlanaof paid leave reserved for
fathers, with Luxembourg standing out with the mgeherous provisions (nearly

three standard deviations above the mean).

Figure 3.16 total paid leave available to couplesveeks), 2006/2007

3

AT PL LU SK DE FR DKNO SI LV FI CZ SE HU EE LT

M Total FTE leave

Source:OECD Family Databasdversion June 2009) Table PF7.1; Moss and Kori(2088).

Figure 3.17 Total paid leave reserved for fathers

3

1 HU LV DK EE ES FR SI PT BE LT FI NO IT SE IS LU

M Total FTE leave reserved for fathers

Source:OECD Family Databasdversion June 2009) Table PF7.1; Moss and Kori(2088)
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Table 3.15

Child-related employment protected leaveperiods available to

couples: duration of total leave and duration of te full-time
equivalent of the leave period if paid at 100% ofdst earnings,

2006/2007 (weeks), z-scores
Total FTE Total FTE
Total FTE Total leave leave Total leave leave
Total leave leave available to available to reserved for reserved for

Country mothers mothers fathers fathers
AT 0.47 -0.48 0.56 -0.37 -1.01 -0.84
BE -1.23 -1.05 -1.22 -1.11 0.59 0.18
cz 1.26 0.75 1.25 0.87 -1.01 -0.84
DE 1.26 0.15 1.25 0.27 -1.01 -0.84
DK -1.03 0.28 -0.78 0.32 -0.79 -0.30
EE 1.26 1.84 1.25 1.91 -0.79 -0.30
ES 1.26 -1.05 1.25 -1.03 -0.79 -0.30
Fl 1.26 0.53 1.25 0.43 -0.10 0.70
FR 1.26 0.16 1.25 0.20 -0.79 -0.30
GR -1.13 -1.08 -1.12 -0.99 0.75 -0.74
HU 0.14 1.13 0.25 1.22 -0.90 -0.57
IE -0.63 -1.04 -0.66 -0.94 0.59 -0.84
IS -0.74 -0.54 -0.99 -0.84 1.96 1.97
IT -0.79 -0.62 -0.86 -0.72 1.96 1.27
LT 0.66 2.68 0.66 2.67 -0.56 0.24
LU -0.67 -0.10 -0.93 -0.51 2.00 2.78
LV -0.57 0.47 -0.38 0.53 -0.79 -0.41
NL -1.24 -1.12 -1.18 -1.03 0.52 -0.74
NO -0.94 0.36 -0.82 0.24 -0.10 0.78
PL 1.26 -0.42 1.25 -0.31 -1.01 -0.84
PT -1.16 -1.05 -1.16 -0.99 0.81 0.00
SE -0.07 1.05 -0.13 0.81 0.32 1.67
Sl -0.74 0.39 -0.74 0.40 0.47 -0.09
SK 1.26 0.05 1.25 0.16 -1.01 -0.84
UK -0.41 -1.30 -0.49 -1.21 0.70 -0.76

SourceXOECD Family Databasdversion June 2009) Table PF7.1; Moss and Kori(2088)

Note: total parental leave is the leave for therertouple, some of which may be reserved for eithe
parent.

If the parental leave entitlement is per parent glitd, the maximum entitlement per family is
reported.

Figure 3.18 shows a moderately high positive cati@h between the z-score for
female labour force participation rate and the aredor weeks of total FTE paid
parenthood leave available to couples (R=0.52, q%0.However, no significant
association is observed between the participatta and total leave (R=0.14). This
suggests that it is paid leave, rather than o#erd, that makes it easier for women
to take up employment. Similarly, Figure 3.19 showssignificant positive
correlation between total FTE paid leave availalbbe mothers and female
participation rate (R=0.50, p<0.05), but no sigrdfit association is observed

between participation rate and total leave avadlabimothers (R=0.16).

Figure 3.20 reports a much weaker positive asdoniabetween the female

participation rate and weeks of FTE paid leave riesk for fathers (R=0.17). If
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Luxembourg is excluded, the correlation rises (R9R. but it is still insignificant

and lower than the association between mothers’ Fdd&ve and the female

participation rate. This suggests that althougheiet’ leave may be important, it is
still too short and the take-up is too low to makach of a difference to female
participation rates in practice. For example, Lukenrg has the most generous
statutory leave entitlement for fathers (througtiividual paid parental leave rather
than long paternity leave), but the female paréitign rate is below average in
Luxembourg. Yet, Sweden and Iceland have someeohigihest female participation
rates and the most generous fathers’ entitlemenfsid leave after Luxembourg.
Unlike in Luxembourg, fathers’ leave in Sweden doedland largely consists of

generous paternity leave. This suggests that pptéeave and fathers’ quotas play a
more important role in influencing female partidipa rates than individual non-

transferable entitlements to parental leave, eveziatively well paid.

Figure 3.18 Total paid leave available to couplesnd female participation rate

®SE
— [ ] [ )
eis SK e nO ®EE L
[ )
= o ®FR ‘Hﬁ
‘g &bt
no-e
o UK o BE ®DE ocs
e oAT o HU
T ° °
® ol PL ®LU
c
S« |
*gl
& ®ES
I o7
=,
@O
=%
£
(5]
[T
O?A
®GR
T T T T T
1 2 3

1
total FTE leave

Source:OECD Family Databasegversion June 2009) Table PF7.1; Moss and Kori(2098); EU-
SILC 2007, women aged 25-55.

R=0.52 (p<0.05).
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Figure 3.19 Total paid leave available to mothersral female participation
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total FTE leave for mothers
Source:OECD Family Databasgversion June 2009) Table PF7.1; Moss and Kori(2@98); EU-

SILC 2007 women aged 25-55.
R=0.50 (p<0.05).

Figure 3.20 Total paid leave reserved for fathersrad female participation rate
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Source:OECD Family Databasegversion June 2009) Table PF7.1; Moss and Kori2098); EU-
SILC 2007 employees and self-employed individugksda25-55.
R=0.1
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Although female participation rates tend to be bigim countries with longer FTE

paid parenthood leave, female part-time rates enerd. The correlation between
total paid parenthood leave available to couplesfamale part-time rate (R=-0.48)
and between total paid leave reserved for motheddemale part-time rate (R=-0.50)
is moderately negative. At the same time, the lressociation between total paid

leave reserved for fathers and female part-timeisavirtually nil (R=0.05).

While countries with more generous paid parentheaste available to couples tend
to have higher female participation rates, theg &sve higher levels of occupational
segregatioff. Figure 3.21 shows a significant positive relasioip between the z-

score for the index occupational segregation amdztscore for total paid leave
(R=0.54, p<0.01), while Figure 3.22, similarly, ogfs a significant positive

association between occupational segregation amt Ipave available to mothers
(R=0.57, p<0.01). At the same time, the associatietween segregation and paid
leave reserved for fathers is insignificant and atieg (R=-0.20). These results
suggest that although paid leave may make it edmienothers to remain attached to
the labour market, it does not guarantee a sindiistribution of men and women

across the occupational structure. Indeed, a pestissociation between female
participation rates and levels of occupational eggtion in Europe is documented in
the literature (e.g. Bettio, 2002) and is also olese in this study.

2" Duncan’s (1955) index of occupational segregaifonalculated using 27 occupational categories
from the EU-SILC 2007, including both full-time anmhrt-time employees, but excluding armed
forces. See Chapter 6 for a more detailed discnssigross-country variation in occupational gender
segregation.
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Figure 3.21 Total paid leave available to couplesnd occupational segregation
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Source:OECD Family Databasgversion June 2009) Table PF7.1; Moss and Kori(2@98); EU-

SILC 2007, employees aged 25-55.
R=0.54 (p<0.01).

Figure 3.22 Total paid leave available to mothers ral occupational
segregation
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Source:OECD Family Databasgversion June 2009) Table PF7.1; Moss and Kori(2@98); EU-

SILC 2007, employees aged 25-55.
R=0.57 (p<0.01).
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Figure 3.23 Occupational segregation and female lalr force participation
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Source: EU-SILC 2007, individuals aged 25-55.

R=0.47 (p<0.05).

Similarly, gender wage gaps tend to be larger exdbuntries with more generous
parenthood leave entitlements for mothers. Treeesignificant positive association
between the duration of FTE paid leave availabledoples and the average wage
gap’® among full-time employees (R=0.61, p<0.01, Fig8r24) and between the
duration of FTE leave available to mothers and akerage full-time wage gap
(R=0.59, p<0.01, Figure 3.25). If Estonia is exeldd the correlation becomes
somewhat lower (R=0.52 and R=0.40, respectively), ib is still significant at
p<0.10. These findings are not surprising givern geader earnings gaps tend to be
larger in countries with higher female participati@tes because women with lower
earnings potential are present in the labour mgRévetti & Petrongolo, 2008). A
significant positive relationship between femalertipgpation rates and average
gender wage gaps amongst all employees (R=0.540pxand full-time employees
only (R=0.61, p<0.01) is also observed here usatg {fom the EU-SILC 2007.

% The correlation between total paid leave availableouples and median wage gap among full-time
employees is of a similar order (R=0.59), while tdwerelation between FTE leave and average and
median wage gaps amongst all employees are soméwetat R=0.48.
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couplesnd average wage gap

Figure 3.24 Total paid leave available to
amongst full-time employees
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Source:OECD Family Databasgversion June 2009) Table PF7.1; Moss and Kori(2@98); EU-
SILC 2007, employees aged 35-55.

R=0.61

(p<0.01).

Figure 3.25 Total leave available to mothers and avage wage gap amongst

full-time employees
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Source:OECD Family Databasegversion June 2009) Table PF7.1; Moss and Kori(2098); EU-
SILC 2007, employees aged 25-55.

R=0.59 (p<0.01).
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Table 3.16 shows the z-scores for the proportidmse>school children using formal
and informal childcare services. The NetherlandsJahd and Denmark have the
highest proportion of children in formal childcdeglilities, in excess of one standard
deviation above the cross-country mean (Figure )3.B6 contrast, the Czech

Republic, Slovakia, Hungary, Poland and Austriaehthe lowest usage rates, under

one standard deviation below the mean.

Table 3.16

Childcare arrangements for children age@®-2 and 3-5, z-scores

% of children
between the

% of children age of 3 and % children
between the % of children mandatory between the
age of 3 and aged 0-2 in school age in % of children age of 3 and
% of children mandatory formal care of  formal care of  aged 0-2in mandatory
aged 0-2in school age in at least 30 at least 30 informal school age in
formal care formal care hours a week hours a week childcare informal care
AT  -1.09 -0.35 -1.06 -1.26 0.10 0.67
BE 0.81 1.14 0.35 0.74 -0.19 0.39
Cz -1.56 -0.70 -1.16 -0.45 0.57 0.44
DE -0.39 0.58 -0.33 -0.72 -0.49 -0.44
DK 222 1.04 2,94 1.39 -1.51 -1.60
EE -0.75 0.32 -0.24 1.31 0.49 0.27
ES 049 0.68 -0.08 -0.24 -0.04 -0.57
Fl -0.26 -0.23 0.15 0.12 -1.31 -1.23
FR 0.64 0.92 0.45 -0.04 -0.32 -0.25
GR -0.91 -0.74 -0.54 -0.78 1.32 0.43
HU -1.20 0.12 -0.80 0.62 1.10 1.26
IE -0.08 0.24 -0.15 -1.15 -0.45 -0.58
IS 1.51 1.07 2.21 1.71 -1.30 -1.50
IT -0.26 0.71 -0.21 0.94 0.57 0.88
LT -0.20 -1.69 -1.19 -2.13 -0.77 -0.55
LU 044 0.08 0.07 -0.99 0.48 0.76
LV  -0.83 -1.71 -0.20 0.01 -0.71 -0.85
NL 137 0.87 -0.77 -1.36 2.09 1.58
NO 0.58 0.08 0.77 0.56 -1.13 -1.37
PL -1.20 -2.95 -0.72 -0.95 0.41 0.54
PT 0.11 0.01 0.74 0.90 0.16 0.30
SE 1.00 0.87 0.66 0.88 -1.51 -1.55
SI 0.30 0.29 0.85 0.81 1.84 191
SK -1.54 -0.91 -1.07 0.52 -0.35 0.11
UK 0.80 0.25 -0.66 -0.45 0.96 0.94

SourceSILC 2007 (individual weights used).
Formal childcare: pre-school; compulsory schoofiteebased child-care; day-care; child minder

Informal childcare: grandparents; other househatenimers (not parents)
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Figure 3.26 % of children aged 0-2 in formal careZ-scores)
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Source: EU-SILC 2007.

Higher enrolment rates of children aged 0-2 in falrncare tend to be associated with
higher female participation rates, although theredation is not statistically
significant (R=0.28). Although the proportion ofildnen aged 0-2 using formal care
for at least 30 hours a week could be expectedat@ fa higher correlation with
female participation rates, it too is fairly wedR=0.29). Interestingly, Figure 3.27
shows a significant negative association betweearale participation rates and the
proportion of younger children in informal care (@45, p<0.05). There is also a
negative association between female participatiatesr and the proportion of
children between the age of three and mandatorgascige in informal care (R=-
0.35, p<0.10). Figure 3.27 shows a clear clustevin§candinavian countries in the
top left hand corner, with the lowest informal casage rates and the highest female
participation rates, while Southern countries lie=ece, Italy and Spain have some
of the lowest participation rates and some of tighdst informal care usage rates.
This suggests that in countries with more accesdiiMimal childcare facilities for
very young children, mothers are less likely to uieg informal childcare
arrangements and more likely to work. By contrast,countries where formal
childcare facilities are less accessible, mothengehto rely on informal help from
family and friends, which may not be readily avlhiéato all mothers, thus resulting

in lower observed female participation rates.
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Figure 3.27 Proportion of children aged 0-2 in infomal care
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Source: EU-SILC 2007, women aged 25-55 (particgpatate) and children aged 0-2.
R=-0.45 (p<0.05).

There appears to be a moderate negative associagétween the level of
occupational segregation and enrolment rates irpaoental childcare by pre-school
children. In countries with higher proportions a@ésschool children using any form
of non-parental childcare, formal or informal, ob®sl levels of occupational
segregation tend to be lower. The strongest caivek are observed for the
proportion of children aged 0-2 (R=-0.35, p<0.18}) ahose between the ages of 3
and mandatory school age (R=-0.48, p<0.05) in forosme. The associations
between occupational gender segregation and chigliesage of informal care are

negative, but not statistically significaht

Although there appears to be no evident relatignbkiween enrolment rates of pre-
school children in formal childcare facilities amgnder wage gaps, there is a
significant negative relationship between inforncare usage rates of pre-school
children (both under 3’'s and those between theadig@and mandatory school age)

and gender earnings gaps amongst full-time empsogRe-0.40, p<0.05). It appears

2 The correlations between the Index of Dissimilagind the proportion of children aged 0-2 and
those between the age of 3 and mandatory schoolirageformal care are -0.21 and -0.19,
respectively (all in z-scores).
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that, once again, the relationship between nonapalrehildcare usage and gender
inequality in the labour market is mediated by thmale participation rate. Figure
3.28 shows that average gender earnings gaps amfuligéme employees are

higher in the countries where fewer children agedu®e informal childcare. Thus, it
is again the Scandinavian countries with higher dienparticipation rates, more
accessible formal childcare facilities and lowdesaof informal childcare usage, that

have the highest gender wage gaps among full-timaayees.

Figure 3.28 Proportion of children age 0-2 using iformal care and average
gender hourly wage gap among full-time employees
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Source: EU-SILC 2007, employees aged 25-55 (waggayad children aged 0-2.

R=-0.40 (p<0.05).

Table 3.17 shows the indicators of tax/benefit ayst’ neutrality towards second
earners in couples. The z-score of the ratio ofapetax transfers (net of benefits)
for single breadwinner families to average tax dfars for otherwise similar dual

breadwinner families is reported in column 1. Tae figures were reported in Table
3.8 in Section 3.3. The higher the ratio and, ttoeeg the z-score, the more tax a
single breadwinner household would pay relativa tual earner household on the
same total incont@ By contrast, the indicators are lowest in theliamefit systems

biased in favour of single breadwinner familieslu@ans 2 and 3 show the z-scores

% Total income of 133% APW, two children aged 4 &nd
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of the ratio of average tax rate for a secondargezalwhose spouse earns average
wage, without any dependent children) on 67% ar@d0f APW, respectively, to
average tax rate for a single individual on the esamages. The raw figures were
reported in Table 3.9 in Section 3.3. The higherrttio (and the z-score), the more
the tax/benefit system is biased against secondeealin couples and, therefore,
against dual-earner families. The association betwkemale participation rates,
occupational segregation, and gender wage gap<eatth of these three indicators is
explored below.

Table 3.17  Tax treatment of couples (z-scores)

Average tax rate for secondary Average tax rate for secondary

earner at 67% APW (with earner at 100% APW (with
husband at 100% APW) / husband at 100% APW) /

Average tax transfers net of average tax rate for single earner average tax rate for single earner
benefits for ‘single breadwinner’/  at 67% APW, no children (z- at 100% APW, no children (z-
‘dual earner’ (z-score) score) score)
()] 0] 3

AT 0.20 -0.80 -0.79

BE -0.43 0.54 0.49

Cz -0.83 -0.57 -0.39

DE -0.73 0.50 0.49

DK -0.52 0.43 0.39

EE -0.65 0.29 0.39

ES -0.01 0.44 -0.01

Fl 0.59 -0.93 -0.99

FR -0.67 -0.09 -0.01

GR 0.69 -0.93 -0.99

HU 127 -0.93 -0.99

IE 4.09 0.90 191

IS -0.70 3.35 2.87

IT 0.14 0.18 0.24

LT -0.23 -0.93 -0.99

LU 0.27 0.72 0.49

LV -0.57 -0.53 -0.51

NL -0.15 -0.59 -0.61

NO -0.09 -0.51 -0.53

PL -0.57 -0.68 -0.53

PT 0.03 1.13 0.89

SE 0.30 -0.93 -0.99

SI -0.58 -0.32 -0.36

SK  -0.66 1.19 1.52

UK -0.19 -0.93 -0.99

Source:OECD Tax/Benefit Calculator (accessed on 29/04/2010
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Figure 3.29 Ratio of average tax transfers net of dmefits for ‘single
breadwinner’ families to average tax transfers for‘dual earner’
families

CZ DE IS FR SK EE SI LV PL DK BE LT UK NL NO ES PT IT AT LU SE FI GRHU IE

B Average tax transfers net of benefits for ‘single breadwinner’ / ‘dual earner’ (z-score)

Source:OECD Tax/Benefit Calculator (accessed on 29/04/2010

Out of three indicators reported in Table 3.17ydhk ratio of the net tax transfers
for single breadwinner families to net tax transfiar dual earner families (column 1)
has any kind of linear association with the studgeshder equality in the labour
market outcomes. It has a modest negative assmtiaiih the female participation
rate (R=-0.34, p<0.10): in countries where singkalwinner families with children
pay relatively higher taxes net of benefits thamldearner families with the same
gross earnings, female participation rates tentetdower. If the outlier (Ireland)
were removed, the correlation would be even stror(§e=-0.42, p<0.05). The
finding is perhaps counter-intuitive, given that men are more likely to be
secondary earners in couples and, therefore, g e expected to be more likely
to work in the tax/benefit systems less biased awnofir of single breadwinner

households.

However, considering the participation rate of tyj@ of women who would be the
most likely to be responsive to tax and benefit sneas, i.e. married, lower educated
and with younger children, a somewhat differenttiysie emerges. There is still a
negative (but insignificant) correlation betweep tatio of the net tax transfers for
single breadwinner families to net tax transfers doal earner families and the
participation rate of married women without univgreducation, with the youngest
child aged 0-4 (R=-0.25), but it appears to beuficed by a group of outliers with
some of the lowest participation rates (see FigBu®0). If Austria, the Czech

Republic, Hungary, Greece, and Ireland were remoaqubsitive (but insignificant)

correlation of R=0.22 would be observed. The cati@h amongst the five excluded
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countries is R=0.58. Thus, there is some eviderfceanoexpected relationship
between the tax/benefit regime and the participatade of women who, in theory,
are the least attached to the labour market, ustiength of the correlation is too

weak to be reliable.

Figure 3.30 Ratio of average net tax transfersof single breadwinner families
to that for dual earner families and female particpation rate
(married, no university degree, youngest child age@-4)
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Source:OECD Tax/Benefit Calculator (accessed on 29/04/2(0-SILC 2007, women aged 25-55.
R=-0.25

The tax/benefit neutrality indicator (i.e. the cabf the net tax transfers for single
breadwinner families to net tax transfers for daarner families) has a modest
negative association with the level of occupatiaegregation (R=-0.35, p<0.10). At
the same time, the tax/benefit indicator has a msiodegative correlation with the
average (R=-0.31, p<0.15) and the median (R=-0g@hder wage gap among full-
time employees. Thus, gender wage gaps for fuk-tiemployees tend to be
somewhat higher in the countries where the taxfitesystems are more biased in
favour of single breadwinner families (with two lchien aged 4 and 6). However,
these correlations are too weak for this conclusiobe reliable. Furthermore, given

that the tax/benefit regime is not likely to affelose labour market behaviour of all
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women, it is not expected that it would influendee tgender wage gaps (or

occupational segregation level) in any straightémawvay.

Finally, Table 3.18 reports the z-scores for eaéhthe gender-role attitudes

statements discussed in Section 3.4, while FiguB#& &ports the average of these z-
scores for each country. The most egalitarianualtis, on average, are observed in
Denmark and Sweden, followed by Slovenia, Finlégiin and Iceland. The most

traditional attitudes are observed in Austria,yiahd Lithuania.

Table 3.18  Average gender-role attitudes — z-scoréSVS 1999)

Disagree (%) Agree (%)
preschoo  women
women | child really housewif | working jobbest  fathers husband
need suffers want eas mothers  very way to assuited  +wife
scarce children  with home fulfilling warm important  independ  to look contribut

Cou jobsto to be working and as paid with toshare  encefor  after e to HH
ntry  men fulfilled mother children job children  chores women children income
AT -12 0.6 -1.6 -0.3 -0.3 -2.2 -0.6 0.0 -0.8 -0.6
BE 0.0 0.7 0.4 0.3 -0.4 0.3 0.6 0.2 0.1 -0.5
Ccz -03 0.2 0.6 -0.9 -15 0.6 -1.1 0.1 -1.1 11
DE -1.0 -0.2 -0.5 0.9 1.6 -0.9 -1.4 0.7 -0.3 -0.3
DK 1.6 -1.2 2.3 2.6 0.5 12 0.5 1.0 11 -0.7
EE 05 -1.0 -0.4 -0.6 0.1 -0.5 -1.7 0.4 -0.9 0.4
ES -05 0.1 0.7 0.7 0.5 0.1 0.0 0.6 -0.2 0.4
Fl 11 15 1.0 0.5 -1.9 2.0 -0.7 -1.2 1.4 -0.5
FR -0.1 -0.7 0.1 -0.5 -0.2 0.2 0.4 0.9 0.5 0.3
GR 03 -1.0 -1.2 -0.5 1.6 0.0 0.7 0.8 -1.5 0.7
HU -0.2 -1.8 -0.3 -0.8 -0.1 0.2 0.5 -0.3 -0.6 0.9
IE 0.6 14 0.5 0.2 -1.2 -0.5 1.6 -2.0 -1.0 -1.1
IS 2.0 0.6 14 -0.3 -0.4 11 0.8 -2.9 11 -1.0
IT -1.0 -0.3 -14 -0.6 0.4 -1.2 -0.6 0.2 -0.9 0.2
LT -05 -0.8 -0.8 -2.3 -1.7 0.1 -0.9 0.2 0.9 0.9
LU -04 0.5 -0.6 0.1 -0.4 0.0 0.1 0.9 0.3 -1.7
Lv. 0.0 -1.6 -1.0 -0.6 1.8 0.0 -0.9 1.0 -0.4 0.8
NL 1.2 1.7 0.7 15 0.7 0.6 -0.3 -1.4 0.2 -2.9
PL  -17 -0.8 -1.1 -1.1 -0.1 -2.3 1.8 0.1 1.3 0.7
PT -0.38 -0.7 -0.9 0.3 0.8 -0.9 -1.2 0.4 -0.9 0.8
SE 19 1.0 12 11 0.8 0.9 15 0.9 21 0.9
Sl -0.1 0.5 0.6 -0.5 0.5 0.7 0.0 0.5 12 1.0
SK  -1.2 0.2 -0.3 -0.2 -1.0 0.6 -0.5 0.0 -1.2 0.8
GB -04 1.2 0.7 0.9 -0.1 -0.3 14 -1.0 -0.6 -0.5

Source:European Values Survey 1999 (individual weightsiuse
Norway did not participate in the EVS 1999
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Figure 3.31 Average of z-scores for 10 gender-roddtitudes questions
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Source:European Values Survey 1999.

Figure 3.32 shows a positive (but not statisticallynificant) relationship between
the gender-role attitudes and female participatiate® (R=0.28). However, the
analysis in Section 3.4 showed that the 10 studittiude questions form two
separate sub-dimensions: attitudes to gender eéguialithe home and in the
economic sphere (see Table 3.14). The z-scorerofle participation rate has a
higher correlation with the factor scores on thituates to gender equality in the
home dimension (R=0.36, p<0.10) than with the fastmres on the gender equality
in the economic sphere dimension (R=0.12). Althotlgh two sub-dimensions are
positively related (see Figure 3.15), it appeaet dyalitarian attitudes towards the
sharing of caring responsibilities and householdres (Figure 3.34) are related to
higher female labour market participation to a tgeaxtent than egalitarian attitudes
to equality in the economic sphere (Figure 3.38)s Inot clear, however, whether
more egalitarian attitudes lead to higher femaleola market participation or the
other way around. There is no evident associataiwden the gender-role attitudes
and any of the other gender equality outcomespatth the correlation coefficients

are of expected sigifs

31 The correlation between average gender role détitiand the participation rate of married women
without a university degree, with the youngestdhiged 0-4, is R=0.51, p<0.05).

%2 R=-0.19 for gender-role attitudes and the indegegfregation; R=-0.18 for the median gender wage
gap amongst full-time employees (R=-0.25 for theliaue gender wage gap amongst all employees).
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Figure 3.32 Average gender-role attitudes (z-scoreggnd female participation
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Source: European Values Survey 1999; EU-SILC 20@men aged 25-55.

R=0.28
Figure 3.33 Attitudes to gender equality in the hora and female participation
rate
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Source: European Values Survey 1999; EU-SILC 20@men aged 25-55.

R=0.36, p<0.10.
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Figure 3.34 Attitudes to gender equality in the eamomic sphere and female
participation rate
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Source: European Values Survey 1999; EU-SILC 20@men aged 25-55.
R=0.12 (R=0.29 if Greece is excluded).

The work/family reconciliation index is constructém the indicators that are
found to be most relevant to gender equality inl#®ur market outcomes, such as
female participation rate, occupational segregadiod average gender wage gap for
full-time employees. Table 3.19 (column 5) showes dlrerage of the z-scores for six
indicators: total paid leave reserved for fatffensroportions of children aged 0-2 in
formal childcare facilities; the ratio of average transfers net of benefits for single
breadwinner families to that for dual earner faesjiand the average gender-role
attitudes (mean of z-scores for each of 10 sepattitades). The scale reliability of
these four items is 0.51, which is not very higlmeTscale would have a higher

reliability of 0.66 if the tax/benefit component reedropped. This is consistent

33 Although total paid leave available to mothers hasigher degree of correlation with the female
participation rate, the availability of statutorgalve reserved for fathers may tell more about the
country’'s commitment to gender equality in the 8igrof childcare responsibilities. Gornick and
Meyers (2003) also used fathers’ leave in theimtigr equality” index. However, if total paid leave
available to couples were also included in the sanynmeasure, the ranking of some of the lower
ranking countries would be higher (e.g. Hungaryhe Twork-family reconciliation policies index
compiled by the OECD (2001) includes FTE materfégve as well as total childcare leave, but it is
more relevant to mothers’ ability to work ratheahito gender equality in the labour market.

3 However, the correlation between the average sfares on all four indicators and the average of
z-scores on just three indicators (excluding thébenefit component) is very high (R=0.88). The
only outlier is Ireland which scores much highethig tax/benefit component is included.
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with the finding of relatively low correlation bet&n the tax/benefit indicator and
the measures of gender equality in the labour matdewever, the indicator is
retained here because the tax/benefit environmiattamg secondary earners in
couples is expected to affect the labour marketabelr of married women,

especially those with lower earnings potential datie, 2003).

The composite index is modestly negatively coreslatvith the median hourly
gender earnings gap amongst all employees (R=-@28X¥ull-time employees only
(R=-0.25). Figure 3.35 shows that it is also ne@dyi correlated with the index of
occupational segregation (R=-0.46, p<0.05). Theetation between the composite
index and female participation rates is positieewauld be expected, but very [Gw
(R=0.11). However, there is a stronger positiveralation between the composite
index and the participation rate of married wometheut a university degree, with
the youngest child aged 0-4 (R=0.48, p<0.05).

Figure 3.35 Segregation index and ‘work/family reanciliation index’
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Source: OECD Family Database (version June 200B)eTRF7.1; Moss and Korintus (2008); OECD
Tax/Benefit Calculator (accessed on 29/04/2010)SEY99.; EU-SILC 2007, employees aged 25-55.

R=-0.46, p<0.05.

% The alternative index that omits the tax/beneifiicator has a weaker correlation with the measures
of gender wage gap and with the index of segreggfit=-0.32), but a higher correlation with the
female participation rate (R=0.30).
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Figure 3.36 ranks the studied countries by the evabfi the average z-score
(‘work/family reconciliation index’). It appears ah there are three clusters of
countries based on the composite index. The firsug comprises the Czech
Republic, Slovakia, Poland, Austria, Germany, Est@nd Latvia with the lowest z-

scores (between -0.9 and -0.5). The second andstaggoup includes the countries
with middling z-scores of between -0.5 and +0.3ed&&e, Hungary, Lithuania,

France, Portugal, UK, Slovenia, Spain, Italy, treth¢rlands and Belgium. The third
and smallest group consists of countries with tlgldst z-scores of between +0.6

and +1: Finland, Norway, Denmark, Iceland, Ireldnakembourg and Sweden.

The resulting ranking, however, offers a simplifipttture of the cross-country
variation in work-family reconciliation policies drgender role attitudes relevant to
gender equality in the labour market. Hence, itdse® be interpreted with caution.
Some of the countries ranking high on the summadgx rank low on some of the
constituent measures. For instance, Luxembourgtlhessecond highest ranking
overall, but it ranks below average on the egaitagender role attitudes component.
Ireland is the third highest ranking country, kutanks below average on three out
of four indicators (while topping the ranking orettax neutrality measure). If the
tax/benefit indicator were excluded, Ireland woblave a below average z-score.

Only one country, Sweden, scores above averagé fouaindicators.
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Table 3.19  Work/family reconciliation index

Average tax
transfers net of
benefits for

FTE leave ‘single

reserved for % children aged  breadwinner’ / Average gender-

fathers 0-2 in formal ‘dual earner’ role attitudes Average of the

(z-score) care ( z-score) (z-score) (z-score) z-scores

@) @) (3 4 5
AT -0.84 -1.09 0.20 -0.70 -0.61
BE 0.18 0.81 -0.43 0.17 0.18
Cz -084 -1.56 -0.83 -0.23 -0.87
DE -0.84 -0.39 -0.73 -0.14 -0.53
DK -0.30 2.22 -0.52 0.88 0.57
EE -0.30 -0.75 -0.65 -0.38 -0.52
ES -0.30 0.49 -0.01 0.25 0.11
FI 0.70 -0.26 0.59 0.33 0.34
FR -0.30 0.64 -0.67 0.09 -0.06
GR -0.74 -0.91 0.69 0.00 -0.24
HU -0.57 -1.20 1.27 -0.25 -0.19
IE -0.84 -0.08 4.09 -0.13 0.76
IS 197 151 -0.70 0.25 0.76
IT 127 -0.26 0.14 -0.52 0.16
LT 0.24 -0.20 -0.23 -0.49 -0.17
LU 2.78 0.44 0.27 -0.12 0.84
Lv -0.41 -0.83 -0.57 -0.09 -0.48
NL -0.74 1.37 -0.15 0.21 0.17
NO 0.78 0.58 -0.09 N/A 0.42
PL -0.84 -1.20 -0.57 -0.31 -0.73
PT 0.00 0.11 0.03 -0.31 -0.04
SE 1.67 1.00 0.30 1.23 1.05
Sl -0.09 0.30 -0.58 0.44 0.02
SK -0.84 -1.54 -0.66 -0.28 -0.83
UK -0.76 0.80 -0.19 0.11 -0.01

Sources: Column 1 — OECD Family Database (versime 2009) Table PF7.1; Moss and Korintus
(2008). Column 2 — EU-SILC 2007. Column 3 - OECDx/Benefit Calculator (accessed on
29/04/2010). Column 4 — EVS 1999.

Figure 3.36 Average of z-scores — work/family recailiation index
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Summary and conclusion

This chapter reviewed important work-family recdiation policies and attitudes to

gendered division of labour in 25 European coustri¢ analysed and compared

parenthood leave policies, childcare availabilityd aaffordability, fiscal rules that
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affect secondary earners in couples, and prevasimgjal norms and attitudes to
gender equality in the home and in the economi@isyhusing comparable macro
data compiled by the OECD as well as micro datanfriaternational surveys.

Bivariate relationships between the studied indicand female participation rates,
gender wage gaps and an index of occupational gessdgegation were analysed.
Finally, a summary measure of work-family recomtitn policies and gender role
attitudes was produced in order to rank the studmehtries and set the scene for

multivariate analyses in the following chapters.

Comparing parenthood leave policy designs provetietaa challenge, due to the
complexity and multidimensionality of family leaygovisions. The countries were
ranked according to the combined measure of lemgith generosity (full-time
equivalent) of the parenthood leave entitlementslable to couples and mothers as
well as reserved for fathers. Eastern EuropeanNandic countries tend to have the
longest FTE paid leave available to couples andherst However, while Eastern
European countries tend to provide longer paid mageleave provisions, Nordic
countries are more likely to have shorter materlagwe combined with longer and
more generous parental leave. With the exceptidarafer paternity leave in Iceland
and Sweden, paternity leave tends to be very @haitiration, although fully paid in
most cases. As of 2006/2007, six countries hadatatery paternity leave provision

at all (Austria, the Czech Republic, Germany, mdlaPoland, and Slovakia).

Overall, there is greater variation in the desighparental leave than maternity or
paternity leave. While some countries guarantegpjolbected leave until the child is
three years old at relatively low rates of benefibers offer leave of shorter duration
(one year or less) at higher rates of pay. Howdwager and more generous parental
leave designs do not assure a gender egalitarsarbdition of entitlements between
mothers and fathers. For example, Iceland offees ost gender egalitarian
parenthood leave provisions, without ranking hightbe generosity or length of
leave, while Lithuania offers one of the longestl anost generous entitlements to

couples, with relatively little leave reserved fathers.

112



Although childcare enrolment rates are not a péneoxy for the availability of

childcare services, evidence from the EU-SILC 2@@iggests that there is still
considerable unmet demand for accessible non-garehildcare for pre-school

children in Europe. Formal childcare services foildren under the age of three
appear to be particularly scarce. Only eight ol®tountries studied in this chapter
have at least 33% of 0-2-year-olds in formal claldc services, attaining the
Barcelona target for this age group. However, ia ti these countries (the UK and
the Netherlands), average weekly hours in formétchre do not reach 20 hours.
Including registered childminders in the definitioh formal childcare noticeably

increases childcare enrolment rates, highlightiregitnportance of this type of non-
parental childcare for children under three (thounghfor those between the age of
three and mandatory school age) in most counti&esolment rates for children

between the age of three and compulsory schoolasgeonsiderably higher than
enrolment rates for 0-2-year-olds, but the Barceltanget of 90% for this age group

is met in only nine countries.

Unsurprisingly, more children under the age of ¢hetend formal childcare in

countries that spend a higher proportion of theDPGon childcare and early

education, on average. Contrary to what might lpeted, however, no association
between childcare fees (or net costs to parentsparolment rates for 0-2-year-olds
is found, indicating that availability and affordiély of childcare do not necessarily
go hand in hand. Given high rates of informal atale usage in countries with lower
formal childcare enrolment rates, availability dfildcare services for very young

children may be a more serious problem than aftalitia

Tax and benefit rules affecting married couplestipularly those with dependent
children, further complicate the analysis of workcentives for women. Countries
with individual taxation systems appear to be mtaeourable to dual-earner
households, on balance. However, in individual tiakacountries with benefits
dependent on joint household income, spouses itk earnings potential still face
high marginal tax rates when entering employmeiet tduthe withdrawal of benefit
income. In the majority of the studied countries families without children,

secondary earners face somewhat higher tax ratesn(entering work on two-thirds
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of average wage or average wage) than single ohaéN$ or primary earners (with
non-working spouses) on the same income. Only maRd, Greece, Hungary,
Lithuania, Sweden and the UK is there no differeiltgax rates for primary,
secondary and single earners entering work on Ivds of average wage or average
wage. However, when dependent children are presmstondary earners face
considerably higher tax rates than comparable pyiraarners or lone parents, due to
family benefits (and other benefits) being assessedtotal household income.
Although it still pays for secondary earners wiktildren to work when in-work costs
are disregarded (e.g. childcare fees), the gaom #mployment would be lower if

in-work costs were fully accounted f@r

Gender-role attitudes vary considerably acrossctwntries studied in this chapter.
Women have more gender egalitarian attitudes them, on average. As expected,
traditional gender-role attitudes tend to be morevalent in Catholic countries

(including the new accession states) than in Ptaméscountries (Britain and

Scandinavia). Although, overall, countries that énawore egalitarian attitudes to
gender equality in the home also have more egalitaattitudes to gender equality in
the economic sphere, there are five notable exmeptio this pattern. Iceland,
Finland, the Netherlands, Ireland and Britain albre higher on the equality in the
home dimension than their low scores on the equialithe market dimension would

predict.

Finally, the studied institutional and cultural taws that were found to be most
relevant to gender equality in the division of netrknd non-market work produced
a summary measure of work-family reconciliationiges and gender role attitudes.
Similarly to the findings in OECD (2001), GornickdiMeyers (2003) and Ray et al.
(2010), Scandinavian countries top the ranking lie tomposite index. Benelux
countries (Belgium, the Netherlands, Luxembourgpahnk highly, followed by the
UK, France and, finally, Germany. At the same tithe, new accession states tend to
rank very low on the studied measure. Sloveniahes dnly exception, with the
highest ranking of all the new accession countdes, to its above average scores on

the proportion of children aged 0-2 in formal chdde and on egalitarian gender-role

% The OECD Tax/Benefit Calculator does not inclutlédzare costs in its modelling.
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attitudes. Mediterranean countries tend to rankdrighan the new accession states,
but they lag behind Scandinavian and Benelux casitAustria and Germany rank
particularly low (along with the Czech Republico®ikia and Poland), due to their
lack of statutory paternity leave, low availabiliy formal childcare for very young
children, the tax regime favouring single earnenifies over dual earner famili&s

and more traditional gender-role attitudes.

As expected, the composite index is negatively @ated with the measures of
gender inequality in the labour market. A modesatagative correlation between
the work/family reconciliation index and the measwf occupational gender
segregation is observed. This suggests that memnvanten are more likely to work
in different occupational categories in the cowsinvith more traditional gender-role
attitudes and less egalitarian work/family recdatibn policies. However, the
negative correlation with the median gender wage(ganongst full-time employees
and amongst all employees) is somewhat weaker. Juggests that factors other
than work/family reconciliation policies and gendele attitude, such as labour
market institutions, may influence gender wage gdpsthermore, work/family
reconciliation policies tend to have wider goalarttgender equality in the labour
market, such as fertility and child well-being. Wdugh the composite index is
positively related to the female participation ratee strength of the correlation is
quite low. This is largely because the tax/bersdihponent of the index has a weak
correlation with the average female participatiater Moreover, it is not surprising
to find a relatively weak correlation between tlf@mposite index and the overall
female participation rate, given that work/familgconciliation policies do not

influence all women equally.

Although this chapter used a variety of comparailgcro level indicators, the
analysis highlighted the need for more types ofntarised data sources. There
appears to be a notable lack of comparable datal@rup rates of paternity and
parental leave by fathers in the BUThis is partly due to difficulties in identifying

37 with regard to the studied scenario: householdrime of 133% APW, couple family, two children
aged four and six (see Table 3.8).

% The OECD Family Database reports information ety leave usage rates, rather than take-up,
for fathers with children under the age of one Haea the European Labour Force Survey. No
distinction is made, however, between maternitjenity or parental leave.
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the eligible group. Furthermore, there is a lack comprehensive statistics on
childcare quality, although the OECD Family Databasovides average child-to-
carer ratios in formal childcare facilities for ©y8ar-olds in selected countries
(OECD, 2010). Finally, no comparable information @he availability and

affordability of childcare places, for those whonwdahem, appears to be publicly
available. Although there are statistics on chitdaanrolment rates for all children in
a certain age group as well as on average childease(or net costs to parents) for
selected family scenarios, it is still difficult tofer precisely to what extent there is

an unmet demand for formal childcare places.

Another limitation of the analysis in this chapter that it does not allow the

identification of causal relationships between shedied macro-level factors. Thus,
it cannot be ascertained whether and to what extieat studied work-family

reconciliation policies affect the labour force tpapation of women, gender wage
gaps and occupational gender segregation. Furtlermot all possible policies that
might reasonably affect gender equality outcomethénworkplace are included in
this study. A more comprehensive analysis, whichdagond scope of the present
study, might include data on labour market insting, such as collective bargaining
coverage, employment market regulation and prodocarket regulation.

Nevertheless, this chapter analysed harmonisedcdatxing 25 European countries
to study the variations in work/family reconcilati policies and gender-role
attitudes relevant to the gender division of labouthe home and in the labour
market, and to rank the countries on a summary aneagn doing so, the analysis
made two contributions to the comparative literatan work-family reconciliation

policies in Europe. Firstly, it included a widemge of indicators than previous
studies that focused primarily on parenthood lemwvé childcare policies. Secondly,

new accession states were included in the analysis.

The next chapter uses comparable longitudinal fiatéhe period 1994 to 2001 to
examine the relationship between recent childlrttl the relative risks of switching
to part-time, inactivity or unemployment for fullte women in 13 European

countries. It also analyses the relationship betwseitching from full-time to part-
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time work and the risk of occupational downgradiiog both male and female

employees.
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Chapter 4 Activity changes and occupational transitions

Although female participation in the labour forae industrialised countries has
increased considerably in recent decades, womersgign in the labour market

remains worse than men’s (OECD, 2008, p.140). Sointkis gender inequality can

be explained by women'’s greater role in caringclutdren (Brewer & Paull, 2006).

New mothers often take time out of employment foltgg childbirth, but the human

capital theory predicts that spells out of the labfiorce have a negative effect on
lifetime earnings (Mincer & S. Polachek, 1974).idugh part-time employment can
be a way to alleviate the work-family conflict, as alternative to non-participation,
it too may have negative consequences for womersecs (Crompton & Lyonette,

2008). This chapter examines the association betweeent childbirth and the

likelihood of switching to part-time employment,agtivity or unemployment for

full-time working women. Then it explores the r&aship between switching from

full-time to part-time work and occupational dowading, using comparable

longitudinal data from 13 European countries fer pleriod 1994-2001.

Literature review

Several studies investigate the timing of womeatsinn to work after childbirth in a
comparative perspective. Gutiérrez-Doménech (20@amines transitions from
employment to non-employment for mothers in Belgiwdest Germany, ltaly,
Spain and Sweden, using retrospective data fromUthieed Nations Family and
Fertility Survey (1992-1993). The study finds thghest decline in female post-birth
employment in Spain and West Germany. Women wehhighest level of education
are more likely to return to work sooner in all obies except Sweden, where no

significant differences by education level are fodun

Similarly, Gustafsson et al. (1996) find that edigrais not an important predictor of
when women will return to work after childbirth 8Bweden, while in Germany and
Britain mothers with more years of work experieteed to return to work quicker.
Their study uses data from national panel surveysiie period from the early 1980s
to the early 1990s. A subsequent study of timihgeturn to work after first birth in

% The research presented in this chapter was fubgethe European Commission under tHe 6
Framework Programme’s Research InfrastructuresoActiTrans-national Access Contract RITA
026040) hosted by IRISS C/I at CEPS/INSTEAD, Diffenge (Luxembourg).
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Britain, Germany, the Netherlands and Sweden averdecades (1980s-1990s) also
shows that more educated mothers leave full-timeséwife status significantly

quicker in all the studied countries except Swe@@ustafsson et al., 2002).

Dex et al. (1998) study female employment traosgiafter childbirth in the UK,
using the National Child Development Study (NCD&)the cohort of women born
in 1958. They find that highly educated women d&re most likely to stay in
continuous employment around childbirth, suggest@mggrowing polarization
between outcomes for highly educated and high egrmothers and those with
lower education and wages. At the same time, tleechdhe youngest child is still
the most important predictor of labour force paptition for women with pre-school
children. In a later study, Dex et al. (2008) fiticht although most of the highly
educated women from the NCDS cohort delayed childhintil their thirties and
returned to work within a year after giving birtamost a quarter (24%) of them

returned to an occupation with a lower status, makte to working part-time.

At the same time, Saurel-Cubizolles et al. (1998)stigate the female rates of
return to work in the first year after childbirth France, Italy and Spain. They find
that 80% of mothers in France, 78% in Italy and 58%pain return to work by the
time of their child’s first birthday. However, tr@amples used are not nationally
representative, as only selected maternity units mmber of regions were included
in the surveys. Public sector workers are the riksly to return to work within a
year after childbirth in all three countries. Freramd Spanish women are also more
likely to return to work if they have a higher léverofessional or intermediate
occupation. Women who worked part-time before théhlare the least likely to

return within a year in all three countries.

However, in a comparative study of nine Europeamttes, using the ECHP 1994-
2001, Pronzato (2009) finds that institutional eltaeristics play a bigger role than
human capital characteristics in determining thmirtg of return to work after

childbirth for women. In countries with longer peats of job protection women are
more likely to start working again by the time tbleild is one year old, but they

return to work at a slower rate if parental leavgaid. When the child is two, the
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positive effect of job protected leave is largest medium and highly educated
women, but when the child is three, the effecargést for lower educated women.
However, these differences by education are foondet smaller in countries with

more generous parental leave arrangements, sukihlaad.

Del Boca et al. (2008) find that social policiescls as the availability of part-time
work and childcare facilities, parental leave anuildc allowances, can have
significant impacts on women’s labour market pgvation, particularly that of less
educated women. They analyse the joint decisiowdrk and to have children by
women aged 21-45 with partners in seven Europeantges using the sixth (1999)
wave of the ECHP. The study shows that the avéiifaloif ‘good quality’ part-time

work significantly increases the chances of pgréition; the proportion of children
aged 0-2 using childcare facilities significanthcieases the probability of working;
the length of optional parental leave first poglyw affects labour market
participation, but then starts to decline; whilenfly allowances tend to reduce
participation. Similarly, Uunk et al. (2005) findess negative effect of childbirth on
female labour supply both in countries with morenegyeus public childcare

provision and in less affluent countries, usinggdatata from the ECHP.

Ondrich et al. (1996) study the effects of the gemnin West German maternity
leave and benefit policy using data for the pefrodh 1984 to 1991. They find that
since maternity leave and benefits provision haeome more generous, German
mothers with more years of labour market experiesee years of full-time work
before childbirth are more likely to return to woalkter using up their maternity
leave than mothers with weaker attachment to tlh®ua force. In addition, a
subsequent study finds that first-time mothersless likely to return to work than
mothers with previous children, possibly becausel#itter already have experience
of arranging out-of-home infant care (Ondrich et2003).

At the same time, discontinuous employment may raerse consequences for
mothers’ careers, such as lower lifetime earnifgsugh the loss of human capital
and direct earnings foregone while out of the laldotce (Gustafsson, 2001, p.236).

An analysis of 1998 West German data, for exangblews that career breaks take a
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toll on women’s wages, particularly if the brealcors later in the career (Beblo &
Wolf, 2000). Based on the US National Longitudigalrveys of Labour Market
Experience, Shapiro and Mott (1994) find that taenangs premium to uninterrupted
work around the first birth for women in 1987 (19-tears after their first birth) is

around 19% for white women and 7% for black women.

Part-time employment can be an alternative to exonanactivity or full-time work

for women with children, accommodating both theidssto spend time with the
family and to stay in the labour market. Howeveggative economic outcomes of
part-time work are well documented in the literatuThese may include wage
penalties (Manning & Petrongolo, 2008; Bardasi &neta Gornick, 2008),

concentration in low pay and low status jobs (Cdiyn& Gregory, 2008), reduced
access to training and occupational benefits (OECmD2), as well as less job
security and fewer career advancement opportur{lResenfeld & Birkelund, 1995).

Although, on balance, part-time working women irrdpe® typically report higher

levels of satisfaction with their working hours,riggme workers in low status
occupations tend to report lower levels of subyectconomic well-being, such as
satisfaction with their financial situation, (Wame2008). As part-time workers are
considerably more likely to be women than men (Balishdyer et al., 2005), it is
women who disproportionately bear the short- anagiterm-costs of part-time

employment.

The nature and levels of part-time work by wometediconsiderably across Europe.
The Netherlands consistently led with the highestdle part-time work rates (over
65%), followed by the UK with over 40% of employa®men aged 25-59 working
part-time in 1994-2001, according to the officialr&stat statistics (Table A 4-1 in
Annex 4). At the same time, fewer than 15% of womenked part-time in the
Southern Mediterranean countries (Greece, Port&gelin and Italy) and in Finland.
However, in these countries the share of involyfitarart-time employment among

women working part-time was highest (over 20%), le&vlwomen typically chose to

0 Based on data from the Seventh (2000) wave oEidP.

“1‘persons working on an involuntary part-time basis those who declare that they work part-time
because they are unable to find full-time work’ jbar Force Survey metadata, Eurostat,
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/cache/ITY _SDDSHsSN esms.hth
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work part-time in the Netherlands and in the UKKEaA 4-2). Remarkably, in 2001
the share of involuntary female part-time employtneas 51% in Greece and only 2%
in the Netherlands. Countries with higher ratefeafale part-time employment tend
to have lower shares of involuntary part-time emgpient: there was a high negative
correlation (R=-0.81, p<0.001) between these ratethe EU-15 in 2001.

Switching from full-time to part-time employment ynalso be associated with
downward occupational mobility (that is, moving aa occupation with a lower
status, educational requirements, responsibildrepayment than before). Connolly
and Gregory (2008) order occupations by averagerskjuirements and investigate
movements between the resulting 15 job categonmengst prime-age women,
using data from the New Earnings Survey Panel AedBHPS 1991-2001 The
results from both surveys suggest a high incidesiceccupational downgrading
amongst women who move from full-time to part-timerk. Although the study is
not limited to mothers, the risk of downgrading lehswitching from full-time to
part-time hours of work increases modestly with phesence of pre-school children
in the househoftf. However, the risk drops again when the youngh#d cstarts
school. In contrast, Gutiérrez-Domenech (2005b)erdoccupations by average
occupational wage into four categorfésand finds no evidence of downward
occupational mobility amongst Spanish women who enfrem full-time to part-
time work after their first birth, using retrospeet data from the 1995 Spanish
Family and Fertility Survey. The author suggestd the finding could be explained
by the relative paucity of full-time to part-timensitions after motherhood in Spain,

as opposed to transitions to non-employment.

Although several papers analyse the timing of womeeturn to work after child-

birth in a sample of European countfiesfewer studies investigate activity and

“2 A 15-occupation ranking is based on the averagel lef qualification held by full-time adult men
and women working in the occupation, using datenftbe 2000 Labour Force Survey.

3 Evaluated at the sample means (BHPS), the pratyabfl downgrading when moving from full-
time to part-time work increases by 4ppt for wonweith pre-school children who stay with their
current employer and by 6ppt for those who switcipleyers.

44 Coefficients on occupation dummies are estimated iog-wage equation controlling for age and
square age for women aged 16-49 in the 1994-95 whilee European Community Household Panel
SECHP) and divided into four categories (GutiérBameéenech, 2005b, pp.126-127) .

SFor exampele, Pronzato (2009) for Italy, GreecajigPortugal, France, Belgium, Austria, UK and
Finland ; Gutiérrez-Doménech (2005a) for BelgiumedtV Germany, Italy, Spain and Sweden;
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occupational transitions of employed women afteildbirth in a cross-national
perspective. No studies to date analyse occupatidoangrading for men who
switch from full-time to part-time work. This chaptuses data from a harmonized
cross-national longitudinal survey to study theatiehship between childbirth and
women’s transitions from full-time employment to ripame employment,
unemployment or inactivity in 13 European countrie®r the period 1994-2001.
The relationship between activity transitions anccupational downgrading is
explored for both men and women. It is then ingsd8d further for women,
particularly in countries where childbirth is fourdd be related to an increased
probability of switching from full-time to part-tiem work. The study uses two
different definitions of occupational downgradingoving to an occupation that is
below the previous one in terms of average qualibcn and moving to an

occupation that ranks lower in terms of averagealii@arnings.

The next section describes the data and the ecdriommdel for the analyses of: 1)
recent childbirth and women’s labour market traosg and 2) the association
between full-time to part-time transitions and qeational mobility. The rest of the
chapter presents the summary statistics of lab@uket and occupational transitions
for men and women in Europe and discusses thetsesaim multivariate analyses
for women only. The final section summarises thennfiadings and concludes the

chapter.

Data, sample and estimation technique

The study uses data from the ECHP. This is a stdis#al cross-national household-
based annual longitudinal survey, designed anddowated at the EU level. The

panel ran between 1994 and 2001, producing eighesvaf data on multiple topics,

including demographics, labour market activity andome. The survey provides
harmonised data on households and individuals frtsn pre-enlargement EU

countries (EU-15). Austria joined the survey in gezond wave in 1995, Finland in
the third wave in 1996, and Sweden in the fourtreniaa 1997. See Peracchi (2002)
for a review of the ECHP structure and a discusefomethodological and statistical

issues relevant to economic research.

Gustafsson et al. (1996) for Sweden, Germany aitdiBr Saurel-Cubizolles et al. (1999) for France,
Italy and Spain.
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The ECHP was replaced with the EU-SILC in 2004 wndegulation (EC) no.
1177/2003 (European Union, 2003). Although the HUCShas become the main
EU-wide instrument for collecting micro-level infoation on income and social
exclusion, it provides a more limited set of vakabthan the ECHP and produces a
shorter panel, using a four year rotational paeslgh for most countrié% Also, the
EU-SILC does not use a standardised questionnairalf participating states, so
information on several important variables, suclyees in paid work, is sometimes
unavailable for several countries (see ChaptefTbijs chapter, therefore, uses the
ECHP because it provides labour market activitydat the same individuals for up
to eight years, as well as detailed fertility datal information on important personal
and workplace characteristics. The following 13 rddes are included in the
analysis: Germany (sample based on the German-&ooimomic Panel), Denmark,
the Netherlands, Belgium, France, the United Kimgdeample based on the BHPS),
Ireland, Italy, Greece, Spain, Portugal, Austria @&nland. Sweden is excluded
because it provides cross-sectional data only (aasl no information on gross

earnings) and Luxembourg because of its relatisaigll sample size.

The analysis is based on the sample of individaged 25-55 in order to disregard
the cross national age differences in the timingd) gattern of entry into and exit from
the labour force. Although this age restriction lages women who had children
before the age of 25 from the sample and, theretbseegards the potential effects
of childbirth on the labour market behaviour of gger women, it ensures that
women who may still be in education or training anecluded and facilitates
comparison with the results in Chapters 5 and @& flily minority of respondents
with missing main activity information were alsoctxded from the analysis.
Employment is defined here as being in paid wonkdbleast 15 hours a week,
including both employees and the self-empldyedrhe minority of respondents
whose main activity is an apprenticeship or anotigpe of paid training are also
defined as employed. Unfortunately, those workimgstudying under 15 hours a
week constitute a separate category in the ECHerK/study < 15 hours') and no

information is given on the starting year of tharent job. Therefore, they are

* For a more detailed discussion of the differermseen the ECHP and EU-SILC, see Whelan and
Maitre (2007).
*” However, the self-employed have no informatiorgosss earnings.
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defined as being out of the labour force in thigdgt However, this is a temporary
activity, since more than half of these individualake a transition to another state in
each wave. To sum up, individuals whose main dgtig paid employment, self-
employment, or paid training of at least 15 hoursveek are defined as being
employed. The self-reported unemployed form a sgparategory, while the rest are
defined as being inactive. Table A 4-3 reports detgies of main activity for men

and women in each country.

The chapter uses a self-assessed measure of mpartstatus because the legal
definitions of part-time work and the length of ypital working week may vary
across the studied countries. For individuals foom the self-defined information
on part-time or full-time status is missing, dataweekly hours worked are used
instead. Following the approach in Manning and dtgfolo (2008), in such cases
part-time employees are defined as those workisg tean 30 hours a week (25

hours for teaching professionals).

Labour market activity transitions are studiedhat &nnual level. Although monthly
transitions would be more precise, a large propordf respondents have missing
information on the month of end of their previoab pr the start of their current job,
particularly in Germany. Yearly, rather than mowthtransitions are studied in
Manning and Petrongolo (2008) and in Buddelmeyel.g2005), who also used the
ECHP. Pronzato (2009) uses monthly employment artditfy information from the
ECHP but excludes Germany, Denmark and the Neti#s]awhich have entirely
missing monthly data on employment or fertility daimputes the month of start of

work for 10% of the remaining cases.

Gross hourly wages are constructed from gross rhorgarnings and weekly
working hours in the main job, including paid owe. Derived hourly earnings are
then deflated using the 2005 Consumer Price Inderrder to study transitions

between better or worse paid occupations in eachtppusing real wages.

Children are defined as individuals aged 16 or geurliving in the household. A
dummy for a new birth in waveis constructed using information on child-parent
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pairs from the ECHP 'relationship' file and theryefbirth of the child. The month
of birth was not used because this information emtirely missing for the German
sample and because labour market activity tramsitiwere studied at the annual
level. Step, adopted and foster children are aéfmeld as children as long as they
are under 17 years old and live in the householdew birth is observed in wavef

the year of birth of the youngest (or sole) chiidthe household is the same as the
year of the parent's personal interview in wawee if the year of birth of the child is
one year before the parent's personal interviewnast not reported at the previous
year's interview (as the child was born betweertilzeinterviews). Thus, a birth that
occurs in wave after the parent's personal interview is recordedh new birth in

wavet+1.

Table A 4-4 reports the means of the workplaceasttaristics of employed men and
women across the eight waves of the EHm all of the studied countries, men are
more likely to have supervisory duties than womeith the largest gender
differences observed in Finland, Denmark, the N&hds and the UK and the
smallest differences in the Southern European casntA similar pattern holds for
the sub-sample of full-time workers, except th& ¢ender gap in the proportion of
those with supervisory duties falls noticeably e UK (Table A 4-7). Women are
also uniformly more likely than men to work in thablic sector, particularly in the
UK, Finland and Denmark, and to hold temporary @mis. The largest gender
differences in the proportions of temporary workare found in Ireland and the
smallest gender differences are observed in DennMek have higher log hourly
earnings, on average, in all of the studied coestrivith the largest gender gap

observed in the UK and the smallest in Italy.

Men are also uniformly more likely to work in mamsigl occupations (including
legislators, senior officials, and managers) thaomen, particularly in the
Netherlands and the UK (Table A 4-5). The smaligstder differences are found in
the Mediterranean countries (Italy, Spain, Greene Brance). At the same time,
women are over-represented in the clerical anagisaesices occupations, while men

are over-represented in crafts and related tradesedl as in ‘plant and machine

8 Seven waves in Austria and six waves in Finland.
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operators and assemblers’ occupations. A similéiepais observed among both
full-time (Table A 4-8) and part-time workers (TabA 4-11). Using the Labour
Force Survey 2000, Bettio (2002) reports the highlesels of occupational
segregation, measured using the Duncan and Dud®&b) Index of Dissimilarity,
in Denmark, Sweden and Finland and the lowest aeGx and Italy.

Occupational moves upwards or downwards are definsithg two different
approaches. Following Connolly and Gregory (200183, first method uses average
gualification levels within each occupation to derian occupational ranking
separately for each country. Using one-way analgkigariance, average levels of
educatiof’ were compared across nine major Internationalda@hClassification of
Occupations (ISCO-88) categories for all employémsle and female workers
combined) separately by country. The occupatioasgories with similar average
gualification levels were merged to create a sesangory ranking. The second
approach uses average hourly wages (converted)® [2tce levels and transformed
onto a logarithmic scale) to order occupations wWitbach country. The resulting
number of significantly different categories varietween countries, however (from
the lowest of five to the highest of seven catezg)ri Unlike Gutiérrez-Domenech
(2005b) who uses women'’s log-wages and controladerand age squared to order
occupations, this paper uses average wages focdimbined sample of male and
female employees without controlling for age inerdo create a ranking that is

more representative of the employed populatiorachecountry.

The analysis is done in two steps for women in gerd-irst, the effects of childbirth
on the probability of moving from full-time work tihree alternative labour market
states (part-time work, unemployment or inactivityg investigated, controlling for
a number of important household and occupationalrastteristics. Second, the
effects of switching between full-time and part¢instates, as well as changing
employers, on the transitions between higher oefa@nked occupations are studied
for employed women, also controlling for other vt characteristics. Since there
are three mutually exclusive destinations from-fimle work, a competing risks

framework is used to study the hazards of movingp ipart-time work,

9 The three-category education variable (‘highesell®f general or higher education completed’)
was recoded so that the lowest level of educatiSCED 0-2) had the score of 1 and the highest
(ISCED 5-7) had the score of 3.
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unemployment or inactivity. Because the time irgdgvare discrete (years), a
multinomial logit model of the log odds of eventtgpe]j in periodt as opposed to

no event in this period is estimated (Allison, 1984.17-18):
log(hi@/hi Q)=a® (t) + pP"X ¥ j=1, ..., k, where (1)

hs¥ is the hazard of the evenbccurring in period, given that no event occurred
prior tot and H © is the base (censored) outcome of no event imgerad(t) is the
vector of the parameters for the duration varialflelich can be expressed as a
function of duration or as a vector of dummy valeatfor time intervals);BG) is the
vector of parameters andiXis the vector of the covariates that can be timeing.

It is assumed that any unobserved individual-spe@ffects that affect different
destination hazards are not correlated. In alhesdtons, standard errors are adjusted
for clustering within individuals, since observaiso are independent across
individuals, but not necessarily across time focheindividuaf®. The estimated
coefficients ¥ are exponentiated to obtain the relative risk mtid making a
transition to statg¢ versus not making a transition. A discrete timenpeting risks
event history (multinomial logit) model is also ds® estimate the relative risks of
moving to a higher or lower ranked occupation versaying in the same

occupational category.
All estimations are carried out separately by couand by gender.

Equation (1) does not allow for possible sampleec®n into (full-time)
employment by women. Therefore, the findings shautd be generalised to the
whole female population. This chapter focuses @nlétoour market transitions of

employed women and the findings are relevant fat ginoup.

Labour market activity transitions: summary statistics
Table 4.1 shows the year-on-year transitions beatweer labour market states,
separately for men and women, for the sample &EWr@pean countries across eight

waves of the ECHP. Finland and Austria are excluffech the pooled sample

*0 Using the ‘cluster’ sub-option in STATA 10.
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because they are not present in all eight wavegreTlare notable differences
between the labour market transition patterns of ared women:

1) Full-time female workers show more mobility thanlenavorkers: 89% of
women remain full-time in the subsequent year, caneg with 95% of men.

2) Full-time women are the most likely to switch tortp@me work (4%) or
inactivity (4%) each year, while male workers dre most likely to switch to
unemployment (2%).

3) Although the transition to part-time work is reledy infrequent even for
women, it is a very stable state for those whoaalyework part-time: 65% of
women remain part-time the following year.

4) For men part-time work is the most unstable stakele unemployment is the
most unstable state for women.

These results are comparable to those in Buddeineya. (2005) reporting

two-year transition matrices for the first five vesvof the ECHP for the same set of
the ECHP countries.
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Table 4.1 Labour market transition patterns in eachwave: EU-15

Year t+1
Women
Yeart Full-time Part-time Unemployed Inactive Total %
Full-time
Row % 88.7 44 29 4.1 100.0
Column % 86.6 17.8 16.8 4.8 43.8
Part-time
Row % 21.9 65.0 33 9.8 100.0
Column % 52 63.3 48 2.8 10.6
Unemployed
Row % 17.9 6.0 49.6 26.6 100.0
Column % 33 45 547 5.9 8.2
Inactive
Row % 6.0 42 47 85.2 100.0
Column % 5.0 14.4 237 86.5 37.4
Total % 44.9 10.9 74 36.9 100.0
Men
Full-time
Row % 95.4 0.9 2.3 1.4 100.0
Column % 94.2 374 28.6 16.2 83.1
Part-time
Row % 49.2 38.7 6.2 5.8 100.0
Column % 1.2 39.3 1.9 1.7 2.0
Unemployed
Row % 33.7 33 54.1 8.9 100.0
Column % 3.0 12.8 60.7 9.6 7.6
Inactive
Row % 19.0 29 8.2 69.9 100.0
Column % 17 10.6 8.9 72.5 7.3
Total % 84.2 2.0 6.8 7.1 100.0

Countries: Denmark, the Netherlands, Belgium, Featreland, Italy, Greece, Spain, Portugal,
Germany, UK.

Individual base weights used.

Source: ECHP 1994-2001.

As expected, women in countries with generally bigtates of part-time work (the
Netherlands, the UK, Ireland and Belgium) are thasiiikely to switch from full-

time to part-time employment each year (Figure.AXlpmen in the Mediterranean
and Scandinavian countries, who tend to have love¢es of part-time work
generally, are the least likely to switch from ftithe to part-time employment.
Women in France, Austria and Germany, however, maidgling transition rates

despite their generally high levels of female isne work (see Table A 4-1).
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Figure 4.1 % of women (25-55) switching from fullime to part-time each

year
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Individual base weights used.
Source: ECHP 1994-2001.

Table 4.2 shows the year-on-year transition prdibeisi separately for women who
gave birth in yearand those who did not:

1) Women who reported working full-time in yetaaind who gave birth that year
are less likely to remain working full-time in treubsequent year (82%)
compared to those who did not give birth that \(88f%).

2) Full-time women who gave birth are more likely toiteh to part-time work
(8%) and inactivity (7%) the following year tharote who did not, only 4%
of whom move to part-time work and 4% to inactiwégch year.

3) Part-time women who gave birth in one year are nlikedy to remain part-
time in the subsequent year (69%) than those wthmali give birth that year
(65%).
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Table 4.2 Labour market transition patterns amongwomen in each wave

Year t+1 Total %
Those who gave birth in Year t
Yeart Full-time Part-time Unemployed Inactive
Full-time
Row % 816 8.4 2.8 741 100.0
Column % 84.1 24.2 14.7 6.4 38.0
Part-time
Row % 17.1 68.5 2.8 11.6 100.0
Column % 5.0 55.7 4.1 29 10.8
Unemployed
Row % 16.7 6.9 45.0 314 100.0
Column % 36 4.2 49.5 5.9 8.0
Inactive
Row % 6.3 4.9 5.3 83.5 100.0
Column % 73 16.0 31.7 84.8 432
Total % 36.9 13.2 7.3 42.6 100.0
Those who did not give birth in Year t
Full-time
Row % 89.1 42 29 39 100.0
Column % 86.8 17.3 16.9 47 44.2
Part-time
Row % 22.2 64.8 34 9.6 100.0
Column % 5.2 63.9 4.8 2.8 10.6
Unemployed
Row % 17.9 5.9 49.9 26.3 100.0
Column % 32 45 55.1 5.9 8.2
Inactive
Row % 5.9 4.1 47 85.3 100.0
Column % 48 14.3 23.2 86.6 37.0
Total % 45.4 10.7 74 36.5 100.0
Countries: Denmark, the Netherlands, Belgium, Fealreland, Italy, Greece, Spain, Portugal,
Germany, UK.

Individual base weights used.
Source: ECHP 1994-2001.

Table A 4-13 to Table A 4-25 in Annex 4 report thearly transition matrices
separately by country. Figure 4.2 shows that foletfemale workers who gave birth
in yeart are the most likely to remain full-time the follavg year in Denmark and
the Mediterranean countries (85%-90%) and the ldéiksty to do so in the
Netherlands, Austria and Germany (50%-60%). Thdirfig of the highest rate for
Denmark is not surprising, given its high femaletipgation rates and the finding of
a relatively high ranking on the work/family recdration policy index constructed
in Chapter 3, particularly on its childcare compuinédt is more remarkable to find
high rates of remaining in full-time work after fhirth for the Mediterranean
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countries. However, Uunk et al. (2005) also obserymparatively small negative
effects of childbirth on working hours for womenthese countries, using the ECHP
1994-1999. Controlling for public childcare prowsiand the level of each country’s
affluence, they find a smaller reduction in posttbiworking hours for women in

less affluent countries, such as Portugal.

Figure 4.2 % of women (25-55) remaining full-timein year t+1 after last
birth in year t
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Individual base weights used.
Source: ECHP 1994-2001.

However, the full-time rate in ye&r1 for women who gave birth in yeais likely

to be over-estimated because some of these womeid vie on maternity or
parental leave. Unfortunately, the ECHP does netruaternity/parental leave as a
separate labour market activity category, so womegy choose between inactivity
and work responses. The two-year transitidr {+2, last birth att) may show a
more realistic picture of women’s activity arounldbirth. Figure 4.3 summarises
the probabilities of remaining full-time two yeafer the last birth for women who
had worked full-time two years before childbirthherl estimated probabilities are
consistently lower than these in the year-on-yealyais in Figure 4.2 but the
country variation pattern is similar. The Scandiaavand Mediterranean countries
still have the highest rates of staying in full-¢iwork, while the rates are still lowest

in Austria, Germany and the Netherlands.
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Figure 4.3 % of women (25-55) who worked full-timein year t-2 working
full-time in year t+2 after last birth in year t
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Individual base weights used.
Source: ECHP 1994-2001.

Occupational transitions: summary statistics

Table 4.3 reports yearly occupational transitiopsvards or downwards, by skKill
(panel 1) and by occupational wage (panel 2), séplgr for male and female
workers. Overall, occupational upgrading and dowdgrg are infrequent events
relative to staying in the occupational categoryhef same ranking. Changes in the
occupational ranking are the most infrequent innEeain terms of both skill and
occupational wage for both men and women. Occupaltivansitions by skill are the
most frequent in the UK for women and in Belgiunt foen, while occupational
moves by wage are the most frequent in Belgiunb@idh men and women. Overall,
upward occupational moves are just as likely asmeavd moves, particularly for
women. This suggests that women are not uniforrainly out on occupational
status: while some move down, others move up. Mena#so about as likely to
upgrade as to downgrade both by skill and occupatiovage. For all other countries,
the absolute difference between downgrading andalng is within 0.5 percentage

points for both women and men (with the exceptibRinland for men).

134



Table 4.3 Occupational transitions by skill (row %9

By skill (1) | By occupational wage (2)
Female workers
Same Up Down N Same Up Down N
Denmark 92.0 4.0 41 7,425 88.6 5.6 5.8 5301
Netherlands 80.8 9.6 9.7 12,130 76.2 12.1 1.7 8372
Belgium 82.4 87 8.9 6,094 74.6 125 12.9 4,246
France 95.6 23 22 15,199 94.0 3.0 3.0 11,088
Ireland 83.7 8.0 8.4 6,150 76.5 1.7 1.9 3,987
Italy 86.1 7.0 6.9 14,926 87.0 6.6 6.5 10,701
Greece 90.9 45 4.6 8,001 87.6 6.0 6.4 5,361
Spain 83.9 8.1 8.0 11,134 76.1 12.0 11.9 7,194
Portugal 84.4 77 7.9 12,312 84.8 7.6 75 8,887
Austria 84.3 7.8 7.9 7,209 80.7 9.5 9.8 5,096
Finland 90.0 4.9 52 8,929 86.7 6.4 6.9 6,190
Germany 87.5 6.4 6.1 15,661 82.8 8.6 8.6 11,134
UK 79.2 10.6 10.2 12,235 77.2 115 1.3 8,970
Male workers

Denmark 89.1 5.5 54 8,064 84.9 75 7.6 6,124
Netherlands 77.9 1.3 10.9 18,117 78.7 10.9 10.4 13,970
Belgium 75.4 124 12.3 7,661 64.6 17.6 17.7 5,609
France 93.9 3.0 3.1 18,117 92.2 3.9 3.8 13,839
Ireland 85.1 76 73 10,614 78.13 11.15 10.72 7,706
Italy 83.1 8.3 8.6 25,451 85.7 7.0 72 19,383
Greece 88.9 55 57 16,582 89.3 5.2 55 12,644
Spain 81.5 9.4 9.1 21,411 72.4 13.9 137 15,560
Portugal 84.5 78 78 16,556 86.4 6.7 6.9 12,933
Austria 81.4 9.5 9.1 9,985 76.7 117 11.6 7,588
Finland 88.5 5.4 6.1 9,605 84.8 71 8.0 6,861
Germany 85.2 74 75 21,070 81.7 9.1 9.2 16,152
UK 77.6 1.3 11.1 13,456 76.9 11.6 1.5 10,572

Individual base weights used.
Source: ECHP 1994-2001.

Table 4.4 shows the transitions upwards or downsvémd the workers who switch
from full-time to part-time work at the same tinf@ccupational moves are more
likely for those who switch from full-time to patithe work than for the working
population overall. Female workers are the mostlyiko move downwards by skill
in Finland (20%) and the least likely to do so marice (4%); by occupational wage,
female workers are the most likely to move downwairdthe UK (20%) and the
least likely to do so in France (5%). Male worketso switch from full-time to part-
time work are the most likely to move downwardsskyl in the Netherlands (23%)
and by occupational wage in Germany (23%), whilemeard moves are the least
frequent in France (6%) by skill and in Greece ()ccupational wage. Contrary
to the results for the working population at largewnward moves are generally
more likely than upward moves amongst those whdctwirom full-time to part-
time work, particularly for women in Finland. InethUK, women are marginally

more likely to upgrade by skifi, while being substantially more likely to downgead

®1 Based on a 3-category occupational ranking
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than to upgrade by occupational wage. Connolly &nelgory (2008) find that a
quarter of women switching into part-time work damade by skill, while 17%
upgrade, using data from the British Household PAr$91-2001) and a 15-category

occupational ranking.

Table 4.4 Occupational transitions by skill — worlers who switch from full-
time to part-time (row %)

| By skill (1) | By occupational wage (2)
Female workers
Same Up Down N Same Up Down N
Denmark 83.9 73 8.8 281 83.1 6.8 10.1 281
Netherlands 68.1 14.2 17.6 756 72.9 10.8 16.3 756
Belgium 742 135 12.4 265 73.1 135 13.4 265
France 92.0 4.4 37 650 91.8 36 5.3 650
Ireland 73.7 14.0 12.3 349 77.0 124 10.6 349
Italy 77.0 8.8 14.2 639 82.1 6.8 1.1 639
Greece 90.2 49 5.0 237 89.8 42 6.1 237
Spain 75.3 9.3 15.4 348 80.9 8.6 10.5 348
Portugal 74.9 12.6 12.6 280 89.8 42 6.0 280
Austria 70.7 13.5 15.8 315 7741 85 14.4 315
Finland 75.1 53 19.6 216 785 32 18.3 216
Germany 76.9 10.0 13.2 628 78.5 77 13.8 628
UK 65.0 18.1 17.2 692 72.0 9.0 19.0 692
Male workers
Denmark 71.8 6.7 215 61 70.3 79 21.8 61
Netherlands 53.8 232 22.9 235 69.2 132 17.7 235
Belgium 71.9 16.2 11.9 60 64.8 23.3 11.1 60
France 89.5 49 5.7 171 85.3 8.7 6.0 171
Ireland 84.3 6.3 9.4 187 71.4 8.6 20.0 187
Italy 82.0 75 10.5 285 87.0 5.3 77 285
Greece 84.7 8.5 6.8 242 89.8 5.7 4.5 242
Spain 76.0 9.4 14.6 160 68.4 105 21.1 160
Portugal 79.4 7.0 13.6 92 83.0 7.0 10.0 92
Austria 68.0 17.3 14.7 57 72.2 123 21.6 57
Finland 73.6 10.5 15.9 78 78.3 12.1 9.5 78
Germany 64.1 15.7 20.2 95 65.5 1.1 23.3 95
UK 66.3 16.7 17.1 99 72.6 10.8 16.6 99

Individual base weights used.
Source: ECHP 1994-2001.

Although men are generally less likely than womeiswitch from full-time to part-
time hours (Table 4.1), in about half of the stddeuntries, men who do so are
more likely than women to downgrade occupationalljws, in Denmark, the
Netherlands, France, Greece, Portugal and Germaey are more likely to
downgrade by skill, with the largest gender differe in Denmark (13ppt). At the
same time, in Denmark, the Netherlands, Irelandair§pPortugal, Austria and
Germany, men are more likely than women to dowrgriagl occupational wage,
with the largest percentage point difference in Dark (12ppt) and Spain (11ppt).

Amongst the countries where women are more likelgldwngrade than men, the
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largest gender differences are in Finland, 9ppt4pmt, and in Italy, 3ppt and 4ppt,
by skill and occupational wage, respectively.

Labour market activity transitions: estimation results for women

Table A 4-26 to Table A 4-38 in Annex 4 report gstimated effects of childbirth on
the relative hazard of switching from full-time eloyment to part-time work,
unemployment or inactivity for adult women, conlire for human capital
characteristics (number of years in the current gge, highest level of education),
household characteristics (giving birth in the pgesar, age of the youngest child,
number of dependent children, marital stafysyorkplace characteristics (sector of
employment, occupation) and dummies for years litiime work (Model 1). The
second specification additionally controls for wityi at the last wave (part-time or
unemployed/inactive) to capture the effects of rimient full-time employment
(Model 2).

Being married has significant positive associatiaiih the hazard of moving into
part-time work or inactivity for women in all théuslied countries except Finland. In
Denmark, married women are 52% more likely to switom full-time to part-time
work, everything else being equal. The effect bee®mon-significant once activity
at the last wave is controlled for, which suggéisés married women in Denmark are
more likely to experience intermittent employmemarried women in the
Netherlands, Austria and Belgium are significamtligre likely to move to part-time
work or inactivity, although in Belgium the effesisappears when activity at the last
wave is controlled for. In France, Italy and Genyiamarried women are more
likely to switch from full-time to part-time workyhile in Ireland, Greece and Spain,
married women are more likely to become inactivantmon-married women,
everything else being equal. In Portugal, marriednen are less likely to become
unemployed, but more likely to become inactive,rgtfeng else being equal. This
could be explained by the relative scarcity of fiisne work in the Mediterranean
countries (Gutiérrez-Domenech, 2005b; Manning &rdtejolo, 2008). In the UK,
married women who work full-time are more likelyrtmve into part-time work and

inactivity, but less likely to become unemployedFinland, married women are also

*2The means of the demographic and human capité#blas are reported in Table A 4-6 for all
employed men and women, Table A 4-9for full-timerkess and Table A 4-12 for part-time workers.
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less likely to move from full-time work to unemplognt, with marital status having

no significant effect on the hazards of moving ipéot-time work or inactivity.

An interaction between having a newborn child aeih¢y married was tested (results
not reported). In Finland, childbirth has a sigrafit positive effect on moving into
part-time work for married women only, while thesjitve effect of being married is
only significant for women who gave birth withinyaar of the interview. In France,
Greece and Portugal the interaction term is negativd significant, however. Only
married women who did not have a recent childbath more likely to become

inactive and only recent mothers who are unmaarednore likely to be inactive.

Broad occupational category is also associated thighhazard of exiting full-time

employment. Overall, women who work full-time ingher status occupations are
less likely to switch to part-time work, unemploymieor inactivity. Thus, in

Denmark women working in professional or assocmati#essional occupations are
less likely to switch to part-time work, while tiesvorking in sales or services are
more likely to do so. There are some exceptionhitopattern, however. In France,
professional women are twice as likely to move iptot-time work as those in
operative or elementary occupations. This may be tduthe higher prevalence of
part-time work amongst professionals in Francdtdly, full-time women in any of

the six occupational categories are significantlysl likely to become unemployed

than those in operative or elementary occupations.

Full-time women who gave birth in yetare significantly more likely to switch to
part-time work the following year in the Netherlan@elgium (Model 1 only), Italy,
Austria, and the UK (see Diagram 4.1 below). Thatrnee hazard of switching to
part-time work is around twice that for women whid dot give birth in yeat.
Recent childbirth significantly increases the riglahazard of moving from full-time
work to unemployment in Ireland, Italy, the UK (Maldl only) and Finland. The
relative risk of switching to unemployment for wom&ho gave birth in these
countries is around three to six times higher tfmrwomen who did not give birth
that year. In the majority of the studied countritee Netherlands, France, lItaly,
Greece (Model 1 only), Germany, Austria, the UK dfidland, recent childbirth
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increases the relative hazard of moving from fialet employment to inactivity by
two to four times the hazard for women who did giee birth that year. Conversely,
in Portugal women who gave birth in ydaare significantly less likely to switch to
inactivity the following year. Only in Denmark ar®pain is it the case that recent
childbirth is not significantly related to the hazaf exiting full-time employment,

everything else being equal.

Diagram 4.1 Effects of childbirth on the hazard ofexiting full-time work for

women
Part-time Unemployment Inactivity

Denmarl
TheNetherland + +
Belgium + (Model 1 only
Franct +
Irelanc +
Italy + + +
Greec! + (Model 1 only
Spair
Portuga -
German' +
Austrig + +
TheUK + + (Model 1 only +
Finlanc + +

+ significant positive effect; - significant negatieffect; p<0.10.

A new birth in the household does not affect theah& of exiting full-time
employment for men (results not reported). Theeesmime exceptions, however. In
Belgium the effect of a recent birth on moving imactivity is significantly negative
for full-time working men. In Greece a new birthshepositive effect on moving into
unemployment and in Spain it has a positive eftecswitching to part-time work,

ceteris paribus

Activity at the last wavet{l) is another important predictor of the likelihoofl
exiting full-time employment for women. In Denmarkpemployment or inactivity
in the previous wave significantly increases theand of moving to unemployment
or inactivity the following yeartf1). In the Netherlands, part-time work in the
previous year increases the hazard of switchingatd-time work or inactivity the
following year. So does unemployment or inactivity the previous wave. In
Belgium, part-time work, inactivity or unemploymentthe previous wave increase

the likelihood of moving to part-time work in thalsequent wave. In France, part-
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time work in the previous wave increases the hampérthoving from full-time to
part-time work in the following wave. In Irelandangp-time work in the previous
wave increases the hazard of moving to part-timekwos unemployment, while
unemployment or inactivity in the previous wave reases the likelihood of
switching to inactivity. Overall, these results gagt that intermittent work history is
associated with a lower probability of remaininguii-time work for women, which

is not a surprising finding.

Occupational transitions: estimation results for wanen

Table A 4-39 to Table A 4-51 in Annex 4 report theltinomial logit estimates of
the relative hazard of moving up or down the octiopal hierarchy in terms of skill
(specification one) or occupational wage (spedificatwo) as opposed to staying in
an occupation of the same ranking for employed worBeth specifications control
for the number of years in the current job, change$ours (staying part-time,
moving from full to part-time work, moving from pao full-time work, as opposed
to staying full-time), employer changes, workingtlre public sector, as well as
various personal and household characteristic$, asi@ge, education, marital status,

number of dependent children, age of the youndekt and a recent childbirth.

In all the countries where childbirth was foundb® associated with an increased
risk of moving from full-time to part-time workfor women (except Belgium, where
switching hours is found to have no significantatieinship with the hazards of
upgrading or downgrading), switching from full-part-time hours increases the risk
of occupational downgrading (see Diagram 2):

1) The Netherlands - women who move from full-timepart-time work are
more likely to downgrade by skill and by occupasibwage than those who
remain working full-time. In contrast, women who keahe opposite move,
from part-time to full-time work, are more likelp tupgrade occupationally
both by skill and wage.

2) Italy - moves from full to part-time work are asgded with an increased risk
of downgrading both by skill and occupational wagéile the opposite

moves are linked to a somewhat higher risk of ugigiathan downgrading.

%3 Netherlands, Belgium, Italy, Austria, and the UK
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3)

4)

5)

6)

7

Austria - switching to part-time hours is linkedasomewhat higher risk of
downgrading than upgrading by skill and to a highsk of downgrading by
occupational wage.

UK - switching to part-time hours increases th& n§ downgrading both by
skill>* and by occupational wage, while, at the same titeereasing the risk
of upgrading by wage. As expected, switching tbtinde hours increases the
risk of upgrading by occupational wage in the UK.

The only other countries where switching from fiadl part-time work
increases the risk of occupational downgrading,leviihe opposite move
generally increases the risk of upgrading, are @egnFinland and Spain
(by skill only®).

In the following countries, switching from full-tiento part-time work does
not significantly affect the probability of occupatal downgrading or
upgrading (by skill or by wage) at all: Denmark,|lddem, France, Ireland,
Greece and Portugal.

In all of the studied countries, except Belgium adrmany, those who
remain in part-time work are less likely to eithgrgrade or downgrade than

to remain in an occupational category of the saan&ing.

Diagram 4.2 Effects of switching from full-time to part-time work on the

hazard of exiting current occupational ranking for women

By skill By occupational wage

Move up

Move down

Move up

Move down

Denmark

Netherlands

+

+

Belgium

France

Ireland

Italy

Greece

Spain

+

Portugal

Germany

Austria

+
+
+

UK

Finland

+

+ significant positive effect; - significant negatieffect; p<0.10

*4 connolly and Gregory (2008) also found substamtiadence of occupational downgrading by skill
associated with moves to part-time work in Britain.

% Gutiérrez-Doménech (2005b) also finds no evidesfoeccupational downgrading by occupational
hourly wage on switching from full-time to part-tmwork for women in Spain, but does not study
occupational transitions by skill.
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It is changing employer that is the most importartdictor of moving into an
occupation of a different ranking. The odds of gational downgrading or
upgrading are large and significant in all of thwdged countries in both
specifications. In the following countries changiemployer is associated with a
somewhat higher likelihood of downgrading than w@omg: Denmark, the
Netherlands, France, Ireland, Italy, Austria (byllstnly) and Finland (by wage
only). In the UK, on the other hand, changing emetasignificantly increases both
the probability of upgrading and downgrading (bill end by wage), but the odds of
upgrading are somewhat higher than the odds of doading, all else being equal.
This suggests that, on balance, changing emplsysrore likely to lead to a career

progression.

Tenure in the current job is another important jted of occupational change in all
countries except Finland and Austria, although tearc cross-national pattern
emerges. In Denmark, women who spent less than y@ags with the same
employer are more likely to downgrade occupatignadith by skill and wage. In the
Netherlands, Belgium, Ireland, Greece and Germaowever, women who spent
less than four years in their current job as opgpdsenine or more years (the omitted
category) are less likely to change their occupatioanking at all. In France, on the
other hand, women with less than four years of nerare more likely to upgrade
occupationally both by skill and wage. In Italypnven with four to eight years of
tenure are more likely to upgrade by skill, butoajsst as likely to upgrade as to
downgrade by occupational wage. In Spain, womeih \gss than four years of
tenure are less likely to upgrade or to downgrédé those with four to eight years
in their current job are more likely to upgrade d#yil. In Portugal, those with less
than four years of tenure are less likely to upgriag skill or wage. In the UK, those
with four to eight years of tenure are more likelyupgrade by wage, everything else

being equal.

Summary and conclusion

Childbirth is found to be related to the patterfidgemale labour market activity in
the industrialised countries examined here. Thisaptdr uses comparable
longitudinal data from the ECHP for the period 19®4 2001 to explore the

142



relationship between recent childbirth and thetiadarisks of switching to part-time
work, inactivity or unemployment for full-time womeas well as the link between
switching from full-time to part-time work and thisk of occupational downgrading,

across 13 European countries.

In all of the studied countries, women are morellikhan men to switch from full-
time to part-time work or inactivity, on averagesdent childbirth is associated with
an increased probability of leaving full-time workhus, full-time working women
who gave birth within a year of the interview arermlikely to switch to part-time
work or inactivity the following year. In contragbart-time working women who
gave birth during one year are more likely to remia their part-time status the
following year. Once important human capital andrkptace characteristics are
controlled for, full-time female workers who gaveth in yeart are significantly
more likely to leave full-time employment in allusied countries except Denmark
and Spain. Full-time working women are more likédyswitch to part-time work
than to remain working full-time in the Netherlan@lgium, Austria and the UK,
where female part-time rates are relatively higit, &so in Italy, where part-time
rates are generally low. At the same time, in hdlaltaly, the UK and Finland,
recent childbirth increases the probability of mmayvifrom full-time work to
unemployment, while in the Netherlands, Francdy,lt&reece, Germany, Austria,

the UK and Finland, recent childbirth increasesrisie of switching to inactivity.

Substantial evidence of occupational downgradinghill and occupational hourly
wage on switching from full-time to part-time woik found in the majority of the

studied countries. Overall, downward occupation@ves are substantially more
likely for workers who switch from full-time to patime work than in the working

population at large, both for men and women. Theosfte move, from part-time to
full-time work, is usually associated with a highresk of occupational upgrading.
Although men are generally less likely than womeswitch from full-time to part-

time hours, in about half of the studied countrie®&n who do so are more likely
than women to downgrade occupationally, on averddais, in Denmark, the
Netherlands, France, Greece, Portugal and Germaey, are more likely than

women to downgrade by skill when moving from fufhé to part-time work. At the
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same time, in Denmark, the Netherlands, Irelandair§pPortugal, Austria and

Germany, men are more likely than women to dowrgtadoccupational wage.

In four out of five countries where childbirth isund to be associated with an
increased risk of moving from full-time to part-emwork for women (the
Netherlands, Italy, Austria, and the UK), switchiingm full-time to part-time hours
significantly increases the risk of occupationalvdgrading even after important
personal and workplace characteristics are coettdibr. This suggests that recent
mothers in these countries are not only more likelynove from full-time to part-
time work when returning to employment after chiftth but they are also more
likely to switch to an occupation of a lower ramithan before. However, as
switching from full-time to part-time work is alsfound to be associated with
occupational downgrading for men (either by skilloecupational wage or both) in
most of the studied countries, childbirth appearsd important for women only as a
potential trigger for the switch from full-time tpart-time work, rather than for
occupational downgrading as such. This suggestsfttiee quality of part-time jobs
in the economy improves, there may be less ocaupatidowngrading associated

with moves from full-time to part-time employmewt footh men and women.
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Chapter 5 Gender wage gaps across the distribution

The previous chapter examined the relationship éetwecent childbirth and the
probability of switching from full-time to part-tim work, inactivity or
unemployment for mothers in 13 EU countries. Irtddni the likelihood of switching
from full-time work one year after childbirth inemy of the three ‘competing states’
was found to be particularly high. This suggestt fhll-time working women with
young children could be a non-representative sobygrof all women. If their
characteristics are associated with greater eanpuential, it can be said that
women are positively selected into full-time workhis chapter considers the
possibility of sample selection for women workingl{time, while focusing on their

in-work situation relative to men.

This chapter also analyses data for five other wmsmwith different family and

employment policies and different levels and shapésgender earnings gap
distributions: Italy, France, Spain, Poland and@zech Republic. As the analysis in
Chapter 3 demonstrated, the countries studiedsrctiapter have distinct family and
employment policies that may have an impact on germdjuality in the labour

market, although, as member states of the EU,dhell subject to a common equal
pay and equal opportunities framework. This chagteuments the observed gender
wage gaps across the distribution; examines theermétants of women’s

participation in full-time work; discusses the diffnces in earnings potential
between full-time working women and all women; amdalyses the gender
differences in the distribution of personal chagdastics and the returns to these

characteristics among full-time workers in the sddcountries.

Introduction and literature review

Although the EU is committed to gender equalitythie labour market, women are
still paid lower hourly wages than men, on averégearopean Commission, 2009).
Reducing the gender wage gap has been part ofutep&n Employment Strategy
since 1999 (Plantenga & Remery, 2006). The Couatithe European Union

(Council Decision of 22 July 2003) adopted emploginguidelines calling on the

member states to achieve a substantial reducticdha@ngender pay gap by 2010.
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According to the Structure of Earnings Survey 200é, mean gender gap in gross
hourly earnings ranges from 4% in Italy to 30% Bidfia, averaging 17% across the

EU (European Commission, 2009).

In Britain, equal pay legislation has been in fosiece the mid-19708, but a
substantial gender earnings gap still exists (Asaleret al., 2001; Mumford & P. N.
Smith, 2009). Joshi et al. (1998) provide a histrperspective on the development
of the gender wage gap in Britain. Based on the Eewings Survey, the median
hourly earnings gap among full-time workers was 38%ore the Equal Pay Act was
enacted in the mid-1970s, 40% in 1980 and 25% i821With regard to the
differences between the earnings distributions, geader wage gap was higher
among lower earners than higher earners befor&dual Pay Act, but this pattern
has been reversed after 1978. By the early 199@sgap narrowed considerably

among the lowest earners but widened among togesarn

The raw gender gaps may hide important differencesdividual characteristics,
such as human capital endowments, and in returiies® characteristics. The value
of decomposing the gender wage gap into the pdated to differences in
characteristics (the “explained part”) and the paldted to differences in returns (the
“unexplained part”) is well documented in the labeaonomics literaturé A meta-
analysis of the international gender wage gap bycigelbaumer & Winter-Ebmer
(2005) covering the time period 1960s-1990s revé@s most of the decrease in
unadjusted gender earnings differentials sincel®#s is due to more productive
characteristics for female workers. See Altonji amlank (1999) for a
comprehensive survey of trends in average gendgewaps in the US. In a recent
study of earnings determinants in Britain using atahed employee-workplace
datase®, Mumford and Smith (2009) find that only 17% oéthender earnings gap

%6 See Dickens (2007) for an analysis of the devetpirof British employment equality law.

*"Oaxaca (1973) and Blinder (1973) pioneered the mposition of the gender earnings gap at the
conditional mean. Juhn et al. (1993) and DiNardal e{1996) extended the Oaxaca-Blinder approach
to the full conditional distribution. Donald et §d2000) developed a flexible hazard-function based
estimation approach in the presence of covariafdschado & Mata (2005) proposed a
counterfactuals-based technique to decompose the gap across the distribution using the quantile
regression framework.

*8 The British Workplace Employee Relations Surve9£20
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is due to differences in characteristics, while bst is due to differences in returns

to these characteristics.

Moreover, gender wage differentials may be affetigthe unequal labour supply of
men and women. It is important to allow for diffeces in labour force attachment
and the likelihood of participating in the labouarket (or working full-time) among
women (“non-random selection into employment”) hessathose who do work may
be a non-representative sub-sample of all womerghadould result in the under- or
over-estimation of the observed gender wage gapkiidan, 1979; Buchinsky, 1998;
Melly, 2006; Picchio & Mussida, 2010). It is padlarly important to account for
possible non-random selection of women into emplkayinwhen comparing gender
wage gaps in several countries because female gmetd rates vary substantially
across the EU member states (Beblo et al., 2008et®I& Petrongolo, 2008).

Furthermore, gender wage gaps evaluated at the ro#tan mask substantial
variation in the gender differential across thengays distribution. In recent years
there has been an increased emphasis on studyimdgmg@age gaps at different
centiles, using quantile regression methods (Arpkam et al., 2007; Albrecht et al.,
2003; Albrecht et al., 2009; De la Rica et al., 208icodemo, 2009a). These studies
find that the gender wage gap tends to vary actissdistribution: it may be
relatively larger among lower earners (the “stidlgors” effect) or among higher

earners (the “glass ceiling” effect) or both (th&shaped” gap).

A number of recent studies use the quantile regnessecomposition framework
developed by Machado and Mata (2005) to decompusgeénder wage gap across
the distribution into the portion due to differeaci the distribution of observed
characteristics and the portion due to differenceke distribution of returns to these
characteristics. Albrecht et al. (2009) further eleped the Machado-Mata
decomposition technique to account for sample geleof women into employment.
In their study of gender wage gaps among full-tinwekers in the Netherlands, they
report evidence of a glass ceiling effect and fimat most of the gender wage gap is
due to differences in the distribution of returadabour market characteristics. They

also find evidence of positive selection of wometo ifull-time employment, most of
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which is due to full-time working women having legttewarded characteristics than
all women. They demonstrate that if all women wadrKell-time, the average log

wage gap between male and female workers would ieee even higher.

In an earlier study, Albrecht et al. (2003) docutreeglass ceiling effect for Sweden
using 1998 data, which persists even after coirigplfor important human capital
and workplace characteristics. They find that adobalf of the gender earnings gap
among the better paid is due to gender differenneseturns to labour market
characteristics and around half to gender diffezenim the distribution of these
characteristics. The authors did not account fomew's selection into employment

in this analysis.

Gender wage gaps tend to be lower in Southern Eurepen after adjusting for
wage inequality in each country (Olivetti & Petrohg 2008). Since female
employment rates are also lower in Southern Euromeaintries and women with
more productive characteristics are more likelywtork, Olivetti and Petrongolo
argue that lower gender wage gaps in these cosrdrie due to low-wage women
being absent from the observed wage distributibtaving imputed the wages for
non-employed women, they show that the resultingliame gender wage gaps are
higher than the observed median gaps, which sugtjest women are more likely to
be positively selected into employment than mereyTtind the largest discrepancy
between the selection-corrected and observed gevalpe gaps in Southern Europe
and France. However, this study uses data fronE@idP 1994-2001 and leaves out

the new accession states.

Similarly, Arulampalam et al. (2007) study gendespg across the earnings
distribution in eleven pre-enlargement EU counfriesng harmonised data from the
ECHP for 1995-2001. Without accounting for sampédestion, they find that
women are paid less than men along the distributioall of the studied countries
even if women had the same distribution of relewdgerved characteristics as men.
The study finds glass ceilings in 10 out of 11 daes, Spain being the only
exception. Evidence of sticky floors is only foumdltaly and Spain. The authors

suggest that the observed cross-country differemtetbe size and shape of the
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gender wage gaps can be due to differences inutistial settings, such as family

policies and wage setting institutions.

De la Rica et al. (2008) examine gender wage gapSpain across the earnings
distribution of full-time workers, using data fo899. They also analyse the ECHP
and use the Machado-Mata quantile regression deasitign framework. In contrast
to the overall higher and increasing gender wages @aross the distribution in most
other European countries, the earnings gap in Spdiower and flatter. Although
they do not correct for selection, having sub-ddddtheir sample of workers by
education, they find evidence of a glass-ceilinéectf for the highly educated
workers and a sticky floor effect for the less extad workers. Del Rio et al. (2006)
obtained similar results using Spanish data for519%ing data for Spain from the
Wage Structure Survey 2002, covering workplaces w® or more employees,
Felgueroso et al. (2008) demonstrate that the gemalge gap across the distribution
differs by the collective bargaining level, everieafthe differences in observed
characteristics are accounted for. Among workeksed by national and regional
agreements, the gender wage gap increases stasaily the distribution, while for
those under firm level agreements (who tend to warkarger workplaces), the
gender wage gap, in contrast, decreases alongidtrédoation. The study did not,

however, account for sample selection into emplayrfe women.

Picchio and Mussida (2010) investigate the wageagapss the distribution in Italy,
using a hazard function based approach by Donéaddl €000) combined with their
own semi-parametric method to correct for possitwa-random selection into the
workforce. They use pooled data from the EU-SILE tfee period 2004-2006. The
study finds that Italian women are positively stdecinto employment to a much
greater extent than men, with women who stay owvaifk being more likely to
receive lower returns to their characteristics ttamparable men. After adjusting
for sample selection, the gender wage gap widensiderably both at the bottom of
the distribution (from 17.9% to 25.6%) and at tbye (from 17.3% to 24.5%), even if
the distribution of characteristics is the same ffieen and women. The authors
suggest that the somewhat greater effect of sasgiection of women into work

among lower earners may be due to ltaly’s relagivehgenerous work-family
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reconciliation policies, described in Del Boca (2pahat make it difficult for lower

skilled women with family commitments to participah the labour market.

Nicodemo (2009a) investigates the gender gap adiwssearnings distribution
among married individuals in five Mediterranean miies (Spain, France, Greece,
Italy and Portugal), using data from the ECHP 2a80d the EU Statistics on Income
and Living Conditions (EU-SILC) 2006. Substantiahdger wage gaps are observed
in each of the studied countries, with sticky flodreing more prevalent than glass
ceilings. After correcting for sample selectionrogarried women into employment,
the study finds that most of the gender wage gagués to differences in rewards

rather than in characteristics.

Grajek (2003) examines the gender wage gap in Balanng the transition period
1987-1996, using net monthly earnings data from Rloéish Household Budget
Survey. The mean gender wage gap has decreaséd2olpd points over this period,
suggesting that the transition to market econoragueed female workers, who were
better educated, on average. In a comparative stidien Eastern European
countries, including Russia and Ukraine, Braine2@00) also finds that female
relative wages increased most dramatically in Rbldumring the peirod 1986-1992.
Most of this decrease in the wage gap, howevempdragd in 1989, a year before the
market reforms, with the gap stabilising in the A99Grajek, 2003). Using data for
1990, 1996 and 2001, Pollert (2005) finds thatalth the average gender wage
gaps narrowed in the early transition years in nuisthe Central and Eastern
European countries, they later widened in the 1980some countries (the Czech
and Slovak Republics). Poland currently reports ohéhe lowest average hourly
gender wage gaps in the EU, in contrast to the IC&epublic with one of the

highest (European Commission, 2009).

This chapter investigates gender differences beatwéee log hourly wage
distributions of full-time employees in a sampleEf countries using the quantile
regression decomposition framework (Machado & Ma€4)5), including allowance
for possible non-random selection of women intd-fimhe employment (Albrecht et

al., 2009). The study uses comparable cross-settaata for Italy, France, Spain,
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Poland and the Czech Republic from the EU-SILC dath for Britain from the

British Household Panel Survey (BHPS). Both datasetlude information on

earnings as well as individual and household cheratics. The chapter makes

several original contributions to the existing s on gender wage gaps in the EU:

. It is the first study to cover both old and new ession countries, unlike
Arulampalam et al. (2007); Olivetti and Petrong@®08) or Gannon et al.
(2007). The chapter analyses the determinants ahalie full-time
employment in selected countries (Britain, Frartay, Spain, Poland and
the Czech Republic), making allowance for samplecsen of women into
full-time work in the estimation of earnings furmis and simulating the
gender wage gaps that would be observed if all wowarked full-time. It is
the first such analysis to date for Britain, Frarigeain, Poland and the Czech
Republic®,

. By focusing on six large European countries witlfiedent shapes and levels
of unadjusted gender wage gap distributions amahdgife employees, this
chapter explores different drivers of gender eaysigaps.

. Finally, the study discusses the empirical reduolthie context of institutional
differences in work/family reconciliation policieacross the selected
countries, making an original contribution to themparative literature on

women-friendly welfare state.

The rest of this chapter is organised as followse fiext section describes data and
variables, justifies country and sample selectpesents descriptive wage statistics
and discusses the control variables included inathalysis. First it compares the

distribution of gender earnings gaps among fulletiemployees across the studied
countries; then it presents the theoretical modelearnings and discusses the

personal and labour market characteristics oftiie employees in five countries.

%9 Albrecht et al. (2009) use a similar decompositieethodology to analyse data for the Netherlands.
De la Rica et al. (2008) use data for Spain andafmpalam et al. (2007) include Spain and France in
their study, but they do not allow for women’s sdnpelection in their decomposition of gender
wage gaps across the distribution. Picchio and Mag2010) study the gender wage gaps across the
distribution in Italy for all employees, rather théor full-time employees only. They use a diffdren
sample selection adjustment technique. There astutties to date that investigate gender wage gaps
across the distribution with sample selection adjest in Poland or the Czech Republic. See Chzhen
and Mumford (2009) for an earlier version of thalgsis for Britain.
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The ensuing section discusses women’s selectian full-time employment. The
determinants of women’s participation in full-tinneork are compared across the
studied countries. The results from the simulatérmvomen’s wages that would be

observed if all women worked full-time are thengaeted and discussed.

The penultimate section analyses the results flmrearnings functions estimations
and from the decompositions of the gender wage. garstly, the returns to personal
characteristics at three different points in theneas distribution (low earners,
middle earners and high earners) are presentednéde and female full-time
employees in the studied countries in order to testhypothesis that men tend to
receive higher returns to their characteristicgne®fter controlling for women’s
differential propensity to work full-time. Secomgithe results from the simulation
of gender wage gaps that would be observed if alinen worked full-time are
discussed. Finally, the results from the decommsibf gender earnings gaps
among full-time employees are presented, in orddest the hypothesis that gender
wage gaps in all of the studied countries are lgrdae to women receiving lower

returns to their labour market characteristics tmam, across the entire distribution.

The final section summarises the main findings @mtludes the chapter.

Wage data and the earnings function

This chapter uses data from two datasets: the BMI®S for Britaifi® and the EU-

SILC 2007 for Italy, Spain, France, Poland and@zech Republic. The EU-SILC
is the main EU-wide instrument for collecting comgigle micro-level information

on income, poverty, social exclusion and living ditions annually. It was launched
under EC Regulation no. 1177/2003 with 18 countime2004, with the rest of the
EU-25 countries joining in 2005 and Bulgaria, Romarmurkey and Switzerland
joining in 2006. Unfortunately, the EU-SILC sampbe Britain does not have valid

information on the ‘years in paid work’ variabte Since potential lifetime work

2 Due to differences in sampling in the BHPS, indisdls from Northern Ireland are not included in

the analysis.

81 Although the EU-SILC has information on the ‘yaetien highest level of education was attained’

which can be used to construct a proxy measureodf @xperience, it tends to over-estimate years in
paid work, especially for women. For example, inaip the proxy measure exceeds the actual
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experience (age minus years in education, minusaagie start of compulsory
schooling) is considered to be an inferior meas@ildetime work experience in the
literature (S. Polachek, 2006; Regan & Oaxaca, R0 chapter uses data from
the BHPS for Britain, which contains information wears in paid work. Therefore,
the results for Britain and the other five courdriare not directly comparable,

although similar variables are used in the analygesrever possible.

The BHPS is a nationally representative, annualb$aiwf private British households.
It was launched in 1991. Each year, individual adoémbers of households are
interviewed over a broad range of socioeconomigcgopesulting in a rich and
relevant data set. In 1992 and 1993 respondents asked for information on their
lifetime employment status and job histories whiglused here to derive the work
experience variable. This chapter uses the 200b&& of data (Wave 15) because
attitudinal questions were introduced in that wéaed not repeated since) that are
important in the estimation of women’s full-time ko participation equation
(Albrecht et al., 2009). There are no attitudinagstions in the EU-SILC, however.

The studied sample of EU countries covers diffeneptfare regime and family
policy clusters. Thus, Italy and Spain belong te thatin Rim’ welfare regime
(Ferrera, 1996), while France is a conservativgpaa@tist welfare state and Britain is
classed as a liberal welfare regime (Esping-Ander$890). Poland and the Czech
Republic are commonly classified as ‘post-commumistfare states (Fenger, 2007)
with common pre-socialist Bismarckian (conservatiegporatist) roots (Aspalter et
al., 2009). Furthermore, the countries studied fffer in terms of their family
policies and the level of support for working mothdn the literature France stands
out as having the most advanced work-family red@imn policies, compared with
Britain, Italy and Spain (Lewis, 1992; Gauthier969J. Gornick & Meyers, 2003).
However, the analysis in Chapter 3, using moremnedata, shows that France ranks
somewhat lower than the UK, Spain and Italy on mpasite indicator of work-

family reconciliation policies and gender-role tattie§®. Although Poland and the

measure by almost two years, on average, forifuk-twvorking men; three years for full-time working
women; five years for part-time working women; ahchost 15 years for non-working women.

%2 The composite indicator is the average of z-scoreBTE job-protected leave reserved for fathers;
proportion of children aged 0-2 in formal childcatiee ratio of average tax transfers net of besefit
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Czech Republic share a common socialist legacyigl kevels of female labour
force participation and state support for workingthers, they have been following a
re-familialisation policy, moving towards the mdleeadwinner model with
gendered division of paid and unpaid labour sinoeirttransition to a market
economy (Saxonberg & Sirovatka, 2006). Poland dral €zech Republic rank
lowest on the composite index of work/family reciiation policies in Chapter 3.
Therefore, it is expected to find the largest niegagffects of having young children

on the propensity of mothers’ working full-timeRoland and the Czech Republic.

None of the Nordic countries could be includedhia analysis because their samples
lack information on some of the key variables, sashyears in paid work and
workplace characteristics. This is unfortunate bheeathe Nordic countries tend to
have the highest level of state support for workimgthers in Europe. At the same
time, Germany could not be included because itsSHUC sample does not have any
regional information that would allow controllingrfliving in East or West Germany
in the analysfs.

The five selected EU-SILC countries as well asdsmithave large enough sample
sizes of full-time employees and provide valid (hoissing) information on such
key variables as years in paid work, managerialeduand size of the workplace.
Furthermore, these countries have markedly diftesbapes and levels of unadjusted
gender wage gap distributions among full-time erygés, allowing the investigation

of different patterns of gender wage inequality.

This chapter focuses on full-time employees bec#iusecomposition of the female
labour force and the full-time share of female awgpks vary considerably across
the EU. Across the six selected countries, femeahagzage employment rates range
from 60% in Italy to almost 76% in France, UK ahé CCzech Republic, while part-

time shares of female employment range from ardl®fb in the Czech Republic

for single breadwinner households to that for dizaher households (couple family, 133% APW, two
children aged 4 and 6); and egalitarian genderatiirides. See Table 3.19 in Chapter 3.

%3 Beblo et al. (2003) include a dummy variable East Germany in the analysis of mean gender
wage gaps in 1998. Because of the differenceseémtige trends between East and West Germany,
Antonczyk et al. (2010) limit their analysis of gkm wage gaps across the distribution to West
Germany only.
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and Poland to 42% in the UK, according to the Laliearce Survey 2007 (Eurostat,
2010). After allowing for women’s selection intollitime employment, the results

are expected to be more comparable across theedtwduntries. Male part-time

rates are uniformly low across the EU: only in Metherlands does it exceed 10%
(Eurostat, 2010).

The estimation samples are restricted to respoadgaygd 25 to 55 who are currently
employed or, for women only, are out of the labmarket. The age restriction is
imposed in order to disregard the cross nationel differences in the timing and
pattern of entry into and exit from the labour ®rand it facilitates comparable
research (Beblo et al., 2003; Albrecht et al., 2006chio & Mussida, 2010).

It is important to note that unlike in the BHPShese full-time employment is
defined as work of 30 or more hours a week, fufidistatus is self-defined in the
EU-SILC. Therefore, the definitions of full-time dpart-time work may vary across
the studied countries. However, part-time work e €EU-SILC does not usually
exceed 35 hours a week and full-time work stadsnfaround 30 hours a wéék

Since the length of a usual working week variesossrthe studied EU-SILC

countrie§®, using self-defined measures of full-time worlagpropriate in this study.

In both the BHPS and EU-SILC, non-working and pme employed méti are
excluded from the analysis as are the self-emptayedminority of workers with no
expected weekly working hours; those reporting waykmore than 75 hours per
week; and those with missing data on any of theomamt labour market or personal
characteristics. Individuals with derived hourlyrr@ags of less than £1 an hour or

more than £100 an hour were also excluded fromBH®S sample; those with

%4 See notes about variable PLO30 “self-defined eureconomic status” in the EU-SILC UDB
Variables Description version 2007-2 from 01-08-09.

8 Usual average weekly hours in main job range fB%19 in France to 42.3 in the Czech Republic
among full-time employees (male and female combireel from 22.6 in Spain to 21.2 in ltaly
among part-time female employees.

% There were only 46 men employed part-time in thed®55 age bracket in the BHPS data, most of
whom have missing data on at least one of the itapbtabour market or personal characteristics
used in the analysis. The share of male employged 25-55 working part-time (in the EU-SILC
sample) is 1% in the Czech Republic, 3% in Pol&pdin and France, and 4% in Italy.
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derived hourly earnings in excess of 150 Euros elow the national minimum

wagé’ were excluded from the EU-SILC sample.

Variable definitions and summary statistics for d-samples of full-time male and

female workers, female part-time workers and nomkimg women are presented in

Table 5.1 for Britain; Table 5.2 for Italy, SpaindaPoland, and Table 5.3 for France
and the Czech Republic. Summary statistics forcsede deciles are provided in

Annex 5 (Table A 5-2 to Table A 5-7).

The distribution of wages in the BHPS and the EU-2IC

The wage measure used in the analysis is the hdagarithm of gross hourly

earnings. For Britain it is derived from gross nidntpay at last payment and total
weekly hours (including paid overtime). Men's aw@a hourly wages are

substantially higher than women’s in Britain (seableé 5.1a): the mean gender

earnings gap among full-time workers is 16 log wpgmts.

At the same time, the wage measure in the EU-SH @erived from current gross
monthly earnings for the countries that have vadides on this measure (Italy, Spain,
Poland) and from gross annual cash or near casimimén the reference period for
the countries that lack valid information on thentidy variable (France and the
Czech Republi€f. Both measures include paid overtime. Total wedldyrs in the
main job, however, as used to derive gross houwtyirgs, include both paid and
unpaid regular overtime. Since men are more liiken women to provide unpaid
overtime (see Engellandt & Riphahn, 2005 for Switred; Giannelli & Braschi,
2002 for Italy), thus reducing their derived hounpges, the resulting gender wage

gaps may be somewhat under-estimated.

Men’s average hourly earnings are substantiallyhdrigthan women’s in all 26
countries in the EU-SILC 2007 (see Table A 5-1 AnBg the mean gender earnings

7 For countries without a statutory minimum wage(&aly), those with hourly wages below 1 Euro
were excluded from the sample.

% |n both France and the Czech Republic, the incosference period is 12 months previous to
fieldwork. Thus, the earnings information for thés® countries refers to 2006 rather than 200i& It
not possible to link the cross-sectional and lardjital files (or two cross-sectional files) in tB&J-
SILC to obtain current information on the same wdlials.

156



gap amongst all full-time employees ranges from@wage points (lwp) in Greece,
Poland and Portugal to 34 Ilwp in Estonia. Acrossfite studied countries, the mean
gender wage gap for full-time employees is lowasPoland (3 Iwp), Italy (4 lwp),

middling in France (7 lwp) and Spain (8 Iwp) andHhest in the Czech Republic (23

Iwp). In this context, the mean wage gap in Britdié Iwp) is relatively high.

These mean log wage gaps may, however, disguiseriamy differences across the
wage distribution, such as those between low earaed high earners. Figure 5.1
plots the estimated kernel densities of full-timemand women'’s hourly earnings in
the six studied countries. The distributions of enalages are consistently more
symmetric than those of women, whose wages terteeteskewed to the left. The
gender differences are the most noticeable in #exiCRepublic, which is consistent

with the finding of the largest mean gender earsigap.

Figure 5.2 plots the raw (unadjusted) gap in logrlyoearnings between male and
female full-time employees at each centile of thsrithution™. Figure 2A in the
Annex shows the unadjusted gender log wage gapssthe distribution for all 26
EU-SILC countries. The wage gap in Britain, basedliata from the BHPS 2005/06,
shows some notable declines between th® &ad 78' centiles and subsequent
increases across the highest three deciles suggélsé presence of a glass ceiffhg
There does not, however, appear to be a sticky #dect in the raw dafa The
observed earnings gap for the UK based on datatiherEU-SILC 2007 (Figure 2A)
shows a similar pattern, with a pronounced glaskngeeffect. Focussing the
analysis on a single point in the wage distribut{soch as the mean or median)
would mask these changes in the gender wage gamdehar across the earnings

distribution.

The wage gap in Italy is positive and significamnthe lower half of the distribution,
but not significantly different from zero beyondetiy@" centile. There is some

evidence of a sticky floor, as the gap is highésha bottom of the distribution and

%9 The 95% confidence interval is estimated via hoaggping with 100 repetitions (see Melly, 2006).
°The gap is 17 log wage points at thd' Z&ntile; 18 log wage points at the™o€entile; and 20 log
wage points at the 5centile.

" The gap at the®] 5" and 18 centiles is 15 log wage points, whilst the gaghat23' centile is 16

log wage points.
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tends to decrease overall. A similar shaped gemdare gap was found for all

employees in Italy in Picchio and Mussida (2010)pvalso used the EU-SILC.

In Spain and in Poland, the gender wage gaps @@ génerally low (never
exceeding 15 lwp) and they decrease along theldison. The wage gap in Spain
crosses the zero line at around tfedécile and reverts back to significantly positive
only at the very top of the distribution, suggegtsome evidence of a glass ceiling
for the highest earning full-time woménlIn Poland, the gap reaches zero at fhe 6
decile, dropping below zero (to -10 Iwp) betweee 88" and the 9% centiles, and
rises again at the very top. The negative gap kexivee 88 and the 98 centiles
may be due to women’s substantially higher levélsducation among full-time

employees in the top quintiles of their respectiigributions (see Table A 5-5).

The unadjusted earnings gaps in France and inzeeCRepublic increase along the
distribution, with a particularly strong glass aail effect in the Czech Republic. The
wage gap in France increases in an almost linsida along the distribution from
zero to around 15 lwp at the ®%entile with an insignificantly small decrease
afterwards. The earnings gap in the Czech Repubo increases along the
distribution, but in a much less linear way. ledgssteeply from 10 Iwp to 25 Iwp in
the bottom quintile of the distribution, slowly gr®to 20 Iwp at the"®decile, goes
back to 30 Iwp at the™decile and then accelerates rapidly to almostvbdt the
top of the distribution. These results confirm thegttern of variation in the mean
gender wage gaps for full-time employees: the gapss the distribution is lowest

overall in Poland and highest in the Czech Republic

However, the unadjusted gender wage gaps amongimgl employees are not
strictly comparable across the countries studiec Heecause of different female
participation rates and the shares of women workifigime. For example, although
the wage gap is much lower in Italy than in the &@zdrkepublic, the female

participation rate is lower; thus, women who wauK-fime in Italy are likely to have

2 Arulampalam et al. (2007) find a decreasing eaymigap across the distribution in Spain for the
period 1995-2001 in the combined sample of paretand full-time workers, while de la Rica et al.

(2008) document a sticky floors effect for lowemedted workers and a glass ceiling effect for the
higher educated using Spanish data for 1999.
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human capital characteristics associated with mighenings than full-time working
women in the Czech Republic, resulting in the lowbserved gender wage gap in

Italy.
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Figure 5.1

Kernel density earnings estimates foufl-time employees
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Figure 5.2

Unadjusted gender log wage gap amongliitime employees
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The determinants of wages
Most authors have adopted the human capital mod@&edaker (1962; 1964) as the

theoretical basis for the earnings function, siktiecer’s (1958) seminal paper. By

treating education and experience as investmentngh capital), Mincer was able

to model individuals’ earnings as a function ofithevestment choices. Assuming

that individuals invest in human capital until tieests of investment equal the

present value of future gains, Mincer obtained tlwev ubiquitous econometric

161



specification in which the natural logarithm of mags is a linear function of years
of schooling (S. Polachek, 2007).

The same approach is used here. At the individual@yee level, it is assumed that
wages increase in line with measures of accumulskdd such as education and
years of work experience. Education is measurethbyhighest qualification level
achieved. Work experience in the BHPS is the actamea years of actual labour
market work experience using the individual’'s empient history since first leaving
full-time educatior?® (Halpin, 2000). In the EU-SILC actual work expege is
measured as the “number of years spent in paid"vgimke starting the first regular

job either as an employee or self-empldyed

The earnings function is augmented by the inclusioiurther explanatory variables:
marital status; occupation; having managerial gresuisory duties; firm size; and
region. For Britain, private sector employment lsoaincluded. This variable is not
available in the EU-SILC. The variables includedtie EU-SILC but not in the

BHPS earnings regressions are migrant status (“botside the EU-25") and type of
contract. (Variable definitions and summary statisare provided in Table 5.1 for
Britain; Table 5.2 for Italy, Spain and Poland; ahable 5.3 for France and the
Czech Republic. Similar information for the alldoat of characteristics across the

earnings distribution for men and women are presemt Annex 5).

In all six countries studied here, men tend to hawee years of work experience
than women, although the mean gender differenec®tistatistically significant for
full-time employees in Poland (Table 5.2). Howewaen working full-time are less
likely to have a university degree than women, verage, in Italy, Spain, Poland
and France. Men are as likely to have a universiiygree as women, on average, in
the Czech Republic and in Britain. Women workingt{tiene are substantially less

likely to have a university degree, on averagen thigher full-time men or women in

3 Work experience includes both full-time and partet experience. A more detailed analysis of
work-history in the BHPS by Olsen et al. (2010)dBna positive net effect of full-time work
experience on wages and no net effect of part-tiumek experience on wages.

" Any time spent temporarily out of work while hagim job (such as on maternity leave) is taken
into account; it is up to the respondent whethenairto count part-time work experience (EU-SILC
UDB Variables Description version 2007-2 from 0108 (variable PL200)).
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all of the studied countries except France, whem-fime women (35%) are more

likely to have a university degree than full-timem(32%).

In spite of full-time working women'’s higher eduicetal qualifications, they are less
likely to have managerial or supervisory dutiest@rwork in senior managerial
occupations than men in all of the studied coustriden outstrip women by around
10 percentage points in having managerial or sug@y duties in all countries
except Poland (where men lead by 4 ppt) and Briaimere men lead by 2 ppt),
among full-time employees. Men are increasingly endikely to carry out

managerial duties at the higher end of the earningfsibution (see Table A 5-2 to
Table A 5-7 in the Annex). Having managerial dutiegypically more prevalent
than working in a managerial occupation and theetation between the two is
modest®. Part-time women are the least likely of all todvananagerial duties or to

work as managers.

In all of the studied countries women dispropotditaly outnumber men in clerical
occupations and in service/sales occupations, wimiémn are more likely to be
concentrated in trades and operative occupatiotieedbwer end of the occupational
distribution and in managerial occupations at tbp &nd of the occupational
structure. Full-time women are about as likely asnmo work in professional
occupations and more likely than men to work ashrigians and associate
professionals. However, among full-time employeeSpain and Poland, women are
substantially more likely to work in professionalcapations than men, on average.
Part-time female employees tend to be concentratedower status clerical,
sales/service and elementary occupations in athefstudied countries, although
some also work in higher skilled white-collar jok¥xcupation has been shown to be
an important determinant of wages for full-time wemrelative to part-time women
in Britain (Connolly & Gregory, 2008; Manning & Pengolo, 2008) and for the pay
of full-time men relative to part-time women (Mumfo& P. N. Smith, 2009).

According to the most recent data from the BHPS upational sex segregation

5 In the British (BHPS) sample, the correlation dioégnt between being a manager (ISCO 1) and
having managerial duties is 0.47 in the combinedma of full-time employees (0.50 among men and
0.42 among women). The corresponding correlatioms 0al4 in the Italian sample; 0.21 in the
Spanish sample; 0.40 in the Polish sample; 0.28dr-rench sample; and 0.38 in the Czech sample.
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accounted for 17% of the average gender wage gmpitK in 2007 (Olsen et al.,
2010).

Men typically outnumber women in positions of resgbility in the EU. Women
comprise only 30% of managers (directors, chietatiees and managers of smaller
enterprises)and 3% of directors of top quoted company boardesacthe EU
(European Commission, 2009). According to the UKiddDpportunity Commission
(2005), women in Britain make up just 8% of theisefudiciary, 8% of senior
police officers, 10% of top business leaders andd%ational newspaper editors.
Similar results are found for lawyers in the U.Sthwonly some 6% of law firms
having managing partners who are female (Natiossbaiation of Women Lawyers,
2008, pp.2-7).

The summary statistics tables also include infoilmmabn the number of children in
the household and the age of the youngest chilésf@tvariables are used in the
estimation of women’s probability of working fullkte in order to correct for
possible non-random selection into full-time wolkit not included in the earnings
functions themselves. Full-time working women aisprbportionately less likely to
have children under 16 in the household than drdifite men, part-time women or
non-working women in all of the studied countriEsll-time female employees also
tend to be the least likely to have children aged br younger in the household. In
France, however, full-time working women are makely to have a pre-school age
single child (9%) than full-time working men (8%) part-time women (4%),
although they are less likely to have two or mdnédcen with the youngest being
under five years old. In all of the studied cowegrifull-time men and non-working
women are the most likely to have pre-school chitdin the household, while part-
time women are the most likely to have childrendadjee years or older. This
pattern suggests that women with very young childnay be relatively constrained

in their ability to work, especially full-time.

164



Table 5.1 Biritain - variable definitions and meas (BHPS 2005)

Non
Definitions Full-time Part-time working
Full-time men ~ women women women
(1) @) (3) (4) (5)
Gross hourly wage 13.50 11.48 8.88 -
Log of gross hourly wage 2.47 2.31 2.04 -
Accumulated years of work experience 13.05 11.61 10.60 3.86
Non-labour income (1000s) 16.69 23.08 3147 29.47
Age (years) 39.97 39.94 40.83 40.48
Highest level of education
Degree 0.23 0.29 0.16 0.15
Other higher 0.42 0.36 0.37 0.23
A-levels 0.10 0.10 0.1 0.13
O-levels 0.15 0.15 0.19 0.21
Other secondary 0.05 0.05 0.07 0.11
No formal secondary or higher qualification 0.05 0.04 0.08 0.18
Married (or living in a de facto relationship) 0.63 0.52 0.76 0.62
Disagree that family suffers if mother works full-
time 0.40 0.54 0.33 0.30
Age of youngest child in household
No children under 16 0.55 0.67 0.30 0.37
5 years or younger 0.23 0.10 0.32 0.37
6-11 years 0.14 0.12 0.25 0.19
12-15 years 0.08 0.10 0.14 0.08
Managerial duties 0.47 0.45 0.16 -
Size of firm
Less than 25 0.27 0.29 0.42
25-199 0.38 0.41 0.33
200 or over 0.36 0.30 0.25
Private sector 0.78 0.51 0.53
Occupational category
Managers 0.21 0.15 0.05
Professionals 0.14 0.18 0.09
Assoc Professionals 0.16 0.19 0.10
Admin/Secretarial 0.05 0.23 0.23
Skilled Trades 0.18 0.02 0.02
Personal Services 0.01 0.10 0.18
Sales and Customer
Services 0.02 0.06 0.19
Operatives 0.14 0.03 0.01
Elementary 0.09 0.04 0.14
Region
South of England 0.29 0.27 0.30 0.30
London 0.08 0.10 0.07 0.09
East Midlands 0.23 0.21 0.24 0.24
North of England 0.25 0.26 0.27 0.26
Wales 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.03
Scotland 0.09 0.11 0.08 0.08
Number of observations 1747 1283 665 528

Source: British Household Panel Survey, Wave 16s&sectional weights used.
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Table 5.2  Variable definitions and means (EU-&IC 2007)

Italy Spain Poland

g g | & g | B 2

o o @ = o o @ = o o @ =
Definitions E Eg £E5 S5 £ E5 £5 £5 £ E5s £E5 €5

I ZE 55 55| 225 55 55| 235 55 £5

L I A= Z= L oL o= Z= L L= O Z=
Hourly wage (euro) 1110 1076 9.33 - 1056 9.75 8.10 - 334 327 282 -
Log wage 2.33 2.29 2.15 - 2.25 217 1.99 - 1.08 1.05 0.90
Work experience
(years) 1727 1509 1421 6.02 1821 1506 1432 826 16.90 1642 1325 11.36
Age 4052 40.04 3954 4045 | 38.92 3848 3896 40.64 | 3867 39.60 3793 40.74
Log non-labour income  9.42 9.97 10.17 10.20 | 9.24 9.82 9.86 9.96 8.52 8.86 9.01 8.92
Highest level of
education
Lower secondary or
below 044 027 039 058 | 039 024 042 0.56 006  0.03 0.06 0.17
Secondary/further 0.41 0.48 0.49 035 | 025 025 0.28 0.25 073 057 067 074
University 015 025 0.12 0.08 | 036 051 0.30 0.20 0.21 0.39 027 0.0
Born outside EU-25 0.08 007 0.09 0.07 | 007 007 01 0.07 | 0.00  0.00 0.01 0.00
Married 0.65 0.60 0.71 075 | 064 0.60 0.71 074 1077 076 0.76 0.75
Age of youngest child
in household
No children under 16 056 064 041 052 | 058  0.62 044 0583 048  0.55 0.50 0.47
One child aged 0-4 0.08  0.08 0.12 0.08 | 009  0.08 0.11 0.09 0.10  0.08 0.12 0.09
One child aged 5-10 0.07  0.05 0.1 0.07 | 007 007 012 0.08 0.10  0.09 0.08 0.09
One child aged 11-15 0.10  0.09 0.12 0.1 0.08  0.08 0.09 0.09 0.10  0.12 0.10 0.09
2 or more children,
youngest aged 0-4 0.09  0.06 0.12 0.1 0.09 007 0.0 0.1 0.10  0.05 0.09 0.14
2 or more children,
youngest aged 5-10 0.08  0.06 0.1 0.09 | 007 007 011 0.09 0.09  0.08 0.11 0.09
2 or more children,
youngest aged 11-15 0.02 001 0.02 0.02 | 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.03  0.03 0.01 0.02
Managerial duties 029 019 011 - 032 023 009 - 024 020 009 -
Size of firm
10 or fewer 028 029 047 - 028 032 0.55 - 035 036 0.51 -
11-149 035 035 0.30 - 033 031 0.26 - 024 026 0.32 -
50 or over 0.38 036 0.23 - 038 037 0.19 - 0.41 0.38 017 -
On permanent contract 089 086 075 - 079 078 060 - 078 082 049 -
Occupational category*
Legislators, senior
officials and managers ~ 0.02  0.01 0.01 0.04 | 003 0.01 0.00 0.02 0.05  0.05 0.01 0.02
Professionals 0.09 0.3 0.05 0.04 | 013 020 0.08 0.05 013 031 0.20 0.06
Technicians and
associate professionals 019 033 023 014 | 013 014 008 007 | 012 018 012 0.0
Clerks 012 0.9 0.22 012 | 009 027 021 017 | 006 014 017 0.1
Service workers and
shop and market
sales workers 008 012 0.21 020 | 010 0.19 0.23 0.25 006 012 024 027
Skilled agricultural and
fishery workers / Craft
and related trades 024  0.06 0.05 019 | 026  0.05 0.03 0.12 032  0.06 0.05 0.23
Plant and machine
operatives and
assemblers 016 007 004 012 | 013 0.02 0.01 0.02 020 004 0.01 0.05
Elementary 009  0.09 0.18 015 | 012 012 0.35 0.31 0.06 0.1 0.21 0.16
Unweighted No.
observations 6093 4012 1287 4597 | 3867 2719 695 3030 | 3995 3424 308 3105

Source: EU-SILC 2007. Cross-sectional weights used.
*Occupational category of the last job for non-wiagkwomen.
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Table 5.3 Variable definitions and means (EU-&IC 2007)

France Czech Republic
2 g g g
@ @ @ = w ® o) =
Definitions £ = E£E5 gs £ ES Es =
= = £ © £ & £ = = £ © £ & £
Z LS £ g 2 g &z 2 g £ s 28
Hourly wage (euro) 14.54 13.39 14.22 4.23 3.28 2.84
Log wage 2.61 2.54 2.56 - 1.34 1.1 0.95 -
Work experience (years) 18.48 17.31 17.25 8.09 18.08 18.93 16.89 11.22
Age 39.89 40.01 4143 39.53 39.03 41.11 40.50 37.03
Log non-labour income 9.21 9.45 10.00 10.18 8.67 9.03 9.21 9.19
Highest level of education
Lower secondary or below 0.19 0.14 0.22 0.39 0.04 0.06 0.07 0.17
Secondary/further 0.49 0.42 0.44 0.40 0.78 0.78 0.77 0.73
University 0.32 0.44 0.35 0.21 0.18 0.16 0.16 0.10
Born outside EU-25 0.06 0.04 0.07 0.18 0.01 0.01 0.03 0.01
Married 0.53 0.47 0.67 0.59 0.65 0.68 0.84 0.67
Age of youngest child in
household
No children under 16 0.52 0.61 0.38 0.43 0.59 0.68 0.48 0.33
One child aged 0-4 0.08 0.09 0.04 0.07 0.08 0.02 0.07 0.19
One child aged 5-10 0.05 0.05 0.08 0.06 0.06 0.08 0.15 0.07
One child aged 11-15 0.08 0.09 0.1 0.08 0.09 0.12 0.08 0.06
2 or more children,
youngest aged 0-4 0.13 0.06 0.17 0.23 0.08 0.01 0.06 0.23
2 or more children,
youngest aged 5-10 0.11 0.07 0.18 0.11 0.08 0.07 0.10 0.09
2 or more children,
youngest aged 11-15 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.06 0.01
Managerial duties 0.37 0.30 0.21 0.25 0.15 0.07
Size of firm
10 or fewer 0.15 0.19 0.28 0.15 0.21 0.41
11-149 0.27 0.27 0.25 0.39 0.38 0.38
50 or over 0.58 0.54 0.47 0.46 0.41 0.21
On permanent contract 0.94 0.93 0.86 0.92 0.92 0.71
Occupational category*
Legislators, senior officials
and managers 0.08 0.07 0.03 0.05 0.06 0.02 0.01 0.01
Professionals 0.14 0.15 0.10 0.07 0.10 0.1 0.05 0.06
Technicians and associate
professionals 0.22 0.26 0.22 0.12 0.20 0.32 0.22 0.22
Clerks 0.07 0.24 0.23 0.18 0.04 0.16 0.08 0.10
Service workers and shop
and market sales workers 0.06 0.15 0.20 0.25 0.07 0.15 0.25 0.26
Skilled agricultural and
fishery workers / Craft and
related trades 0.21 0.01 0.01 0.06 0.32 0.09 0.03 0.14
Plant and machine
operatives and assemblers 0.16 0.04 0.01 0.06 0.17 0.06 0.05 0.07
Elementary 0.05 0.08 0.19 0.21 0.03 0.07 0.30 0.16
Unweighted No.
observations 2773 1880 808 1295 3130 2666 118 1286

Source: EU-SILC 2007. Cross-sectional weights used.
*Occupational category of the last job for non-wiagkwomen.

Allowance is made for possible non-random selectdbrnwomen into full-time

employment in the estimation of the earnings fungi below. To identify the

selection effect, additional information on the agk children present in the
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household, non-labour incom® and the worker's response to the attitudinal
statement “the family suffers if the mother workdl-fime” are included in the
analysis for Britain. Fortin (2005) and Albrecht at, (2009) both stress the
importance of including attitudinal (or belief) nsemes in the analysis of women'’s
employment decisions. This may be particular imgartfor beliefs that vary
between individuals and cultural groups (such asrédationship between working
hours and the perceived ability to be a successbiher). Full-time working women
in Britain are less likely to have young childrenthe household and they are more

likely to have positive attitudéSto the acceptability of mothers working full-time.

There is no information on attitudes in the EU-S]lit the number and ages of
dependent children as well as women’s non-labocorite should be sufficient as
exclusion restrictions (i.e. they are present m gblection regression, but not in the
earnings regression). Thus, it is assumed thaethasables are associated with the

decision to participate in the labour market firtié but not with earning%
Estimation

The quantile regression model of Koenker and Basd€t78) is employed to
estimate earnings functions for ma{gy and female¢f):

Wim = Xim Bom + Ugim  With Quany(Wim [Xm) = Xim Bom i=(1,..., n)

Wit = Xit Bor + Usit With Quanb(wis [Xir) = Xit Bor i=(1,..., n)

% In the BHPS, non-labour income is derived as ttmual household income in the reference period
(12 months before the interview) minus the indiabs income from labour in the same period.
Similarly, in the EU-SILC, non-labour income is asmah gross household income (HY010) minus the
individual's own gross earnings (PY010G), over téference period (12 months before the interview
or fieldwork).

" Although it could be argued that the attitude aike should be lagged, questions about gender-role
attitudes were only asked in the™\Bave of the BHPS (2005/2006).

"8 n the British sample of full-time female emplogeaeither the age of children, nor non-labour
income, nor attitude to working full-time is sigieéintly correlated with average hourly earnings,
having controlled for education, experience, mhastatus, age and region. Similarly, in the EU-SILC
samples, non-labour income and the number/age ilwireh are not correlated with average hourly
earnings, everything else held equal. The only gtiae is the Czech Republic, where annual non-
labour income (log) has a significant positive effen hourly earnings for full-time working women.
However, participation and full-time rates are alsoy high in the Czech sample, so the potential fo
sample selection is lower.
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wherew; is the natural log of the average hourly earnioigsdividuali; X is a Kx1
vector of regressors measuring a range of individinaracteristics; andy is a
residual term. The distribution of the residualreuy; is unspecified, but théth
guantile of the error termy; is assumed to be zero (Hao & Naiman, 2007). Ithmn
shown that the estimateg, , the quantile regression coefficients, are coests
estimates of the rates of return to observed ctenatics at different quantiles in the

conditional wage distribution (see, for example chiado & Mata, 2005, p.447).

The need to allow for sample selection when estilgain earnings function, such as
the non-random probability of women being emplofidttime, is well documented
by Heckman (1979). Buchinsky (1998) proposes a gmrametric estimator for
selection correction in the quantile regression ehodnd provides examples.
Albrecht et al., (2009) employ the Buchinsky metlaodl extend the Machado-Mata
(2005) decomposition method to account for selactio the quantile regression

framework, when estimating(6) for women working full-time ff):

Wit = Xt forr + No(Zif y) + Uairr With Quand(Wig|zn= Xirr ) = Xirr Por + No(Zt ) (3)

wherez: is the set of variables that influence the proligbthat a woman works
full-time (including a selection ok;) for individual i; and the termhy(zsy) is
analogous to the Mill’'s ratio in the Heckman priaee with parameterg. (For

identification,z also includes at least one continuous variablenobuded inx;.)

Albrecht et al. (2009) show the steps to simulagedelection-corrected distribution
(the distribution of wages for all women, if all men worked full-time) via the
adapted M-M algorithrf?:

1. Estimatey using a single-index method.

2. Sampl& from a uniform (0,1) distribution.

3. Estimates (¢) andh(.) using the Buchinsky approach.

" The comparable steps in the Machado-Mata procedree 1. Sample from a uniform (0,1)
distribution; 2. compute;[S’B(Q); 3. Samplex, from the empirical distributioréXA; 4. Compute

Wag = XaB°(6) : and 5. Repeat steps 1 tédimes
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4. Samplexa from the empirical distribution of women’s charadgcs éxA :

5. ComputeWw, = X,3(6)
6. Repeat steps 2 tavbtimes.

The difference between the selection-correctediligton (simulated following the
above steps) and the actual distribution of fulldiwomen’s wages shows the effect
of selection. Following Albrecht et al. (2009) tlsislection effect can be decomposed
into a part due to observables and a part duedbsgrvables by modifying step 4 in
the above algorithm and sampling from the empirnitistribution of full-time women
only, rather than all women. This produces a distion of wages that would be
observed if women who do not work full-time had #ame distribution of observed
characteristics as those who actually work fulldimThe difference between this
distribution and the distribution obtained in sty sampling from data on all
women gives the part of the selection effect dueliservables. The portion due to
unobservables is the difference between the didiab of wages obtained by
sampling from data on full-time women and the acuiatribution of full-time

women'’s wages.

Table 5.4 and Table 5.5 provide results from stethgaobit and single ind&%
(Ichimura, 1993) estimation of the determinantpafticipating in full-time work by
women in Britain and in the five EU-SILC countriesspectively. Unsurprisingly, in
all six countries women are found to be signifibantore likely to be working full-
time (rather than working part-time or not workinfjjhey have more years of work
experience and higher education qualifications. Britain, women are also
significantly more likely to work full-time if theydisagree with the attitudinal

statement “the family suffers if the mother work#-fime”.

In contrast, the presence of dependent childrericplarly very young children, is
typically strongly negatively associated with thelmbility of women working full-

time. France is the only country where the negagifect of having one child aged

8 The constant and the coefficient on the first tordus variable (years of work experience) are not
identified in the single index model, they are nalised here by setting them equal to the
corresponding values in the probit model, therelking the results of the two models comparable.
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four or younger on the propensity to work full-tinge not statistically significant.
This is possibly due to shorter paid parental Iavéamilies with only one child in
France and the accessibility of day care and eadlycation facilities for young
children, particularly those aged 3-5 years oldg(feai & Boyer, 2008; Fagnani &
Math, 2009; OECD, 2010). However, having two or enathildren, with the
youngest being four or younger, has a significandgative effect on the chances of
working full-time even in France. Across the fiv&J&SILC countries, the negative
effect of having one or more pre-school childrenthe household is strongest in
Poland and the Czech Republic. This is not surgjssince these two countries
scored very low on the composite index of work/fgmieconciliation policies in
Chapter 3. In Britain, there is a significant pigtinteraction between having
children aged five or younger and the attitudealad: the negative effect of having
one or more young children in the household is Endbr those with a positive

attitude to mothers working full-time.

Furthermore, higher non-labour income is typicalgatively associated with the
probability of women participating in full-time edgyment. In Britain, the negative
effect of non-labour income is only significant fmarried women (Table 5.4). In all
five EU-SILC countries, however, the negative effeé non-labour income is
significant for women who are not married, with aditional negative effect for
married women (in at least one of the two modeaisali countries except Spain.
Moreover, older women are less likely to work fiithe in all of the studied
countries. This appears to be a cohort effect. ritald, women aged 45-55 are the

least likely to work full-time rather than part-&nor not at all.

Women born outside the EU-25 are significantlyslékely to work full-time in
Spain, Poland and in France in both models andtaly lin the single-index
estimation only. Immigrant women in the Czech Réipuppear to be more likely to
work full-time (in the single-index estimation). ttever, the numbers of immigrants
are very low in Poland and in the Czech Republicdér 1% amongst all women in

the sample).
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Table 5.4 Estimates of the incidence of full-timgork among women (Britain)

Probit (1) Single Index (2)
B SE B SE

Constant -1.51%* 0.15 -1.51 -
Work experience (years) 0.18*** 0.01 0.18 -
Work experience squared (x 100) -0.005***  0.001 -0.10 % 0.0001
Age group (ref: 45-55)

25-34 0.70*** 0.09 0.48*** 0.04

35-44 0.25** 0.08 -0.15%** 0.03
Non-labour income (1000’s) 0.001 0.003 0.0005 0.001
Married 0.01 0.10 -0.02 0.04
Positive working mother attitude 0.31*** 0.07 0.08** 0.03
Youngest child aged 0-5 -1.44%** 0.11 -1.57%** 0.06
Youngest child aged 6-11 -0.88*** 0.11 -0.31*** 0.05
Positive working mother attitude x
Youngest child age 0-5 0.37* 0.15 0.16* 0.06
Positive working mother attitude x
Youngest child age 6-11 0.23 0.16 0.01 0.08
Married x non-labour income -0.01** 0.004 -0.003* 0.001
Highest level of education (ref: minimal)

Degree 1.06%** 0.12 0.45%** 0.06

Other higher 0.63*** 0.12 0.16%** 0.05

A-levels 0.54*** 0.13 0.14* 0.06

O-levels 0.42** 0.12 -0.60*** 0.04

Other 0.22 0.15 0.05 0.06
Inverse Mill’s ratio 0.01 0.04 - -
Number of observations 2476 2476

Source: BHPS 2005-06, Wave 15. *** p<0.001, ** p&D, * p<0.05.

Note: The constant and work experience coefficiemthe single index model are normalised.

Controls are included for region.

Variables included in the earnings equation inHleekman two-step procedure: actual work

experience (quadratic), education, marital statod, regional controls.
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Table 5.5 Estimates of the incidence of full-tie work among women

(EU-SILC)
Probit (1)
Czech
Italy Spain Poland France Republic
B SE B SE B SE B SE B SE
Constant 2.40* 0.22 1.95%* 0.26 3.39"* 0.37 3.29"* 0.26 468 0.44
Actual work experience  0.17**  0.01 014 0.01 0.21**  0.01 0.10**  0.01 0.21**  0.01
Actual work experience
squared (x100) -0.25"*  0.0002 -0.22**  0.0002 -0.26"*  0.0002 -0.10* 0.0002 -0.22**  0.0003
Age -0.05™*  0.003 -0.05**  0.003 -0.12*  0.004 -0.06™*  0.004 -0.127*  0.01
Log non-labour income  -0.12**  0.02 -0.05* 0.02 -0.10* 0.04 -0.15™  0.02 -0.10* 0.04
Highest level of education (ref: university)
Lower secondary or
below -1.16™*  0.05 -0.98"*  0.04 -0.76*  0.07 -1.59%* 012
Secondary or further -0.55*  0.04 -0.58*  0.05 1.06™* 0.05 -0.46™*  0.05 -0.88™*  0.08
Married 0.28 0.32 -0.50 0.36 0.53 0.42 1.12* 0.52 1.31* 0.62
Born outside EU-25 -0.12 0.06 -0.16* 0.07 -1.31* 0.51 -0.32* 0.09 -0.08 0.26
Number and age of children (ref: no children under 16)
1 child, aged 0-4 -0.32*  0.06 0.61™  0.07 -0.55™*  0.07 -0.08 0.10 -2.027* 010
1 child, aged 5-10 041 0.061 -0.35"*  0.07 -0.18** 0.07 -0.22* 0.10 -0.24* 0.10
1 child, aged 11-15 017 0.05 -0.20* 0.06 0.07 0.06 -0.24* 0.08 0.33" 0.10
2 or more children,
youngest aged 0-4 -0.61**  0.06 -0.76**  0.07 -0.82*  0.07 -1.02*  0.08 -2.027* 011
2 or more children,
youngest aged 5-15 043"  0.05 -0.40™*  0.06 -0.19" 0.06 -0.617* 007 -0.05 0.09
Log non-labour income
* Married -0.04 0.03 0.03 0.04 -0.04 0.05 -0.11* 0.05 -0.12t 0.07
Inverse Mill’s ratio 0.31%** 0.03 0.22*** 0.04 0.002 0.0232 0.14* 0.02 0.05* 0.02
Number of observations 9896 6444 6837 3983 4070
Single index (2)
Czech
Italy Spain Poland France Republic
B SE B SE B SE B SE B SE
Constant 2.40 - 1.95 3.39 3.29 468 -
Actual work experience  0.17 - 0.14 0.21 0.10 0.21 -
Actual work experience
squared (x100) -0.25*  0.0001 -0.20™*  0.0001 -0.26™*  0.0001 -0.09"*  0.0001 -0.23**  0.0001
Age -0.04**  0.002 -0.05***  0.002 -0.12**  0.003 -0.06*  0.003 -0.11**  0.003
Log non-labour income  -0.14**  0.01 -0.03*  0.01 -0.10™  0.02 -0.12"  0.01 -0.09™  0.02
Highest level of education (ref: university)
Lower secondary or
below -1.23**  0.04 -0.92**  0.04 -0.52*  0.04 -1.35%*  0.06
Secondary or further -0.57**  0.03 -0.39"*  0.03 0.87* 0.04 -0.35"*  0.03 -0.677*  0.04
Married 0.22** 0.07 -0.35 0.23 0.65* 0.25 0.57* 0.12 0.87* 0.35
Born outside EU-25 -0.20*  0.04 0.19"*  0.04 -0.62"* 0.24 -0.24**  0.05 0.20* 0.10
Number and age of children (ref: no children under 16)
1 child, aged 0-4 029" 0.04 -0.54**  0.05 -0.40*  0.044 -0.02 0.05 -1.58"*  0.06
1 child, aged 5-10 -0.44**  0.04 -0.40**  0.05 -0.21**  0.04 -0.11* 0.05 0.03 0.05
1 child, aged 11-15 -0.27**  0.03 -0.19"*  0.05 0.09* 0.04 -0.16*  0.04 0.31** 0.05
2 or more children,
youngest aged 0-4 -0.53"**  0.04 -0.69*  0.05 -0.68™*  0.04 -0.62*  0.04 -1.97%*  0.06
2 or more children,
youngest aged 5-15 042 0.04 -0.49**  0.04 -0.16"*  0.04 -0.38*  0.03 0.03 0.04
Log non-labour income
* Married -0.03** 0.0 0.02 0.02 -0.06* 0.03 -0.06*  0.01 -0.07t 0.04
Number of observations 9896 6444 6837 3983 4070

Source: EU-SILC 2007.

Controls are included for region.
Variables included in the earnings equation inHleekman two-step procedure: actual work

*** n<0.001, ** p<0.01, x¥0.05, T p<0.10.
Note: The constant and work experience coefficienthe single index model are normalised.

experience (quadratic), education, marital statosjigrant status, and regional controls.

173



Figure 5.3 plots the selection effect or, in othenrds, the difference between the
(simulatedﬁl selection-corrected distribution and the actuatritiution of full-time
women’s wages in six countries. This selectionatffe then decomposed into the
portion related to observable characteristics dwedportion related to unobservable
characteristics. By modifying the algorithm and pénmg from the empirical
distribution of full-time women only (Albrecht et. a2009), a distribution of wages
that would be observed if women who do not workl-fiuhe had the same
distribution of observed characteristics as thos® actually do work full-time is
simulated. The difference between this distributd the distribution obtained by
sampling from data on all women gives the portidrthe selection effect due to
observables (Figure 5.4). The portion due to unolasdes (Figure 5.5) is the
difference between the distribution of wages olgdiby sampling from data on full-

time women and the actual distribution of full-timvemen’s wages.

In Britain, the selection effect can be seen tpdstive throughout, generally sitting
between 10 and 20 log wage points; with some evcielerf both a sticky floor and a
glass ceiling. Figure 5.3 reveals that the womesenled to be working full-time in
Britain have higher earnings potential in this wtrn do British women in general;
this is especially true for women in the lowest ahé highest deciles of the
distribution. The selection effect is due to diffieces in the observed characteristics
(Figure 5.4) and differences in the unobserved atttaristics (Figure 5.5), but the

former dominate.

In Italy, the overall selection effect is large goakitive throughout, but highest at
the bottom of the distribution (50 lwp). This sugtgethat Italian women working-

full-time have the characteristics associated wiith highest earnings potential,
particularly among lower earndfs The portion of the selection effect due to
differences in observed characteristics (Figure),5suich as education, work
experience, migrant status, as well as the relelansehold characteristics, is also
highest at the bottom of the distribution (30 Iwjpidicating that women who work

81 The termhy(z#y) (equation 3) is a power series expansion of thglsiindex selection probability
estimated with a semi-parametric least squaresptwoe (Ichimura, 1993) .

8 This finding is in line with that in Picchio and Udsida (2010), who use a different selection
correction method to adjust for selection into emgpient, rather than full-time work.
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full-time have higher levels of human capital aed/ér family-related constraints on
their employment. At the same time, Figure 5.5 shasignificant unobserved
differences between full-time women and all womalsp highest at the bottom of
the distribution (20 lwp). Thus, it is the highestrning women in Italy who are the
most likely to be self-selected into full-time workoth in terms of their observed
and unobserved characteristics. The absence af@taminimum wage in Italy may
be one of the reasons why lower skilled women apeenlikely to stay out of full-

time employment.

The selection effect is positive and significanbtighout in Spain, gradually falling
from around 30 Iwp to 10 Ilwp (Figure 5.3). This gagts that the highest earners are
the least likely to be self-selected into full-tiremployment. Figure 5.4 shows that
the portion of the selection effect due to differes in observable characteristics is
positive and significant at around 25 lwp throughthe distribution, with a steep
decrease beyond th& 8ecile. It can be seen from Figure 5.5 that theiquo of the
selection effect due to unobservables is less antiat, at around 5 Iwp throughout,
but largely near zero beyond th& @ecile. This suggests that full-time working
women are more likely to have the observed chatiatites associated with higher
earnings potential, rather than unobserved charsiite (not controlled for in the
model; Table 5.5).

It is notable that the size of the selection effadhe lower half of the distribution is
considerably larger in Italy than in Spain, althbugis similar in the second half of
the earnings distribution. A possible explanatiould be related to differences in
tax/benefit regimes with respect to secondary earimecouples in these countries,
discussed in Chapter 3. Secondary earners (on 678& é\werage Production Wage)
in couples with children tend to lose a higher prtipn of their earnings to taxes
and benefit withdrawals in Italy than in Spain, &splly in comparison with primary
earners and lone parents on the same earningsF{gaee 3.14 in Chapter 3).
Furthermore, there is no statutory minimum wag#adly. Thus, women with lower

earnings potential in Italy may find it less worttile to enter employment.
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The selection effect is positive but modest in Rdldt steadily increases along the
distribution from 5 Iwp to around 15 Iwp at th8 @ecile and beyond. The selection
effect is largely due to significant differencesabservable characteristics between
full-time female employees and all women, while ploetion due to unobservables is
not statistically significant, except for a smadigative effect in the middle and at the
end of the distribution (Figure 5.4 and Figure 5.9)hus, the individual
characteristics controlled for in the participateguation, such as education, years of
work experience, migrant status, marital status-labour income and the number
and age of children, largely explain the differesxaethe likelihood of working full-
time (as opposed to working part-time or not wogkiat all) for women. This
suggests that lower levels of education and expegieas well as family
commitments make it difficult for women to partiate in the labour market and to

work longer hours in particular.

It is a curious finding that the selection effexigreater in Poland than in the Czech
Republic, although employment and full-time workesaare comparable in these
countries®®. Furthermore, both countries rank very low on therk/family
reconciliation index in Chapter 3. Both lack statytpaternity leave provisions and
non-transferable parental leave entitlements ftrefis, while allowing mothers to
stay at home on job-protected parental leave timtilchild is three years old. The
only difference is that the parental leave is mgemerously paid in the Czech
Republic (50 FTE weeks) than in Poland (16 FTE wgeRoth countries have low
formal childcare enrolment rates for pre-schooldrkn, similar tax/benefit regimes
for secondary earners in couples and relativelgitiomal gender-role attitudes.
However, there is a difference in the conditiortacted to paid parental leave: in
Poland the parental allowance is means testedsamat ipaid if the parent is working
or if the child attends a kindergarten; in the Ce&epublic, the parental benefit is
flat rate (with three options differing by durati@nd payment) and parents are
allowed to work full- or part-time (Moss & Korintu2008). Hence, Polish mothers
with greater earnings potential may find it morertherhile to forgo the parental

leave and return to work (although they may stlidonstrained by the availability of

8 Employment rates are 65% and 57% in the Czech Iiiepand Poland, respectively, in the
effective sample used in the analysis. Full-timarsh of female employment are 96% and 92%,
respectively.
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childcare places). Indeed, Table 5.2 and Tabld€uBimary statistics) show that the
differences in educational qualifications across tiwree activity groups of women
(full-time, part-time and non-working) are greaterPoland; these differences are

even more pronounced for mothers of very youngichif”.

In France the selection effect is positive and rsadié remains at around 10 lwp
across the entire distribution, plunging beyond #iedecile. It can be seen from
Figure 5.4 and Figure 5.5 that the overall selectaffect is entirely due to
differences in observed characteristics between evomho work full-time and all
French women, since the differences due to unobdepharacteristics are not
significantly different from zero. These findingsggest that women who work full-
time in France are more likely to have the obsemfearacteristics associated with
higher earnings, but this selection effect is modeg international standards
(compared with findings for Spain and ltaly, foraexple). This is not a surprising
finding given that family and employment policias France aim to make it easier
for French women to combine work and family if theish to work (Fagnani &
Math, 2009).

The selection effect is even smaller in the CzeelpuBlic (Figure 5.3) and also
largely due to differences in observed charactesigFigure 5.4 and Figure 5.5) The
overall selection effect does not exceed 5-7 lwamgt point in the distribution and it
is not significantly different from zero beyond tB8 decile. Women in the Czech
Republic have some of the lowest non-participaton part-time rates in the EU
(Eurostat, 2010), so it is not surprising thatdigvidence of selection into full-time

work is found.

To sum up, the overall selection effect is positaral large in Italy and in Spain,
small by comparison in Britain, France and Polasmdgd negligible in the Czech

Republic. The positive selection effect in Italydan Spain is due to differences in

8 For women with children aged 0-4, there is a $igant association between activity status and
having a university degree (p<0.0001) in Polandhill-time working women being much more
likely to be university educated (51%) than pameiworking women (45%) or non-working women
(19%). In the Czech Republic, the association is gignificant at 1% (p=0.04); part-time women
(39%) are more likely to be university educatechthdl-time women (25%) or non-working women
(17%).
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both observable and unobservable characteristitghe part related to observables
dominates. In contrast, the positive selectionagfiie Britain, France, Spain, Poland
and the Czech Republic is almost entirely due tfieinces in observable
characteristics. Allowance for selection is madeoadingly in the estimation of the

earnings functions for full-time working women belo
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Figure 5.3  Log wage gap between actual full-time woen and the wages that

would be observed if all women worked full-time

Italy

2u;m

Spain

~

Source: EU-SILC 2007 for Italy, Spain, France, Rdland the Czech Republic; BHPS 2005 for

Britain.
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Figure 5.4  The portion of the selection effect duto differences in observed
characteristics between full-time female employeemd all women

Italy

o
=
N
w
»

2xn

Spain

~

Source: EU-SILC 2007 for Italy, Spain, France, Rdland the Czech Republic; BHPS 2005 for

Britain.
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Figure 55  The portion of the selection effect dueto differences in
unobserved characteristics between full-time femaleemployees

and all women
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Source: EU-SILC 2007 for Italy, Spain, France, Rdland the Czech Republic; BHPS 2005 for

Britain.
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Earnings function results

Selected results (at the 2@uantile, the median and the"8@uantile) from the
guantile regressions for log hourly earnings fomngequation 1) and women with
Buchinsky selection correction (equation®3)vorking full-time are presented in
Table 5.6 for Britain and Tables 5.7 through Sdrlthe other five countries.

There are substantial gains associated with higtacation qualifications and work
experience for men and women. Contrary to what tnlggh expected, however,
women have higher returns to having a universityrele than men in all five EU-
SILC countries, but particularly so in Spain andalRd. Thus, it appears that it is not
simply differences in returns to academic qualifaas that drive the raw gender
wage gaps in earnings in these countries. The extgption is Britain, where the
returns to educational qualifications (A-Level atzbve) are higher for men than for

women at each of the selected quantiles.

Workplace characteristics tend to be crucial ptedscof earnings. There are positive
returns to having managerial duties, working inaagér workplace, having a
permanent contract (EU-SILC only), and having a tedpllar high-skilled
occupation throughout the distribution for full-enmen and women in all of the
studied countries. The returns associated withymayr managerial duties are
typically higher for men than for women, especiallythe top end of the earnings
distribution. Notably, the returns tend to riseassrthe distribution for men, but not
for women. Working in a larger workplace also tetmlsarry higher returns for men
than for women. These results suggest that diftedereturns associated with these
workplace characteristics play a role in driving tthserved gender wage gaps in the

studied countries.

The returns to working in the ISCO-1 ‘manageriatcupation (legislators, senior
officials and managers) tend to increase acrossligtgbution for men and women
in all six countries. The returns are higher fomntigan for women in Britain (at the
2" decile only), Spain (at thé'®decile and the median), in Poland (at tA&dzcile

8 The functionhy(zf) is a power series approximation (using the invevi##s ratio from the
Heckman’s two-step procedure) of the filtered @ngidex selection probability (see Table 5.4 for
Britain and Table 5.5 for the EU-SILC countries@eSAlbrecht et al. (2009, p.385).
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only), and in the Czech Republic (at tH2dcile only). On the contrary, the returns
are higher for women than for men in Italy and iariee (at the '8decile). Women

tend to have higher returns to working in profesalo(ISCO-2) and associate
professional occupations (ISCO-3), with the returypscally increasing across the
distribution, in each of the studied countries. dantrast, men tend to have
substantially higher returns to working in skilleddes and craft occupations than
women. These tend to be the occupations heavilyirdded by men (see summary

statistics tables above).

Being married is positively associated with wages men in all of the studied
countries, but carries no wage premium (or penédtyyvomen. Married men tend to
earn around 10% more at each selected point idi#igbution in all six countries.
Having been born outside the EU-25 carries a st penalty for both men and
women in Italy and Spain, as well as in the Czeepwlic (at the median and for
men only). However, immigrant workers in Spain ao¢ a homogenous group, with
immigrants from non-Spanish speaking countriemtathe largest wage gap relative
to native Spanish workers (Nicodemo, 2009b). Irstimgly, there is a significant
immigrant penalty at the median and a premium at 2 decile for women in
Poland, with no significant effects for men, altbhummigrants make up less than 1%

of female and male full-time employees in the sampl

To sum up, men tend to have higher returns actasslistribution from workplace
characteristics, such as having managerial dutidsaorking in a larger workplace,
than women. The returns associated with being edhraire ubiquitously high for
men, but virtually nil for women. However, the nets associated with having a
university degree are higher for women in all & #tudied countries except Britain.
As regards occupational characteristics, women témdhave higher returns
associated with working in professional and assegmofessional occupations, but
the premiums to working in skilled trades and caaftupations are higher for men.
Men tend to have higher returns to working in mamed) occupations than women
at the bottom of the distribution in Britain, Italgpain and Poland and at the top of

the distribution in the Czech Republic. Howeveryvem tend to have higher returns
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to working in managerial occupations at the tophef distribution in Britain and in

France.

Table 5.6  Regression results for full-time meand women (Britain)

Men Women (with selection correction)
guantile 20th 50th 80th 20th 50th 80th
Work experience (years) 0.04*** 0.04%** 0.04%** 0.02** 0.02** 0.03***
Work exp squared (x 100) -0.10%*** -0.11%*= -0.12%** -0.07* -0.02 -0.05**
Highest level of education
(ref: minimal)

Degree 0.39%** 0.40%** 0.36%** 0.26** 0.29%** 0.29**
Other higher 0.21%** 0.20%** 0.15* 0.13 0.13* 0.16*
A-levels 0.19** 0.22%** 0.17* 0.08 0.12* 0.08
O-levels 0.11 0.12** 0.07 0.05 0.10 0.01
Other secondary 0.06 0.11 0.04 0.01 0.01 0.09
Married 0.08** 0.09%** 0.09** -0.01 0.02 -0.05
Managerial duties 0.10*** 0.15%** 0.20*** 0.14*** 0.11%** 0.14***
Size of firm (ref: 200 or
over)
Under 25 -0.19%** -0.19%** -0.16%** -0.09* -0.12%* -0.13***
25-199 -0.07** -0.08*** -0.06 -0.02 -0.01 -0.04
Private sector -0.00 0.02 0.06* -0.06 -0.02 -0.01
Occupational category (ref:
elementary)
Managers 0.42%* 0.47%* 0.48*** 0.29%** 0.48*** 0.69***
Professionals 0.49%** 0.52%** 0.54%** 0.62%** 0.75%** 0.71%**
Assoc Professionals 0.34*** 0.34*** 0.37*** 0.41%** 0.52%** 0.52%**
Admin/Secretarial 0.15* 0.16%** 0.22** 0.25%** 0.27*** 0.28**
Skilled Trades 0.18*** 0.17%* 0.19%* -0.03 0.05 0.06
Personal Services 0.09 0.10 0.14 0.09 0.13* 0.15
Sales and customer
serv. 0.02 -0.01 0.07 0.04 0.10 0.17
Operatives 0.12%** 0.10* 0.13** 0.14 0.12 0.15
Region (ref: South)
Scotland -0.08 -0.12%** -0.06 -0.03 -0.05 -0.03
Wales -0.13* -0.15%** -0.13*** -0.07 -0.05 -0.07
London 0.18** 0.12* 0.18* 0.18** 0.13* 0.13*
East and Midlands -0.07 -0.12%** -0.14** -0.06 -0.09* -0.08
North, Yorkshire and
Humber -0.05 -0.13%** -0.12%** -0.03 -0.06* -0.09
Lambda - - - -1.06** -0.78* -0.15
Lambda2 - - - 1.82* 1.25 0.35
Lambda™3 - - - -1.14* -0.77 -0.23
Lambda™4 - - - 0.23 0.15 0.05
Constant 1.46%* 1.69%** 1.89%* 1.64%* 1.75%* 1.82%**
Pseudo R-Square 0.25 0.31 0.31 0.28 0.35 0.35
Number of observations 1747 1283

Source: BHPS 2005/06.
*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05.
Bootstrapped standard errors with 100 replications.
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Table 5.7 Regression results for full-time meand women (Italy)

Men Women (with selection correction)
quantile 20th 50th 80th 20th 50th 80th
Actual work experience 0.02** 0.02** 0.02** 0.03** 0.03** 0.04**
Actual work experience
squared (x1000) -0.34* -0.35"* -0.36™* -0.38** -0.45"* -0.54**
Highest level of education
(ref: secondary)

Lower secondary or below  -0.07*** -0.08"** -0.10"* -0.19 -0.19"* -0.23"**
University 0.11*** 0.16™* 0.22*** 0.16™* 0.20"** 0.30"**
Born outside EU-25 -0.08** -0.08*** -0.07* -0.08* -0.09* -0.05
Married 0.10** 0.08*** 0.10** -0.01 0.02 0.004
Managerial duties 0.05* 0.09"** 0.13* 0.03 0.03 0.03
Size of firm (ref: 50 or over)
10 or fewer -0.13* -0.10** -0.09*** -0.15** -0.12%* -0.09**
11-49 -0.05** -0.04* -0.06™** -0.06** -0.03* -0.03
On permanent contract 0.15"* 0.11* 0.04 0.12** 0.08"** 0.005
Occupational category (ref:
elementary)
Legislators, senior officials
and managers 0.13* 0.27** 0.54** 0.26"* 0.42** 0.56**
Professionals 0.26* 0.32*** 0.47** 0.41** 0.44* 0.55**
Technicians and associate
professionals 0.7 0.18** 0.16™* 0.28*** 0.25*** 0.31
Clerks 0.12** 0.09** 0.07* 0.19** 0.13** 0.14*
Service workers and shop
and market sales workers 0.07* 0.05* 0.09* 0.11* 0.05* 0.03
Skilled agricultural and
fishery workers / Craft and
related trades 0.05* 0.02 -0.01 0.02 -0.05" -0.04
Plant and machine
operatives and assemblers 0.08"** 0.06™** 0.06™ 0.08" 0.04 0.01
Region (ref: North)
Central -0.03** -0.03** -0.04** -0.05** -0.04* -0.03
South -0.12 -0.09*** -0.09*** 017 -0.09** -0.05
Islands -0.07* -0.05* -0.03 -0.05 -0.02 -0.02
Lambda - - - 0.14 -0.07 -0.02
Lambda”2 - 0.13 0.31* 0.33
Lambda"3 - - - -0.07 -0.10* -0.11
Constant 1.68™* 1.91™ 2.19** 1.44™* 1.70™* 1.85"**
Pseudo R Square 0.17 0.20 0.25 0.23 0.26 0.30
Unweighted No. observations 6093 4012

Source: EU-SILC 2007.
*** n<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05.

Bootstrapped standard errors with 100 replications.
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Table 5.8 Regression results for full-time meand women (Spain)

Men Women (with selection correction)
quantile 20th 50th 80th 20th 50th 80th
Actual work experience 0.02*** 0.02** 0.02*** 0.02** 0.03*** 0.03***
Actual work experience
squared (x1000) -0.23** -0.32* -0.34* 0.34* -0.40** -0.35*
Highest level of education
(ref: secondary)

Lower secondary or below  -0.10*** -0.13* -0.13"** -0.13 -0.14*** 017
University 0.07*** 0.10"** 0.12** 0.13** 0.19** 0.20**
Born outside EU-25 -0.10* -0.07* -0.09* -0.10** -0.10* 047+
Married 0.09** 0.09*** 0.10** 0.03 0.001 0.04
Managerial duties 0.08"** 0.08"** 0.10" 0.06™* 0.09"** 0.11*
Size of firm (ref: 50 or over)
10 or fewer -0.23** -0.20** -0.16™* -0.19** -0.15* -0.13*
11-49 -0.16™* -0.13* -0.12 -0.08** -0.06™ -0.06*
On permanent contract 0.08"** 0.11* 0.10"* 0.10"* 0.09*** 0.06"
Occupational category (ref:
elementary)
Legislators, senior officials
and managers 0.50"** 0.54** 0.60"** 0.40 0.41* 0.61*
Professionals 0.50"** 0.49** 0.51 0.60 0.64*** 0.61*
Technicians and associate
professionals 0.25"* 0.22*** 0.24** 0.24 0.28*** 0.28"*
Clerks 0.20*** 0.7 0.17** 0.20 0.21** 0.19***
Service workers and shop
and market sales workers 0.11* 0.06* 0.13* 0.09 0.07* 0.07*
Skilled agricultural and
fishery workers / Craft and
related trades 0.12** 0.07* 0.05 0.01 -0.02 -0.04
Plant and machine
operatives and assemblers 017 0.12** 0.12 0.12 0.17 0.22*
Region (ref: North)
Central -0.04* -0.06*** -0.05 -0.01 -0.06** -0.09*
South -0.07** -0.08*** -0.06* -0.03 -0.06** -0.09***
East 0.00 -0.00 -0.02 0.03 -0.03 -0.05*
Lambda - - - 0.86** 0.64* 0.07
Lambda’2 - -1.39** -0.70 0.25
Lambda"3 - 0.87* 0.39 -0.21
Lambda’4 - - - -0.17** -0.07 0.05
Constant 1.62"* 1.83™* 2.05"* 1.19™ 1.34™ 1.76™
Pseudo R Square 0.22 0.28 0.31 0.28 0.35 0.39
Unweighted No. observations 3867 2719

Source: EU-SILC 2007.

*+ n<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05.

Bootstrapped standard errors with 100 replications.
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Table 5.9 Regression results for full-time meand women (Poland)

Men Women (with selection correction)
quantile 20th 50th 80th 20th 50th 80th
Actual work experience 0.01* 0.01*** 0.02*** 0.02** 0.02** 0.02***
Actual work experience
squared (x1000) -0.07 -0.18* -0.37 -0.38** -0.36* -0.44*
Highest level of education
(ref: secondary)

Lower secondary or below  -0.03 -0.04 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.03

University 0.16** 0.21** 0.28"** 0.27** 0.32*** 0.41***
Born outside EU-25 -0.13 -0.35 -0.05 0.15* -0.19* -0.29
Married 0.06"** 0.09*** 0.11*** 0.04* 0.03 -0.00
Managerial duties 0.13* 0.16™* 0.16™* 0.07* 0.05* 0.07
Size of firm (ref: 50 or over)

10 or fewer -0.12%* 011 0.1+ -0.04* -0.04* -0.04*
11-49 -0.14** -0.14** 017 0.00 0.00 -0.03
On permanent contract 0.11 0.13*** 0.12 0.07*** 0.09*** 0.12

Occupational category (ref:
elementary)
Legislators, senior officials
and managers 0.47* 0.50** 0.71* 0.39** 0.62** 0.70**
Professionals 0.44** 0.54** 0.63** 0.40*** 0.54** 0.66**
Technicians and associate
professionals 0.29*** 0.34** 0.38*** 0.26*** 0.40"** 0.51**
Clerks 0.17** 0.19*** 0.22*** 017 0.27*** 0.32***
Service workers and shop
and market sales workers 0.04 0.06 0.08 0.03 0.07** 0.09*
Skilled agricultural and
fishery workers / Craft and
related trades 0.12** 0.17* 0.23* 0.01 0.07* 0.09*
Plant and machine
operatives and assemblers 0.16™* 0.21*** 0.24** 0.16™* 0.24*** 0.30"**
Region (ref: North)
Central 0.04* 0.07** 0.08* 0.05* 0.07** 0.08**
South 0.09** 0.10** 0.08* 0.01 0.02 0.03
East 0.03 -0.004 -0.04 0.02 0.03 0.02
Lambda - - - 0.01 -0.07 -0.13
Lambdan2 - 0.04 0.08 0.11
Lambda"3 - - - -0.01 -0.01 -0.02
Constant 0.29** 0.43*** 0.65*** 0.07 0.21* 0.46**
Pseudo R Square 0.18 0.22 0.24 0.24 0.32 0.35
Unweighted No. observations 3995 3424

Source: EU-SILC 2007.

*k n<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05

Bootstrapped standard errors with 100 replications
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Table 5.10 Regression results for full-time meand women (France)

Men Women (with selection correction)
quantile 20th 50th 80th 20th 50th 80th
Actual work experience 0.01*** 0.02** 0.01*** 0.01*** 0.01*** 0.01***
Actual work experience
squared (x1000) -0.13* -0.24* -0.18* -0.12 -0.08 -0.10
Highest level of education
(ref: secondary)

Lower secondary or below  -0.02 -0.01 -0.07*** -0.04* -0.06™* -0.05
University 0.05** 0.08*** 0.14** 0.11** 0.12** 0.16**
Born outside EU-25 -0.05 -0.02 0.02 0.00 0.04 0.01
Married 0.06"** 0.06™** 0.04* 0.00 -0.01 0.02
Managerial duties 0.03 0.07*** 0.08"** 0.02 0.03 0.05"
Size of firm (ref: 50 or over)
10 or fewer -0.15%* -0.18** -0.14%* -0.09** 011 -0.08*
11-49 -0.09** -0.124 011 -0.06** -0.07** -0.06*
On permanent contract 0.06 0.08"** 0.10* 0.05* 0.07* 0.08*
Occupational category (ref:
elementary)
Legislators, senior officials
and managers 0.39** 0.49** 0.51* 0.39** 0.49** 0.60**
Professionals 0.35"* 0.41** 0.44* 0.30*** 0.38*** 0.48*
Technicians and associate
professionals 0.16™* 0.19** 0.21* 0.20*** 0.26*** 0.27**
Clerks 0.08* 0.07* 0.06 0.08*** 0.09** 0.12**
Service workers and shop
and market sales workers 0.07 0.05 0.01 0.09** 0.10"* 0.12**
Skilled agricultural and
fishery workers / Craft and
related trades 0.07* 0.07* 0.04 0.04 0.07 0.09
Plant and machine
operatives and assemblers 0.05" 0.06* 0.07 0.05 -0.00 0.05
Region (ref: West)
North -0.01 -0.01 -0.07* 0.003 -0.01 -0.01
South 0.02 0.02 -0.01 0.04 0.01 0.02
East 0.01 0.00 0.03 0.004 0.01 -0.02
Lambda - - - -0.10 0.10 0.01
Lambdan2 - - - 0.11 -0.04 0.05
Lambda"3 - - - -0.02 0.02 -0.0002
Constant 2.08*** 215" 2.34** 1.97" 2.01* 213"
Pseudo R Square 0.19 0.26 0.29 0.19 0.28 0.32
Unweighted No. observations 2773 1880

Source: EU-SILC 2007.
*** n<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05
Bootstrapped standard errors with 100 replications

188



Table 5.11 Regression results for full-time meand women (Czech Republic)

Men Women (with selection correction)
quantile 20th 50th 80th 20th 50th 80th
Actual work experience 0.02** 0.01* 0.01* 0.01* 0.01*** 0.01*
Actual work experience . - . " . .
squared (x1000) -0.44 -0.32 -0.31 -0.24 -0.34 -0.21
Highest level of education
(ref: secondary)

Lower secondary or below  -0.10 -0.07 -0.05 -0.07* -0.07* -0.07
University 0.18** 0.17** 0.20** 0.22*** 0.20"** 0.22***
Born outside EU-25 -0.14 -0.16* -0.24 0.04 0.06 0.05
Married 0.07*** 0.09*** 0.11*** -0.02 -0.02 -0.01
Managerial duties 0.13** 0.13*** 0.15** 0.09*** 0.13*** 0.13**
Size of firm (ref: 50 or over)
10 or fewer -0.21** -0.22** -0.22** -0.14** 011 -0.10**
11-49 -0.07 -0.10* -0.14 -0.07** -0.06™* -0.09***
On permanent contract 0.12 0.08" 0.04 0.09"** 0.06™** 0.09
Occupational category (ref:
elementary)

Legislators, senior officials

0.30** 0.45** 0.63** 0.43** 0.46** 0.57**
and managers

Professionals 0.32** 0.42** 0.58** 0.45*** 0.51* 0.53**

Technlc[ans and associate 0.9 0.33*** 0.37++* 0.38* 0.43"* 045+

professionals

Clerks 0.15* 0.17* 0.28** 0.24** 0.32** 0.36**

Service workers and shop x . . .
and market sales workers 0.15 0.22 0.31 0.05 0.04 0.05

Skilled agricultural and
fishery workers / Craft and 0.15** 0.19** 0.25** 0.05 0.09"** 0.12*
related trades

Plant and machine x - o . . x
operatives and assemblers 011 015 022 012 0.14 015
Region (ref: East)

Central 0.11% 0.08** 0.12* 0.10** 0.12** 0.16***

Moravia 0.03 0.004 0.02 -0.01 -0.001 -0.02

North -0.02 -0.04 -0.02 -0.01 0.01 0.03
Lambda - - - 0.30* 0.17 0.22
Lambdan2 - - - -0.34 -0.21 -0.28
Lambda"3 - - - 0.10 0.08 0.10
Constant 0.57** 0.88*** 1.09"** 041 0.57** 0.78**
Pseudo R Square 0.17 0.18 0.21 0.25 0.30 0.26
Unweighted No. observations 3130 2666

Source: EU-SILC 2007.
*** n<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05, T p<0.10
Bootstrapped standard errors with 100 replications

Figure 5.6 compares the (simulated) selection-gefjugender earnings gap with the
raw gender earnings gap in Figure 5.2 by overlayinegtwo plots for each country.
The selection-adjusted gender wage gap shows tfferetsice between the
distribution of men’s full-time wages and the distition of wages that women
would earn if all women worked full-time. The extedn which the two plots are

distinct (their confidence intervals not overlagpirindicates the degree to which
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women'’s selection into full-time employment makegifference to gender earnings
gaps among full-time employees.

Consistent with the finding of a large positiveesgion effect in Italy, the selection-
adjusted earnings gap is substantially larger tharobserved raw gap at all points in
the distribution, particularly at the bottom. Thdsea strong evidence of a sticky
floors effect: if all women worked full-time, theegder wage gap would be largest
for the lowest earners (60 Iwp), dropping to 30 kwghe top of the distribution. The
findings are quite similar for Spain, although tfem is lower: the selection-adjusted
gap is larger than the observed gap, especiatlyeabottom of the distribution. It is
relatively stable at 40 lwp in the bottom half bétdistribution, decreasing to 10 lwp
at the very top.

In line with the finding of moderately positive setion effects in Britain, Poland and

in France, the selection adjusted earnings gapdget countries is not substantially
larger than the observed gap in absolute terms.edewy it is large in relative terms:

if all women worked full-time, the gender earnirggps would be almost twice as
high as currently observed in these countries.heaniore, there is some evidence of
a glass ceiling effect in France and in BritaineTiwvo plotted gaps in Britain have

very similar shapes and they overlap beyond theegile, suggesting that the gender
gap for the highest earners would not change sigmifly if all women worked full-

time.

The selection-adjusted earnings gap in the Czeqhulitie closely matches the raw
gap, with the confidence intervals intersectinglapoints in the distribution except
the section between thé“2and 4" deciles, where the selection adjusted gap is
somewhat larger. This is consistent with the figdof a small positive selection
effect for women in that part of the distributiomhus, if all women worked full-time,
the gender wage gap across the distribution wooltda significantly different from
the gap currently observed. This is related to womerking full-time having a
largely similar distribution of characteristics that of all women. This is not
surprising given that the vast majority of primezagomen already work, and most
of them work full-time.
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To sum up, if all women worked full-time in eachtbé studied countries, the gender
wage gap would be noticeably higher in the Soutiiemmopean countries (Italy and
Spain) and somewhat higher in Britain, Poland arehée, while it would hardly
change from the current levels in the Czech Repulilis important to note that this
analysis is limited in a sense that it does noetako account any macro-level
changes that would occur if all women worked fidté¢ in the studied countries or
whether they would all be able to find work. Thergmse of the analysis is to
illustrate the differences in the sizes of the cigbe effect in these countries.
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Figure 5.6 Gender log wage gap between full-ten men’s wages and the
wages that would be observed if all women worked fidtime
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Source: EU-SILC 2007 for Italy, Spain, France, Rdland the Czech Republic; BHPS 2005 for
Britain.

Finally, Figure 5.7 provides the counterfactualtrtisition of the gender earnings
gap for full-time employees that would be observiedlomen retained their own
distribution of characteristics but were rewardedthem in the same way as men.

The characteristics included in the simulation thee same as those in the earnings
192



function above. The simulated gap is substantlallyer than the observed (raw) gap
between full-time men and women’s earnings acrbesdistribution in each of the

studied countries, which suggests that a substaaia of the raw gender wage gap
is related to women earning lower returns to theour market characteristics than

men.

In Britain, Spain and France, the counterfactuadge wage gap would be negligible,
suggesting that the earnings gaps currently obdeake largely due to differences in
the returns to characteristics. In Italy the sinedawage gap would be negative in
the middle part of the distribution (around -5 Iwgmd not significantly different

from zero otherwise. This suggests that not onlyntm receive higher returns to
their characteristics, but also that among middlexers, women have a distribution
of characteristics associated with somewhat gresdemings potential than men. It
appears that full-time women'’s higher levels of@tion across the distribution (see

Table A 5-5) are associated with this difference.

Similarly, the wage gap would be reversed in Pglaedching -15 Iwp at the top of
the distribution. This indicates that women in Poldave a distribution of observed
characteristics associated with higher earningenia than men. If they received
the same returns to these characteristics as ragmaldé employees would be better
paid than male full-time employees. Full-time feenamployees in Poland are more
likely to have a university degree (39%) than meigloyees (21%), on average. In
fact, more women have degrees than men within emdhtile of the respective
earnings distributions (for example, 81% of womenthe top quintile of their
earnings distribution have a university degree, gamad with 50% of men; Table A
5-5). Women are also more likely than men to hagerananent contract within each
quintile of the distribution and to work in a prefgonal (ISCO-2) occupation.
Although men have slightly more years of work exgace across the distribution
than women and are somewhat more likely to have agennml duties, these

differences are negligible.

Finally, if full-time women were paid like men, tieage gap would disappear in the

bottom half of the distribution in the Czech Repeibbut remain positive in the top
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half, with a glass ceiling effect indicated. It vidstill be substantially lower than
currently observed (below 20 Iwp). These resulticate that at least a small part of
the large unadjusted gender wage gap in the Czeglulific (Figure 2) is due to
gender differences in the distribution of chardstexs. While male and female full-
time employees tend to have quite similar levelgdiication and work experience,
men are more likely to have managerial duties, tokwn managerial occupations,

and to work in larger workplaces than women actoeslistribution (Table A 5-7).

To sum up, substantial unexplained gender diffegenin returns to observable
characteristics for full-time employees are founceach of the studied countries. If
full-time female employees were paid like men, tieserved gender wage gaps
across the distribution would disappear or evernsy (in Poland and, to a smaller
extent, in Italy). Only in the Czech Republic isreoevidence of gender differences
in the distribution of characteristics found, andyoamong top earners: if Czech
women were paid like men, a moderate positive wgapein the top quintile of the
distribution would remain. This gap would still bauch lower than currently
observed.

Even so, given the evidence of positive selectido full-time work for women in
five out of six countries studied here, if all wameorked full-time (including those
with lower earnings potential), the gender wagesgdpe to differences in the
distribution of observed characteristics would INkpersist in these countries even if

women had male returns to these characteristics.
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Figure 5.7 Log wage between full-time men and wien paid like men
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Summary and conclusion

This chapter has investigated the gender earniagsagross the distribution, using
the quantile regression decomposition method (Mdal&aMata, 2005) with sample

selection adjustment to account for possible nogoan presentation of women into

full-time work (Albrecht et al., 2009), in six lagdzuropean countries.

The mean gender wage gap among prime-age full-emeloyees is lowest in
Poland (3 Iwp) and highest in the Czech Republi I(2p). However, the mean
gender wage gaps hide substantial variation in ebenings gap across the
distribution. In Italy, Spain and in Poland, théatiely small earnings gap decreases
across the distribution, while in France and int&8n the earnings gap increases
steadily, indicating a glass ceiling effect. Thegh@st overall earnings gap is
observed in the Czech Republic: it has an S-shatiesteep increases both in the
bottom and top deciles of the distribution.

Non-random selection of women into full-time emptont plays an important role
in Italy and Spain and, to a smaller extent, intdn, France and Poland. Thus,
women who work full-time tend to have the chardstes associated with a higher
earning potential. For the Czech Republic alorntie levidence of a selection effect
is found. Among the determinants of women'’s fulti employment (as opposed to
part-time work or non-participation), the numbedamge of dependent children are
found to play an important role. In Poland and @m=ch Republic, the presence of
pre-school children has the strongest negativeciedie the propensity to work full-

time. This is consistent with those countries’ loanking on the work/family

reconciliation index in Chapter 3.

If all women worked full-time in each of the studieountries, the gender earnings
gap would be lowest in Poland and in France, largelsaly and Spain and middling
in the Czech Republic and Britain. However, inytand Spain it would be
substantially greater than currently observed, asm&n with lower earnings potential
(re-)entered the labour market on a full-time hasisile in the Czech Republic the

selection-adjusted gender earnings gap would kamgahain at the current high level.
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This is consistent with the finding of a very lowlection effect in the Czech

Republic.

Substantial unexplained gender differences in mstiuo observable characteristics
for full-time workers are found in all of the stedi countries: if full-time female
employees were paid like men, the observed gendge\gaps across the distribution
would largely disappear or even reverse. In It&pain, Britain and France, the
gender wage gap for full-time employees would bezdnsignificant. In Poland it
would actually reverse, with increasingly largemder wage gaps in favour of

women towards the top of the earnings distribution.

Only in the Czech Republic would a small genderevgap in favour of men remain
at the top of the distribution, largely due to wembaving a distribution of
workplace characteristics associated with a lowamiags potential than men.
However, if all women in the studied countries weatkfull-time, including those
with lower rewarded productive characteristicseader wage gap would be likely to

persist even if women were paid like men.

In each of the countries studied here, there isaacgy of women in higher status
positions in the workplace. Full-time women arestahtially less likely to work in
managerial occupations and to hold supervisoryedutian men both on average and
within each quintile of the earnings distributidrhey are also typically less likely to
work in larger organisations and to have permaonentracts. To address the issue of
gender differences in workplace characteristicsmiare depth, the next chapter

focuses on occupational gender segregation in 26p€an countries.
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Chapter 6 Cross-national variation in occupational gender
segregation

This thesis focuses on two forms of gender inetualithe labour market: pay gaps
and occupational segregation. The previous chaptalysed the gender gap across
the earnings distribution of full-time employees fime countries with different
work/family reconciliation policies and differengéMels of earnings inequality. In
each of these countries, women tend to receiverlogtarns to their labour market
characteristics than men, including workplace ctteréstics such as the major
International Standard Classification of Occupai@sCO) group of the occupation
they work in. Female full-time employees are sutisitly less likely to work in

managerial occupations and to hold supervisoryeduti the workplace.

Both men and women working full-time are at riskoatupational downgrading by
skill or occupational hourly wage when they switohpart-time work, according to
the findings in Chapter 4 for 13 of the old-EU memnbtates. However, women are
more likely to switch to part-time work than mem, average, especially after having
a child. Recent childbirth is found to be assadatvith a higher probability of
moving from full-time to part-time work for womem ithe Netherlands, Belgium,
Austria, the UK and Italy. In all of these counsriexcept Belgium, switching to part-
time work substantially increases the likelihoodnodving into an occupation with
lower educational requirements or average hourlgesahan before. This chapter
analyses implications of this potential occupatiogander segregatidfiin the

enlarged EU in more depth.

Women in the EU are concentrated in a narrow rasfgeccupations, in spite of
dramatic increases in labour force participation retent decades (European
Commission, 2009). Gender-based occupational satipegis one of the most
durable aspects of labour markets around the wé@sdsuch, it increasingly attracts
the attention of policy-makers and researchersh\Wigarly half the labour force
effectively excluded from many occupations, humapital is wasted and the labour

markets stay fairly rigid and inefficient (Anker0@1). Moreover, occupational

8 Occupational gender segregation and occupati@umegation by sex are used interchangeably here.
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gender segregation adversely affects women’s statoeme, and expected returns

on human capital investment, perpetuating gendsguality into future generations.

To address the fourth research question of thestlfé®w does occupational gender
segregation vary across the EU?”), this chapteudes on gender differences in
occupational distributions in 25 European countrégsl explores cross-national
variation in occupational gender segregation lewssig summary measures and
log-linear methods. It seeks to shed light on tleem-level factors associated with
cross-national differences in segregation levet® fbllowing section reviews recent
research on occupational gender segregation, rélee@onomic and sociological
theories of segregation and measurement issuegiagation studies. The rest of the
chapter describes the data, variables and methget$ in the analysis and presents

the empirical results.

Literature review
This section introduces the subject of occupaticegiregation by sex and gives an
overview of recent literature on theories of segtiem, research findings and issues

in measurement.

Occupational gender segregation refers to “inetyualithe distribution of male and
female workers across occupational groups” (Chaktgv& Silber, 2007, p.185).
Thus, it is a different concept from “concentrationvhich denotes the over-
representation of men or women in a particular pation, while segregation refers
to the entire occupational structure. The two cptxeare closely related, as
“segregation measures the combined effect of cdretén in all the occupations
involved” (Blackburn & Jarman, 2006, p.290). Furthere, the horizontal and
vertical dimensions of occupational segregation aften distinguished in the
literature. Vertical segregation refers to occupai hierarchy, either in the same
field (e.g. surgeons versus general practitionersacross the entire occupational
structure (e.g. manual versus professional ocoupsiti whereas horizontal
segregation denotes unequal distribution of menvemmen across occupations with

somewhat similar requirements, but in entirely efiént areas of work (e.g. female
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carers versus male refuse collectors), accordin§ottin and Hubermd&h (2002).
Horizontal segregation can also be defined as #melgy divide across lower status
manual and non-manual occupations (i.e. women bedngentrated in non-manual
semi-professional, clerical, sales and service pattons and under-represented in
manual occupations such as trades and crafts) I@&8ha003). Blackburn and Jarman
(2006) argue that it is vertical segregation tisatentral to the study of inequality.
However, horizontal segregation is no less impartédn female-dominated
occupations are undervalued (see Grimshaw & Rul#)97) and women have no
access to better rewarded male-dominated occugatwith broadly similar

educational and/or skill requirements.

The main strands of gender occupational segregagssarch include inter-temporal
patterns in segregation over thé"afentury (Gross, 1968 for the US; Hakim, 1979
for Great Britain; Jacobs, 1989a for 56 countriegbery & Fagan, 1993 for the EU;
Fortin & Huberman, 2002 for Canada; P. England,62ify the US), patterns of
cross-national variation in occupational segrega(i©harles, 1992; Anker, 1998; J.
Dolado et al.,, 2003), segregation in specific pgeifens (e.g. Truss, 1993 for
secretarial occupations), occupational segregaisoa predictor of gender wage gaps
(e.g. F. D. Blau & Kahn, 2003), and the relatiopstietween occupational
segregation and female employment (Bettio, 2002valt as other macro-level
factors (Charles, 1992; Nermo, 2000). The liteeton occupational segregation in
European countries is relatively scarce and someuwitaated. More recent studies
include Dex et al. (2008) for England and Wales Bothdo et al. (2003) for the EU
compared with the US.

Using data for Britain from the 1980 General Howdd!Survey, Miller (1987) found
that occupational segregation, based on six bre@adpational categories, made a
relatively small contribution to the overall gendesige gap amongst married adults.
Thus, even if male and female employees had siradaupational distributions, the
gender wage gap would only be 5 percentage paimtsrlthan the observed 60%

gap. Most of the wage differences were found withinad occupational groups.

8" The example of horizontal segregation in Fortid Bfuberman (2002) is female nurses versus male
truck drivers, but it can be plausibly argued tkta¢se occupations require different skills and
gualifications.
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Blau and Kahn (2003) also find a positive but snald insignificant effect of
occupational segregation (based on 75 occupattatiabories), after controlling for
collective bargaining coverage, parental leave,mpieyment insurance and job
protection policies, in their international study gender wage gaps in 22

industrialised countries over the 1985-1994 period.

Dex et al. (2008) examine the changes in male amdife occupational distributions
between 1981 and 2001, using Census data for Eshglad Wales. The proportion
of women in managerial occupations rose from 5% 1% by 2001, but remained
below that of men (19%). At the same time, the propn of women in professional
and associate professional groups rose from 17%2#%, almost catching up with
the percentage of men in such occupations (26%)thé\same time, the proportion
of women in administrative and secretarial occupeti and in personal service
occupations fell from 30% to 23% and from 21% t&6] 3espectively. However, the
movement of women out of typically female occupasiovas not matched by the
movement of men into them, as the proportions oh nre these occupations

remained very low over the studied period.

Dolado et al. (2002; 2003) find higher levels otpational gender segregation in
the EU than in the US in 1999, using the index efsichilarity®® with 108

occupations. They use data from the 1999 Europ@sour Force Survey for 13 EU
countries and the 1999 Current Population SurveytHe US. Southern European
countries are found to have more similar (low) lsv& segregation to the US, with
the largest differences found for Scandinavian toes) Austria, Germany and the
UK. The study confirms earlier results for EuropeRubery and Fagan (1993) and
Anker (1998), covering the 1980s. Differences igregation levels between the EU
and the US are found to be particularly high fa ¢imoup of highly educated women
aged 35-44. Dolado et al. (2003) find that the c@mposition effeéf dominates in

explaining the reduction of occupational segregatoross age cohorts, rather than

8 The “Index of Dissimilarity” was developed by Dumcand Duncan (1955) to study residential
racial segregation and has been widely used inestuaf occupational gender segregation since the
study by Gross (1968).

8 The effect of the sex composition of occupatidrsding the size of occupations constant.
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the occupational mix effe For example, the sex composition effect expl&8i5&

and 91% of the decrease in occupational segreg&diohighly educated women
aged 25-34 relative to the 35-44 group in the U8 ianthe EU, respectively. The
study finds a positive correlation between the llefeoccupational segregation and
the share of part-time jobs in the economy, butsigmificant correlation between

occupational segregation and the ‘unexplained’ camept of the gender wage gap.

Theoretical explanations of occupational segregatio

Neo-classical economic theories have been veryuential in explaining
occupational gender segregation. For instance, cRelka (1981) showed that
women’s intermittent labour force participation wassociated with a substantial
proportion of the difference in the male and fenadeupational distributions, using
data from the US National Longitudinal Survey. ibwen had zero ‘home time’, the
number of women in professional and managerial jpattons would increase by 35%
and 133%, respectively, while the presence of womemenial occupations would
decrease by more than one-quarter (S.W. Polachefl, 1p.68). This suggested
women'’s expected life cycle labour force participatpatterns were related to their
occupational ‘choices’: women would prefer occupasi with lower rates of human
capital depreciation during their time out of th&bdur force. Furthermore, a
complementary human capital approach suggested waten would opt for
occupations with higher starting wages and lowdurns to experience in the
knowledge that their labour force participation \Wbhbe interrupted (Zellner, 1975).
Similarly, Becker (1993, p.56) argued that the letwdd responsibilities of married
women limited their time and energy for market\ati#s and investment in market-
specific human capital, which could explain much tbé gender difference in
earnings and occupational attainment. Anticipatiogier returns in the labour
market, women would further reduce their investmaninarket capital. Thus, the
human capital model is sometimes used to deschbepersistent occupational
segregation by sex in terms of women’s lower prdigitg in the labour market (due
to their lower endowments, higher family constrajrand preferences for jobs more

compatible with their household activities).

 The effect of the occupational mix of the economglding the sex composition of occupations
constant.
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However, the main assumptions of the human catbiéadries of occupational gender
segregation have been criticized. These theorieghasize the life cycle utility
maximising labour supply behaviour of women, layggnoring that occupational
choices are often made in a short-term perspedtiveesponse to social and
economic constraints and opportunities (Jacobs9dP&urthermore, according to
Anker (2001), the human capital theory does naly fakplain the persistence of
occupational segregation by sex in developed cmtn light of women’s
increasing education and labour market experiefaing intensity of household
chores due to the use of modern household appb3ncand the prevalence of
female-headed households. Although occupationadeyesegregation has decreased
in many countries over the past several decadelserAf2001, p.132) argues that it

remains very high.

Furthermore, female dominated occupations do noessarily have lower human
capital depreciation rates or higher starting wades instance, England (1984)
found no significant interaction between the lengthiime out of labour force and
the female share in the occupation, controllingdducation and experience, using
1974 data for women from the US Panel Study of imedynamics. Thus, wage
depreciation during ‘home time’ did not vary betwetypically male and female
occupations. Furthermore, the study found highegemeturns for women working
in male-dominated occupations, both at the statti@icareer and later on, contesting
Zellner's (1975) hypothesis that typically femalecopations had higher starting

wages and lower returns to experience.

In spite of the criticisms of the human capital modh relation to occupational
segregation, other neo-classical theories are ofted to explain gender differences
in occupational attainment. For instance, the thedrstatistical discrimination (see
Arrow, 1998) posits that given the differences werage productivity between two
groups in the presence of high information costsoeated with evaluating the

productivity of each (prospective) worker, it mag Ipational for employers to

%1 However, there are still considerable gender difiees in the division of child-care labour in two-
parent families, with mothers performing morelaé time-consuming care labour (e.g. physical care
and travel) than fathers even if both participat¢hie labour market, as indicated by time-use sisrve
in developed countries (Finch, 2006; Craig, 2006).

203



discriminate against individuals from tbe averagdess productive group based on
their readily observable characteristics (e.g. sexe). Although this theory is
relevant to recruitment, it is less useful for urstiending gender discrimination in
promotion, since information costs are much lowAnker, 2001). Moreover,
statistical discrimination arguably offers a morable explanation of occupational

segregation in segmented, rather than competlbeur markets (Jacobs, 1989b).

The compensating differentials model, another Hassical theory, is also
sometimes used to explain women’s preference foresoccupations and lower pay
in female-dominated occupations. It states that emmseek occupations with good
working conditions and fringe benefits. Since theseupations are partly rewarded
in non-monetary terms, their actual pay is loweowdver, there is little empirical
support for this model with respect to occupatiosedregation, since many of the
low-paid female-dominated occupations do not hgleasant working conditions’
(Anker, 2001, p.135) and jobs with onerous physealironments do not always
carry a significant wage premium for either mewomen (Kilbourne et al., 199%)
However, due to gendered division of domestic lapaomen may opt for female-
dominated and lower paid occupations with flexilberking conditions out of
necessity, without preferring flexible working catimhs to a greater extent than men
(Bettio & Verashchagina, 2009b, p.41).

Similar to the economic theories that emphasisequet preferences, Hakim (1991,
1995) argues that women in industrialised countried into at least two
‘qualitatively different’ groups in terms of thesommitment to market employment:
those who prioritise long term career plans anfdtime work, with their orientation
to work similar to that of men; and those who prefee domestic sphere, make little
investment in market skills and seek flexible jobgst compatible with family life.
The latter group of women would thus be more likelyhoose lower status, routine
work occupations (often working part-time), whiketformer group of women tend
to work in higher paid and higher status occupatiqhlakim, 1995). Thus,
occupational segregation reflects the outcomes hef personal preferences of

different types of women. This argument has beedelyicriticised in sociological

92 Based on data from the US National Longitudinald$t 1968-1981 waves.
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literature on the grounds that many women aspirebath career and family
fulfilment (Ginn et al., 1996; Crompton & Harris,998) and that there is no
empirical evidence to support Hakim’s claim thatmem have unconstrained life
choices or that women with different work historkes/e entirely opposing attitudes
to employment (McRae, 2003). In her later work, iHak2000) elaborated the
preference theory, arguing that both the careetregrand home-centred women
were the minority, with the majorityof women aiming to combine careers with
motherhood. In spite of the earlier critique of halks argument, the idea that careers
are central for only a minority of women found engal support (McRae, 2003).
Furthermore, based on the preference theory, Egjmuigrsen (2002) argues that the
‘women-friendly’ policies are only relevant to tl@enajority) group of women who
favour the dual roles of mothers and workers aneing unwilling to forgo
motherhood for the sake of a career, tend to waorllexible, female-dominated

occupations.

In contrast to theories of occupational segregattat emphasise individual choice,
non-economic (e.g. feminist) theories maintain thatupational segregation can be
shaped by societal context, which includes majatitutions (such as education
systems, welfare regimes) and the ideas of mastyuind femininity prevailing in
the society (Crompton & Harris, 1998). Such theofigghlight the role of gender
stereotypes held by employers and societies ate lang affecting differential
occupational attainment of men and women. As tiseudision in Chapters 2 and 3
showed, even welfare state institutions in indaksed countries, such as the tax and
benefit rules and parenthood leave provisions,faseded on the assumption of
gendered division of labour, with women being resiole for unpaid care work and
men for paid market work (see Orloff, 2009).

Since household chores and childcare are still yisieen as women'’s responsibility,
employers may be biased against female workers, gletpetuating the stereotypes.
This, in turn, helps explain why women make fewarestments in labour market
skills and why they are more likely to choose tieédf of study less rewarded in the

labour market. Moreover, typically female acte#i have been and still are

93 «potentially encompassing 80% of all adult femalgtakim, 2000, p.165).
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culturally devalued, as demonstrated by the paglpeassociated with working in a
female-dominated occupation and the generally Istwaam attached to unpaid caring
work, according to England (2006). Feminist thepradso predict that women are
over-represented in occupations that are most s@msi with their ‘female’
characteristics and most similar to the tasks thewt home, such as looking after
children. Anker found support for this theory is Istudy of occupational segregation
in 41 countries: he concluded that female-dominateclipations closely reflected
typical gender stereotypes about women (1998, p.276

The influence of labour market discrimination onsetved occupational gender
segregation in industrialised countries has alsnksiggested in both sociological
and economic research. However, no conclusiveeacl of a causal link exists so
far. The ways in which women gravitate towards Ippaying occupations because
of “gender biases in hiring and promotion” are vheyd to document and measure
(de Ruijter & Huffman, 2003). Deeply rooted gendsele attitudes that make it
difficult for women to enter male-dominated occupas have been commonly cited
as the source of horizontal occupational sex segjmy (e.g. Fortin & Huberman,
2002). Likewise, “social attitudes and culturald@a” discriminate against women
and keep them from reaching high-level occupatitypscally occupied by men,
resulting in vertical segregation (OECD, 2002, p.9=urthermore, women who
succeed in entering typically male occupations ri@@e severe obstacles to career
advancement (Bergmann, 2005). It has been arga¢doith employees’ preferences
and labour market discrimination may determine gerdifferences in occupational
distributions, but it is difficult to distinguishebwveen the two empirically (F. D. Blau
& Kahn, 2000, p.89).

One of the ways to glean an insight into the fofdeekind occupational segregation
by sex is to study international variation in theéeat to which employed men and
women are found in different types of jobs. Althbutpusal inferences are hard to
make, comparative studies help explore the wayshich differences in institutions

are associated with differences in segregationldeviehe next sub-section reviews

comparative scholarship on occupational gendeegegjon.
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Cross-national studies of occupational gender seggation

Although historical analysis of occupational gendergregation in individual
countries tend to dominate the research field, ssnagional studies have recently
become more common. Such studies find remarkalfigreit levels of occupational
segregation across countries, although differenaesoss Western European
countries tend to be smaller (Jacobs & Lim, 199@bd&ty & Fagan, 1993; Charles,
1992; Anker, 1998; Nermo, 2000; J. Dolado et @03). Not only concerned with
comparing the levels of segregation, some of trstadies explicitly address the
guestion of what macro-economic factors influencess-national variation in
segregation, mostly using log-linear modelling noelth (e.g. Charles, 1992; Charles
& Grusky, 1995; Nermo, 2000). Log-linear modellihgs long been used in social
mobility sociological research (see Erikson & Ghlaipe, 2002) and became popular

in cross-country sex segregation research in t8@’$9

Charles (1992) analysed cross-national variationdeoupational sex segregation in
25 industrialised countries, using occupational nodevel International Labour
Organisation statistics for 1985. The aim of thalgtwas to explain the international
variation in sex segregation levels with relevararemic, social and cultural macro-
level characteristics. The analysis involved logelr modelling of observed
frequencies in a 300-cell matrix (6 occupationsseXes; 25 countries). The study
found overall positive effects of the size of tlmepboyee class, the size of the service
sector, and corporatism on segregation, as weatlegative (i.e. more ‘integrative’)
effect of fertility rates, gender egalitariani§rand labour force growth. None of the

new accession EU member states were included isttioly, however.

Nermo (2000) examines sex segregation in the laboanket in seven countries
(Sweden, Norway, Finland, UK, US, Austria and Spaiet of employment sector
and work time effects, also using log-linear madell The study uses cross-
nationally comparable micro-data from the Luxemigo&mployment Studi?. A

stronger association between sex and occupatifoursd for Finland, Norway and

% Gender egalitarianism index was based on principaiponent analysis of three dummy variables:
legal availability of abortion on request; maritape defined as a crime; and at least 12 weeks of
statutory paid maternity leave.

951989 data for the UK, 1990 for Finland, Norway,e8wn and the US, 1991 for Austria, and 1993
for Spain (Nermo, 2000, p.304).
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the UK than for Sweden, Austria, Spain or the Uoaigh overall the levels of sex
segregation are broadly similar across the sevantres®. Cross-national variation
in the distribution of employment sector (servisessus manufacturing) across sex
and occupation is found to have an effect on tHative strength of association
between occupation and sex across countries. Esedehhigher segregation in the
service sector than in the industrial sector ismtbtor the US, Sweden, Finland and
Austria, while the reverse is found for Spain. Riane work, however, is not found

to have an influence on the cross-national patiesex segregation.

Charles (2003) studies vertical and horizontal disnens of occupational gender
segregation in a cross-national perspective imtlQstrialised countri€§ using data
from the 1990 ILO labour force statistics. None tbé new accession states is
included. Vertical segregation is defined on thgragated level of major ISCO
groups by an internationally comparable measurofipational statd$ Horizontal
segregation is defined in terms of non-manual (rganal; professional; associate
professional; clerical; service/sales) and manaari€ulture; craft; operative and
labourer) occupational groups. A model that alldarsboth horizontal and vertical
segregation shows that: 1) women tend to be uref@esented in the manual sector
and 2) women’s occupations have lower average smmoomic scores in both

manual and non-manual sectors.

Controlling for vertical segregation, the highestdls of horizontal segregation are
found in France and Sweden and the lowest levelSamd in Portugal and Italy

(Charles, 2003). The strongest vertical segregasiatserved in France and the UK,
while Portugal and Italy show the lowest levelssefgregation. The finding of weak
segregation on both dimensions in Italy and Pottsgggests that women tend to be
positively selected into higher status white-collark and negatively selected into
lower status blue-collar work due to the low auaility of low status non-manual

occupations (e.g. service/sales) that are femai@rtied in most other countries

% A log linear model of constant segregation actbssstudied countries mis-classified only 7% of
the cells in the 1120-cell contingency table witttegories of occupation, sex, country, work-time an
sector of employment (Nermo, 2000, p.314).

o7 Belgium, France, Germany, Italy, Portugal, Swe@wmitzerland, UK, US, and Japan.

% The socio-economic index by Ganzeboom and Treifh@86). The ranking of the socio-economic
index (SEI) of occupations matches the rankinghef ISCO major groups with the exception of
managerial occupations that are ranked secondec8Eh measure and first on the ISCO measure.
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(2003, p.275). Cross-national variation in the disiens of occupational segregation
is found to be related to macro-level cultural astductural variables. Gender
egalitarianisnt’ is found to be related to lower levels of vertisagregation in the
white collar sector, while post-industriali§this found to be positively associated
with horizontal segregation and vertical segregatia the blue-collar sector.
Similarly, Mandel and Semyonov (2006) find that eleped welfare states with
large public service sectors are characteriseddiyeh levels of female labour force
participation and, at the same time, over-represiemt in female-typed (non-manual)

occupations and under-representation in manageraipations.

The measurement of occupational segregation

This section overviews the benefits and the linotet of the most common

approaches to measuring occupational gender segnegdhe prevailing method

relies on constructing scalar segregation indiceghvdenote the extent of deviation

from a counterfactual integrated structure of emyplent.

The Index of Dissimilarity (ID) was proposed by @am and Duncan (1955) for the
study of residential racial segregation in the W8 was later adopted for the study
of occupational gender segregation (Gross, 19683. ID has been by far the most
popular summary index of occupational gender segi@g particularly in single-

country studies without time trends. It is straighward in both its computation and

interpretation.

The ID is defined as follows:

ID=1/2%]_, |% —~ %| where

fiand m denote the number of women and men injtheccupation, while F and M
are the total numbers of women and men in the labmge, respectively. The ID
can be interpreted as the proportion of either memvomen who would have to

leave the occupations previously dominated by tgeup, without replacement, in

9 Defined as the proportion of national respondémtthe 1990 World Values Survey disagreeing
with the statement that ‘men have greater righjstie during periods of high unemployment’ .
190 Measured as the mean of standardised scores\ioessector size and size of the employee sector.
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order to achieve a gender-integrated occupatiastiilmltion (Watts, 1995, p.3). The
value of the index ranges between 0 (full integrgtiand 1 (complete segregation,
i.e. men and women work in entirely different ocatipns). By definition, the 1D
assumes that a fully integrated occupational sirectvould be achieved if in each
occupational category the share of female and eralgloyees were the same as the
share of female and male workers in the total laotce, respectively. Thus, an
integrated occupational structure can exist evemdin substantially outnumber
women in the labour force (and in each occupati®hg ID satisfies four important
properties of a gross index of segregation (Watt998): organizational
equivalenct”, size invarianc®? gender symmetty®, and the principle of transfers
in its weak form®*

However, the ID has several well documented comedpand methodological
limitations. On a conceptual level, it is criticisdor obscuring the sources of
segregation by summarising all the deviations fram integrated occupational
distribution in a single measure (Charles, 1992jittfermore, in a cross-country
comparative perspective, the same value of theegagon index may denote
different types of occupational inequality and haféerent implications in terms of
status, pay and career opportunities (Rubery & Fa$95). At the same time, the
main methodological limitation of the index is isensitivity to the size of
occupations (i.e. the ID fails to exhilwtcupations invariange This makes the 1D
less useful for the analyses of variation of segfieg over time or across countries
because the size of occupations can vary acrosgraesior across time. To address
this issue, a size-standardised version of thexirttlat controls for the size of
occupations was proposed by Gibbs (1965). It wasd u®r comparative and
historical studies of segregation (Gross, 1968; BGapta, 1987; Jacobs, 1989a).

Although it controls for differences in occupatibsees, the size-standardised index

191 Organizational equivalence refers to the invamant the index to either a combination of two

occupations with similar gender distributions odiaision of an occupational category into two

groups with identical segregation patterns.

192 5jze invariance denotes the invariance of thexrtdeproportional changes of the populations of
men and women.

193 Gender-symmetry refers to the index being unadfdf data on females is replaced by the
corresponding data on males.

194 The principle of transfers in its weak form stigtgls that if a female worker moves from a female-
dominated occupation to a male-dominated occupatioth her former place is taken by a male
employee from a male-dominated occupation, the iihadg of the index falls.
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is criticised for its sensitivity to differences ihe participation rate of the minority
group, i.e. it is nocomposition invarian{Semyonov et al., 2000). This can be a
serious concern if the size-standardised ID is usecbmpare occupational gender
segregation across countries with different fenpaleicipation rates. The original 1D
does not have this limitation, as it is invariamtthe sex composition of the labour
force. However, Jacobs (1993) argues that the ditoits of the index of
dissimilarity are not significant enough to metg replacement. This may explain
why the index of dissimilarity has remained widelged, although often in

conjunction with other indices.

Furthermore, the value of ID may vary with the leskaggregation of occupational
categories. The more narrowly defined the occupatioategories are, the higher the
measured level of segregation tends to be. Thisgesig that occupational
segregation is likely to be more pronounced acrassowly defined job categories
than across broad occupational groups, which aftesk the level of segregation
within them. However, using highly disaggregatedupational categories becomes
problematic if there are very few cases in someth&d#m, since such small
occupations will disproportionately affect the aadévalue of ID (Jacobs, 1993).
Most cross-national studies of occupational sexegggion use highly aggregated
occupational categories (e.g. one-digit ISCO) mstef more narrowly defined ones,
because they are more comparable across counwests( 1998). A common
approach in cross-country studies using a segmegatdex is to check that the cross-
national pattern of segregation based on highfyregated occupations is the same

as that obtained from more disaggregated ones (&e2600).

Alternative indices of segregation were proposedadciological research to counter
the failure of the index of dissimilarity to exhibbccupational invariance (e.g.
Karmel & Maclachlan, 1988; Charles & Grusky, 1996yt they tend to have
limitations of their own. The Karmel-MacLachlan @8 index is neither occupation
nor composition invariant, so it is not useful fmoss-national studies, while the

logarithmic indexX® proposed by Charles and Grusky (1995) does notbiexh

105 4, _ 1yJ fi_1[gJ fi . .
A —]Zj=1|lnmj ][ZJ=1lnmj]| , where fj and mj are the numbers of women and,men
respectively, in occupation j.
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organizational equivalence and is sensitive to teent of occupational

disaggregation (Watts, 1998). However, the loganthindex derived from log-

linear models of gender, occupations and natioaefofs, can be used for cross-
national studies of occupational segregation bexdtids both occupation and
composition invariant (Charles, 1992). As a marfgae measure of occupational
segregation, it is a suitable approach for theyaimbf cross-national variation in the
association between occupations and gender ratlaer for the study of absolute
levels of segregation, which are influenced by tlceupational structure and the

gender composition of the labour force (Nermo, 2000

At the same time, a different strand of segregatsearch adapted the methodology
of income inequality analysis. Hutchens (2004) psgal an index measure (“square
root index”), showed that it satisfied seven prapsrof a good index of segregation

and illustrated how it could be applied to occumaai segregation by sex. The

square root index S is defined as follows:

5:2?’:11[(%)_ [ m ]  where

fiand m denote the number of women and men injtheoccupation. One of its
useful properties is that the total index is ‘aieity decomposable’ by subgroups of
occupations, so the total index can be decompagedséegregation ‘within’ the sub-
groups and ‘between’ the subgroups. By comparisom, ID lacks this property,
while the Charles (1992) and Charles and Grusk9%)18tructural approach allows
modelling ‘within’ and ‘between’ sub-group effects a log-linear framework.
However, unlike the logarithmic index derived fréog-linear modelling by Charles
(1992), the square root index exhibits organisafioequivalence (property P4
‘insensitivity to proportional divisions’ in Hutchs (2004)).

Similarly to the ID, the square root index rangesif O (full integration) and 1 (total
segregation), although it lacks the simple integiren of the ID. The square root
index S can be interpreted as the sum across allpational categories of each
occupation’s deviations from “distributional evessg while for each occupation
this deviation is the difference between the geametean of the shares of different

sexes in the absence of segregation (i.e. the edaatual) and the geometric mean

212



of the observed shares (Jenkins et al., 2008, pl24he absence of segregation, the
proportion of women working in thigh occupation out of all female workers would
be equal to the proportion of men in tjth occupation out of all male workers
(f/F=m/M). The square root index is invariant to botttgeational structure (i.e.
number and size of occupations) and compositiaheiabour force (Mora & Ruiz-
Castillo, 2008).

Thus, the square root index is the suitable measireoccupational gender
segregation across countries. This index has begably underused in cross-national
studies of occupational segregation, although sttheen employed in cross-national
research on social segregation in secondary schdelskins et al., 2008). This
chapter makes an original contribution to the ciamsntry comparative literature on
occupational gender segregation by using both Ehard the square root index to

compare the levels of occupational segregatioherenlarged EU.

Data and methods

This chapter uses two summary indices to compardetvels of segregation across
25 European countries: the Duncan and Duncan (16X of dissimilarity (ID)
and the square root index S (Hutchens, 2004). Dhe thosen for its parsimony and
because it is widely used in sex segregation titegain spite of being sensitive to
differences in occupational structure. The squa@ mdex is used because it is
proven to be a good index of segregation (2004%ait be decomposed into the
within and between components; and is relativelgeurused in sex segregation
literature, while it has become popular in the ssf educational segregation (e.g.
Jenkins et al., 2008). To the extent that the tmdices result in different cross-
country patterns of segregation, the differencelccdae attributed to the ID being

sensitive to occupational structure differencesctvican be further investigated.

Data from the EU-SILC 2007 is used for the analysithis chapter. See Chapter 5
for the description of the dataset. Measures ofegggion are based on the eight
major (one-digit) and 26 minor (two-digit) ISCO-8Boups® available in the EU-
SILC 2007. The armed forces category is excludechise it is almost entirely

198 EU-SILC variable PLO50. See Annex 4 of the EU-SIUDB Variables Description version 2007-
08-09 for a full list of two-digit occupational gips.
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composed of men. The EU-SILC does not offer a faeggree of disaggregation than
the two-digit groups. The aggregated one-digit geoare:

* Legislators, senior officials and managers;
* Professionals;
* Technicians and associate professionals;

* Clerks;

» Service workers and shop and market sales workers;

» Skilled agricultural and fishery workers combinedthwcraft and

related trades workers;

* Plant and machine operators and assemblers;

» Elementary occupations.
Both full-time and part-time employees are usedhm analysis, although the self-
employed are excluded to facilitate comparison withresults presented in Chapters
4 and 5. Similarly to the analysis in the two poes chapters, the working sample is

limited to adults in the 25-55 age bracket.

In order to test whether there is a significantiatesn in the levels of segregation
across the 25 studied countries, log-linear mauglhvith iterative proportional

fitting (see Deming & Stephan, 1940; Agresti, 200§ )used to model observed
frequencies (cell counts) in contingency tablesviour or five categorical variables.
Importantly, all of these variables are treated ‘@®sponses’, rather than one
dependent and a number of independent variableg, \@suld be the case with

logistic regression. This is because the relatigmsamongst all of these variables

are the object of interest.
To illustrate, for a four-way contingency table tfwcategorical variables W, X, Y,
and Z), the most complesaturatedmodel with all main effects and interaction terms

is:

log piji =v + v’ +v{ +vi +vE+ v v vl v vt
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where,u;j; is the cell count in each cell;j, k, andl are the dimension¥ of the
contingency table; angare effect parameter estimates. This model woitlthé

data perfectly, but it is not parsimonious.

In contrast, @omplete independenceodel would not have any interaction terms:
log wija = v + v +vj +vi +v{

Between the most complex saturated model and thelast complete independence
model, a range of models that exclude the four-iagraction ternyi‘;'-’k’iyz, but

include any two-way or three-way interaction tewaa be fitted.

The goodness of fit of a restricted model is asskassing the likelihood ratio
statistic. Its p-value tests the null hypothesst tine fitted model is the same as the
saturated model. Therefore, a non-significant pvaindicates that the restricted
model is not significantly different from the saited model, explaining all of the
variation in the data. On the other hand, the figdof statistical significance
suggests that the restricted model does not explagi the variation in the data. It is
also possible to compare the fits of two nested eteobly taking the ratio of their

likelihood ratio statistics.

Results

Table 6.1 shows the values of ID (column 1) andstipgare root index S (column 2),
including its ‘within’ (column 3) and ‘between’ (konn 4) components. Since the
two indices use different scales, their standaddisdues (z-scores) are reported in
Figure 6.1. On both indices, Italy ranks lowest,ilevlEstonia scores highest. The
pattern of variation is similar using the two meaasu as the relatively high level of
correlation (R=0.78) indicates (Figure 6.2). Howevéhere are some notable
exceptions. Greece and Luxembourg score considel@alser on the ID than on the

square root index S, while Austria and France shiyier on the ID than on S.

97 |n a simple two-way tablé,andj would be the rows and columns.
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Since ID is not occupation invariant, in contrast the square root index, the
occupational structure in the outlier countries itsefurther investigation. In
Luxembourg, the relatively gender-integrated asgecprofessionals group (24.5%
of all employees are in this category) is the foulirgest such group, while
service/sales occupations (10%) is the second eshalhtegory, across the studied
countries. Male-dominated operative and craft oatiops are also some of the
smallest groups (Table A 6-4 in Annex 6). Becausavily gender segregated
occupations, such as sales/services, crafts anchtogs are relatively small in
Luxembourg, compared with other countries, the ddagized value of the ID is
much lower than the value of S (Figure 6.2). Gresdse has a higher value of S than
the ID, although the difference is not large. Geedmas the smallest managerial
category (1.5% of all employees are managers)ldhalstudied countries, but it's
heavily dominated by men (79% of all managers ae&)mOn the other hand, the
clerical occupations (17.2%) and sales/service9fAaY are the third largest groups.
However, in Greece these occupations are not asihel@minated by women as in
other countries: 38% of clerical employees and %##%ales/services employees are
men, see Table A 6-3). This may explain why thatred ranking of the ID for

Greece is not as large as the ranking of the sqoatendex.

In contrast, Austria and France rank higher onlihghan on S. Austria has the
smallest professionals category (8.3% of all emgé®y, but it is not dominated by
either men or women (56% of professionals are worégure A3 in the Annex).

Because this category is relatively small compaoedther countries, the fact that it
is gender-integrated is not captured sufficienghiliee relative value of the ID, but it
still counts for the square root index ranking. i&nly, France has a relatively small
professional category (12.5% of all employees), lksit composition is gender

balanced (47% of women).
There is no clear pattern of variation in the IDda® scores by welfare regime.

However, the new accession states tend to be negregated (particularly the three

Baltic countries), Hungary being the exception; euthern-European countries
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tend to have lower levels of segregation by sexjenthe liberal countries (UK®
and Ireland) and conservative-corporatist Contimlecuntries have middling scores.
Social-democratic Nordic countries also have midylisegregation levels: Iceland,
Sweden, Norway and Denmark all have below averagees on both indices.
Finland is the exception, as it has the secondesighcore on the ID and an above
average value of S. According to Bettio and Veragata (2009b), who find a
similar pattern of occupational gender segregaffacross the enlarged EU in 2007,
with the Baltic countries exhibiting the highesgsaegation levels, using three-digit
occupations data from the EU Labour Force Surve3822007, there has been
notable convergence in segregation over the pastdge Thus, segregation
decreased in most of the Nordic countries and asmd in many of the
Mediterranean and Eastern-European countries (2@08B). Although it is not clear
why the Baltic countries are so highly segregatestjonal experts suggest that
women have historically had access to higher edutand professions, with limited

representation in the top positions, however (209p809-100).

In an earlier study of occupational segregatiori®nold-EU countries using data
from the 2000 Labour Force Survey, Bettio (2008paibserves the highest value of
the ID in Finland and the lowest value in Italy aBdeece. However, Sweden and
Denmark rank higher than Luxembourg, Germany anstrfeu This is not surprising,
given the finding in Bettio and Veraschagina (2009b converging segregation
levels in the EU. Overall, the levels of the IDBgttio (2002) are considerably larger
than in the present study, but the level of disagation of occupational group8is
considerably higher too. Using finer occupatiorategories tends to result in higher
values of the ID, everything else being equal. Mugeg, as the ID is not occupation
invariant and the occupational structures in thelistd countries are likely to have
changed since 2000, the values of ID in this chragate not strictly comparable with
those in the earlier study.

108 Unfortunately, it is not possible to do the anayseparately for Britain and Northern Ireland
because there is no regional information for Bmitaithe EU-SILC 2007.

199 Using the ID and Karmel and MacLachlan (1988)dedi

110110 occupations, 3-digit ISCO 88 groups.
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The square root index is decomposed into the podige to differences across the
two-digit ISCO groups within the one-digit groupsdathe portion due to differences
between the major (one-digit) groups. Since the-dig# groups are ordered
hierarchically according the level of skiff* (i.e. from manual low skilled

‘elementary’ occupations to high-skilled white-eslimanagerial occupations), the
‘between’ differences can be roughly interpretedverical segregation, while the
‘within’ differences can be considered horizontagregation*?. Using this

framework, Scandinavian countries (except Icelaad)l Liberal countries have
higher levels of vertical than horizontal segrematiA closer look at female shares
within one-digit occupational groups in these coest(see Table A 6-3) reveals that
women are disproportionately over-represented iericdl and sales/service

occupations and under-represented in crafts/reteael@s in operative occupations.

H1145C0 88 groups jobs together in occupations ammenaggregate groups mainly on the basis of
the similarity of skills required to fulfil the tks and duties of the jobs” (ILO)
http://www.ilo.org/public/english/bureau/stat/isismb88/index.htm

12 For example, within Elementary occupations, theme female-dominated ‘Domestic and related
helpers, cleaners and launderers’ and male-dontirigggbage collectors and related labourers’ as
well as ‘manufacturing labourers’ and other labosire
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Table 6.1 Levels of segregation in 25 countries

ID S-overall S within 1-digit S betweenl-digit
1) (2) groups (3) groups (4)
AT  0.482 0.166 0.061 0.105
BE 0.434 0.148 0.067 0.081
Cz 0.502 0.202 0.117 0.086
DE 0471 0.176 0.056 0.120
DK 0.460 0.181 0.073 0.109
EE 0.560 0.250 0.125 0.125
ES 0.459 0.179 0.076 0.103
FI 0541 0.208 0.084 0.124
FR 0.498 0.179 0.064 0.114
GR 0.446 0.210 0.090 0.120
HU 0.427 0.175 0.093 0.082
IE 0434 0.164 0.061 0.103
IS 0.442 0.185 0.096 0.089
IT  0.390 0.133 0.074 0.059
LT 0530 0.254 0.147 0.107
LU 0472 0.247 0.134 0.113
LV 0536 0.236 0.114 0.122
NL  0.468 0.186 0.078 0.109
NO 0.459 0.167 0.060 0.107
PL  0.487 0.215 0.106 0.109
PT 0.483 0.223 0.140 0.082
SE 0.455 0.174 0.068 0.106
SI  0.456 0.176 0.100 0.076
SK 0.522 0.222 0.127 0.095
UK 0.455 0.170 0.064 0.106

Source: EU-SILC 2007

Base: employees (both full-time and part-time)

The ID is based on 26 (2-digit) ISCO occupationaugs; S is based on 2-digit and 1-digit ISCO
groups.

Figure 6.1  Standardised scores of ID and S-overall

ID-zscore M S-zscore

Source: EU-SILC 2007.
Base: employees (both full-time and part-time),dags-55.
Scores ordered by the value of ID.
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Figure 6.2  Standardised S-overall by standardisedd across 25 countries
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Source: EU-SILC 2007.
Base: employees (both full-time and part-time),dags-55.

R=0.78 (p<0.001).

Unsurprisingly, the square root index is negativedyrelated with the work/family
reconciliation index constructed in Chapter 3 (Fé&g6.1). However, the strength of
the correlation is rather weak (R=-0.29). The wiankily reconciliation index was
found to be associated with the ID to a greateemx{R=-0.46, p<0.05) in the
analysis in Chapter 3. The strength of the cormidbetween S and the policy index
would be higher if the outlier Luxembourg were exidd (R=-0.45, p<0.05).
Analysing the ‘within’ and ‘between’ components $f separately shows that the
former (R=-0.30) is more strongly correlated witte tpolicy index than the latter
(R=-0.05). This suggests that the policy environtriermore important for gender
differences in occupational attainment across theums with comparable
requirements but in different fields of work (eapmputing professionals vs. health
professionals) than across hierarchical groups (aanagers vs. clerical workers).
Overall, these results indicate that the extenbatupational gender segregation
amongst employees, particularly horizontal segiegattends to be lower in
countries with more gender-egalitarian work/familgconciliation policies and

prevailing gender-role attitudes.

220



Figure 6.3  Work/family reconciliation index by thesquare root index S
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Source: OECD Family Database (version June 200B)eTRF7.1; Moss and Korintus (2008); OECD
Tax/Benefit Calculator (accessed on 29/04/2010)SEY99.; EU-SILC 2007, employees aged 25-55.

R=-0.29 (R=-0.45, p<0.05 if Luxembourg is excluded)

Although the summary indices show that levels afregation vary across the EU,
they give no indication of whether this variatios Bbtatistically significant.
Furthermore, it is not clear whether these diffeemnare driven by variation in the
levels of part-time employment, education or otttearacteristics of the labour force,
although both indices implicitly control for theffdirences in the gender composition
of the labour force and the square root index, mott the ID, is invariant to
differences in occupational structures. Table @spldys the proportions of full-time
employees with a university education, while Tabl8 shows the proportions of
male and female employees working part-time in eamimtry. Both tables indicate
substantial variation in part-time rates and highducation rates, controlling for
gender, across the studied countries. Thereforegutd be that differences in the
composition of the labour force by part-time/fuifie status as well as by the highest
level of education could explain most of the obedreross-country variation in the

levels of segregation.
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Table 6.2

Proportion of employees with a universjteducation

Country Female Male
AT 0.20 0.21
BE 0.53 0.42
cz 0.15 0.18
DE 0.24 0.31
DK 0.37 0.27
EE 0.43 0.25
ES 0.45 0.35
Fl 0.50 0.38
FR 0.37 0.30
GR 0.40 0.26
HU 0.27 0.17
IE 0.44 0.40
IS 0.42 0.29
IT 0.22 0.15
LT 0.44 0.27
LU 0.31 0.27
LV 0.31 0.17
NL 0.37 0.36
NO 0.43 0.32
PL 0.35 0.20
PT 0.24 0.12
SE 0.43 0.31
Sl 0.30 0.19
SK 0.23 0.21
UK 0.32 0.32

Source: EU-SILC 2007.
Base: employees (both full-time and part-time),dags-55.

Figure 6.4

Proportion of employees with a universit education
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Female m Male

Source: EU-SILC 2007.
Base: employees (both full-time and part-time),dags-55.
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Table 6.3 Proportion of employees working part-tine

Country Female Male Total
AT 0.43 0.05 0.22
BE 0.45 0.07 0.25
Ccz 0.05 0.01 0.03
DE 0.53 0.05 0.27
DK 0.22 0.04 0.13
EE 0.06 0.02 0.04
ES 0.19 0.03 0.10
FI 0.13 0.04 0.08
FR 0.31 0.04 0.18
GR 0.14 0.04 0.08
HU 0.06 0.03 0.04
IE 0.39 0.06 0.23
IS 0.22 0.02 0.12
IT 0.23 0.04 0.13
LT 0.03 0.02 0.02
LU 0.40 0.02 0.18
LV 0.05 0.01 0.03
NL 0.72 0.11 0.40
NO 0.21 0.02 0.11
PL 0.09 0.03 0.06
PT 0.07 0.01 0.04
SE 0.32 0.06 0.19
Sl 0.05 0.02 0.03
SK 0.04 0.01 0.03
UK 0.34 0.04 0.20

Source: EU-SILC 2007.
Base: employees (both full-time and part-time),dags-55.

Figure 6.5  Proportion of employees working part-tine
0.8
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0
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Male ™ Female

Source: EU-SILC 2007.
Base: employees aged 25-55.

To test the hypothesis that the variation in panetwork rates explains some of the
cross-country variation in the relationship betwesex and occupation (i.e.
occupational segregation), three nested models gatimtry, occupation, sex and
part-time work status are fitted and compared (@abl4). The data (observed
frequencies) are arranged on the country level ifow-dimensional 800-cell
contingency table: 25 countries x 2 sexes x 8 catopal groups x 2 work time

groups. lterative proportional fitting is used tegict the counts in each cell. The fit
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of each model is evaluated using the likelihooibrehi-square statisticl. Model 1

in Table 6.4 is a complete independence model (@+S + PT) that assumes that
the effects of the four variables are independérdach other. In other words, the
main effects of each variable are modelled (as theyld be in a cross-tab with a

Pearson chi-square test), but the association ketvemy two or three of these

variables is not allowed to vary across the cafegoof another variable. For

instance, the association between occupation ard(@zupational segregation)

cannot vary by country or part-time work status.eXpected, such a model offers a
very bad fit, as indicated by the statistical digance of the likelihood ratio statistic

at p<0.001. If the model offered a good fit, tHeslihood ratio statistic would not be

statistically significant at conventional leveldiuB, there are likely to be interaction

effects amongst the four dimensions that the tasiedel cannot account for.

A more realistic model needs to allow the assmmabetween occupation and sex to
differ across the studied countries. Figure 6.1vabshows that both the ID and S
indices range between -2 and +2 standard deviatiorsss 25 countries. Also, the
level of S is found to be negatively correlatedhwiihe work/family reconciliation
index (Figure 6.3), which indicates that segregatievels may be different in

countries with diverse policy environments and pitvg social norms.

Moreover, the model needs to account for the piates$sociations between working
time status, occupation and sex. Both neo-clasaméifeminist theories discussed in
section 6.1 suggest that women may opt for occopatinore compatible with their
family and caring responsibilities. Since part-tim®rk is one of the ways to
reconcile the demands of job and family, and octapsa tend to differ in their
prevalence of part-time hodf§ the level of segregation could be different ansobng
full-time and part-time employees. At the same timemen are predominantly more
likely to work part-time than men, but male and &enpart-time rates tend to co-
vary*** (Table 6.3). Thus, it could be expected that inntdes where part-time work

is more common for men and women, segregation dewashongst part-time

3 For instance, part-time rates tend to be lowesbrayst workers in managerial and operative
occupations and highest amongst workers in clerseavice/sales and elementary occupations.
4 There is a high positive correlation (R=0.84) begw male and female part-time work rates (Table
6.3).
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employees would be lower because women and mendweaik in more similar
occupations. Segregation levels would also be lameongst full-time employees,
since women who opt for occupations more compatibigh their family
responsibilities and less career-oriented womenladvba more likely to work part-
time instead. Thus, observed segregation levelsldvba lower overall. Indeed,
Figure 6.6 shows that the index of segregation 8r@st part-time employees tends
to be lower in countries with higher part-time waodtes (R=-0.61). The negative
correlation is somewhat stronger between the lefv&l amongst full-time employees
and the total part-time rate (R=-0.64), but weaketween the overall level of
segregation and part-time rate (R=-0.50). Howeiteappears that part-time work
rate is primarily related to the ‘within’ componewit occupational segregation (see
Figure 6.7) (R=-0.65) than to the ‘between’ compun®=0.14). This suggests that
in countries with higher part-time work rates, nam women tend to work in more
similar occupations within larger hierarchical atigit groups (e.g. services/sales),

rather than across these groups.

Thus, Model 2 allows for three-way interactionswagn country, occupation and
part-time work (C*O*PT); country, sex and part-timgork (C*S*PT); and
occupation, sex and part-time work (O*S*PT). A #weay interaction allows the
association between each pair of the three vasgablesary across the levels of the
third variable, within each level of the fourth Mdile that is not included in the
interaction term. For instance, the term C*S*PTowal the association between sex
and part-time work to vary across countries, withach fixed level of occupation.
Notably, Model 2 does not include the three-wagrattion term between country,
occupation and sex, which would denote the crossicy variation in the
relationship between occupation and sex net oftpag work. Therefore, the levels
of segregation are assumed to be the same in alities (constant segregation

model), controlling for part-time work.

Compared with the baseline mutual independenceemttbdel 2 improves the fit
significantly. The E /Ly?contrast in Table 7.2 shows the improvement ofTfitus,

Model 2 accounts for almost 97% of variafibhunder Model 1. However, the

M5 14 12 /1,2 = 1+3.2 = 97(%).
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likelihood ratio statistic in Model 2 is still statically significant, suggesting that the
model of constant segregation does not offer aepéfit. This is not surprising, since

a constant segregation model does not seem t@bstie

Finally, Model 3 is identical to Model 2 except ttve inclusion of another three-way
interaction term (O*S*C), which allows for the csesational variation in
occupational segregation by sex. The inclusion twg tterm offers a further
substantial improvement of fit, but the model stitles not fit perfectly (Lis still
statistically significantly different from zero gt<0.001). Thus, although the
variation in part-time work rates explains sometloé variation in occupational
segregation, a model with only four factors andathe interaction effects short of a
saturated model (which would include all possibleiactions, including a four-way
interaction term) does not predict the observed amints perfectly. This suggests
more variables may need to be added to the modeg} to account for the observed

variation*6.

Table 6.4 Models with country, occupation, sex angart-time work

Model (Model 1 as baseline) L2 df L2 /L2
Model 1: (C+ 0 +S + PT) 81,000"** 766 100
Model 2: (C*O*PT+ C*S*PT + O*S*PT) 2,600 336 3.2
Model 3: (C*O*PT+ C*S*PT+ O*S*PT+0*S*C) 308** 168 0.38

L% Likelihood-ratio chi-square statistic

C — country; O — occupational group; S — sex; Part time rate.
Number of individuals: 145,144; number of cells080
***n<0.001.

118 A four-way model similar to Model 3 with educatitevel instead of part-time work does not fit
the data perfectly either {815, df=336, p<0.001;1200 cells).
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Figure 6.6  Square root index by part-time rate
© oLV
OLT

0 | epT
n
()]
(3]
>
O <
o
5
g ® GR eI1s
T o o 85
‘% . oLU
o
;)’ $e: o E

®PL ®NO
N9 Y=
®F|
® DK oFR  ®AT OBE.DE ol
= o ® etk
T T T T T
0 1 2 3 4

total parf-time rate

Source: EU-SILC 2007.
Base: employees aged 25-55.

R=-0.61 (p<0.01).

Figure 6.7  ‘Within’ component of the square root irdex and part-time rate
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R=-0.65 (p<0.001).
Given that the composition of the labour forcehia tountries studied here varies by

the level of education (see Figure 6.4), the nextieh adds an education variable to
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test the hypothesis that, along with part-time wiates, the variation in education
levels explains most of the variation in segregatievels by sex. In line with the
neo-classical theories discussed in section 6.dgutd be argued that women who
invest in education and market skills would be lékely to gravitate towards

female-dominated occupations. Thus, it would beeetqd to find the lowest levels

of segregation amongst higher educated employees.

Table 6.5 shows three nested models with five teoosntry, occupation, sex, part-
time work and educatidit’. The data are arranged in a 2,400-cell matrix: 25
countries x 2 sexes x 8 occupational groups x Xiwgrtime groups x 3 education
groups. In contrast to the previous models, theatian in degree levels is now
allowed for, including all the interaction effeatdéth each of the four other factors.
Five different four-way interaction terms can nove lncluded. The mutual
independence Model 1, as before, fits badly. M@dethich includes all of the four-
way interaction terms except the one between cpuséix, occupation and education
(C*O*S*E), offers a substantial improvemétftin fit compared with the base model.
Crucially, it includes a four-way interaction tetmetween country, sex, occupation
and part-time work (C*O*S*PT), which allows for tleoss-country variation in the
levels of occupational gender segregation (C*S*®Yyary by part-time status. Yet
Model 2 still does not fit perfectly, as indicatby the significance of its likelihood
ratio statistic (p<0.001). If this model offeregerfect fit, it would indicate that there
is no cross-national variation in sex segregatewvels by the level of education,
given cross-national differences in the occupatiodstribution and in the

composition of the labour force by sex, educatiod part-time status.

However, when the fourth interaction term (C*S*O*i8)added to Model 2, which
allows for occupational segregation (S*O) to vagroas countries and the three
levels of education, the model has a much smaketihood-ratio statistic. It is no
longer significant at 5%, with p=0.812. This is erfpct fit, especially considering
the large sample size (145,144 employees acrosso@btries). Compared with
Model 2, Model 3 improves fit by 31% (313/1,000)thva loss of 336 degrees of

7 Three groups by the highest education qualificatiower secondary or below; upper secondary or
further; university degree (see Chapter 5).
118 Model 2 explains more than 99% of variation unidedel 1 (1+0.006).
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freedomt™®. In other words, Model 3 accounts for about 6%%he variation under
Model 2 (1+0.31=69%). This suggests that crosssnati variation in the level of
occupational segregation differs across the leweélgeducation, holding part-time
status constant (C*O*S*E). At the same time, the@ssfnational variation in
segregation also varies across the levels of paé-status, within each level of
education (C*O*S*PT). Thus, the variation in bottlueation and part-time work
levels appears to be important. This is not surgig light of the finding in Chapter
4 that switching from full-time to part-time workrids to be related to occupational
downgrading by skill, for both men and women. Ferthore, education is typically
found to be associated with individual occupatioatthinment in the sociological
literature (Sewell et al., 1969; Ganzeboom & TreinkR96).

Table 6.5 Models with country, occupation, sex, p#&time work

status, and education
Model (Model 1 as baseline) L2 df L2 /Ly?
Model 1: (C+0+S+PT+E) 180,000*** 2364 100
Model 2: (C*O*S*PT +C*S*PT*E+O*S*PT*E +C*O*PT*E) | 1,000*** 672 0.006
_ CAraH 312.9
Model 3: (Model 2 + C*O*S*E) (0= 0.812) 336 0.002

L% Likelihood-ratio chi-square statistic.

C — country; O — occupational group; S — sex; Bhrt time rate; E — highest level of education.
Number of individuals: 145,144; number of cellsO@4

***n<0.001.

To investigate in which countries the level of sgmtion differs noticeably by the
highest educational qualification, Table 6.6 showessquare root index S (based on
26 occupational groups) separately for employeés iver secondary education or
below (column 1), upper secondary education (col@hrand higher education
(column 3). Figure 6.8 orders the indices sortedtliy overall level of S. As
expected, in each of the studied countries segoegé lowest amongst university
educated employees. This finding is, by and largeline with the neo-classical
theories as well as with Hakim’s (1995) preferetie=ory: women who invested in
their education and market skills are more likelyaork in more gender-integrated
occupations. However, there is some cross-courdriation in the extent to which
the level of segregation differs amongst lower-eded employees.

119Df in model 2 (672) — Df in model 3 (336). Degrassfreedom = number of cells — (number of
parameters — number of constraints).
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In 14 out of 25 countries studied here, the le¥edemregation is inversely related to
education: the largest values of S are observedefoployees without upper
secondary education, while the lowest levels ofesgation are found for those with
university education. Thus, it is among the lowerhicated employees that men and
women are the most likely to work in entirely difet occupations. This lends
support to the hypothesis that women with lower annecapital endowments are
more likely to self-select into typically femaleaupations (e.g. personal services as
opposed to craft and related trades), either becthgy choose to specialise in tasks
more compatible with their homemaking responsibgit because they are less
career-oriented, or because they expect emplogesed them as such. Most of the
countries in this group are Southern-European (Sly and Greece), Continental
(Belgium, Germany, Luxembourg, and the Netherlaraig) Baltic (Estonia, Latvia
and Lithuania). The largest differences by the lledfeeducation are observed in

Luxembourg and Lithuant’.

Countries with larger differences in the level efjgegation between the lowest and
highest educated employees also tend to have lgegeter wage gaps at the bottom
of the earnings distribution for full-time emplogeéee Figure A 5-1 inAnnex 5).
This suggests that, among those without upper skecgreducation, women tend to
be concentrated in lower paid occupations than r@serall, there appears to be a
weak positive association between the level ofZomtial segregation (as measured
by the relative contribution of the ‘within’ compent of the square root index, see
Table 6.1) and the total level of segregation arsbegiployees with the lowest level
of education (R=0.18}". Thus, men and women without upper secondary ¢idaca
tend to be employed in entirely different fieldsvadrk (e.g. women are most likely
to work in sales and personal services, while ntennzore likely to work in crafts

and related trades, as well as in operative ocmupgtsee Table A 6-6).

The other 11 countries have the highest levelsegfegation amongst employees

with upper secondary/further education, followedtfoyse with lower education. All

120 There is no apparent association between the lereaa of employees with lower education and
the value of S amongst lower educated employeeO(B%). For instance, 31% and 5% of employees
have lower secondary education or below in Luxemipaund Lithuania, respectively.

2L There is no apparent association between the lbleval of horizontal segregation and the value
of S amongst employees with upper secondary eaucé®i=-0.02) or university education (R=0.08).
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of the Nordic countries fall into this group, alomgth Austria, Czech Republic,
France, Hungary, Portugal, and Slovenia. Nordicntoes tend to have below
average levels of segregation amongst employedsthét lowest level of education
(see Figure A 6-1 in Annex 6) and middling segriegatevels amongst those with
upper secondary education (Figure A 6-2). Thisadod related to more egalitarian
gender-role attitudes as well as to the more ‘woifniendly’ policy environment

(see Chapter 3). However, as regards the segrag#&iels among university
educated employees, Nordic countries drift aparthim rankings. While Norway,
Sweden and Iceland have below average levels oégation, Denmark and Finland
score higher than average, with Finland producirggttighest index of S of all the
countries studied here (Figure A 6-3). This could related to particularly high
female shares in clerical occupations, 81% and 76t in sales/services
occupations, 78% and 77%, in Finland and in Denpradpectively (Table A 6-3).
Even amongst those with a university education, fér@ale shares in clerical

occupations are 94% and 75% in Finland and Denmeskectively.
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Table 6.6

Gender segregation within categories oflacation

S - lower secondary or below

(1)

(2)

S — upper secondary/further

S - university/higher

(3)

AT
BE
cz
DE
DK
EE
ES
FI
FR
GR
HU
IE
IS
T
LT
LU
Lv
NL
NO
PL
PT
SE
sl
SK
UK

0.159
0.238
0.221
0.308
0.182
0.336
0.252
0.222
0.195
0.355
0.192
0.249
0.247
0.140
0.403
0.446
0.367
0.306
0.220
0.300
0.294
0.220
0.161
0.268
0.284

0.192
0.226
0.234
0.210
0.228
0.302
0.190
0.264
0.235
0.262
0.205
0.218
0.272
0.135
0.313
0.254
0.259
0.240
0.231
0.251
0.120
0.220
0.214
0.265
0.219

0.155
0.091
0.125
0.107
0.138
0.164
0.117
0.164
0.124
0.084
0.114
0.144
0.118
0.099
0.143
0.091
0.148
0.096
0.102
0.107
0.150
0.108
0.101
0.137
0.105

Source: EU-SILC 2007.

Base: employees (both full-time and part-time),dags-55.

Figure 6.8

Gender segregation within categories @ducation
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Figure 6.9 S within the lowest education categoryybthe ‘% within’ overall S
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R=0.18 (R=0.24 if Germany is excluded).

Summary and conclusion

This chapter has analysed the differences in ocmnza distributions of male and
female employees in 25 European countries andegdutiie cross-national variation
in occupational gender segregation levels. It esthly reviewing recent research on
occupational gender segregation, relevant econ@nit sociological theories of
segregation by sex, and measurement issues ingséigre studies. This chapter
makes an original contribution to the cross-countgmparative literature on
occupational gender segregation by employing bbéwidely used Duncan and
Duncan (1955) Index of Dissimilarity and the squaret index S (Hutchens, 2004)
to compare the levels of occupational segregatiothé enlarged EU. The square
root index is increasingly being used in educatiegregation comparative research,
but not in gender segregation studies. Previougpeoative studies on occupational
gender segregation in the EU do not include arth@hew accession states (Charles,
1992; Charles, 2003; Nermo, 2000; Bettio, 200Ralado et al., 2003).

Based on the index measures of segregation, stidstéevels of occupational
segregation by sex are found in 25 European castitaly ranks lowest, while
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Estonia scores highest on both indices. The patteuariation is very similar using
the two measures. The only exceptions are GreedeLarembourg, which rank
considerably lower on the ID than on the squard nodex S, while Austria and
France rank higher on the ID than on S. Thesemdiffces in rankings are largely
due to the ID being sensitive to differences in dleeupational structure across the
studied countries, which are further explored i Results section. The 25 countries
are almost equally split according to whether trertival component or the
horizontal component of segregation dominateshieet Scandinavian countries, the

UK and Ireland, the vertical dimension prevails.

Although there is no clear pattern of variatiorillnand S scores by welfare regime,
the new accession states tend to be more segregdtédd the Southern-European
countries tend to have lower levels of gender ggren. Nordic countries are found
to have middling segregation levels, with the exicepof Finland that scores high
on both indices. However, there is some evidencesegfregation levels being
associated with the work/family reconciliation pglienvironment. The level of
occupational segregation by sex, especially hot@@egregation within aggregated
hierarchical groups, tends to be lower in countmégh more gender egalitarian

work/family reconciliation policies and prevailimgnder-role attitudes.

Moreover, the cross-national variation in the aggmn between occupation and sex
is found to be significant and to a large exterg tlu differences in part-time work
rates and the education levels of the labour fofbes, the observed counts in a five-
way contingency table with country, occupation,,geart-time work and education
level can be perfectly fitted with a model thatoals for all possible four-way
interaction effects among these variables. Accogntor the education composition
of the labour force is found to be particularly imnant, since a four-way model with
country, occupation, sex and part-time work, ingigdall possible three-way
interactions, does not offer a perfect fit. Moregwwen when education is included,
the model does not fit well until the four-way irdetion term between country,
occupation, sex and education is included. It aldfhe cross-national variation in
sex segregation to vary across different categosfegducation, for each fixed

category of work-time status. The finding of the pontance of education
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composition of the labour force is not surprisisince education is likely to be

associated with individual occupational attainment.

In each of the studied countries segregation iss&ivamongst university educated
employees. This finding is largely consistent wille neo-classical theories that
emphasise personal preferences: women who investibeir education and market

skills are less likely to work in female-dominatedcupations. Moreover, in the

majority of the countries studied here, the lefedagregation is highest amongst the
employees with the lowest level of education (lovsecondary or below). This

suggests that men and women with lower human dagi@dowments tend to self-

select into occupations compatible with more tiaddal gender-role stereotypes,
such as the female-dominated personal servicespations and male-dominated
manual lower skilled operative occupations. Thgedat differences in the value of
the segregation index by the level of education abeerved in Luxembourg and

Lithuania.

Nordic countries tend to have lower levels of sggt®n amongst employees
without upper secondary education, compared witterotountries, and middling
segregation levels amongst those with upper secpratafurther education. This
could be related to more egalitarian gender-roteudes as well as to the more
‘women-friendly’ policy environment, which protetdwer educated women from
concentrating in typically female occupations. Ehés no Nordic clustering in
segregation levels amongst university educated @&mapk, however. While Norway,
Sweden and Iceland have lower to middling levelssefregation, Denmark and
Finland score higher than average, with Finlangbitagp the rankings. This could be
due to university educated women being dispropoatiely over-represented in

clerical occupations in these countries.
Finally, the next chapter draws together the resoftthe empirical studies in this

thesis. It reiterates the research questions rdisdte introduction, discusses the

findings, limitations and avenues for further reshaand concludes.
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Chapter 7 Conclusion

In spite of significant increases in female labmarket participation and educational
achievement in the EU in recent decades, womenlagilbehind men in terms of
employment rates, earnings and occupational atenhnThe overarching aim of this
thesis was to shed light on the interplay betwdwnaharacteristics of individuals
associated with productivity, labour market retutnsthese characteristics, and
country-level work-family reconciliation policies iinfluencing female employment
and gender inequalities in terms of earnings ancumational attainment. The
analysis focused on prime-age employees in 25 Eamgountries, including new
EU member states. This concluding chapter brieflyjaws the main findings of the
thesis, bringing together the different elementshef study; discusses its theoretical
and empirical contributions to existing research,waell as the limitations of the
study; reflects on the policy implications of thedings; and suggests directions for

future research.

Review of the study

The literature review discussed comparative schbipron the welfare state and
work-family reconciliation policies in Europe, plag this thesis in a theoretical
context, identifying research gaps in the literatand demonstrating the contribution
of this work. It concluded that although the exigtwelfare state and family policy
typologies are useful for the study of female empilent, particularly amongst
women with children, they are not perfectly suitedcomparative studies of wage

gaps and occupational segregation.

Chapter 3 then set the policy context for the ghelsiinvestigated the variation in
duration, generosity and gender neutrality of pdreod leave schemes; availability
of childcare for pre-school children; gender biasestax/benefit systems; and
prevailing gender-role attitudes in 25 Europeanntoes, using comparable macro
data compiled by the OECD as well as micro datanfioternational surveys. It
summarised the most relevant policy and social sofeatures in a composite
indicator and explored its relationship with femafaployment rates, average gender

wage gaps and occupational gender segregation.
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Given this work/family reconciliation policy contexChapter 4 focused on the
relationship between recent motherhood and adveiseur market outcomes for
women. It examined the association between redaltbirth and the relative risks
of switching to part-time, inactivity or unemploymtefor full-time working women
in 13 pre-enlargement EU countri&s It used micro-level longitudinal data from the
European Community Household Panel for the per@@#io 2001. Once important
human capital and workplace characteristics ardralted for, full-time working
women who gave birth within a year of the interviare found to be likely to remain
full-time the following year only in Denmark and &p. Full-time female workers
are more likely to switch to part-time employmemar to remain working full-time
in the Netherlands, Belgium, Austria and the UK, eveh female part-time
participation rates are relatively high, but alsdtaly, where part-time participation
rates are generally low. Furthermore, substantigidemce of occupational
downgrading by skill or occupational hourly wage switching from full-time to
part-time work is found for both men and women e tmajority of the studied
countries. However, since transitions from full-irto part-time work are observed
for women more often than for men, and part-timekas found to be a more stable
state for women, occupational downgrading appeatseta more serious issue for
female workers. Moreover, in four out of five coues where recent childbirth is
found to be associated with an increased risk ofingpfrom full-time to part-time
work, full-time to part-time transitions are linked a higher risk of occupational
downgrading, even after relevant personal and wadepcharacteristics have been

controlled for.

Chapters 5 and 6 focused on two measures of gemeguality in the labour market
in the enlarged EU, gender wage gaps and occuphtsggregation, using recent
micro-data from the EU-SILC. Chapter 5 examineddliferences in the log hourly
wage distributions of men and women working futhé using quantile regression
methods, focusing on Britain, Italy, Spain, Polamd the Czech Republic. Given the
finding of recent childbirth being associated wehving full-time work in Chapter 4
for women, potential self-selection of full-timeniale employees was considered.

Finally, Chapter 6 analysed the differences in pational distributions of male and

122 Excluding Sweden and Luxembourg.
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female employees in 25 European countries andegdutiie cross-national variation

in occupational gender segregation levels.

To condense the findings across all the chapterthisf thesis that covered the
enlarged EU, Table 7.1 summarises the main indisaibinterest: the work/family

reconciliation index (column 1); female participatirate (column 2); participation
rate of married women without a university eduaatiwith the youngest child aged
0-4 (column 3); median log hourly gender wag gaprgst employees (column 4);
and the square root index of occupational gendgregation (column 5). No distinct
group of countries scores highly on all the indicgt but some regional clusters

emerge.

Table 7.1 Summary of work/family reconciliation and gender equality in
the labour market indicators

Female
participation rate
(married, no
university
Work/family Total female  education, Median gender Occupational
reconciliation participation ~ youngest child wage gap (all segregation
index rate aged 0-4) employees) Index S
(1) (2) (3) (4) ()
Cz -0.87 0.70 0.20 0.22 0.202
SK -0.83 0.81 0.58 0.23 0.222
PL -0.73 0.67 0.48 0.05 0.215
AT -0.61 0.69 0.30 0.23 0.166
DE -0.53 0.71 0.45 0.19 0.176
EE -0.52 0.80 0.45 0.4 0.25
LV -0.48 0.77 0.52 0.25 0.236
GR -0.24 0.42 0.32 0.08 0.210
HU -0.19 0.69 0.27 0.07 0.175
LT -0.17 0.81 0.55 0.25 0.254
FR -0.06 0.76 0.54 0.08 0.179
PT -0.04 0.74 0.78 0.08 0.223
UK -0.01 0.72 0.49 0.22 0.170
S 0.02 0.77 0.81 0.04 0.176
ES 0.11 0.60 0.40 0.11 0.179
IT 0.16 0.57 0.45 0.06 0.133
NL 0.17 0.75 0.64 0.14 0.186
BE 0.18 0.71 0.57 0.07 0.148
Fl 0.34 0.76 0.40 0.15 0.208
NO 0.42 0.80 0.70 0.18 0.167
DK 0.57 0.78 0.74 0.12 0.181
IE 0.76 0.66 0.43 0.14 0.164
IS 0.76 0.80 0.62 0.17 0.185
LU 0.84 0.67 0.58 0.15 0.247
SE 1.05 0.83 0.72 0.16 0.174

Source: EU-SILC 2007; OECD Family Database (versiome 2009) Table PF7.1; Moss and
Korintus (2008); OECD Tax/Benefit Calculator (acsed on 29/04/2010); EVS 1999.
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All the Nordic countries (classified as social-demadic welfare states by Esping-
Andersen (1990) and ‘dual-breadwinner’ states byit€1992)) score in the top ten
on the policy index and average female participatiates. With the exception of
Finland, they also have above average rates ofcipation of married women
without a university education with their youngebtld under five. Finland’s outlier
status may be due to its long and relatively gameparental leave, which is unusual
for Nordic countries, enabling women in Finlanddok after their children at home
until the youngest child is three years old (sebl@&.2 in Chapter 3). At the same
time, all the Nordic countries have middling levefsoccupational segregation and

gender wage gaps.

The two liberal welfare regime countries, the UKldreland, are not as similar. The
UK sits in the middle of the policy index rankingijth exactly 12 countries above
and below. Accordingly, it has middling female papation rates on both measures
(for all women and for married women with lower edtion and younger children).

Although the median gender wage gap is relativegh hn the UK, occupational

segregation here is one of the lowest. Indicativeg &lthough men and women tend
to work in quite similar broad occupational categer(particularly in white-collar

occupations), men are still better paid, on averligiand, however, ranks in the top
four on the policy index due to its above averagefggmance on the tax/benefit
neutrality component (see Table 3.19 in Chapteal#pugh it ranks below average
on the gender-neutrality of parenthood leave, child and gender-role attitude
components of the index. While female participatiates in Ireland are among the
lowest, the median gender wage gap is middling ecmlpational segregation is
relatively low. This suggests positive selectionvbgmen into employment; those
who actually work are more likely to have highernérags potential and to work in

less segregated occupations.

The corporatist-conservative welfare states daappear to form a consistent cluster
either. The three Benelux countries score highlyhenpolicy index (in the top ten),

although they rank differently on various composesftthe index. Luxembourg tops
the scale on the measure of gender-neutrality ifiihood leave, due to its paternity

leave provisions and generous parental leave redefor fathers (although, in
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practice, the take-up rate is not high). It alsores above average on the tax/benefit
gender-neutrality measure and the proportion ofdoém aged 0-2 in formal
childcare. However, Luxembourg has a below aversgme on the measure of
gender-role attitudes. In contrast, Belgium hasvabaverage scores on the
parenthood leave, childcare and attitude comporahise index, but its tax/benefit
system appears to be somewhat biased towards -wagier families. The
Netherlands has relatively high enrolment rateslofdren under three in formal
childcare and more egalitarian gender-role attsudet it has below average scores
on the parenthood leave and tax/benefit componeiuwever, participation rates of
lower educated married women with younger childzemrelatively high in all three
countries, while the median wage gaps are middlaithough lower in Belgium).
Yet, these countries are wide apart on the indexo@fupational segregation:
Belgium is the second least segregated countryl,dfaembourg is the third most

segregated country, and the Netherlands has mgdséigregation levels.

Austria and Germany sit in the bottom fifth of tpelicy index ranking, with
consistently below average scores on each of thgponents of the index discussed
in Chapter 3. It is not surprising, then, to firmlver female participation rates in
these countries, especially amongst lower edugatiese-age married women with
younger children (30% in Austria and 45% in Gernjafyis suggests that women
with lower earnings potential may find it more ditflt to reconcile their work and
family lives. This lends some support to Gauthi€£996) family policy typology
which classifies Germany as a ‘pro-traditional’ ooy, whose family policy is
characterised by longer family leave and low priovisof formal childcare.
Although Austria and Germany have some of the Ergender wage gaps, they
have below average segregation levels. This impkias although men and women
may work in broadly similar occupations, men arétevepaid, on average. Lower

female participation levels also suggest positelection into full-time work.

France does not fit neatly into any cluster. In somays it is similar to the Benelux
countries, but in others it is closer to Germanyg @&wstria. In Gauthier's (1996)
family policy typology, France is described as a+family/pro-natalist’ country

with a policy emphasis on helping mothers combinidbearing with employment.
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Its ranking on the work/family reconciliation pojicindex is somewhat below
average, although France scores highly on the cdriédand attitudes components of
the index. The multivariate analysis in Chapteh&vss no significant relationship in
France between having one child aged four or youagd women’s propensity to
work full-time (as opposed to working part-time mot participating). France has
higher female participation rates than the Benelauntries, Germany or Austria,
although lower than that in Nordic countries. HoaeWrance slides downwards in
the rankings when the participation rate of marrieder-educated women with
younger children is considered. It scores highan tAustria and Germany, but lower
than the Benelux or Nordic countries (with the gtmn of Finland). The finding of
a lower participation rate for women with lower mags potential and more family
constraints on their employment is consistent vaitmoderate (positive) selection

effect found for women in France in Chapter 5.

Southern-European (‘Latin Rim’) countries have nfiigl scores on the policy index
(lowest in Greece and highest in Italy and Spabul, they rank differently on the
various components of the index discussed in Chaptdtaly does better than
average on the parenthood leave component, whiénSmd Portugal have above
average scores on the childcare component. Graatdtaly have above average
ranks on the tax/benefit component, while Spain ltadgl have above average scores
on the attitude index. Nevertheless, these cowntie a group have some of the
lowest female participation rates. Greece, Italg &pain, in fact, have the lowest
total female participation rates of prime-age wonmemll of the studied countries.
Portugal is an outlier, with a participation ratser to that of the UK. The
Southern-European countries drift further apartmwtiee participation rates of lower
educated married women with younger children amsicered. Greece, Spain and
Italy are still in the bottom half of the rankingsyt they have higher participation
rates than the Czech Republic, Hungary or AusRiemarkably, Portugal has the
second highest participation rate amongst this groliwomen, behind Slovenia.
This pattern suggests that although the Southerogan countries may not have
the most ‘women-friendly’ or gender-neutral faméypd employment policies, other
macro-level factors, not directly considered insthhesis, must play a role in

influencing female participation rates.
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The Southern-European countries also have simédader wage gaps, all relatively
low (below the cross-country average). The gendapsgacross the earnings
distribution in Italy and Spain were investigatadnore detail in Chapter 5. There is
evidence of sticky floors (the wage gap is largemoagst lower earners and
decreases along the distribution) and relativetgdaselection effects (women with
higher earnings potential tend to select into fiale work) for these two countries.
However, there is no obvious Southern-Europeanearwgth respect to occupational
segregation: Italy has the lowest level of segiegaSpain falls in the middle of the

cross-country distribution, while Greece and Patudiave above average
segregation levels. In Spain, Italy and Greeceldhel of segregation is found to be
inversely related to the level of education (segufgé 6.8 in Chapter 6): segregation
levels are largest amongst employees without uppeondary education and lowest
amongst the university educated. In Portugal, tesell of segregation is

disproportionately larger among the lowest educategloyees, but similar among

those with upper-secondary or further educationthode with higher education.

Finally, the new EU member states all rank in tbé&dm half of the policy index,
except Slovenia which sits next to the UK in theldhe of the ranking. The Czech
and Slovak Republics, as well as Poland, haveawedt values of the policy index;
they consistently score below average on all faumpgonents of the index discussed
in Chapter 3. As expected, all the new membeestank in the bottom half of the
female participation distribution, with the lowgstrticipation rates found in Poland,
Hungary and the Czech Republic. Furthermore, thkkyhave below average
participation rates for married women with loweredtion and younger children,
except middle-ranking Slovenia. The clusteringsfapart, however, with respect to
gender inequality outcomes. While Slovenia, Poland Hungary have some of the
lowest median gender wage gaps of all, the CzedhShovak Republics, as well as
the Baltic trio, have the largest wage gaps actiessstudied countries (along with
the UK and Austria). The wage gaps across theildigion in Poland and the Czech
Republic were examined in greater depth in Chaptér moderate selection effect is
found for women in Poland and virtually no seleatitor those in the Czech

Republic. This may explain why wage gaps are loaeraverage in Poland and
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higher in the Czech Republic: women with lower @ags potential are less likely to
work at all in Poland, while there are fewer diffieces in the characteristics of
women who work and those who do not in the CzeclpuBkc. As regards
occupational segregation, all the new member seespt Hungary and Slovenia
rank in the top of the cross-country distributianth the highest segregation levels
observed in the Baltic countries.

The Baltic countries appear to stand out from @& pf the new accession states.
They have some of the highest gender earnings gaghssegregation levels. Their

work/family reconciliation policies are charactedsby longer and more generous
parenthood leave available to couples (includingvisions reserved to fathers), but
some of the lowest formal childcare enrolment réde<hildren aged 0-2. Lithuania

and Estonia have more traditional gender-roleuaktis than any other new accession
country, but Latvia scores higher on the combimeticator of attitudes than the rest

of the new member states.

Overall, this thesis finds mixed evidence that toentries in Central and Eastern
Europe, including the Baltic countries, form a gsapa type with respect to their
work/family reconciliation policies relevant to giar equality in the labour market.
Firstly, these countries are rather heterogenewith, the three Baltic countries
perhaps forming their own cluster. Secondly, on eondicators the new member
states are more similar to Southern-European anchdce traditional continental
European countries such as Austria and Germany Jupports the finding of the
ideal-type analysis in Aspalter et al. (2009) thi®# Czech and Slovak republics,
Hungary, Poland and Slovenia have been returnirilgetio pre-socialist Bismarckian
roots, thus being more similar to Austria and GernaThere is also some support
to the claim in Saxonberg and Sirovatka (2006) thatCzech and Slovak republics,
Hungary and Poland have been following a re-fairghéion policy since their

transition to a market economy.

However, it has to be reiterated that the compositdex of work/family
reconciliation policies is not very highly correddtwith any of the gender equality
indicators in Table 7.1 (see Chapter 3 for a matitkd discussion). Table 7.2

presents a correlation matrix of the studied inmicsafrom the previous table. There
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is a positive and significant correlation betwedr@ tcomposite index and the
participation rate of married women without univgreducation, with the youngest
child aged 0-4 (R=0.48), but the correlation whk total female participation rate is
much weaker and not significant (R=0.11). As disedsin Chapter 3, this is not
surprising because family policies are more likehaffect women who are the least
attached to the labour market. The correlationséen the composite index and the
median gender wage gap for all employees as welhesegregation index S are
negative but not statistically significant. Althduthe direction of the associations is
as expected, they are understandably weak becaosk/family reconciliation
policies have wider goals than gender equalityh@e kabour market (e.g. female
labour supply, child well-being, fertility), whilevage gaps and occupational
segregation may be influenced by various otherdalosarket factors. A significant
positive linear association (R=0.43) is found betwé¢he total female participation
rate and the median gender wage gap, but no ggntficorrelation between the
participation rate of lower educated women with ifgntonstraints is observed.
Finally, the correlation between the median gendage gap and the index of
occupational gender segregation (R=0.48) is paesdivd significant, which suggests

that male-dominated occupations tend to be begiekr p

Table 7.2 Correlation matrix of gender equality in the labour market
indicators and the work/family policies reconciliaion index

Female
participation rate
(married, no
university
Work/family education, Median gender
reconciliation Total female youngest child wage gap (all
index participation rate  aged 0-4) employees)
Total female participation 011
rate '
Female participation rate
(married, no university
education, youngest child . .
aged 0-4) 0.48 0.54
Median gender wage gap %
(all employees) -0.28 0.43 -0.18
Occupational segregation "
Index S -0.29 0.20 0.02 0.48

Source: EU-SILC 2007; OECD Family Database (versiome 2009) Table PF7.1; Moss and
Korintus (2008); OECD Tax/Benefit Calculator (acsed on 29/04/2010); EVS 1999.
*

p<0.05
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To sum up, this thesis concludes that the existiagk-family reconciliation policies

in the EU have not caught up sufficiently with tiematic advances in women’s
labour market position. To various extents, thejpireelements of the traditional

male breadwinner model. Even in the Nordic coustnighich rank highest on most
measures of gender equity in work/family recontitia policies analysed in Chapter
3, women tend to earn less than men, on averadepamork in a narrower range of
occupations than their male counterparts. At theeroextreme, Eastern-European
and Southern-European countries tend to have madéibnal gender-role attitudes
and a policy environment less compatible with tikaleearner/dual-carer model of
the family, but women who do work, particularly geowho work full-time, tend to

enjoy more equality with men in terms of their waged occupational attainment
(although there are some exceptions to this patt@inis is consistent with positive

selection into full-time work, whereby women withet highest earnings potential
and fewer family constraints on their employmerm anore like to participate in the

labour market and to work longer hours.

Strengths and weaknesses of the thesis

The thesis has made several original contributionthe comparative welfare state
research area by examining the variation betweeantdes in work/family
reconciliation policy and gender-role attitudesevaint to gender equality in the
labour market, and by analysing individual leveledminants of gender inequalities
in the enlarged EU. In doing so, this thesis usechuti-disciplinary approach,
drawing on the literature and methods from thed&ebf labour economics and
comparative social policy. It employed a variety ofodern and advanced
quantitative techniques in Chapters 4, 5 and 6, ptementing them with a less

statistically complex policy analysis in Chapter 3.

A general contribution of this thesis is its coggaf the EU-25, including both old

and new EU member states, as opposed to earldiestthat focus on the EU-15.

Amongst its more specific contributions, the thesigplores a gender-sensitive
analysis of work/family reconciliation policies ngia wider range of indicators than

most of the previous studies that focused primadly parenthood leave and
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childcare policies (J. Gornick & Meyers, 2003; Dertdu et al., 2006; De Henau et
al., 2007; Ray et al., 2010). Furthermore, thestxplicitly includes information on
gender-role attitudes, instead of treating cultuldferences between countries

implicitly as country fixed effects (e.g. Jaumo2603).

The thesis also makes an original contributionhe éxisting research on gender
wage gaps in the EU. The study in Chapter 5 iditeeanalysis to date for Britain,
France, Spain, Poland and the Czech Republic tlektesallowance for sample
selection of women into full-time work in the es#étion of earnings functions, while
simulating the gender wage gaps that would be wbdef all women worked full-
time, as well as decomposing the gender wage gassathe entire distribution (as
opposed to the mean or the median) into the paettdudifferences in individual

characteristics and the part due to differencekarreturns to these characteristics.

Finally, the analysis in Chapter 6 makes an origboeatribution to the cross-country
comparative literature on occupational gender ggdien by using the square root
index (Hutchens, 2004) to compare the levels ofupational segregation in the
enlarged EU. Although this segregation measuredseasingly popular in education
studies, it has not been used in cross-country eomtipe gender segregation
research to date. The study compared the findiagedon the square root index and

the widely-used Index of Dissimilarity, investigagithe differences in the results.

This thesis also has several limitations. Somée$é limitations have to do with the
quality and availability of data. For instancewias not possible to carry out the
analysis of gender segregation at the level of strguor sector (i.e. public/private)
because the EU-SILC does not provide informationsector of work and several
countries lack information on industry (i.e. Nordiountries and the Netherlands).
Meanwhile, the analysis in Chapter 5 used a diffedata source for Britain than for
the other four countries because the British samplthe EU-SILC lacks data on
years in paid work. At the same time, data on genule attitudes used in Chapter 3
is somewhat out of date (1999/2000). Thus, theltsefiom the analysis of gender-
role attitudes need to be interpreted with somei@auAlthough more recent (2008)

data from the European Values Study are now avajléhe last round of the survey
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excludes several of the studied countfidsAlso, these data were not published until
late July 2010, shortly before this thesis waslisead. Finally, the analysis of labour
market activity and occupational transitions in @tea 4 covers the period 1994-
2001, using data from the ECHP, while the data ages and occupational
segregation in Chapters 5 and 6 are from the EWGSXD07. Similarly, Chapter 3
analyses policy indicators as of 2006/2007. Althotige ECHP is a more suitable
dataset for the longitudinal analysis in Chapteth4, age of the data source makes

comparison of findings with the rest of the thasre difficult.

Furthermore, the analysis in Chapter 3 is mostijatte and does not allow the
identification of causal relationships between shedied macro-level factors. Thus,
it cannot be ascertained whether or to what extémet studied work-family

reconciliation policies affect the labour force tpapation of women, gender wage
gaps and occupational gender segregation. Meanwhéeanalysis does not include
a wider range of macro-level indicators that akelyi to be connected with wages
and occupational segregation, such as the meas@rieour market regulation,

collective bargaining and wage determination pcasti However, as this thesis
focuses on work/family reconciliation policies ageénder-role attitudes, labour

market institutions are somewhat outside its scope.

Policy implications

The findings of this thesis suggest that higheelewf female employment do not
necessarily ensure gender parity in pay and ocmnzdtattainment. Thus, although
Nordic countries tend to have higher female paréiton rates, even among women
with lower earnings potential and more family coasits on employment, they have
middling gender wage gaps and occupational gendgregation. Rather than
promoting work-family reconciliation policies in a@er to increase female labour
supply for its own sake, greater attention needsetgaid to the quality of female
employment and gender equality in terms of pay andupational attainment.
Moreover, family and employment policies gearedamg the facilitation of work
and family lives do not influence all women equallyis those with lower levels of

education and younger children whose participatiates are found to be more

123 Britain, Iceland, Italy, Sweden, and Norway.
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strongly related to the work/family reconciliatipolicy environment in the studied
countries.

Although work/family reconciliation policies are méound to be a panacea for
promoting gender equality in the labour marketrdhis some evidence that more
gender-egalitarian policies with respect to pareathleave, childcare facilities for
very young children and fiscal rules affecting sedary earners in couples are
related to smaller gender wage gaps and lowerdeskbccupational segregation,
particularly its horizontal dimension. Although teFzength of these relationships is
only moderate, there appears to be some scopedorgbing gender equality in the
labour market by making it easier for women to waikhout compromising either
their careers or fertility. Thus employment and ifgrpolicies may need to explicitly
promote a gender-neutral dual-earner/dual-carereinoidthe family in which both
men and women do unpaid caring and paid labour ehavkrk. Otherwise, women
have to face a trade-off between having childreshgursuing a career, which results
either in the situation of low employment and loertility or in the scenario of
relatively high employment and fertility combinedthvhigh levels of occupational

segregation and gender wage gaps.

Although some of the countries studied here appedre relative laggards with
respect to their work/family reconciliation polisiethere may be substantial policy
opportunities. Thus, parenthood leave designs baea evolving in recent decades,
as the EU introduced minimum statutory guaranteesnaternity leave and parental
leave. For instance, the parenthood leave syste@emany has gradually moved
away from a more traditional male-breadwinner matharacterised by a long period
of leave available to mothers at low rates of mag ore gender-egalitarian system
that encourages fathers to share parental ¥&h&ler, 2009). Although Germany
and several other EU countries do not guarantes tagitlements to paternity leave,
it is not inconceivable that such provisions wil imstituted in the near future. The
EU, perhaps, has a role to play in this area. @il the availability and
affordability of childcare facilities for pre-schiochildren may improve faster in the

countries with the least developed provision. Fgtance, relatively low availability

124f fathers take at least two months of parentalée the length of parental leave benefit extends
from 12 months to 14 months. See notes to Tablén3Chapter 3. See Erler (2009) for a discussion
of the evolution of parenthood leave in Germang&ih878.
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of formal childcare facilities in Central and East&uropean countries may offer a
policy opportunity to develop a coherent and iniéen childcare and early education
system, similarly to the experience of Nordic cowst that were latecomers in pre-

school programmes provision (Morgan, 2008).

Directions for future research

Although this thesis examines the cross-countryiatian in work/family
reconciliation policies, it does not establish éxtent in practice to which the dual-
earner/dual-carer model of the family is prevalemtthe EU. For instance,
harmonised time-use data would allow the degre@hich men and women share
domestic and caring tasks to be measured. A patestiurce of such data is the
European Social Survey 2004. The analysis of tinel@edivision of domestic labour
in couple households would thus complement theysaidyender inequality in the

labour market.

Also, the analysis of individual labour market s#ions in Chapter 4 based on the
ECHP data for 1994-2001 could be replicated usimglongitudinal component of
the EU-SILC 2007. Although it is only a four-yeastation panel, there are four
years of data on the same individuals for the pe#004-2007, which can make it
possible to explore the effect of childbirth on ithtabour market transitions.
However, sample size is likely to be a problemdimaller countries, since only one
of the four sub-samples in each country will haaéadspanning four yeafs. Also,
the EU-SILC database provides a less comprehetistvef relevant variables than
the ECHP. It lacks information on the sector of kyoand some information is
missing on years in paid work, size of workplacel &ype of contract for several

countries.

Finally, an extension of the analysis in this teesight look into fertility and child
poverty patterns in the enlarged EU. Given the arafextility trade-offs that higher
educated women tend to face in countries with leffective work/family

reconciliation policies (Esping-Andersen, 2009)may be worthwhile to explore

how far the policy index constructed in Chapter s3aissociated with fertility

125 5ee “EU-SILC User Database Description Version72B@rom 01-08-09” pp. 37-39.
249



measures. Furthermore, since a lack of sufficiemtgrotected family leave or
accessible and affordable childcare services faunger children may prevent
mothers from entering employment, particularlyhiey have lower human capital
endowments, their children may be vulnerable toeptyv Thus, the relationship
between the policy index and child poverty indicat@ould also be fruitfully

investigated in future work.
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Annex 3  Annex for Chapter 3

Figure A 3-1 % respondents disagreeing that “Whengbs are scarce, men have
more right to a job than women”
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M scarce jobs to men

Source: European values study 1999 (cross-sectiogights used).

Figure A 3-2 % respondents disagreeing that “A woma has to have children
in order to be fulfilled”
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B women need children to be fulfilled

Source: European values study 1999 (cross-sectiggights used).
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Figure A 3-3 % respondents disagreeing that “A preschool child is likely to
suffer if his or her mother works”
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| preschool child suffers with working mother

Source: European values study 1999 (cross-sectiogights used).

Figure A 3-4 % respondents disagreeing that “A jobis alright but what most
women really want is a home and children”
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B women really want home and children

Source: European values study 1999 (cross-sectiggights used).

Figure A 3-5 % respondents disagreeing that “Beinga housewife is just as
fulfilling as working for pay”
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H housewife as fullfilling as paid job

Source: European values study 1999 (cross-sectiogights used).

269



Figure A 3-6 % respondents agreeing that “A working mother can establish
just as warm and secure a relationship with her chdren as a
mother who does not work”
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m working mothers warm with children

Source: European values study 1999 (cross-sectiogights used).

Figure A 3-7 % respondents agreeing that “Sharing busehold chores is
important for a successful marriage”
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M very important to share chores

Source: European values study 1999 (cross-sectiogights used).
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Figure A 3-8 % respondents agreeing that “Having gob is the best way for a
women to be an independent person”
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M job best way to independence for women

Source: European values study 1999 (cross-sectiggights used).

Figure A 3-9 % respondents agreeing that “In generia fathers are as suited to
look after their children as mothers”
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M fathers as suited to look after children

Source: European values study 1999 (cross-sectiogights used).

Figure A 3-10 % respondents agreeing that “Both te husband and wife should
contribute to household income”

100.0

80.0

60.0

40.0

20.0

0.0

NL LU IE IS DK AT BE GB FI DE IT FR EE ES PL GR PT SK LV SE HU LT SI CZ

® husband+wife contribute to HH income

Source: European values study 1999 (cross-sectiogights used).
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Figure A 3-11 Average scale on ‘attitudes to equaji in the home’ and factor
scores

T T T T T
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attitudes to equality in the home

® Scores for factor 1 Fitted values ‘

Source: European values study 1999 (cross-sectiegights used).

R=0.92

Figure A 3-12 Average scale on ‘attitudes to equayi in the economic sphere’
and factor scores
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average attitudes to equality in the labour market

® Scores for factor 2 Fitted values ‘

Source: European values study 1999 (cross-sectiggights used).
R=0.64
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Table A 3-1 Summary of maternity leave legislatiorfas of 2006/2007)

Payment Eligibility Flexibility in use Financing
100% of average income for the last three

months of employment before taking leave

for employees; there is no ceiling on No qualifying conditions State/SI

AT payment (16 weeks) None
Employees in the private sector: first month
at 82 per cent of earings plus 75 per cent
for the remaining weeks with a ceiling of
€86.34 per day. Public sector: statutory civil
servants receive full salary; contractual civil | All insured women The start of maternity leave
servants, as for private sector. 15 weeks (11 | (employees) can be delayed until one

BE | weeks FTE) week before birth. Sl

All women residents. An
employee must have
contributed to sickness
Sixty-nine per cent of gross daily wage up to | insurance for at least 270 Health
a ceiling of CZK479 (approximately €20) for | days during the last two None except for when leave | insurance

CZ | acalendar day. 28 weeks (14 weeks FTE) years can be started before birth.

100% of earnings, with no ceiling on Sl+

DE payments. 14 weeks (14 FTE) All insured women None employer

6 weeks of residence

(OECD).

A period of work of at least

120 hours in 13 weeks
100 % up to (DKR 3515 p/w) 18 weeks (18 | preceding the paid leave
FTE) (Moss and Korintus,

DK 2008). None Employer
100% of average earnings (calculated on None except for when leave
employment in the previous calendar year). can be started before birth;

There is no ceiling on the benefit. 28 All'insured mothers taking

EE weeks (28 FTE) leave is obligatory Sl

180 days insurance
contributions paid in last 5
years (OECD). At least

One hundred per cent of earnings up to a 180 days insurance

ceiling of €3,074 a month. A flat-rate benefit | contributions in the

(€527 per month or €17 per day) is paid for | previous seven years, or

42 days to all employed women who do not | 360 days during working Mothers may take leave part

meet eligibility requirements. 16 weeks (16 life (Moss and Korintus, time except for the six weeks

ES FTE) 2008) following birth State
During the first 56 days of leave, the
payment is equal to 90 per cent of annual
earnings up to a ceiling of €46,207, with a
lower percentage for higher earnings; after
this initial period of leave, benefit is paid at
70 per cent of earnings up to €30,033, again
with a lower percentage for higher earnings.

Half of all mothers with an employment
contract receive full pay during the first
three months of the maternity leave. During
this period the daily benefit is paid to the
employer. Mothers not employed and those
whose annual eamnings are less than €6,513
before the birth get a minimum flat-rate
allowance of €15.20 a working day
(€380/month). 17.5 weeks (16.9 weeks All parents are eligible
FI FTE) None Sl
All employees and self-
employed workers (Moss
One hundred per cent of earnings, up to a and Korintus, 2008).
ceiling of €2,773 a 10 months insurance Two weeks can be taken
FR Month. 16 weeks (16 FTE) contributions (OECD) before or after birth. Sl
Sl/employe
100% of earnings, with no ceiling in 200 days work in last 2 r
GR | payment. 17 weeks (17 FTE) years (OECD) None 2712




70% of average daily earnings, with no

All'insured women
(OECD).

Women employees and
self-employed women
with at least 180 days of
previous employment are
entitied to benefit payment
for the period of maternity

The start date can be
between four weeks before

ceiling on payments. 24 weeks (16.8 leave (Moss and Korintus, | birth and the birth
HU | FTE). 2008) its Sl
70% of earnings, subject to a minimum of 39 ins. contributions paid
€151.60 per week and up to a ceiling of in the 12 months pre-
€232.40 a week for 26 weeks; the remaining | leave None except for when leave
IE 16 weeks are unpaid. 42 weeks (18.2 FTE) can be started before birth State
for those who have been
in the workforce during the
preceding 24 months
(Moss and Korintus, Two weeks just after the
80% of earnings up to a ceiling of €6,000 2008). birth, but can take leave on a
per > 6 months in workforce part-time basis and work part
month. 13 weeks (10.4 FTE). (OECD) time after that. Can take it
IS as several blocks of time. IS
All women residents
(OECD).
All women employees and
self-employed women with | After the 20-week period: 4
social security weeks before the birth and
membership (Moss and 16 weeks after; or 8
80% of earnings with no ceiling for Korintus, 2008). weeks before the birth and
IT salaried workers. 20 weeks (16 FTE). 12 after Sl
Insured women with 3
months of insurance
during the last 12 months
or at least 6 months during
the last 24 months
(OECD)
LT 100%. 21 weeks (FTE) Sl
100 % (with minimum and maximum
LU payments) 16 weeks (FTE. All insured women Sl
100% of the average gross wages upon
which contributions have been paid during 6 | All insured women
LV months. 19 weeks (FTE). Sl
One hundred per cent of earnings up to a Pregnant workers are not
ceiling equivalent to the allowed to
maximum daily payment for sickness benefit | All women employees (all | work from four weeks before
NL (€177). 16 weeks (FTE) insured women) the expected delivery date Sl
Either 100% or 80%, up to a ceiling of
€50,140. The lower rate of benefit gives a
longer leave period. No statutory maternity
leave, but 9 weeks reserved for mother 6 out of preceding 10
(Moss and Korintus, 2008). Varies if period months in work (either
of parental leave is 48 weeks: pay is 100% parent) and have earned
of earnings; for a year pay is 80% of at least half the basic
earnings up to maximum EUR 50,140 national insurance benefit
(OECD). 9 weeks (FTE) assuming shorter | payment over the previous
NO | parental leave overall. year None State
100% of average earnings for 12 months No qualifying conditions
before (OECD). SI/
birth, with no ceiling on payments. 18 Insured employees (Moss | None except for when leave | employer
PL FTE. and Korintus, 2008). can be started before birth
Women can choose when to
take 30 of the 90 days.
Women (or men) can take
6 months insurance 120 calendar days at 100 %
100% of earnings, with no ceiling on contributions of earnings or 150 calendar
PT payments. 17 FTE days at 80%. The mother State
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must take at least six
weeks leave after which
the remaining entitlement
can be transferred to the
father

No statutory maternity leave, but pregnant
women are eligible for 50 days of leave paid
at 80% of income if they work in jobs
considered injurious or involving risk to the
foetus. Other pregnant women may use
paid Parental leave or sick leave up to 60
days before the baby is due. 80% up to a
ceiling of EUR 43,070 (and min. EUR 19 per
day) (OECD). 12 weeks (9.6 FTE)

All parents are eligible

Paid leave can be taken at
any time until a child’s eighth
birthday. Parents can take
paid leave full-time, half-
time, quarter-time or one-
eighth time, with the length
of leave extended
accordingly. Parents can
take leave in one continuous
period or as several blocks

SE of time. State
100% of average earnings of the entitled
person
during the 12 months prior to the leave.
Minimum payment at 55% of the minimum Allinsured women +
wage. Women not insured at the time of women who have been
leave but who have been insured for at least | insured for at least 12
12 months in the last 3 years before leave months in the last three
receive 55 to 105% of the minimum wage. years preceding the leave
Sl 15 weeks FTE. None Sl
55% net wage up to a low maximum (350
SKK/ day — 7500 SKK /month). 28 weeks All women residents
SK | (154 FTE) Sl
90% of woman’s average earnings for six Continuous employment
weeks with no ceiling plus a flat-rate for 26 weeks, into the 15th Employer
payment of £117.18 (approximately 18.5% week before the baby is (refunded
of AW) for 33 weeks. Plus 13 weeks unpaid. | due None except for when leave | for at least
UK | 52 weeks (11.5 FTE) can be started before birth. 92%).

Source:OECD Family Databasdversion June 2009) Table PF7.1; Moss and Kori(2088).
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Table A 3-2 Summary of paternity leave legislatiorfas of 2006/2007)

Payment

Eligibility

Flexibility in use

No statutory paternity arrangements (but collective

AT agreements generally providing for one or two days)
Must be taken during the first month of
the child’s life, but can be
distributed throughout this month
except for the first three days,
3 days: 100% (employer); Next: 82 % up to max. which must be taken immediately after
BE (health insurance) . 2 weeks (1 week FTE) All male employees childbirth
CZ | No statutory entitlement
DE No statutory entitiement
Anyone in a
recognised
partnership, including
2 weeks, to be taken during the first 14 weeks after same sex
DK | birth. 100 % up to (DKR 3515 p/w) partnerships
All public servants and
other employed
100% of average earnings (calculated on eamings fathers with Must be taken during the mother's
from six previous calendar months) up to a ceiling of permanent maternity leave or two months
EE three times average monthly earnings. 2 weeks (FTE) | employment contracts | after the birth of a child
All employees fulfilling | The first two days have to be used at
contributory the time of birth. The 13 days of
requirements (i.e. at patemity leave can be used
100% of earnings, paid by the Social Security Fund, least 180 during or immediately after the end of
with a ceiling of up to €3,074 a month, except for the days in the previous maternity leave. 10 weeks maternity
first two days which remain paid by employers. 2 seven years, or 360 leave may be transferred to the
weeks (FTE) days during working father if both parents fulfil
ES life) conditions.
12 ‘bonus’ days are
Earnings-related benefit, with payment equal to 70% of | only for fathers who
annual earnings up to €30,034, with a lower take the last two The one to 18 days can be taken in four
percentage for higher earnings. 8 weeks incl. father's weeks of parental segments, the 12 bonus days in one
Fl month (5.7 weeks FTE) leave segment
100% of earnings, up to a ceiling of €2,773 a Must be taken within the four months
FR Month. 2 weeks (FTE) As maternity leave following the birth.
Must be taken at the time of the child’s
GR | 100%. 0.4 weeks FTE (2 days) Male employees birth.
One hundred per cent of father's average daily wage. 1 to be taken during the first two months
HU week (FTE) All employed fathers of the child’s life
All employees who Transfer of Parental leave entitlements
No general statutory entitlement, but 14 weeks of have completed one from one parent to another if both
unpaid parental leave (individual entitlement). year's continuous parents are employed by the same
3 paid days leave are used to be granted by employers | employment with their | employer, subject to the employer's
IE at birth (OECD) present employer agreement
All men who have The father can take leave on a part-time
been economically (50 per cent) basis and work part time.
active prior to It is also possible to take leave in one
80% of earnings up to a ceiling of €6,000 per childbirth are continuous period or as several blocks
IS month. 13 weeks (10.4 FTE) eligible for leave of time
IT There is no general statutory entitlement
Insured employed
fathers with 7 months
of insurance during
the last 24 month
LT 100%. 4 weeks.
Has to be
working/employed to
LU 100%. 0.4 weeks (2 days) be eligible
80% of the average gross wages upon which Insured employed
contributions have been paid during 6 months . 2 fathers
LV weeks (1.6 FTE)
100% of earnings, with no upper ceiling, paid by the has to be Leave can be taken within four weeks
NL employer. 0.4 weeks (2 working days). FTE working/employed to after the birth of the child
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be eligible

2 weeks ,daddy days™ are unpaid. Remaining 6
weeks

of statutory father quota of parental leave paid at
100% if the total of leave of the father does not exceed

All employed fathers
have the right to
leave, but payment is
negotiated and paid

NO | 35 weeks; otherwise paid at 80%. by the employer none
No general statutory entitiement, but part of maternity
leave over 14 weeks may be used by father in limited
PL cases. 4 weeks (FTE) for 1%t child
6 months insurance
One hundred per cent of earnings, with no ceiling on contributions The five days may be taken during the
PT payments. Obligatory. 1 week. first month after birth
To get the maximum
amount of
compensation, a
Ten days (+ 60 days = fathers’ quota, see ‘Parental father needs to be
leave’). Eighty per cent of earnings up to a ceiling of employed for at least
SEK403,000 per year 240 days before the Can be used at any time during the first
SE (2007) (€43,070). 11.7 weeks (9.3 FTE) date of birth. 60 days after childbirth.
Seventy-five calendar
days may be taken as
During the first 15 days of the paternity leave, 100% of | full-time leave up to
average eamings up to a ceiling of 2.5 times the the child’s third
average wage, with a minimum payment of 55 per cent | birthday. If they are
of the minimum wage. taken as individual
For the remaining 75 days the father is paid social days, the length of the | Fathers are obliged to
security contributions based on the minimum wage leave is equal to 70 take at least 15 days of full-time leave
(approximately per cent of the eligible | during the child’s first six
Sl €80 per month). 13 weeks (2.8 FTE) calendar days. months
SK No general statutory entitlement
Those who have
worked continuously
for their employer for
26 weeks ending with
Flat-rate payment of £117.18 (approximately €150) a the 15t week before to be taken during the first eight weeks
UK | week for 2 weeks. FTE 0.3 weeks. the baby is due. of the child’s life

Source:OECD Family Databasdversion June 2009) Table PF7.1; Moss and Kori(2088).
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Table A 3-3 Summary of parental leave legislationas of 2006/2007)

Entitle-
Payment Eligibility Flexibility in use ment
Parental leave is unpaid, but a childcare benefit Leave may be taken by one
is available to all families who meet the eligibility parent only (mother or father) or
conditions, whether or not parents take parental by both parents on an alternating
leave. basis (the whole period can be
3 options: divided into a maximum of three
1) a long period: €436 a month for 30 months of parts alternating between
for 36 months if both parents apply parents, with each part at least
2) mid-range option: €626 a month for 20 three months). Both parents
months (or 24 months for 2 parents) All employees are cannot take leave at the same
3) a short option: (€800 for 15 months or 18 entitled to take time except for one month the
AT months for both parents. 104 weeks (17 FTE) parental leave first time they alternate leave. Family
All employees who FT leave may be taken full-time,
have completed one | or half time over 6 months or for
year's employment | one day a week over 15 months.
with For half-time leaven the total
their present duration of 6 months can be split
employer (during into blocks, minimum 2 months.
the last 15 months) | 80% part time work may be split
and who have, in blocks of at least 3 months.
or expect to have, The following rule also available:
€698.65 per month if leave taken full time. parental one month at full-time + 2
26 weeks per couple (5.6 FTE) responsibility for a months at half time + 5 months at
BE 12 weeks per parent (2.6 FTE) child one-fifth. Ind.
Parents can work, full time or
part time, while receiving
parental benefit. Both parents
can take parental leave at the
same time, but only one of them
is entitled to parental benefit.
3 options of parental benefit: They can alternate in receiving
1) long option: basic rate of €305 per months benefit as often they want. Leave is
until age of 21 months + reduced rate (€150) Parents can place a child under an
until age 48 months There are no three years in a childcare facility | individual
2) mid-range option: €305 until child reaches 36 | special for up to five days a month entitlement
months requirements; without losing parental benefit; (but only
3) short option: €455 until age of 24 months, however, each they can also have a three-year- | one parent
only for women entitled to maternity benefit 10% | parent has to ask old in kindergarten for up to four | is entitled
of APW (or EUR 121 pm) for formal approval hours each day to the
CZ | 156 weeks (50.3 FTE) of the employer. without losing benefit. benefit
Replacement rate of 67% of a parents’ average Instead of 12(+2) months the
earnings during the 12 months preceding childrearing benefit may be
childbirth, up to a ceiling of EUR 1800 per spread over 24(+4) months, but
months; minimum payment is EUR 300 even for the monthly benefit level is
parents without prior income. Low income reduced so that the overall
supplement: for every EUR 2 of monthly payment remains the same.
earnings below EUR 1000, their childrearing ¢ Parental leave: all | Parents receiving a childrearing
benefit increases by 0.1 per cent. Speed parents gainfully benefit may work up to 30 hours
premium bonus: if another child is born within employed at date of | a week. The final year of
the 24 months the childrearing benefit is birth. Parental leave may be taken up
increased by 10%. Both parents are equally * Childrearing to a child’s eighth birthday with
entitled to the childrearing benefit but if the benefit: all parents, | the employer's agreement. Both
father takes at least 2 months of leave the if not employed for parents are entitled to take leave
overall length of benefit payment is extended | more than 30 at the same time and both can
DE | to 14 months. 156 weeks (34.8 FTE) hours a week take-up to two leave intervals Family
Possibility to work part time with | Ind., but
reduced payment accordingly. the total
Eligibility for an Between 8 and 13 weeks canbe | leave
employee is based taken later; any further period period
One hundred per cent of earnings up to a ceiling | on a period of work | must cannot
of DKK703 (€100) of at least 120 hours | be agreed with the employer. exceed
per working day before taxes for full-time in 13 weeks This entitlement is per family. more than
employees, or DKK3,515 (€470) weekly. 32 preceding the paid Parents can prolong the 32 32
DK | weeks (FTE) leave. weeks leave to 40 weeks (for all) y%s per




or 46 weeks (only employees). family.
The benefit level is reduced over
the extended leave period, so
that the total benefit paid equals
32 weeks
at the full rate of benefit.
2 types of payment, neither of which is
specifically linked to parental leave:
1) Parental benefit: 100% of average earnings in
the previous calendar year for 435 days (62 Parental leave may be used in
weeks) with a ceiling at 3 times of the average one part or in several parts at
wage (€1620 per months in 2008) any time until a child is three
2) Childcare benefit: flat-rate payment (EUR Fathers are eligible | years of age.
38.5 per month), paid from the end of parental for parental benefit | When a parent takes up
leave benefit until the child reaches age 3, for when their child has | employment after the birth of a
both working and non-working parents. 156 reached child, the parental benefit is Family
EE | weeks (62 weeks FTE) 70 days of age reduced
Each parent is entitled to take
All employees, leave until three years after
though employees childbirth.
on temporary Leave is an individual right.
contracts can only There are no limits to the number
claim leave that is of periods of leave that can be Ind, but
shorter than their taken until the child is three 156 per
ES None. 156 weeks (0 FTE) contract period years, with no minimum period family
Parental leave. During the first 30 days of
leave, the Each parent can take leave in
payment is equal to 75% of annual earnings up two parts, of at least 12 days
to €46,207, with a lower percentage for higher duration. Leave can be taken
earnings. After this initial period of leave, the part time, at 40-60 per cent of
payment is 70% of eamnings up to €30,033, with full-time hours, but only if both
a lower percentage for higher earnings. The parents take part-time leave and
minimum flat-rate allowance is €15.20 a working only with the employer’s
day (€380/month). Moss and Kortintus, 2008. agreement. Benefit payments are
26 weeks (158 working days). reduced accordingly. The
Homecare leave (child not in municipal ‘father's month’ can be taken
childcare) . within six months from the end of
up to 3rd birthday of younger child taken after the Parental leave period
paid parental leave. basic allowance : €294 p/m provided that the child has been
for first child + subsequent € 94,09 p/m (if under taken care of at home by the
3 years) or € 60,46 p/m (if over 3 years), Entitlements based | mother or the father until the start
possible supplements. on residence in of the ‘father's Family
Fl Overall: 156 weeks (appx. 35.8 FTE). Finland month’
Complément de libre choix d’activité (CLCA) —is | All employees are
available eligible for Parental
to all families who meet the eligibility condition leave if they have
whether or not they are on parental leave. ltisa | worked at least one
flat-rate payment (€536 per month, appx20% year for their
AW in 2007), paid to families whose income is employer before the
below a certain level (in practice, about 90 per birth of a child.
cent of families are eligible). However, to Eligibility for CLCA
parents with only one child it is only paid until becomes more Parents taking leave may work
six months after the end of the Maternity leave; | restrictive the fewer | between 16 and 32 hours per
in other families it is paid until the child reaches | children a parent week.
three years of age. has: for example * If parents work part time, the
Complément optionnel de libre choix d'activité with three children CLCA payment is reduced. If
(COLCA) - is available to large families (with at | the eligibility both
least three children, the youngest born since condition is parents work part time, they can
July 2006): an allowance of €766 per month is to have worked for each receive CLCA but the total
paid on condition that one parent stops working | two out of the five cannot exceed one full CLCA
completely. However, the duration is only for years preceding payment. For the higher
one year. Large birth (two out allowance paid
families can choose between COLCA and of the four years for | for large families (COLCA), one Ind. , but
CLCA. parents with two parent must stop work payment
FR 156 weeks (31.1 FTE 2+ children, 6.3FTE if 1 children), but with completely. per family
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chila).

only one

child it is necessary
to have worked
without a break for
two years
preceding birth.

Unpaid.
14 weeks (3.5 months per parent). 0 FTE

Leave is an
individual
entitlement. All
employees who
have completed one
year's continuous
employment with
their present
employer are
eligible.

For an employee to
be entitled, his/her
spouse must work
outside

Leave may be taken up to the
time the child turns three and a
half

years. Leave may be taken in
several blocks of time subject to
agreement

GR | 30 weeks per family. OFTE the home. with the employer Ind.
GYES: all parents.
* GYES (for non-insured parents): Flat-rate GYED: either of the
benefit equal to the amount of the minimum old- | parents living with Both are family entitlements
age pension approximately €105pm) in 2007. the child is eligible except for GYED up to the
156 weeks (23 weeks FTE) for uninsured as long as she/he child’s first birthday, which is
parents, or from the end of GYED until the 31 has been employed | an entitlement only for
birthday for insured parents. for at least 180 days | mothers. A parent taking GYES
* GYED (for insured parents): Benefit of 70 per | within the two years | cannot work until the child’s first
cent of earnings, up to a ceiling of (€355 per before the birth of birthday, but can then work
month) in 2007. from the end of the Maternity the child; however, unlimited hours while still
leave period until the child’s only one parentcan | receiving the full benefit until the
HU | second birthday. 80 weeks (56 weeks FTE) actually take GYED. | child’s third birthday. Family
Leave may be taken up to the
child’s eighth birthday.
Leave may be taken in separate
blocks of a minimum of six
continuous weeks or more
favourable terms subject to
employer’s agreement.
All employees who | « Transfer of Parental leave
have completed one | entitiements from one parent to
year's continuous another if both parents are
employment with employed by the same employer,
14 weeks (0 FTE) per parent per child. their present subject to the employer’s
IE 28 weeks (OFTE) per family. employer agreement. Ind.
Parental leave: 80% of earnings up to a ceiling
(approximately €6,000 per month), for those who
have been in the workforce during the preceding | All parents who
24 months. have been Joint 13
Childcare leave: Each parent may take 13 economically active weeks of
weeks unpaid leave until the child is eight years | prior to childbirth paid leave
old. are Leave can be taken in one PLUS 13
Total: 39 weeks per couple (0 FTE) according eligible for parental | continuous period or as several weeks
IS to Moss and Korintus (2008) leave blocks of time. each
Thirty per cent of earnings when leave is taken All employed Fathers taking 3 months
for a child under three years; unpaid if taken parents, except Paternity leave are entitled to
when a child is three to eight years, domestic workers one month of additional Parental | Ind., but
unless annual earnings are under approximately | and home helps. leave. Leave can be taken atany | the total
2.5 times the Self-employed time until a child is eight years amount of
amount of minimum earnings (for 2004, workers are old. There are two options for leave taken
€13,396). generally entitled to | taking this leave: a single leave by two
43 weeks (10 months) per couple (13 weeks three months, which | period up to a maximum of six parents
FTE). can be taken only months; or shorter leave periods | cannot
26 weeks (6 months) per parent (7.8 weeks during the first year | amounting to a exceed 10
IT FTE). after the child’s birth | maximum of six months. It is months
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possible for each parent to take
leave at the same time

100% after the expiry of the matemity leave until
child is 1 year and 85% for the remaining period.

Parental benefit is paid to
persons who are on child care
leave or continued to work during
the child care period.

LT 104 weeks (88.3 FTE) according to the OECD Family?
6 months per parent per child (12 months if work
under 50 % full time), to be taken after maternity
leave, and before the child’s birthday for the
other parent . €1840 per month during 6 months
if full time; €920 per month during 12 months if
part time.
52 weeks (12 months) per couple (26 weeks
FTE)
26 weeks (6 months) per parent (13 weeks
LU FTE) Ind.
70% of the average gross wage upon which
contributions have been paid during 12 months .
Lv 52 weeks (36.4 FTE) according to the OECD Family?
1) 3 months per parent per child
(6 months if half part time work)
One parent at a time (mother has priority)
2) Right to change working time
Unpaid, except civil servant (75%) or favourable
collective agreements For participants in the life | All employees who
course saving scheme, tax reduction of half the | have completed one | Flexibility: leave to be taken in
statutory minimum wage (50% of €1,335 a year's continuous blocks of at least one month.
month) . employment with Also 4 months adoption unpaid
26 weeks per couple (0 FTE) their present leave (for child up to 12)
NL 13 weeks per parent (OFTE) employer Ind.
The eligibility rules
are the same for
Maximum length is 54 weeks with 100% paid fathers and
leave. Of these, 9 weeks are for the mothers mothers. They must
(included under maternity leave) and 6 weeks be employed for 6
are for the fathers. The remaining 39 weeks are | of the last 10
a family entitlement and may be taken by either | months prior to birth
mother or father. and have
100% if one parent take up to 29 weeks of the earned at least half | Family entitlement: it is possible
family entitlement (up to maximum 400,872 the basic national to choose a longer period of Family, but
NOK) a year insurance benefit leave some
- 80 % if parent take more than 29 weeks of the | payment (39 weeks) paid at 80 per cent of | quotas for
family entitlement (up to 39 weeks) over the previous earnings, or a shorter (29 weeks) | mothers
NO | 29 weeks (29 weeks FTE) year paid at 100 per cent. and fathers
€115 per month for 24 months; Means-tested
benefit at household level for 3 years at
maximum if monthly household income is less Employees with a
than €145. work record of at Leave can be taken until a child’s
PL 156 weeks (16.1 FTE) least six months fourth birthday. Family
The three months leave may be
taken up to the child’s sixth
birthday and can be taken: a) on
a full-time basis for three months;
All employees with b) on a half-time basis for a
a record of six period of 12 months per parent;
3 months per parent per child (non-transferable). | months (continuous | orc)on an
Unpaid, except for 15 (calendar) ,daddy days®, | or alternating basis, i.e. working half
paid at 100% intermittent) of time and full time up to a
26 weeks per couple (0 FTE) insurance maximum of three months full
PT contributions. time per parent Ind.
(480 days to be shared between the parents, 60 | All parents are The length of leave is counted in | Family, but
days reserved each parent) entitled to paid days to enhance flexibility of some
360 days at 80 per cent of earnings parental leave, but use. Paid and unpaid leave can weeks
up to a ceiling of SEK403,000 per year (2007) paid leave at 80% of | be combined to enable parents to | reserved
SE (€43,070); the earnings requires stay at for each
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remaining 90 days at a flat-rate payment of parents to have had | home longer. Paid leave can be parent
SEK180 a day (€20). an income of over taken at any time until a child’s
Total: appx. 72 weeks (FTE 52.8) SEK180 a day for eighth birthday. Parents can take
240 days before the | paid leave full-time, half-time,
expected date of quarter-time or one-eighth time,
delivery or adoption. | with the length of leave extended
accordingly (e.g.
one day of full-time leave
becomes two days of half-time
leave and
four days of quarter-time leave).
Parents can take leave in one
continuous period or as several
blocks
of time. An employee taking
Parental leave has the right to
stay away from work for a
maximum of three periods each
year.
Each parent is entitled to half of
the total, but this individual right
may be transferred between
parents.
Parental leave may be taken as
520 days of a half-time leave
combined with part-time work Family,
(half of the normal working hours | Each
per day). If Parental leave is parent is
taken half time, the benefit paid entitled to
is half the
reduced accordingly. Up to 75 total, but
days may be taken at any time this
up to the child’s eighth birthday, individual
Insured: covered by | as full-time or part-time leave or | right may
parental leave by individual days. In be
insurance that forms | this last case, the length of the transferred
100% of average earnings up to a ceiling. part of the social leave is equal to 70 per cent of between
Sl 37 weeks FTE security insurance the eligible calendar days. parents
Up to child’s 3rd birthday; Individual right to be
taken after maternity leave SKK 3790 pm; (SKK Ind., but
1200 if the parent is working or on sick-pay) payment
SK 156 weeks (30.7 FTE) per family
All employees who
have completed one
year's continuous
employment with
their present * Leave may be taken in blocks
Thirteen weeks per parent per child (i.e. an employer and who or in multiples of one week, up to
individual right), with a maximum of four weeks have, or expect to four
leave to be taken in any one calendar year have, parental weeks per year.
26 weeks per couple (OFTE) responsibility for a * Leave may be taken up to the
UK 13 weeks per parent (OFTE) child. child’s fifth birthday. Ind.

Source:OECD Family Databasdversion June 2009) Table PF7.1; Moss and Kori(2088).
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Annex 4  Annex for Chapter 4
Table A 4-1 Part-time share of total female employmnt (age 25-59) (%)

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001

Greece 6.7 7.2 7.4 7.0 9.0 9.2 7.1 6.3

Finland N/A 12.1 11.6 11.7 13.0 12.6 12.2 12.1
Portugal 10.7 10.3 111 12.9 14.3 13.2 13.0 12.7
Spain 14.4 15.6 16.2 16.6 16.1 16.8 16.0 16.6
Italy 12.6 131 13.0 13.8 14.4 15.8 17.3 18.0

Denmark 30.3 30.7 30.4 29.6 30.5 28.7 30.0 27.0
Luxembourg 21.4 21.9 19.6 21.4 24.2 254 26.9 27.3

Sweden N/A 40.4 38.7 38.4 38.3 375 33.3 28.4
France 27.0 28.0 28,5 29.9 30.6 30.9 30.5 30.0
Ireland 23.0 24.3 23.4 23.8 30.7 30.8 30.6 31.6
Austria N/A 29.4 311 31.3 32.7 35.1 35.7 35.9
Belgium 29.3 30.8 31.2 31.9 33.6 40.4 40.6 37.8
Germany 36.7 36.9 36.1 37.6 38.7 39.3 40.2 41.5
UK 45.3 44.7 44.9 44.2 43.9 43.4 43.3 42.9

Netherlands  68.5 68.8 69.5 68.4 67.9 68.8 70.7 71.2

Source: Eurostat, Labour Force Survey; data same2001 values.

Table A 4-2 Involuntary part-time share of total female part-time employment
(age 25-59) (%)

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001

Netherlands 3.4 4.7 3.8 3.6 3.7 2.9 3.1 1.8

UK 10.5 10.4 9.4 9.2 8.4 7.3 6.8 6.5

Luxembourg 8.8 7.1 N/A 7.4 7.1 8.8 6.2 7.3

Austria N/A 55 8.8 8.0 12.5 8.5 8.0 9.0

Ireland 20.1 19.3 18.6 16.1 19.6 14.1 12.0 10.5
Germany 9.0 9.2 115 13.1 13.3 12.6 11.6 115
Belgium 25.3 24.9 23.2 21.7 224 154 18.7 15.6
Denmark 19.9 19.7 17.5 15.7 16.6 18.7 16.3 16.5
France 345 33.6 34.2 37.1 23.7 225 21.7 211
Spain 18.1 20.6 23.1 25.2 25.6 24.4 22.7 21.6
Sweden N/A 27.8 30.3 31.0 30.1 294 24.6 26.5
Portugal 24.3 29.9 29.9 29.3 31.2 33.6 35.2 27.1
Italy 30.9 30.2 30.9 316 317 317 30.8 313
Finland N/A 53.8 52.3 51.7 425 51.0 47.0 44.3
Greece 35.7 33.6 35.2 394 45.1 44.4 45.1 50.8

Source: Eurostat, Labour Force Survey; data same2001 values.
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Table A 4-3 Summary statistics — labour market actiity by country (%)

Employed Full-time Unemployed Inactive

Women N (ALL)
Denmark 76.9 85.0 9.0 141 9,567
Netherlands 53.8 56.7 14.2 32.0 22,129
Belgium 56.3 76.2 12.1 31.6 10,199
France 64.5 83.5 8.8 26.7 23,802
Ireland 454 71.8 2.8 51.8 13,302
Italy 47.6 87.5 7.2 452 32,950
Greece 411 92.3 7.6 51.2 20,542
Spain 40.2 86.2 11.0 48.8 27,467
Portugal 65.9 93.1 6.3 217 20,232
Austria 66.5 76.6 3.6 29.9 11,525
Finland 744 93.4 10.5 15.1 11,428
Germany 60.5 77.0 7.6 31.9 25,229
UK 64.9 69.0 2.3 32.8 18,679
Men N (ALL)
Denmark 87.5 98.1 5.6 6.9 9,139
Netherlands 89.0 96.3 47 6.2 19,821
Belgium 86.4 98.2 74 6.2 8,744
France 87.0 97.6 6.9 6.1 20,676
Ireland 79.9 94.2 14.0 6.1 12,646
Italy 81.7 97.9 8.6 9.7 31,481
Greece 86.8 97.5 5.9 7.3 19,193
Spain 79.4 97.8 11.8 8.8 26,556
Portugal 88.1 98.8 45 74 18,861
Austria 91.1 98.5 3.8 5.0 11,028
Finland 82.7 97.3 9.7 7.6 11,100
Germany 84.1 98.3 7.6 8.3 24,372
UK 86.1 97.9 44 9.5 15,543

Individual base weights used.
Source: ECHP 1994-2001.
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Table A 4-4 Summary statistics — workplace charactestics by country (%)

Intermediate  Nota Public Temporary

Supervisor supervisor supervisor sector contract Log wage
Women N (ALL)
Denmark 8.8 15.5 75.7 55.7 9.8 4.56 7,425
Netherlands 6.0 12.6 81.4 336 124 3.07 12,130
Belgium 6.4 14.8 78.8 36.5 14.1 5.88 6,094
France 7.7 18.5 73.8 401 8.4 3.91 15,199
Ireland 9.6 17.5 73.0 335 17.8 1.64 6,150
Italy 43 14.2 81.5 35.6 10.9 2.47 14,926
Greece 3.9 5.9 90.2 28.2 19.3 7.00 8,001
Spain 47 15.3 80.0 26.6 33.8 6.64 11,134
Portugal 3.0 7.2 89.8 224 16.8 6.18 12,312
Austria 6.2 18.5 75.3 277 9.6 4.62 7,209
Finland 8.2 17.5 74.3 48.2 15.3 3.95 8,929
Germany 0.0 - - 35.0 9.9 2.84 15,661
UK 19.1 16.9 64.1 35.8 5.3 1.70 12,235
Men
Denmark 21.1 14.3 64.6 25.0 9.4 4.68 8,064
Netherlands 171 19.2 63.7 21.2 77 3.24 18,117
Belgium 16.0 24.0 60.0 25.8 8.4 5.98 7,661
France 18.4 23.9 57.6 25.8 6.7 4.05 18,117
Ireland 18.3 17.2 64.5 25.8 8.3 1.85 10,614
Italy 11.5 19.0 69.5 22.9 9.3 2.53 25,451
Greece 8.7 9.4 81.9 23.1 18.2 7.1 16,582
Spain 10.9 20.8 68.2 16.0 29.7 6.75 21,411
Portugal 7.6 7.9 84.4 13.8 14.4 6.31 16,556
Austria 14.0 30.4 55.6 22.1 8.1 4.85 9,985
Finland 20.6 16.6 62.8 237 11.0 4.12 9,605
Germany 0.0 - - 20.0 7.1 3.06 21,070
UK 301 16.4 535 17.1 35 1.98 13,456

Individual base weights used.
Source: ECHP 1994-2001.
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Table A 4-5 Summary statistics — occupational categies by country (%)

ISCO1 IsCO2 ISCO3 ISCO4 ISCO5 ISCO6 IsCO7 IsCO8 IsCO9 N

Women (EMPL)
Denmark 3.6 15.6 278 20.7 19.8 1.0 1.3 3.8 6.2 7,425
Netherlands 7.6 19.3 26.9 21.9 15.1 0.8 1.4 2.1 4.9 12,130
Belgium 2.9 26.5 14.1 28.4 14.1 04 25 1.7 9.5 6,094
France 3.6 8.9 234 28.2 18.2 1.1 1.9 5.1 9.5 15,199
Ireland 5.6 19.8 11.1 23.3 20.9 1.1 2.1 7.7 8.3 6,150
Italy 1.6 15.7 13.3 29.6 14.8 1.6 9.6 3.1 10.7 14,926
Greece 9.3 20.9 9.9 21.2 13.8 55 7.7 2.4 9.2 8,001
Spain 6.8 20.9 12.4 15.1 18.6 35 4.3 24 15.9 11,134
Portugal 5.7 10.5 9.7 13.6 17.6 8.4 12.4 5.3 16.8 12,312
Austria 3.9 5.8 16.6 25.0 237 6.6 4.0 1.9 12.3 7,209
Finland 6.0 234 20.3 16.2 19.3 3.2 3.3 1.7 6.6 8,929
Germany 34 13.1 33.3 19.1 16.0 1.0 5.0 34 5.7 15,661
UK 13.1 14.4 15.6 25.4 20.3 0.2 1.6 3.6 5.8 12,235
Men

Denmark 10.2 19.3 17.0 5.9 55 25 18.9 12.7 7.9 8,064
Netherlands ~ 17.0 19.9 19.4 7.9 5.6 1.3 15.2 9.1 4.7 18,117
Belgium 9.7 17.2 13.7 15.4 6.4 1.7 15.1 11.0 9.8 7,661
France 7.6 11.4 19.5 7.8 5.8 3.1 22.6 16.8 5.6 18,117
Ireland 13.8 12,5 9.9 7.0 6.9 9.9 16.6 13.1 10.3 10,614
Italy 4.7 7.1 12.0 16.0 11.0 35 26.1 10.0 9.7 25,451
Greece 13.1 141 5.6 9.1 8.2 10.6 23.0 12.0 43 16,582
Spain 9.7 10.5 10.9 6.6 9.0 5.7 25.0 12.4 10.3 21,411
Portugal 10.3 7.9 7.5 6.5 9.3 54 31.7 13.3 8.2 16,556
Austria 10.3 4.8 16.1 8.7 9.9 6.9 26.0 10.9 6.4 9,985
Finland 12.8 16.5 145 48 45 5.8 22.1 13.8 5.1 9,605
Germany 75 16.0 16.8 6.4 55 15 29.0 11.3 6.0 21,070
UK 22.0 14.8 10.9 7.9 5.8 1.6 19.7 12.2 5.1 13,456

Individual base weights used.

ISCO 1: legislators, senior officials and managE§€0 2 professionals; ISCO 3 technicians and
associate professionals; ISCO 4 clerks; ISCO 5i&emworkers and shop and market sales workers;
ISCO 6 skilled agricultural and fishery workersCIS 7 craft and related trades workers; ISCO 8
plant and machine operators and assemblers; ISElén®entary occupations.

Source: ECHP 1994-2001.
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Table A 4-6 Summary statistics — demographic charaeristics by country (%)

s B
~ o 5 kel g § 08)) s )
5 © o 2 % 35 %% 8 5 3 S

8 (u_-)' (u_-)' 8 S Q@ Q 1< g = = £ o

2 D ) 2] 2 S g £8 2% 2 = =
Women
Denmark 39.61 35.3 452 19.4 479 23.9 21.0 72 6.52 8.2 66.8 7,425
Netherlands 39.22 11.8 30.7 57.5 52.6 16.5 22.4 8.5 7.53 47 69.1 12,130
Belgium 39.62 355 33.3 31.2 47.7 221 21.2 9.0 7.15 5.7 721 6,094
France 39.83 26.8 29.5 43.7 461 241 21.9 8.0 7.03 74 68.4 15,199
Ireland 39.01 14.8 404 448 37.3 21.3 22.0 19.4 7.20 7.8 70.2 6,150
Italy 39.25 9.3 404 50.3 52.5 25.3 17.3 5.0 7.70 5.1 744 14,926
Greece 39.65 21.8 316 46.6 50.8 2141 23.7 44 8.50 3.9 79.6 8,001
Spain 38.87 23.7 17.4 58.9 491 23.9 21.6 55 7.79 53 714 11,134
Portugal 39.24 11.3 12.6 76.1 455 28.1 20.3 6.1 8.05 4.8 751 12,312
Austria 39.06 8.7 64.4 27.0 50.5 229 20.5 6.1 7.71 49 68.8 7,209
Finland 40.66 40.6 38.9 20.4 50.2 20.6 19.9 9.3 7.18 6.6 62.2 8,929
Germany 39.75 18.2 62.7 19.0 52.9 245 17.0 5.6 8.21 3.2 68.7 15,661
UK 40.37 38.6 13.1 48.3 48.6 20.3 21.5 9.6 7.32 6.0 67.3 12,235
Men
Denmark 39.70 32.7 49.0 18.3 53.6 21.0 18.7 6.7 6.25 8.1 59.6 8,064
Netherlands 39.11 13.9 313 54.8 57.7 13.9 20.6 7.8 713 4.8 63.6 18,117
Belgium 39.29 37.0 35.3 27.7 53.5 19.8 19.1 7.6 6.63 6.2 66.6 7,661
France 39.71 249 34.6 40.5 51.3 21.3 20.0 74 6.76 74 63.1 18,117
Ireland 39.19 18.4 35.2 46.4 457 16.1 20.4 17.8 6.79 79 66.7 10,614
Italy 39.20 10.6 39.5 49.9 56.2 22.6 16.2 49 7.41 5.1 66.7 25,451
Greece 39.78 245 344 412 50.8 20.2 24.6 44 8.02 49 71.9 16,582
Spain 38.71 24.7 19.2 56.1 53.6 20.7 20.7 5.1 7.51 5.0 65.4 21,411
Portugal 38.97 9.5 124 78.2 49.2 26.0 19.3 55 7.70 52 72.6 16,556
Austria 38.95 8.5 78.1 134 56.7 18.4 18.9 6.0 7.27 52 62.6 9,985
Finland 40.62 29.2 46.6 24.2 55.4 17.9 17.8 8.9 6.95 6.5 57.3 9,605
Germany 39.65 26.6 60.5 12.9 59.9 19.3 15.9 49 8.01 3.0 60.7 21,070
UK 40.51 49.0 13.1 37.8 54.5 16.4 20.2 8.9 6.86 6.4 67.5 13,456

Individual base weights used.

Source: ECHP 1994-2001.
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Table A 4-7 Full-time workers only — summary statiics (%)

Intermediate

Supervisor supervisor Not a supervisor Log wage
Women N (ALL)
Denmark 9.9 15.6 745 4.56 6,322
Netherlands 9.0 15.8 75.2 3.10 6,548
Belgium 7.9 16.7 75.4 5.88 4,606
France 8.9 19.9 71.2 3.92 12,635
Ireland 11.8 19.8 68.4 1.70 4,361
Italy 4.7 15.0 80.2 245 13,025
Greece 4.1 6.1 89.7 6.99 7,375
Spain 5.4 16.8 77.7 6.67 9,635
Portugal 3.1 75 89.4 6.18 11,298
Austria 7.8 21.7 70.5 4.63 5,449
Finland 8.6 17.7 73.7 3.95 8315
Germany 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.85 12,358
UK 25.0 18.9 56.1 1.79 8,401
Men
Denmark 214 14.5 64.1 4.68 7,909
Netherlands 17.6 19.3 63.1 3.24 17,457
Belgium 16.2 241 59.8 5.97 7,523
France 18.8 241 5741 4,05 17,653
Ireland 18.8 17.5 63.7 1.86 10,057
Italy 11.6 19.1 69.2 2.53 24,889
Greece 8.9 9.4 81.6 7.1 16,143
Spain 11.1 21.1 67.8 6.75 21,018
Portugal 77 8.0 84.3 6.31 16,365
Austria 14.0 30.6 55.5 4.85 9,843
Finland 21.0 16.8 62.2 413 9,384
Germany 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.07 20,829
UK 30.4 16.6 53.0 1.99 13,200

Individual base weights used.
Source: ECHP 1994-2001.
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Table A 4-8 Full-time workers only — summary statiics (%)

ISCO1 ISCO2 [ISCO3 ISCO4 ISsCO5 IsCO6 ISCO7 IscO8 ISCO9 N

Women (EMPL)
Denmark 4.1 17.2 28.4 20.2 18.4 0.8 1.4 4.3 53 6,322
Netherlands ~ 10.4 22.4 27.3 20.5 10.7 0.6 1.6 25 3.9 6,548
Belgium 37 26.3 14.6 30.3 12.3 05 2.8 2.0 7.6 4,606
France 4.1 8.6 247 28.6 17.8 1.2 2.0 5.7 73 12,635
Ireland 72 21.7 124 23.7 16.8 1.3 22 8.8 5.9 4,361
Italy 1.7 14.9 13.5 30.1 15.1 1.5 10.1 32 9.8 13,025
Greece 9.9 19.1 10.2 22.1 14.3 5.2 7.9 2.6 8.7 7,375
Spain 75 21.9 13.0 15.9 18.3 37 44 25 12.8 9,635
Portugal 5.8 10.2 9.9 14.5 17.6 7.9 12.8 5.7 15.5 11,298
Austria 4.8 6.3 18.1 24.8 22.1 8.2 41 2.1 9.4 5,449
Finland 6.3 23.7 20.3 16.2 19.0 32 35 1.7 6.1 8,315
Germany 4.2 13.6 33.3 18.7 14.5 1.2 5.9 3.9 46 12,358
UK 17.1 16.8 16.9 24.3 15.0 0.2 1.9 4.1 37 8,401
Men

Denmark 10.4 19.3 17.0 5.8 5.4 25 19.1 12.9 7.6 7,909
Netherlands ~ 17.3 19.7 19.5 7.8 54 1.2 15.5 9.1 45 17,457
Belgium 9.8 17.0 13.6 15.3 6.4 1.7 15.2 11.0 9.8 7,523
France 77 11.0 19.5 7.8 5.8 3.0 22.8 17.0 54 17,653
Ireland 14.5 12.7 10.2 72 7.0 9.8 16.8 13.5 8.3 10,057
Italy 47 6.7 12.0 16.1 11.0 35 26.3 10.1 9.5 24,889
Greece 13.4 13.4 5.6 9.2 8.3 10.4 232 12.2 43 16,143
Spain 9.8 10.3 10.9 6.4 8.9 5.6 253 12.5 10.2 21,018
Portugal 10.3 7.6 75 6.5 9.4 5.3 31.8 13.4 8.1 16,365
Austria 10.3 4.6 16.1 8.6 9.8 7.0 26.1 11.0 6.5 9,843
Finland 13.1 16.5 14.1 4.6 42 5.9 224 14.1 49 9,384
Germany 7.6 15.6 16.8 6.4 5.3 1.5 29.4 11.3 6.0 20,829
UK 22.2 14.7 10.8 7.7 5.6 1.6 20.0 12.4 5.0 13,200

Individual base weights used.

ISCO 1: legislators, senior officials and managE§€0 2 professionals; ISCO 3 technicians and
associate professionals; ISCO 4 clerks; ISCO 5i&emworkers and shop and market sales workers;
ISCO 6 skilled agricultural and fishery workersCIS 7 craft and related trades workers; ISCO 8
plant and machine operators and assemblers; ISElén®entary occupations.

Source: ECHP 1994-2001.

289



Table A 4-9 Full-time workers only — summary statiics (%)
c g B
~ o g ke 5 E qé’ < g
s g &8 2 5 % 38 32 5 3B =

@ o u u @ o o] = = £ =

2 @ ) @ 2 & g £5 25 2 = z
Women
Denmark 39.50 40.8 457 13.5 457 257 22.0 6.7 6.73 74 68.3 6,322
Netherlands 36.17 18.2 26.9 54.8 81.3 9.3 74 2.0 8.56 2.3 43.7 6,548
Belgium 37.29 54.0 30.7 15.3 51.0 227 20.5 5.9 6.81 6.3 63.0 4,606
France 39.42 339 320 34.1 48.8 273 20.0 3.9 7.47 6.0 62.8 12,635
Ireland 36.00 294 485 222 58.1 18.7 15.5 7.7 6.73 7.0 52.7 4,361
Italy 3843 141 512 347 56.0 25.9 15.0 3.1 7.78 48 67.8 13,025
Greece 38.08 36.4 346 29.1 52.6 217 224 3.3 8.60 3.7 69.1 7,375
Spain 37.55 414 21.1 375 572 214 17.5 3.9 7.98 4.0 59.0 9,635
Portugal 37.86 15.6 14.8 69.6 435 30.1 214 5.0 7.96 5.0 73.0 11,298
Austria 38.18 11.2 66.9 219 61.3 21.0 14.0 3.6 8.08 55 575 5,449
Finland 4129 454 36.3 18.2 51.0 211 19.6 8.3 7.81 45 63.5 8,315
Germany 38.65 237 62.0 14.3 66.4 218 9.7 2.0 8.91 35 55.4 12,358
UK 39.88 48.7 134 38.0 65.0 18.1 13.3 3.6 8.69 3.3 60.4 8,401
Men
Denmark 40.05 344 49.1 16.5 51.0 218 20.1 7.0 6.34 8.1 63.6 7,909
Netherlands 38.97 14.6 316 53.8 55.5 14.4 217 8.4 7.04 5.2 66.4 17,457
Belgium 38.96 394 36.0 246 512 212 20.0 7.6 6.60 6.5 69.1 7,523
France 39.82 25.3 36.0 38.6 48.0 228 217 7.6 6.77 7.8 67.0 17,653
Ireland 39.12 225 40.3 372 429 171 222 17.8 6.73 8.6 711 10,057
Italy 39.69 11.0 40.0 48.9 50.8 255 18.3 55 7.33 5.8 72.9 24,889
Greece 40.19 25.3 34.3 404 46.7 215 27.0 4.8 7.93 54 76.4 16,143
Spain 39.16 264 19.2 54.4 489 226 232 5.3 7.48 5.6 714 21,018
Portugal 38.98 10.1 12.2 717 453 279 21.1 5.7 7.68 55 76.5 16,365
Austria 38.93 8.7 78.8 12.5 54.6 19.0 20.1 6.3 7.29 54 64.6 9,843
Finland 40.61 32.1 46.9 21.0 50.7 194 19.9 10.0 6.98 7.0 62.7 9,384
Germany 39.77 28.9 60.2 10.8 56.4 212 17.4 5.0 8.04 3.3 64.8 20,829
UK 40.28 51.0 13.3 35.6 534 17.0 21.2 8.4 6.87 6.4 69.3 13,200

Individual base weights used.

Source: ECHP 1994-2001.
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Table A 4-10 Part-time workers only — summary stastics (%)

Intermediate

Supervisor supervisor Not a supervisor Log wage
Women N (ALL)
Denmark 2.6 14.8 82.6 4.54 1,103
Netherlands 2.2 8.4 89.4 3.05 5,582
Belgium 1.9 8.9 89.2 5.87 1,488
France 1.8 11.4 86.8 3.89 2,564
Ireland 3.3 111 85.6 1.49 1,789
Italy 1.6 8.5 89.9 2.57 1,901
Greece 0.9 3.2 95.9 7.08 626
Spain 0.5 6.1 93.4 6.50 1,499
Portugal 04 2.9 96.7 6.14 1,014
Austria 1.6 9.1 89.3 458 1,760
Finland 2.3 14.4 83.3 3.90 614
Germany 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.84 3,303
UK 6.0 12.3 81.7 1.52 3,834
Men
Denmark 1.9 7.7 90.4 4.48 155
Netherlands 4.8 14.3 80.9 3.23 660
Belgium 7.1 19.7 732 6.11 138
France 4.2 15.6 80.1 422 464
Ireland 2.5 6.1 915 1.61 557
Italy 49 11.9 83.3 2.71 562
Greece 2.3 6.5 91.2 7.24 439
Spain 3.8 9.0 87.1 6.79 393
Portugal 0.5 34 96.0 6.54 191
Austria 16.6 20.8 62.6 4.96 142
Finland 6.2 7.1 86.5 3.83 221
Germany 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.94 241
UK 9.0 3.2 87.8 1.71 256

Individual base weights used.
Source: ECHP 1994-2001.
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Table A 4-11 Part-time workers only — summary stastics (%)

ISCO1 ISCO 2 ISCO3 ISCO4 ISCO5 ISCO6 ISCO7 IsCO8 ISCO9 N
Women (EMPL)
Denmark 1.2 6.9 24.6 235 28.0 22 1.0 1.2 11.5 1,103
Netherlands 4.0 15.2 26.3 237 20.8 1.0 1.2 1.6 6.1 5,582
Belgium 0.4 27.1 12.7 22.3 19.7 0.0 1.4 0.9 15.5 1,488
France 1.0 10.5 16.9 26.2 20.5 1.0 1.3 1.9 20.7 2,564
Ireland 1.5 15.0 7.6 225 315 0.8 1.8 48 14.5 1,789
Italy 0.4 21.6 12.1 26.0 12.8 22 5.8 24 16.8 1,901
Greece 2.1 433 6.0 11.0 7.8 8.5 52 0.5 15.6 626
Spain 2.6 14.6 8.9 10.0 20.3 2.1 37 22 35.5 1,499
Portugal 4.3 14.5 6.7 1.6 17.6 14.4 6.7 0.1 34.0 1,014
Austria 1.0 42 11.7 25.8 28.8 1.6 37 1.3 21.8 1,760
Finland 0.9 19.2 20.7 15.6 23.6 34 0.9 1.2 14.6 614
Germany 0.8 11.3 33.3 20.5 20.9 0.5 1.9 1.5 9.4 3,303
UK 4.2 8.9 12.6 27.9 3241 0.1 1.0 2.6 10.5 3,834
Men
Denmark 2.0 21.1 18.0 7.8 10.9 49 8.6 4.8 21.9 155
Netherlands 8.5 26.1 18.2 8.1 10.2 1.9 7.8 8.6 10.9 660
Belgium 0.8 29.3 16.6 18.3 74 0.6 11.8 7.3 7.8 138
France 1.7 29.8 17.0 5.9 5.6 77 11.8 8.5 12.0 464
Ireland 2.3 9.9 5.1 48 4.9 117 12.5 6.6 422 557
Italy 0.9 25.6 10.9 10.6 10.7 34 16.1 3.9 18.0 562
Greece 2.8 41.9 5.8 3.6 4.0 16.3 17.8 2.6 5.3 439
Spain 4.9 17.8 9.9 18.5 10.8 8.4 11.3 5.3 13.1 393
Portugal 72 275 5.7 0.6 2.0 13.3 25.1 25 16.1 191
Austria 10.5 16.8 18.6 15.4 16.1 0.5 15.6 4.0 25 142
Finland 2.6 15.8 26.7 13.7 12.2 2.8 10.8 3.8 114 221
Germany 4.1 33.9 18.5 6.7 18.0 22 47 7.0 49 241
UK 13.4 18.1 13.7 15.9 12.0 1.9 7.6 5.3 12.2 256

Individual base weights used.

ISCO 1: legislators, senior officials and managE§€0 2 professionals; ISCO 3 technicians and

associate professionals; ISCO 4 clerks; ISCO 5i&emworkers and shop and market sales workers;

ISCO 6 skilled agricultural and fishery workersCIS 7 craft and related trades workers; ISCO 8
plant and machine operators and assemblers; ISElén®entary occupations.
Source: ECHP 1994-2001.
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Table A 4-12 Part-time workers only — summary stastics (%)

s B

r N 5 g £ -

1O o = 5 = = 5T 5 £ - [

I o o = S S o © =3 S X =

° o o o S P e 22 g3 = S u
2 2] 2] 2] 2 S g =8 25 2 = z

Women
Denmark 42.39 329 46.5 20.6 484 20.2 2141 10.2 7.44 42 82.7 1,103
Netherlands 39.56 13.8 28.7 57.5 39.9 21.9 29.8 8.3 727 6.9 76.6 5,582
Belgium 38.56 412 33.9 249 319 26.0 29.6 12.5 6.94 8.1 81.0 1,488
France 40.10 26.5 28.5 45.0 4.7 23.2 27.6 7.6 715 7.0 74.8 2,564
Ireland 39.56 145 455 40.0 252 26.1 29.0 19.7 7.26 8.4 77.0 1,789
Italy 38.64 17.6 46.9 35.4 41.6 34.2 19.7 4.4 7.57 55 776 1,901
Greece 38.45 495 221 28.3 449 26.0 26.1 29 7.45 5.6 739 626
Spain 36.78 29.9 18.1 52.0 48.8 255 20.7 49 7.80 5.1 64.0 1,499
Portugal 41.34 16.7 7.0 76.3 48.6 27.3 18.6 55 8.35 46 78.6 1,014
Austria 38.62 9.0 64.0 27.0 30.7 31.7 317 6.0 7.97 47 79.7 1,760
Finland 39.92 36.6 446 18.8 475 17.5 21.6 13.4 7.35 5.0 704 614
Germany 4145 19.6 66.1 144 38.0 34.3 22.0 57 9.22 0.8 85.5 3,303
UK 4142 35.0 13.1 51.9 35.0 23.5 31.8 9.8 7.56 5.6 81.2 3,834
Men
Denmark 36.93 41.0 46.3 12.7 64.0 13.3 15.0 7.8 5.75 10.1 40.2 155
Netherlands 40.46 14.2 26.5 59.3 57.7 15.4 213 5.6 8.36 3.8 54.7 660
Belgium 39.73 495 33.3 17.2 62.1 115 19.9 6.6 6.17 47 48.0 138
France 40.48 36.2 26.8 37.0 56.7 16.8 17.0 9.6 6.60 7.2 51.7 464
Ireland 40.74 13.1 26.5 60.4 52.6 14.6 17.9 14.9 6.68 5.0 58.0 557
Italy 39.32 26.5 33.1 40.5 55.8 21.8 18.0 45 7.48 6.2 63.9 562
Greece 40.21 442 145 413 55.0 17.7 24.3 3.1 8.51 35 67.2 439
Spain 36.22 39.5 20.6 39.9 65.7 15.0 14.6 47 6.32 5.3 482 393
Portugal 40.58 224 15.7 61.9 56.6 18.9 15.6 8.9 7.05 7.2 58.4 191
Austria 37.28 22.8 741 3.1 63.7 15.5 12.2 8.6 6.36 55 46.2 142
Finland 39.41 27.8 456 26.6 70.6 9.6 16.7 3.0 6.28 48 419 221
Germany 38.10 34.0 497 16.4 80.6 5.8 7.6 6.0 6.62 1.8 35.2 241
UK 40.53 56.1 10.3 33.6 67.2 14.0 11.7 7.2 6.33 9.6 48.5 256

Individual base weights used.

Source: ECHP 1994-2001.
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Table A 4-13 Labour market transition patterns amorg women in Denmark

Year t+1 Total %
Those who gave birth in Year t
Year t Full-time Part-time Unemploved Inactive
Full-time
Row % 91.3 3.6 2.8 2.3 100.0
Column % 82.3 19.1 18.0 9.4 58.9
Part-time
Row % 14.4 77.6 0.0 8.0 100.0
Column % 1.4 45.2 0.0 3.6 6.5
Unemployed
Row % 38.3 13.5 32.1 16.2 100.0
Column % 8.8 18.1 52.1 16.8 14.9
Inactive
Row % 24.8 9.9 13.9 51.3 100.0
Column % 7.5 17.6 29.9 70.3 19.7
Total % 65.3 11.1 9.2 14.4 100.0
Those who did not give birth in Year t
Full-time
Row % 90.7 3.6 3.3 2.4 100.0
Column % 89.3 20.2 28.2 11.8 66.0
Part-time
Row % 20.5 68.1 6.2 5.2 100.0
Column % 3.7 68.4 9.6 4.7 12.0
Unemployed
Row % 27.8 8.7 41.2 22.3 100.0
Column % 3.7 6.4 47.3 14.6 8.8
Inactive
Row % 17.0 4.5 8.6 69.9 100.0
Column % 3.4 5.0 14.9 69.0 13.3
Total % 67.0 11.9 7.7 13.5 100.0

Individual base weights used.
Source: ECHP 1994-2001.

Table A 4-14 Labour
Netherlands

market transition patterns

amag women

the

Year t+1 Total %
Those who gave birth in Year t
Year t Full-time Part-time Unemploved Inactive
Full-time
Row % 49.6 35.5 3.8 11.2 100.0
Column % 74.7 14.0 3.7 4.6 15.0
Part-time
Row % 5.6 85.1 2.1 7.2 100.0
Column % 19.0 75.7 4.6 6.7 33.9
Unemployed
Row % 14 9.1 46.7 42.8 100.0
Column % 1.9 3.1 39.6 15.4 13.1
Inactive
Row % 11 7.2 21.3 70.4 100.0
Column % 4.4 7.2 52.2 73.3 37.9
Total % 10.0 38.1 15.5 36.5 100.0
Those who did not give birth in Year t
Full-time
Row % 85.3 9.9 2.0 2.8 100.0
Column % 84.3 12.4 4.7 2.8 31.0
Part-time
Row % 12.9 77.9 2.8 6.4 100.0
Column % 9.4 72.0 4.8 4.8 22.8
Unemployed
Row % 6.0 9.4 49.7 34.9 100.0
Column % 2.8 5.6 55.4 16.8 14.8
Inactive
Row % 35 7.9 14.8 73.9 100.0
Column % 3.5 10.0 35.1 75.6 31.4
Total % 31.4 24.7 13.2 30.7 100.0

Individual base weights used.
Source: ECHP 1994-2001.
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Table A 4-15 Labour market transition patterns amorg women in Belgium

Year t+1 Total %
Those who gave birth in Year t
Year t Full-time Part-time Unemploved Inactive
Full-time
Row % 85.7 11.2 15 15 100.0
Column % 88.2 25.0 5.6 4.0 48.1
Part-time
Row % 19.1 71.1 2.7 7.1 100.0
Column % 7.6 61.2 3.8 7.2 18.6
Unemployed
Row % 4.4 8.8 66.3 20.5 100.0
Column % 1.4 6.1 76.5 16.8 15.1
Inactive
Row % 7.0 9.3 10.2 73.5 100.0
Column % 2.7 7.8 14.1 72.0 18.1
Total % 46.8 21.6 13.1 18.5 100.0
Those who did not give birth in Year t
Full-time
Row % 90.0 5.7 2.1 2.2 100.0
Column % 89.6 17.8 7.7 2.9 42.3
Part-time
Row % 16.3 74.2 4.8 4.6 100.0
Column % 5.0 70.6 5.4 1.8 12.9
Unemployed
Row % 9.0 5.9 70.8 14.4 100.0
Column % 2.6 5.3 75.7 5.5 12.3
Inactive
Row % 3.8 2.7 4.0 89.6 100.0
Column % 2.9 6.3 11.2 89.8 32.5
Total % 42.5 13.6 11.5 32.4 100.0

Individual base weights used.
Source: ECHP 1994-2001.

Table A 4-16 Labour market transition patterns amorg women in France

Year t+1 Total %
Those who gave birth in Year t
Year t Full-time Part-time Unemploved Inactive
Full-time
Row % 80.8 7.0 2.0 10.3 100.0
Column % 84.1 28.3 11.9 11.2 43.6
Part-time
Row % 21.9 62.6 11 14.4 100.0
Column % 5.2 57.6 1.5 3.6 9.9
Unemployed
Row % 15.9 4.6 53.4 26.1 100.0
Column % 3.9 4.4 74.4 6.7 10.2
Inactive
Row % 7.9 2.9 25 86.7 100.0
Column % 6.9 9.8 12.2 78.6 36.3
Total % 41.9 10.7 7.4 40.1 100.0
Those who did not give birth in Year t
Full-time
Row % 90.7 4.1 2.4 2.8 100.0
Column % 89.4 215 16.4 6.1 55.3
Part-time
Row % 26.6 61.2 5.9 6.2 100.0
Column % 5.2 63.7 7.9 2.7 10.9
Unemployed
Row % 16.1 7.3 63.8 12.8 100.0
Column % 25 6.0 66.6 4.3 8.5
Inactive
Row % 6.6 3.6 3.0 86.8 100.0
Column % 3.0 8.8 9.2 86.9 25.3
Total % 56.1 10.4 8.2 25.3 100.0

Individual base weights used.
Source: ECHP 1994-2001.
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Table A 4-17 Labour market transition patterns amorg women in Ireland

Year t+1 Total %
Those who gave birth in Year t
Year t Full-time Part-time Unemploved Inactive
Full-time
Row % 77.1 14.0 2.6 6.3 100.0
Column % 85.6 23.6 36.1 3.4 29.1
Part-time
Row % 8.1 69.7 6.0 16.2 100.0
Column % 4.3 56.6 40.4 4.2 14.0
Unemployed
Row % 0.0 13.9 19.8 66.4 100.0
Column % 0.0 15 18.0 2.3 1.9
Inactive
Row % 4.8 5.7 0.2 89.3 100.0
Column % 10.0 18.3 5.6 90.1 55.0
Total % 26.2 17.2 2.1 54.5 100.0
Those who did not give birth in Year t
Full-time
Row % 86.3 6.8 1.9 4.9 100.0
Column % 83.5 15.5 25.2 3.1 32.0
Part-time
Row % 21.5 62.4 2.1 14.0 100.0
Column % 8.4 57.4 11.3 3.6 13.0
Unemployed
Row % 23.6 11.2 40.0 25.2 100.0
Column % 1.9 2.1 43.0 1.3 2.6
Inactive
Row % 3.9 6.7 1.0 88.4 100.0
Column % 6.2 25.0 20.5 92.0 52.4
Total % 33.1 14.1 2.4 50.4 100.0

Individual base weights used.
Source: ECHP 1994-2001.

Table A 4-18 Labour market transition patterns amorg women in ltaly

Year t+1 Total %
Those who gave birth in Year t
Year t Full-time Part-time Unemploved Inactive
Full-time
Row % 85.8 7.8 2.3 4.1 100.0
Column % 83.2 39.7 16.7 3.3 38.3
Part-time
Row % 37.5 51.3 0.3 10.8 100.0
Column % 6.1 43.8 0.4 1.5 6.4
Unemployed
Row % 18.4 3.1 39.4 39.1 100.0
Column % 25 2.1 40.1 4.3 5.3
Inactive
Row % 6.5 2.2 4.4 86.9 100.0
Column % 8.2 14.4 42.8 91.0 50.0
Total % 39.5 7.5 5.2 47.8 100.0
Those who did not give birth in Year t
Full-time
Row % 90.4 3.8 1.8 4.1 100.0
Column % 86.2 29.7 11.0 3.8 41.6
Part-time
Row % 40.9 48.2 2.4 8.4 100.0
Column % 5.7 54.2 2.2 1.2 6.0
Unemployed
Row % 15.7 3.3 52.7 28.2 100.0
Column % 2.7 4.7 59.9 4.8 7.6
Inactive
Row % 5.2 14 4.0 89.4 100.0
Column % 5.4 11.5 27.0 90.3 44.8
Total % 43.6 5.4 6.7 44.4 100.0

Individual base weights used.
Source: ECHP 1994-2001.
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Table A 4-19 Labour market transition patterns amorg women in Greece

Year t+1 Total %
Those who gave birth in Year t
Year t Full-time Part-time Unemploved Inactive
Full-time
Row % 88.0 3.2 2.1 6.7 100.0
Column % 81.8 28.3 14.7 4.5 35.3
Part-time
Row % 55.8 37.7 0.0 6.6 100.0
Column % 7.0 45.3 0.0 0.6 4.8
Unemployed
Row % 19.3 7.0 40.4 33.3 100.0
Column % 3.2 11.1 50.0 3.9 6.3
Inactive
Row % 5.7 1.1 3.4 89.9 100.0
Column % 8.0 15.4 35.4 91.0 53.6
Total % 38.0 4.0 5.1 53.0 100.0
Those who did not give birth in Year t
Full-time
Row % 88.53 2.62 3.29 5.56 100
Column % 84.88 35.94 18.13 4.03 37.37
Part-time
Row % 48.48 34.04 3.61 13.87 100
Column % 3.93 39.47 1.68 0.85 3.16
Unemployed
Row % 19.82 2.18 45.92 32.07 100
Column % 4.03 6.36 53.68 4.94 7.93
Inactive
Row % 5.41 0.96 3.49 90.14 100
Column % 7.16 18.23 26.5 90.18 51.54
Total % 38.98 2.72 6.78 51.52 100

Individual base weights used.
Source: ECHP 1994-2001.

Table A 4-20 Labour market transition patterns amorg women in Spain

Year t+1 Total %
Those who gave birth in Year t
Year t Full-time Part-time Unemploved Inactive
Full-time
Row % 86.3 6.3 5.1 24 100.0
Column % 73.7 27.6 10.4 1.1 24.2
Part-time
Row % 27.1 53.2 5.7 14.0 100.0
Column % 4.9 49.2 2.4 1.3 5.1
Unemployed
Row % 21.6 0.6 42.8 35.0 100.0
Column % 9.4 1.3 44.8 8.0 12.4
Inactive
Row % 5.8 2.1 8.6 83.6 100.0
Column % 11.9 219 42.4 89.7 58.3
Total % 28.3 5.5 11.8 54.4 100.0
Those who did not give birth in Year t
Full-time
Row % 86.3 3.2 5.0 5.5 100.0
Column % 81.8 19.4 16.6 3.9 34.3
Part-time
Row % 28.5 47.8 8.5 15.2 100.0
Column % 4.3 46.0 4.6 1.7 5.5
Unemployed
Row % 18.7 4.7 45.0 316 100.0
Column % 5.8 9.2 49.3 7.4 11.2
Inactive
Row % 6.0 3.0 6.2 84.9 100.0
Column % 8.1 25.4 29.6 86.9 49.0
Total % 36.2 5.7 10.2 47.9 100.0

Individual base weights used.
Source: ECHP 1994-2001.
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Table A 4-21 Labour market transition patterns amorg women in Portugal

Year t+1 Total %
Those who gave birth in Year t
Year t Full-time Part-time Unemploved Inactive
Full-time
Row % 91.0 2.6 5.0 1.3 100.0
Column % 91.7 27.3 35.2 3.9 63.9
Part-time
Row % 16.3 60.0 16.1 7.6 100.0
Column % 1.0 39.3 7.1 15 4.0
Unemployed
Row % 18.9 12.0 50.0 19.1 100.0
Column % 2.4 15.7 44.2 7.3 8.1
Inactive
Row % 12.7 4.6 5.1 77.6 100.0
Column % 4.8 17.8 13.5 87.4 24.0
Total % 63.4 6.2 9.1 21.3 100.0
Those who did not give birth in Year t
Full-time
Row % 91.2 1.7 3.4 3.7 100.0
Column % 89.5 23.9 35.7 8.3 61.2
Part-time
Row % 32.2 52.1 2.4 13.3 100.0
Column % 2.4 53.5 1.9 2.2 4.6
Unemployed
Row % 35.0 1.8 43.9 19.4 100.0
Column % 3.6 2.6 48.3 45 6.3
Inactive
Row % 10.1 3.2 2.9 83.8 100.0
Column % 4.5 20.1 14.1 85.1 27.9
Total % 62.3 4.5 5.7 27.5 100.0

Individual base weights used.
Source: ECHP 1994-2001.

Table A 4-22 Labour market transition patterns amorg women in Germany

Year t+1 Total %
Those who gave birth in Year t
Year t Full-time Part-time Unemploved Inactive
Full-time
Row % 60.0 13.0 0.8 26.3 100.0
Column % 90.6 61.2 15.1 25.0 50.7
Part-time
Row % 29.4 70.0 0.0 0.6 100.0
Column % 3.2 24.0 0.0 0.0 3.7
Unemployed
Row % 14 11.9 49.1 37.6 100.0
Column % 0.1 15 26.2 1.0 1.3
Inactive
Row % 4.7 3.2 3.3 88.8 100.0
Column % 6.1 13.3 58.8 74.0 44.3
Total % 33.6 10.7 25 53.2 100.0
Those who did not give birth in Year t
Full-time
Row % 88.3 4.1 4.0 3.7 100.0
Column % 85.8 12.9 26.0 5.7 46.7
Part-time
Row % 19.0 68.5 25 10.0 100.0
Column % 5.8 67.3 5.1 4.9 14.6
Unemployed
Row % 24.6 6.6 47.8 20.9 100.0
Column % 4.0 3.5 52.1 5.5 7.8
Inactive
Row % 6.8 8.0 4.0 81.3 100.0
Column % 4.4 16.4 16.9 83.9 30.8
Total % 48.1 14.9 7.2 29.8 100.0

Individual base weights used.
Source: ECHP 1994-2001.
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Table A 4-23 Labour market transition patterns amag women in the UK

Year t+1 Total %
Those who gave birth in Year t
Year t Full-time Part-time Unemploved Inactive
Full-time
Row % 70.8 15.6 2.1 11.5 100.0
Column % 79.0 16.1 42.0 5.3 24.6
Part-time
Row % 14.3 65.9 1.6 18.2 100.0
Column % 11.9 50.8 24.1 6.3 18.4
Unemployed
Row % 5.5 12.6 5.3 76.6 100.0
Column % 0.5 1.0 8.2 2.8 1.9
Inactive
Row % 35 13.9 0.6 82.1 100.0
Column % 8.6 32.1 25.8 85.6 55.1
Total % 22.1 23.8 1.2 52.9 100.0
Those who did not give birth in Year t
Full-time
Row % 88.2 6.2 1.2 4.4 100.0
Column % 88.2 14.0 25.7 6.6 46.4
Part-time
Row % 16.0 70.2 1.2 12.7 100.0
Column % 7.0 69.1 11.5 8.3 20.2
Unemployed
Row % 19.6 14.8 23.3 42.3 100.0
Column % 1.0 1.7 25.1 3.2 2.3
Inactive
Row % 5.9 10.1 2.6 815 100.0
Column % 3.9 15.2 37.7 81.9 311
Total % 46.5 20.5 2.1 30.9 100.0

Individual base weights used.
Source: ECHP 1994-2001.

Table A 4-24 Labour market transition patterns amag women in Austria

Year t+1 Total %
Those who gave birth in Year t
Year t Full-time Part-time Unemploved Inactive
Full-time
Row % 61.5 13.0 3.7 21.8 100.0
Column % 85.8 43.2 57.6 35.1 58.7
Part-time
Row % 14.2 57.3 1.8 26.7 100.0
Column % 5.1 48.6 7.2 11.0 15.1
Unemployed
Row % 13.5 0.0 86.5 0.0 100.0
Column % 0.1 0.0 7.3 0.0 0.3
Inactive
Row % 14.7 5.6 4.0 75.6 100.0
Column % 9.0 8.2 27.9 53.8 25.9
Total % 42.1 17.7 3.8 36.4 100.0
Those who did not give birth in Year t
Full-time
Row % 90.8 3.9 2.7 25 100.0
Column % 89.1 12.2 39.1 4.4 50.6
Part-time
Row % 17.7 75.7 17 4.9 100.0
Column % 5.5 73.9 7.7 2.7 15.9
Unemployed
Row % 23.5 11.5 39.2 25.8 100.0
Column % 1.6 2.6 39.9 3.3 3.6
Inactive
Row % 6.6 6.2 1.6 85.6 100.0
Column % 3.9 11.4 13.3 89.6 30.0
Total % 51.6 16.3 3.5 28.6 100.0

Individual base weights used.
Source: ECHP 1995-2001.
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Table A 4-25 Labour market transition patterns amorg women in Finland

Year t+1 Total %
Those who gave birth in Year t
Year t Full-time Part-time Unemploved Inactive
Full-time
Row % 78.7 3.9 3.8 13.7 100.0
Column % 74.4 38.4 37.7 17.2 48.7
Part-time
Row % 58.1 29.9 0.0 12.1 100.0
Column % 4.3 23.3 0.0 1.2 3.8
Unemployed
Row % 47.8 2.2 8.2 41.9 100.0
Column % 3.8 1.8 6.7 4.4 4.0
Inactive
Row % 20.8 4.1 6.3 68.9 100.0
Column % 17.5 36.5 55.6 77.3 43.5
Total % 51.5 4.9 4.9 38.7 100.0
Those who did not give birth in Year t
Full-time
Row % 91.2 2.6 3.6 2.6 100.0
Column % 89.1 35.0 26.4 15.7 71.3
Part-time
Row % 44.9 39.7 7.4 8.0 100.0
Column % 3.2 38.9 4.0 3.5 5.2
Unemployed
Row % 29.9 6.9 50.8 12.4 100.0
Column % 45 14.3 57.6 11.4 11.0
Inactive
Row % 18.5 5.0 9.4 67.1 100.0
Column % 3.2 11.7 12.0 69.5 12.4
Total % 72.9 5.3 9.7 12.0 100.0

Individual base weights used.
Source: ECHP 1996-2001.
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Table A 4-26 Multinomial logit estimates of exitingfull-time employment (DK)

Part-time Unemployed Inactive Part-time Unemployed Inactive

Number of years in current job

(ref: 9-24) Model 1 Model 2

1-3 1.82%* 4,04 1.76** 1.55* 3.08** 0.88
(0.38) (0.93) (0.49) (0.39) (0.93) (0.28)

4-8 1.54* 1.92** 1.51 1.03 2.39* 1.19
(0.38) (0.55) (0.50) (0.35) (0.78) (0.43)

New birth 1.29 1.27 0.97 1.57 1.62 0.64
(0.46) (0.47) (0.40) (0.64) (0.76) (0.33)

Age of the youngest child (ref:

11-17 or none)

0-4 1.52 0.84 117 1.36 0.72 1.66
(0.57) (0.33) (0.54) (0.62) (0.36) (0.79)

5-10 1.27 0.90 1.53 1.13 0.85 1.55
(0.42) (0.30) (0.64) (0.45) (0.33) (0.68)

Age 1.44* 1.02 0.74* 1.33** 1.07 0.89
(0.16) (0.11) (0.09) (0.18) (0.14) (0.12)

Age squared 1.00** 1.00 1.00** 1.00* 1.00 1.00
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

Married 1.52** 0.96 0.85 1.19 0.88 0.77
(0.31) (0.19) (0.20) (0.28) (0.20) (0.18)

Public sector 0.84 0.74 1.53 0.74 0.63* 0.94
(0.17) (0.15) (0.45) (0.17) (0.16) (0.25)

Highest level of education

(ref: ISCED 0-2)

ISCED 5-7 1.75* 0.36™** 0.63 1.54 0.53* 0.56
(0.57) (0.11) (0.20) (0.59) (0.19) (0.21)

ISCED 3 1.24 0.47*** 0.74 112 0.58 0.60*
(0.35) (0.12) (0.20) (0.36) (0.17) (0.18)

Number of children under 17 in

the household (ref: none)

One 0.60 1.02 1.01 0.60 1.16 1.02
(0.19) (0.28) (0.37) (0.23) (0.38) (0.41)

Two 0.70 0.76 0.69 0.78 0.79 0.71
(0.25) (0.26) (0.31) (0.32) (0.31) (0.34)

Three or more 0.86 0.41* 0.26* 0.87 053 0.26*
(0.36) (0.21) (0.20) (0.41) (0.29) (0.20)

Occupation (ref:

operatives/elementary)

Legislators/managers 0.37 0.61 1.48 0.48 0.16* 2.42
(0.25) (0.35) (0.83) (0.42) (0.14) (1.44)

Professionals 0.44** 0.62 0.63 0.81 0.56 1.07
(0.17) (0.28) (0.30) (0.40) (0.28) (0.54)

Assc. professionals 0.53" 0.49** 0.61 0.82 0.48* 0.70
(0.20) (0.17) (0.22) (0.40) (0.19) (0.29)

Clerks 0.73 1.04 0.60 0.98 0.89 0.90
(0.25) (0.33) (0.25) (0.45) (0.34) (0.42)

Service/sales 1.88" 1.13 1.54 2,97 1.18 1.98*
(0.63) (0.34) (0.53) (1.29) (0.41) (0.76)

Skilled agr./craft 1.99 0.65 2.83 2.05 0.95 1.33
(0.99) (0.42) (2.02) (1.29) (0.64) (1.08)

Activity last wave (ref: full-time)

Part-time 2.26 210 2.46

(2.45) (1.48) (1.40)
Unemployed/inactive 0.71 3.90** 6.69***
(0.77) (2.59) (3.84)

Pseudo R-square 0.7748 0.7937

Log pseudolikelihood -1957.8283 -1448.9336

N 6,271 5,067

Source: ECHP 1994-2001 (women aged 25-55).

Robust standard errors in parentheses.

Other controls: seven dummies for years in fulletimork.
Statistical significance: *=p<0.10, **=p<0.05, **{3=<0.01.
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Table A 4-27 Multinomial logit estimates of exitingfull-time employment (NL)

Part-time Unemployed Inactive Part-time Unemployed Inactive

Number of years in current job

(ref: 9-24) Model 1 Model 2

1-3 0.95 3.87** 1.45 0.66** 377 1.45
(0.14) (1.35) (0.38) (0.12) (1.55) (0.46)

4-8 1.09 1.59 0.76 1.04 1.36 0.79
(0.15) (0.53) (0.20) (0.15) (0.56) (0.24)

New birth 2.63™* 1.49 2.40* 4.16™* 1.14 3.05*
(0.74) (0.94) (1.23) (1.42) (0.91) (1.78)

Age of the youngest child (ref:

11-17 or none)

0-4 2.36"* 343" 4.16* 1.63 3.68* 341*
(0.73) (1.99) (2.31) (0.56) (2.54) (2.27)

5-10 1.61* 1.92 3.36* 1.25 1.98 2.64
(0.44) (0.95) (1.78) (0.39) (1.08) (1.68)

Age 1.16* 1.39* 0.81* 0.96 1.25 0.81
(0.08) (0.24) (0.10) (0.09) (0.25) (0.13)

Age squared 1.00** 1.00* 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

Married 2,73 1.53 3.41% 2.50"* 1.29 2.86**
(0.34) (0.45) (0.82) (0.34) (0.47) (0.80)

Public sector 1.30** 0.78 0.44** 1.40** 1.04 0.49*
(0.15) (0.23) (0.12) (0.18) (0.34) (0.15)

Highest level of education

(ref: ISCED 0-2)

ISCED 5-7 1.48* 1.20 1.39 1.92+** 1.16 1.55
(0.23) (0.54) (0.46) (0.36) (0.67) (0.59)

ISCED 3 1.43** 2,107 1.63 210 2.03** 1.54
(0.19) (0.54) (0.42) (0.33) (0.67) (0.47)

Number of children under 17 in

the household (ref: none)

One 1.14 0.99 0.75 1.05 1.21 0.97
(0.27) (0.45) (0.31) (0.29) (0.58) (0.45)

Two 0.73 0.43 0.80 0.64 0.40* 0.80
(0.20) (0.21) (0.46) (0.19) (0.22) (0.54)

Three or more 0.84 0.62 0.85 0.97 0.89 1.00
(0.32) (0.46) (0.57) (0.44) (0.68) (0.77)

Occupation (ref:

operatives/elementary)

Legislators/managers 0.50* 0.29* 0.73 0.51* 0.24* 1.13
(0.14) (0.15) (0.33) (0.15) (0.16) (0.63)

Professionals 0.76 0.39* 0.59 0.61* 0.31* 0.75
(0.19) (0.22) (0.26) (0.17) (0.21) (0.42)

Assc. professionals 1.13 0.43* 0.46* 1.05 0.36* 0.89
(0.25) (0.20) (0.19) (0.25) (0.20) (0.45)

Clerks 0.66* 0.66 0.59 0.65 0.61 1.06
(0.16) (0.31) (0.24) (0.17) (0.34) (0.55)

Service/sales 1.04 0.74 1.24 1.03 0.78 2.06
(0.26) (0.37) (0.50) (0.27) (0.44) (1.08)

Skilled agr./craft 1.33 2.32 2.85* 1.21 242 477
(0.54) (1.35) (1.45) (0.58) (1.59) (2.79)

Activity last wave (ref: full-time)

Part-time 20.57"* 0.82 17.81**

(10.37) (0.83) (11.47)
Unemployed/inactive 12.56** 0.96 29.26"**
(7.04) (0.95) (21.55)

Pseudo R-square 0.7126 0.7335

Log pseudolikelihood -2537.909 -1847.5255

N 6,369 5,001

Source: ECHP 1994-2001 (women aged 25-55).

Robust standard errors in parentheses.

Other controls: seven dummies for years in fulletimork.
Statistical significance: *=p<0.10, **=p<0.05, **{3=<0.01.
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Table A 4-28 Multinomial logit estimates of exitingfull-time employment (BE)

Part-time Unemployed Inactive Part-time Unemployed Inactive

Number of years in current job

(ref: 9-24) Model 1 Model 2

1-3 1.38 4,05 244+ 0.85 5.08*** 2.20*
(0.36) (1.21) (0.71) (0.25) (1.98) (0.76)

4-8 1.43 2.74** 0.92 1.27 2.56* 1.05
(0.35) (0.81) (0.35) (0.33) (0.98) (0.45)

New birth 1.92* 1.12 1.90 1.60 1.18 1.14
(0.60) (0.70) (1.15) (0.64) (1.11) (0.99)

Age of the youngest child (ref:

11-17 or none)

0-4 1.14 1.51 0.99 117 1.79 0.96
(0.36) (0.80) (0.66) (0.43) (1.23) (0.77)

5-10 1.15 2.15 1.53 1.34 2.52* 1.78
(0.31) (1.00) (0.85) (0.39) (1.38) (1.09)

Age 1.03 1.01 0.98 0.87 1.07 0.81
(0.12) (0.17) (0.16) (0.13) (0.24) (0.16)

Age squared 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

Married 1.43* 0.93 1.81* 1.19 0.67 1.48
(0.29) (0.22) (0.58) (0.25) (0.19) (0.51)

Public sector 0.97 0.85 0.49* 0.93 0.73 0.46*
(0.17) (0.25) (0.14) (0.18) (0.27) (0.15)

Highest level of education

(ref: ISCED 0-2)

ISCED 5-7 0.87 0.57 0.58 0.79 0.45 0.50
(0.32) (0.28) (0.27) (0.32) (0.22) (0.26)

ISCED 3 1.07 1.03 1.07 1.03 1.00 0.81
(0.31) (0.30) (0.38) (0.33) (0.35) (0.30)

Number of children under 17 in

the household (ref: none)

One 1.07 0.92 0.42* 1.10 0.64 0.43*
(0.31) (0.42) (0.19) (0.35) (0.35) (0.22)

Two 1.55 1.18 0.69 1.32 0.63 0.66
(0.50) (0.62) (0.41) (0.47) (0.39) (0.42)

Three or more 1.83 0.85 0.74 1.47 0.71 0.70
(0.73) (0.53) (0.56) (0.65) (0.53) (0.58)

Occupation (ref:

operatives/elementary)

Legislators/managers 0.24 0.33* 0.89 0.40 0.66 0.85
(0.27) (0.21) (0.56) (0.46) (0.55) (0.64)

Professionals 1.92 0.13*** 0.73 1.82 0.14* 0.68
(0.79) (0.08) (0.39) (0.81) (0.14) (0.41)

Assc. professionals 1.22 0.45* 0.22** 1.16 0.75 0.21*
(0.49) (0.20) (0.13) (0.51) (0.42) (0.13)

Clerks 0.92 0.25"** 0.38* 0.98 0.46 0.30*
(0.34) (0.10) (0.17) (0.38) (0.22) (0.15)

Service/sales 1.78 0.43** 0.84 1.39 0.78 0.70
(0.63) (0.15) (0.35) (0.57) (0.35) (0.31)

Skilled agr./craft 0.81 0.88 1.38 0.95 1.53 1.28
(0.46) (0.44) (0.75) (0.57) (0.89) (0.69)

Activity last wave (ref: full-time)

Part-time 6.57** 312 3.21

(2.27) (2.32) (2.67)
Unemployed/inactive 2.43* 0.87 1.55
(1.19) (0.70) (1.27)

Pseudo R-square 0.7481 0.7613

Log pseudolikelihood -1543.2128 -1145.147

N 4,420 3,460

Source: ECHP 1994-2001 (women aged 25-55).
Robust standard errors in parentheses.

Other controls: seven dummies for years in fulletimork.
Statistical significance: *=p<0.10, **=p<0.05, **{3=<0.01.
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Table A 4-29 Multinomial logit estimates of exitingfull-time employment (FR)

Part-time Unemployed Inactive Part-time Unemployed Inactive

Number of years in current job Model 1 Model 2

(ref: 9-24)

1-3 1.36* 6.19"** 2,19 1.01 351 1.45*
(0.22) (1.06) (0.35) (0.19) (0.70) (0.30)

4-8 1.47% 1.83* 1.28 1.43* 1.66** 1.34*
(0.22) (0.38) (0.21) (0.22) (0.35) (0.23)

New birth 1.22 1.01 2.64 1.27 1.06 2.94*
(0.28) (0.36) (0.55) (0.35) (0.40) (0.65)

Age of the youngest child (ref:

11-17 or none)

0-4 1.76* 0.99 1.84** 1.78* 0.99 1.99**
(0.39) (0.29) (0.50) (0.43) (0.30) (0.58)

5-10 1.20 0.81 1.23 1.09 0.79 1.28
(0.24) (0.20) (0.31) (0.23) (0.21) (0.35)

Age 1.00 1.04 0.78** 1.00 0.91 0.78*
(0.08) (0.10) (0.07) (0.09) (0.10) (0.08)

Age squared 1.00 1.00 1.00** 1.00 1.00 1.00**
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

Married 1.53** 1.27 1.19 1.58** 1.23 1.25
(0.20) (0.20) (0.17) (0.21) (0.20) (0.19)

Public sector 1.02 0.18** 0.57** 1.00 0.18*** 0.57**
(0.12) (0.05) (0.08) (0.12) (0.05) (0.09)

Highest level of education

(ref: ISCED 0-2)

ISCED 5-7 0.98 0.70 1.03 0.96 0.67 0.97
(0.18) (0.17) (0.21) (0.19) (0.17) (0.21)

ISCED 3 0.90 0.92 1.07 0.96 0.92 1.22
(0.14) (0.17) (0.18) (0.16) (0.18) (0.22)

Number of children under 17 in

the household (ref: none)

One 0.98 0.97 0.81 1.05 0.97 0.80
(0.19) (0.21) (0.21) (0.20) (0.22) (0.22)

Two 1.08 1.14 0.93 1.18 1.18 0.86
(0.25) (0.31) (0.26) (0.28) (0.35) (0.27)

Three or more 1.34 0.96 2.05™* 1.35 1.13 1.93*
(0.39) (0.38) (0.68) (0.42) (0.48) (0.70)

Occupation (ref:

operatives/elementary)

Legislators/managers 0.32** 0.74 1.14 0.41* 0.79 1.36
(0.14) (0.29) (0.36) (0.21) (0.35) (0.45)

Professionals 2.01% 1.1 1.19 2.22"** 1.31 1.18
(0.51) (0.43) (0.36) (0.61) (0.53) (0.37)

Assc. professionals 0.99 0.37 0.79 1.19 0.45* 0.84
(0.22) (0.12) (0.19) (0.28) (0.15) (0.21)

Clerks 0.86 1.06 0.82 1.06 1.27 0.81
(0.18) (0.28) (0.18) (0.23) (0.29) (0.19)

Service/sales 1.23 0.97 1.43 1.47* 1.11 1.31
(0.25) (0.21) (0.29) (0.31) (0.25) (0.30)

Skilled agr./craft 0.75 1.22 0.86 0.80 1.21 1.00
(0.26) (0.40) (0.30) (0.32) (0.46) (0.38)

Activity last wave (ref: full-time)

Part-time 3.10* 1.30 1.16

(1.70) (0.78) (0.67)
Unemployed/inactive 1.54 1.55 1.11
(0.90) (0.90) (0.65)

Pseudo R-square 0.7626 0.7623

Log pseudolikelihood -4017.4919 -3321.7239

N 12,208 10,081

Source: ECHP 1994-2001 (women aged 25-55).
Robust standard errors in parentheses.

Other controls: seven dummies for years in fulletimork.
Statistical significance: *=p<0.10, **=p<0.05, **{3=<0.01.
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Table A 4-30 Multinomial logit estimates of exitingfull-time employment (IE)

Part-time Unemployed Inactive Part-time Unemployed Inactive

Number of years in current job

(ref: 9-24) Model 1 Model 2

1-3 1.09 2.26™ 2.3 0.70 1.76 2.03*
(0.22) (0.92) (0.66) (0.18) (0.80) (0.72)

4-8 1.43* 1.05 1.69* 1.41 0.65 1.44
(0.31) (0.49) (0.50) (0.34) (0.35) (0.54)

New birth 1.29 3.67° 1.83 1.34 6.82 1.90
(0.32) (2.88) (0.76) (0.39) (7.01) (0.97)

Age of the youngest child (ref:

11-17 or none)

0-4 1.47 1.26 1.47 1.48 0.96 1.54
(0.44) (0.90) (0.59) (0.48) (0.82) (0.70)

5-10 0.97 0.95 2.03* 0.85 0.88 2.36*
(0.27) (0.56) (0.64) (0.26) (0.60) (0.84)

Age 1.06 2.58** 1.03 0.98 267+ 0.88
(0.12) (0.72) (0.15) (0.13) (1.00) (0.16)

Age squared 1.00 0.99"* 1.00 1.00 0.99** 1.00
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.01) (0.00)

Married 1.47 1.32 3.02+* 1.51 1.18 3.16**
(0.38) (0.55) (0.84) (0.41) (0.59) (1.06)

Public sector 0.79 0.7 0.40** 0.84 0.13** 0.44*
(0.14) (0.09) (0.12) (0.17) (0.08) (0.15)

Highest level of education

(ref: ISCED 0-2)

ISCED 5-7 0.59* 0.64 0.96 0.51* 0.45 0.99
(0.16) (0.33) (0.32) (0.16) (0.30) (0.39)

ISCED 3 0.89 1.66 0.71 0.86 1.80 0.89
(0.20) (0.73) (0.17) (0.21) (0.86) (0.24)

Number of children under 17 in

the household (ref: none)

One 2.24** 0.18** 1.09 2.01* 0.21* 0.87
(0.67) (0.13) (0.39) (0.64) (0.17) (0.37)

Two 2,72 0.31* 1.51 2.33" 0.27* 1.31
(0.86) (0.19) (0.55) (0.77) (0.18) (0.55)

Three or more 2.80"* 0.30 0.87 2.65"* 0.36 0.75
(0.97) (0.22) (0.39) (0.99) (0.30) (0.38)

Occupation (ref:

operatives/elementary)

Legislators/managers 0.40* 0.27* 0.44* 0.30* 0.52 0.50
(0.20) (0.19) (0.17) (0.15) (0.39) (0.22)

Professionals 0.77 0.41 0.28** 0.83 0.71 0.31*
(0.25) (0.28) (0.12) (0.31) (0.49) (0.15)

Assc. professionals 0.89 0.50 0.44* 0.90 0.56 0.47
(0.29) (0.42) (0.17) (0.33) (0.60) (0.22)

Clerks 0.76 0.40** 0.30"* 0.68 0.45 0.25"*
(0.22) (0.16) (0.11) (0.22) (0.22) (0.12)

Service/sales 0.98 0.93 0.82 0.95 0.90 0.74
(0.28) (0.53) (0.22) (0.29) (0.47) (0.24)

Skilled agr./craft 0.47 0.16* 0.61 0.42 0.18* 0.79
(0.24) (0.13) (0.30) (0.24) (0.16) (0.42)

Activity last wave (ref: full-time)

Part-time 746" 18.95* 2.7

(5.35) (26.89) (2.12)
Unemployed/inactive 9.77*** 5.19 4.76*
(7.66) (6.73) (4.02)

Pseudo R-square 0.7257 0.7257

Log pseudolikelihood -1625.7445 -1241.8505

N 4,275 3,266

Source: ECHP 1994-2001 (women aged 25-55).
Robust standard errors in parentheses.

Other controls: seven dummies for years in fulletimork.
Statistical significance: *=p<0.10, **=p<0.05, **{3=<0.01.
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Table A 4-31 Multinomial logit estimates of exitingfull-time employment (IT)

Part-time Unemployed Inactive Part-time Unemployed Inactive

Number of years in current job

(ref: 9-24) Model 1 Model 2

1-3 1.05 8.14** 2.27 0.94 10.06*** 1.81%
(0.19) (2.10) (0.34) (0.19) (3.43) (0.35)

4-8 1.40** 2.81* 1.18 1.38* 3.46** 117
(0.24) (0.87) (0.20) (0.25) (1.41) (0.23)

New birth 1.98* 3.24* 1.84* 2.28* 3.90* 1.97*
(0.65) (1.57) (0.65) (0.88) (2.20) (0.76)

Age of the youngest child (ref:

11-17 or none)

0-4 1.24 0.95 1.03 1.01 0.83 1.20
(0.33) (0.42) (0.32) (0.29) (0.45) (0.42)

5-10 1.39 1.38 1.19 1.36 1.55 1.25
(0.31) (0.49) (0.28) (0.30) (0.62) (0.33)

Age 1.12 0.99 0.87* 1.09 1.00 0.86*
(0.09) (0.13) (0.086) (0.09) (0.16) (0.08)

Age squared 1.00 1.00 1.00** 1.00 1.00 1.00**
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

Married 1.34* 0.86 2.39" 1.32 0.73 2,15
(0.21) (0.18) (0.40) (0.22) (0.18) (0.41)

Public sector 0.88 0.71 0.52** 0.84 0.83 0.54**
(0.13) (0.18) (0.09) (0.14) (0.22) (0.10)

Highest level of education

(ref: ISCED 0-2)

ISCED 5-7 1.80* 0.73 0.76 1.65* 0.59 0.71
(0.46) (0.25) (0.22) (0.43) (0.24) (0.23)

ISCED 3 1.32 0.72 1.02 1.31 0.72 1.11
(0.25) (0.17) (0.16) (0.26) (0.19) (0.19)

Number of children under 17 in

the household (ref: none)

One 0.97 0.60 0.74 1.01 0.67 0.70*
(0.17) (0.19) (0.14) (0.19) (0.24) (0.15)

Two 0.82 0.94 0.74 0.88 0.92 0.71
(0.21) (0.39) (0.20) (0.23) (0.44) (0.21)

Three or more 1.09 1.55 0.71 1.06 1.19 0.67
(0.39) (0.80) (0.33) (0.38) (0.75) (0.36)

Occupation (ref:

operatives/elementary)

Legislators/managers 0.15™* 0.00*** 0.93 0.17* 0.00** 0.83
(0.11) (0.00) (0.37) (0.14) (0.00) (0.39)

Professionals 1.18 0.29** 0.58* 0.97 0.29** 0.58*
(0.31) 0.12) (0.17) (0.27) (0.13) (0.19)

Assc. professionals 0.79 0.50** 0.31* 0.88 0.45* 0.22**
(0.18) (0.16) (0.09) (0.23) (0.17) (0.07)

Clerks 0.50"* 0.60* 0.52** 0.62* 0.62 0.49**
(0.12) (0.17) (0.11) (0.16) (0.20) (0.12)

Service/sales 0.82 0.60* 0.90 0.89 0.63 0.88
(0.18) (0.16) (0.17) (0.22) (0.19) (0.19)

Skilled agr./craft 0.69 0.49* 0.71* 0.86 0.48** 0.74
(0.17) (0.15) (0.13) (0.23) (0.17) (0.16)

Activity last wave (ref: full-time)

Part-time 3.59* 1.16

(2.73) (1.31)
Unemployed/inactive 1.03 2.61
(0.81) (2.65)

Pseudo R-square 0.7656 0.7794

Log pseudolikelihood -3822.331 -3021.2176

N 11,764 9,879

Source: ECHP 1994-2001 (women aged 25-55).

Robust standard errors in parentheses.

Other controls: seven dummies for years in fulletimork.
Statistical significance: *=p<0.10, **=p<0.05, **{3=<0.01.
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Table A 4-32 Multinomial logit estimates of exitingfull-time employment (GR)

Part-time Unemployed Inactive Part-time Unemployed Inactive

Number of years in current job

(ref: 9-24) Model 1 Model 2

1-3 0.81 2.21™ 1.28 0.73 3.05** 1.13
(0.22) (0.48) (0.23) (0.21) (0.84) (0.27)

4-8 1.25 1.39 1.00 1.21 1.46 1.09
(0.31) (0.36) (0.19) (0.34) (0.48) (0.24)

New birth 1.01 0.99 1.97* 0.93 0.30 1.21
(0.59) (0.57) (0.77) (0.67) (0.31) (0.62)

Age of the youngest child (ref:

11-17 or none)

0-4 1.19 0.95 0.99 0.82 1.02 0.94
(0.47) (0.36) (0.31) (0.34) (0.43) (0.34)

5-10 1.62 1.06 1.15 1.50 0.81 0.89
(0.50) (0.30) (0.27) (0.47) (0.28) (0.30)

Age 1.20 1.10 1.07 1.14 1.08 1.06
(0.16) (0.12) (0.09) (0.18) (0.16) (0.11)

Age squared 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

Married 1.24 1.14 2.30" 1.32 0.89 2,14+
(0.36) (0.24) (0.51) (0.44) (0.22) (0.55)

Public sector 1.40 0.23*** 0.32** 1.29 0.22** 0.40**
(0.32) (0.08) (0.08) (0.35) (0.09) (0.11)

Highest level of education

(ref: ISCED 0-2)

ISCED 5-7 1.29 0.51* 0.75 1.54 0.47** 0.64
(0.56) (0.14) (0.19) (0.68) (0.17) (0.20)

ISCED 3 1.04 0.72* 0.88 1.02 0.69 0.86
(0.30) (0.14) (0.17) (0.34) (0.16) (0.19)

Number of children under 17 in

the household (ref: none)

One 0.85 0.78 1.1 1.03 0.94 1.08
(0.29) (0.21) (0.23) (0.39) (0.30) (0.26)

Two 1.03 0.86 0.78 1.32 0.92 0.78
(0.35) (0.25) (0.19) (0.45) (0.33) (0.23)

Three or more 0.56 0.92 1.54 0.96 1.33 211
(0.41) (0.40) (0.54) (0.70) (0.71) (0.86)

Occupation (ref:

operatives/elementary)

Legislators/managers 0.31* 0.20*** 1.80** 0.23* 0.26™** 1.44
(0.17) (0.07) (0.48) (0.15) (0.11) (0.48)

Professionals 1.92 0.29** 0.93 1.28 0.25** 1.1
(0.96) (0.14) (0.38) (0.68) (0.15) (0.53)

Assc. professionals 0.41 0.29* 1.74 0.48 0.22* 210"
(0.28) (0.15) (0.63) (0.34) (0.17) (0.89)

Clerks 0.58 0.50** 1.04 0.50 0.63 1.38
(0.26) (0.15) (0.33) (0.26) (0.22) (0.51)

Service/sales 1.31 0.71 1.48 1.21 0.63 1.66
(0.53) (0.18) (0.43) (0.52) (0.20) (0.53)

Skilled agr./craft 1.84* 1.08 2.33* 1.76 1.08 1.87*
(0.66) 0.27) (0.57) (0.68) (0.31) (0.55)

Activity last wave (ref: full-time)

Part-time 1.46 0.63 0.06**

(1.37) (0.47) (0.04)
Unemployed/inactive 0.66 0.43 0.28**
(0.65) (0.26) (0.16)

Pseudo R-square 0.7640 0.7898

Log pseudolikelihood -2317.3725 -1696.0493

N 7,083 5,819

Source: ECHP 1994-2001 (women aged 25-55).

Robust standard errors in parentheses.

Other controls: seven dummies for years in fulletimork.
Statistical significance: *=p<0.10, **=p<0.05, **{3=<0.01.
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Table A 4-33 Multinomial logit estimates of exitingfull-time employment (ES)

Part-time Unemployed Inactive Part-time Unemployed Inactive

Number of years in current job Model 1 Model 2

(ref: 9-24)

1-3 1.51* 5.76*** 245" 1.16 4.80** 1.40
(0.34) (1.38) (0.45) (0.28) (1.45) (0.34)

4-8 1.99"* 3.07** 0.95 2.08*** 263" 0.89
(0.50) (0.80) (0.22) (0.58) (0.85) (0.24)

New birth 1.63 1.63 0.71 1.81 1.46 0.73
(0.57) (0.57) (0.30) (0.77) (0.63) (0.36)

Age of the youngest child (ref:

11-17 or none)

0-4 1.38 0.92 0.79 1.05 0.91 0.82
(0.56) 0.27) (0.21) (0.50) (0.32) (0.26)

5-10 1.18 0.97 0.97 1.18 0.94 1.03
(0.43) (0.25) (0.23) (0.45) (0.27) (0.26)

Age 1.04 1.08 0.89 1.05 1.1 0.91
(0.10) (0.10) (0.07) (0.13) (0.13) (0.09)

Age squared 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

Married 0.84 0.98 249" 0.76 1.20 2.23*
(0.22) (0.16) (0.47) (0.22) (0.24) (0.47)

Public sector 0.44* 1.02 0.80 0.47* 1.07 0.79
(0.12) (0.19) (0.19) (0.15) (0.24) (0.22)

Highest level of education

(ref: ISCED 0-2)

ISCED 5-7 0.69 0.54** 0.66 0.69 0.67 0.62
(0.17) (0.13) (0.17) (0.18) (0.19) (0.18)

ISCED 3 0.79 0.85 0.62* 0.76 0.95 0.59*
(0.22) (0.16) (0.13) (0.22) (0.21) (0.13)

Number of children under 17 in

the household (ref: none)

One 1.93 1.1 1.19 247" 0.99 1.14
(0.89) (0.24) (0.22) (1.29) (0.25) (0.24)

Two 1.24 0.81 1.04 1.38 0.67 1.02
(0.58) (0.28) (0.27) (0.71) (0.22) (0.30)

Three or more 1.34 0.94 0.54 1.67 0.60 0.47
(0.80) (0.38) (0.23) (1.13) (0.31) (0.23)

Occupation (ref:

operatives/elementary)

Legislators/managers 0.50* 0.18** 1.30 0.53 0.14* 1.59*
(0.17) (0.08) (0.32) (0.21) (0.08) (0.44)

Professionals 1.80 0.50* 0.49* 1.80 0.34* 0.60
(0.67) (0.18) (0.21) (0.77) (0.15) (0.29)

Assc. professionals 0.40* 0.66 0.31* 0.37** 0.65 0.32**
(0.15) (0.20) (0.12) (0.15) (0.23) (0.15)

Clerks 0.55* 0.88 0.46* 0.68 0.79 0.66
(0.17) (0.22) (0.14) (0.23) (0.24) (0.22)

Service/sales 0.81 0.77 0.88 0.70 0.74 1.03
(0.20) (0.15) (0.16) (0.20) (0.17) (0.21)

Skilled agr./craft 0.54* 0.83 1.25 0.67 0.77 1.44
(0.18) (0.21) (0.27) (0.24) (0.23) (0.36)

Activity last wave (ref: full-time)

Part-time 1.19 0.25 0.36

(0.93) (0.24) (0.36)
Unemployed/inactive 0.39 0.55 0.82
(0.32) (0.49) (0.79)

Pseudo R-square 0.7279 0.7488

Log pseudolikelihood -3507.684 -2611.2267

N 9,298 7,499

Source: ECHP 1994-2001 (women aged 25-55).

Robust standard errors in parentheses.

Other controls: seven dummies for years in fulletimork.
Statistical significance: *=p<0.10, **=p<0.05, **{3=<0.01.
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Table A 4-34 Multinomial logit estimates of exitingfull-time employment (PT)

Part-time Unemployed Inactive Part-time Unemployed Inactive

Number of years in current job

(ref: 9-24) Model 1 Model 2

1-3 1.47 468" 117 1.47 3.66* 0.91
(0.42) (1.28) (0.23) (0.49) (1.17) (0.26)

4-8 0.88 1.73 0.54** 0.82 1.71* 0.63*
(0.31) (0.50) 0.12) (0.31) (0.54) (0.16)

New birth 1.51 1.18 0.24*** 1.60 1.13 0.23*
(0.91) (0.51) (0.12) (1.10) (0.54) (0.14)

Age of the youngest child (ref:

11-17 or none)

0-4 1.54 1.71 1.84* 1.72 2.05* 2.18*
(0.79) (0.59) (0.59) (0.97) (0.78) (0.92)

5-10 0.72 0.79 0.86 0.58 0.95 1.03
(0.26) (0.24) (0.25) (0.25) (0.31) (0.35)

Age 1.37** 1.17 1.14 1.58** 1.26* 1.34**
(0.19) (0.13) (0.14) (0.24) (0.16) (0.16)

Age squared 1.00** 1.00 1.00 0.99** 1.00* 1.00**
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

Married 1.39 0.63** 1.83** 1.19 0.58* 2,10
(0.37) (0.14) (0.43) (0.34) (0.14) (0.53)

Public sector 0.98 0.70 0.47** 0.98 0.70 0.61*
(0.35) (0.21) (0.12) (0.48) (0.20) (0.17)

Highest level of education

(ref: ISCED 0-2)

ISCED 5-7 1.19 0.45* 1.04 1.89 0.50 1.52
(0.83) (0.18) (0.81) (1.91) (0.26) (1.04)

ISCED 3 1.39 0.68 1.09 1.42 0.83 113
(0.61) (0.20) (0.35) (0.63) (0.29) (0.40)

Number of children under 17 in

the household (ref: none)

One 0.86 0.86 0.73 0.90 0.72 0.52**
(0.26) (0.27) (0.15) (0.31) (0.23) (0.13)

Two 0.78 0.96 0.79 0.73 0.81 0.67
(0.34) (0.31) (0.26) (0.36) (0.28) (0.24)

Three or more 0.62 1.29 1.49 0.54 1.19 0.39
(0.34) (0.52) (0.77) (0.35) (0.52) (0.25)

Occupation (ref:

operatives/elementary)

Legislators/managers 0.18* 0.36 1.66 0.29* 0.41 1.20
(0.12) (0.23) (0.51) (0.20) (0.26) (0.42)

Professionals 1.85 0.62 0.62 0.81 0.13* 0.23
(1.40) (0.36) (0.61) (0.92) (0.13) (0.21)

Assc. professionals 0.87 1.15 1.19 0.27 0.88 0.97
(0.55) (0.43) (0.62) (0.25) (0.39) (0.58)

Clerks 0.25* 0.75 1.07 0.40 0.60 1.33
(0.19) (0.28) (0.39) (0.31) (0.29) (0.50)

Service/sales 0.76 0.84 1.82** 0.93 0.82 1.79*
(0.27) (0.21) (0.46) (0.35) (0.22) (0.46)

Skilled agr./craft 1.16 1.29 1.76* 1.65 1.40 1.63
(0.36) (0.33) (0.40) (0.53) (0.39) (0.41)

Activity last wave (ref: full-time)

Part-time 8.06** - 0.64

(8.49) (0.43)
Unemployed/inactive 1.41 - 1.32
(1.52) (0.80)

Pseudo R-square 0.7930 0.8110

Log pseudolikelihood -3101.7178 -2361.9865

N 10,807 9,013

Source: ECHP 1994-2001 (women aged 25-55).

Robust standard errors in parentheses.

Other controls: seven dummies for years in fulletimork.
Statistical significance: *=p<0.10, **=p<0.05, **{3=<0.01.
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Table A 4-35 Multinomial logit estimates of exitingfull-time employment (DE)

Part-time Unemployed Inactive Part-time Unemployed Inactive

Number of years in current job

(ref: 9-24) Model 1 Model 2

1-3 0.97 5.73"* 3.35% 0.84 513" 455"
(0.21) (1.14) (1.09) (0.20) (1.33) (1.68)

4-8 1.08 2.02%* 1.22 0.97 1.64* 1.45
(0.27) (0.47) (0.44) (0.23) (0.45) (0.61)

New birth 0.46 0.18 2,70 0.47 0.32 2.88™
(0.28) (0.19) (0.84) (0.33) (0.36) (1.11)

Age of the youngest child (ref:

11-17 or none)

0-4 1.71* 2.44* 10.82** 1.78 1.85 10.67***
(0.53) (1.05) (3.84) (0.64) (1.01) (4.50)

5-10 1.23 2,327 2.49* 1.07 2.30" 2.41*
(0.29) (0.60) (0.91) (0.31) (0.73) (1.04)

Age 1.22** 1.00 0.96 1.27* 0.84 0.97
(0.12) (0.10) (0.11) (0.15) (0.10) (0.14)

Age squared 1.00* 1.00 1.00 1.00* 1.00 1.00
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

Married 1,73 1.04 1.15 1.95"* 1.18 1.51
(0.33) 0.17) (0.27) (0.41) (0.22) (0.42)

Public sector 0.88 1.03 117 1.20 1.05 1.16
(0.15) (0.19) (0.24) (0.22) (0.21) (0.27)

Highest level of education

(ref: ISCED 0-2)

ISCED 5-7 1.05 0.68 0.93 1.03 0.74 0.99
(0.37) (0.20) (0.27) (0.36) (0.25) (0.32)

ISCED 3 1.16 0.99 1.10 1.18 1.14 0.99
(0.34) (0.21) (0.26) (0.31) (0.29) (0.28)

Number of children under 17 in

the household (ref: none)

One 1.63* 1.12 0.99 1.37 1.17 0.92
(0.41) (0.23) (0.27) (0.33) (0.28) (0.28)

Two 1.28 0.87 0.75 1.05 0.80 0.69
(0.38) (0.26) (0.28) (0.34) (0.29) (0.29)

Three or more 1.13 0.79 0.64 1.09 0.45 0.58
(0.58) (0.36) (0.32) (0.58) (0.23) (0.34)

Occupation (ref:

operatives/elementary)

Legislators/managers 1.53 0.28"** 0.80 1.08 0.35* 0.83
(0.74) (0.11) (0.35) (0.55) (0.16) (0.42)

Professionals 2.08 0.46** 0.85 1.55 0.58 0.86
(0.81) (0.16) (0.34) (0.63) (0.21) (0.39)

Assc. professionals 1.63 0.42* 0.86 1.37 0.44* 0.93
(0.55) (0.09) (0.27) (0.46) (0.11) (0.33)

Clerks 1.50 0.58** 0.65 1.40 0.53* 0.69
(0.61) (0.15) (0.21) (0.53) (0.16) (0.26)

Service/sales 2,73 0.57** 0.74 247 0.66 0.65
(0.88) (0.15) (0.23) (0.71) (0.20) (0.23)

Skilled agr./craft 1.01 0.79 0.74 0.88 0.79 0.47*
(0.41) (0.22) (0.30) (0.39) (0.26) (0.20)

Activity last wave (ref: full-time)

Part-time 4,81 0.25** 0.74

(2.05) (0.15) (0.39)
Unemployed/inactive 1.05 1.83 2.83
(0.54) (0.81) (1.32)

Pseudo R-square 0.7388 0.7614

Log pseudolikelihood -4080.8528 -3100.1943

N 11,269 9,372

Source: ECHP 1994-2001 (women aged 25-55).

Robust standard errors in parentheses.

Other controls: seven dummies for years in fulletimork.
Statistical significance: *=p<0.10, **=p<0.05, **{3=<0.01.
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Table A 4-36 Multinomial logit estimates of exitingfull-time employment (UK)

Part-time Unemployed Inactive Part-time Unemployed Inactive

Number of years in current job

(ref: 9-24) Model 1 Model 2

1-3 0.95 1.19 0.78 0.86 1.01 0.65*
(0.16) (0.44) (0.14) (0.16) (0.41) (0.13)

4-8 0.91 0.85 0.55*** 0.92 0.59 0.52**
(0.15) (0.34) (0.11) (0.18) (0.28) (0.12)

New birth 2.02* 6.39* 1.85* 1.67* 4.27 2.49*
(0.50) (5.64) (0.57) (0.50) (4.13) (0.92)

Age of the youngest child (ref:

11-17 or none)

0-4 2.16"* 0.63 3.34*** 2.15"* 0.63 3.2
(0.50) (0.48) (1.06) (0.55) (0.47) (1.18)

5-10 1.24 1.62 1.64 1.16 1.25 2.00*
(0.25) (0.73) (0.58) (0.25) (0.61) (0.80)

Age 112 1.00 0.81* 1.03 0.86 0.90
(0.08) (0.14) (0.07) (0.08) (0.15) (0.09)

Age squared 1.00 1.00 1.00** 1.00 1.00 1.00
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

Married 1.58** 0.51** 1.53*** 1.64** 0.36** 1.43*
(0.22) (0.13) (0.24) (0.25) (0.12) (0.25)

Public sector 0.74* 0.49** 0.56** 0.79 0.44* 0.53**
(0.10) (0.15) (0.08) (0.12) (0.15) (0.09)

Highest level of education

(ref: ISCED 0-2)

ISCED 5-7 0.95 1.11 1.33 0.85 1.06 1.15
(0.13) (0.31) (0.22) (0.12) (0.33) (0.21)

ISCED 3 0.92 0.95 1.29 0.98 1.37 117
(0.17) (0.39) (0.26) (0.20) (0.57) (0.28)

Number of children under 17 in

the household (ref: none)

One 1.50** 0.81 0.74 1.29 0.99 0.65*
(0.26) (0.36) (0.18) (0.24) (0.47) (0.17)

Two 1.48* 117 0.78 1.18 1.37 0.58
(0.30) (0.53) (0.24) (0.26) (0.72) (0.21)

Three or more 1.35 0.52 0.99 1.06 1.00 0.64
(0.40) (0.43) (0.41) (0.34) (0.83) (0.31)

Occupation (ref:

operatives/elementary)

Legislators/managers 0.52* 0.53 0.68 0.87 0.41* 0.88
(0.14) (0.23) (0.18) (0.25) (0.21) (0.27)

Professionals 0.57** 0.49 0.72 0.85 0.47 1.12
(0.16) (0.23) (0.21) (0.25) (0.23) (0.36)

Assc. professionals 0.95 0.36" 0.54* 1.42 0.39 0.72
(0.23) (0.20) (0.16) (0.37) (0.23) (0.25)

Clerks 0.94 0.79 0.47** 1.31 0.66 0.69
(0.20) (0.29) (0.12) (0.31) (0.28) (0.20)

Service/sales 1.24 0.98 0.93 1.57 0.85 1.41
(0.28) (0.40) (0.25) (0.40) (0.41) (0.42)

Skilled agr./craft 0.41* 1.08 0.53 0.38 1.59 0.73
(0.22) (0.64) (0.26) (0.30) (1.00) (0.44)

Activity last wave (ref: full-time)

Part-time 1.37

(0.92)
Unemployed/inactive 0.70
(0.44)

Pseudo R-square 0.7272 0.7471

Log pseudolikelihood -2879.255 -2196.8351

N 7,613 6,265

Source: ECHP 1994-2001 (women aged 25-55).
Robust standard errors in parentheses.

Other controls: seven dummies for years in fulletimork.
Statistical significance: *=p<0.10, **=p<0.05, **{3=<0.01.
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Table A 4-37 Multinomial logit estimates of exitingfull-time employment (AT)

Part-time Unemployed Inactive Part-time Unemployed Inactive

Number of years in current job

(ref: 9-24) Model 1 Model 2

1-3 2.06"** 3.64** 1.71* 2.00* 249" 1.98
(0.47) (1.02) (0.55) (0.60) (0.79) (0.87)

4-8 2.04* 1.50 1.02 1.92** 0.82 1.1
(0.45) (0.45) (0.27) (0.51) (0.33) (0.37)

New birth 2.29" 0.90 4,03 3.30* 0.65 411
(0.80) (0.54) (1.66) (1.41) (0.43) (2.10)

Age of the youngest child (ref:

11-17 or none)

0-4 2,73 3.04 10.72** 1.85 7.25"* 8.72**
(1.01) (1.75) (5.10) (0.81) (4.73) (5.17)

5-10 1.68* 0.82 0.86 1.88* 1.57 0.46
(0.50) (0.41) (0.44) (0.64) (0.81) (0.35)

Age 1.1 0.94 0.83 1.01 0.96 0.65**
(0.12) (0.13) (0.10) (0.14) (0.17) (0.10)

Age squared 1.00 1.00 1.00** 1.00 1.00 1.01**
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

Married 1.52 0.77 1.60* 1.58* 0.81 247+
(0.34) (0.21) (0.45) (0.39) (0.26) (0.72)

Public sector 0.67* 0.27** 1.07 0.81 0.22** 1.02
(0.16) (0.11) (0.30) (0.22) (0.11) (0.35)

Highest level of education

(ref: ISCED 0-2)

ISCED 5-7 1.35 1.21 0.41 0.93 1.38 0.61
(0.47) (0.94) (0.27) (0.39) (1.14) (0.41)

ISCED 3 0.81 0.75 0.92 0.76 0.80 0.78
(0.20) (0.24) (0.25) (0.20) (0.31) (0.28)

Number of children under 17 in

the household (ref: none)

One 1.50 0.79 1.29 1.43 0.70 1.36
(0.46) (0.33) (0.50) (0.51) (0.36) (0.73)

Two 211 1.98 1.63 2.46™ 1.41 2.44
(0.69) (1.18) (0.75) (0.91) (0.99) (1.45)

Three or more 1.44 3.62* 0.97 212 2.94 1.23
(0.73) (2.45) (0.54) (1.086) (2.27) (0.88)

Occupation (ref:

operatives/elementary)

Legislators/managers 0.09* 0.44 0.66 0.15* 0.61 1.49
(0.09) (0.32) (0.61) (0.14) (0.48) (1.60)

Professionals 0.64 0.05** 0.76 0.75 0.00*** 0.02**
(0.29) (0.06) (0.65) (0.41) (0.00) (0.03)

Assc. professionals 0.70 0.29* 1.12 0.70 0.18* 1.37
(0.24) (0.16) (0.48) (0.27) (0.12) (0.84)

Clerks 0.57* 0.77 1.28 0.61 0.92 1.59
(0.18) (0.29) (0.49) (0.21) (0.37) (0.91)

Service/sales 0.69 0.55 1.70 0.70 0.48 2.39
(0.21) (0.21) (0.64) (0.23) (0.22) (1.29)

Skilled agr./craft 0.36"** 0.20"** 217 0.38* 0.19* 1.86
(0.14) (0.10) (0.82) (0.17) (0.11) (1.06)

Activity last wave (ref: full-time)

Part-time 2.41

(2.90)
Unemployed/inactive 0.99
(1.21)

Pseudo R-square 0.7821 0.8133

Log pseudolikelihood -1585.0173 -1062.8067

N 5,248 4,107

Source: ECHP 1995-2001 (women aged 25-55).
Robust standard errors in parentheses.

Other controls: seven dummies for years in fulletimork.
Statistical significance: *=p<0.10, **=p<0.05, **{3=<0.01.
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Table A 4-38 Multinomial logit estimates of exitingfull-time employment (FI)

Part-time Unemployed Inactive Part-time Unemployed Inactive

Number of years in current job

(ref: 9-24) Model 1 Model 2

1-3 1.08 14.78** 2.22%* 0.95 7.76** 117
(0.29) (4.60) (0.56) (0.36) (2.84) (0.43)

4-8 1.31 2.14* 2.27* 1.33 2.54* 2,14
(0.33) (0.82) (0.79) (0.43) (1.11) (0.96)

New birth 1.19 3.42* 3.37** 1.30 7.67 350"
(0.46) (1.75) (1.01) (0.65) (4.71) (1.27)

Age of the youngest child (ref:

11-17 or none)

0-4 1.46 0.97 1.32 1.61 0.42 1.09
(0.56) (0.46) (0.87) (0.73) (0.24) (0.80)

5-10 1.16 1.14 0.90 1.33 1.30 0.70
(0.40) (0.40) (0.66) (0.56) (0.51) (0.58)

Age 0.83 1.24 0.80* 0.76 1.24 0.69*
(0.12) (0.18) (0.10) (0.13) (0.20) (0.11)

Age squared 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00* 1.00 1.00*
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

Married 1.32 0.64* 1.41 1.07 0.84 1.51
(0.35) (0.16) (0.31) (0.33) (0.21) (0.42)

Public sector 1.23 1.79** 1.62** 1.07 1.65* 1.58*
(0.29) (0.45) (0.32) (0.28) (0.44) (0.39)

Highest level of education

(ref: ISCED 0-2)

ISCED 5-7 1.91* 0.74 0.55* 1.82 0.58* 0.59
(0.62) (0.22) (0.18) (0.73) (0.19) (0.22)

ISCED 3 1.41 1.34 0.85 1.49 0.92 0.99
(0.44) (0.35) (0.29) (0.57) (0.25) (0.39)

Number of children under 17 in

the household (ref: none)

One 0.71 1.09 0.57 0.84 1.1 0.71
(0.25) (0.33) (0.29) (0.37) (0.40) (0.38)

Two 1.21 1.08 1.22 1.06 0.73 1.75
(0.43) (0.37) (0.95) (0.49) (0.27) (1.52)

Three or more 1.18 0.89 1.00 1.70 0.83 1.30
(0.58) (0.39) (0.76) (1.01) (0.43) (1.11)

Occupation (ref:

operatives/elementary)

Legislators/managers 0.35 0.52 0.25* 0.20* 0.65 0.23*
(0.25) (0.28) (0.16) (0.18) (0.47) (0.17)

Professionals 1.02 0.32%* 0.80 0.81 0.48 0.47
(0.53) (0.13) (0.32) (0.45) (0.23) (0.22)

Assc. professionals 0.90 0.56* 1.02 0.82 0.56 0.85
(0.47) (0.19) (0.41) (0.45) (0.22) (0.38)

Clerks 0.75 0.79 0.89 0.51 0.68 0.52
(0.41) (0.29) (0.36) (0.30) (0.31) (0.25)

Service/sales 1.48 0.68 0.68 0.96 0.86 0.47*
(0.76) (0.24) (0.25) (0.52) (0.34) (0.20)

Skilled agr./craft 0.93 0.80 0.85 0.39 0.59 0.65
(0.52) (0.33) (0.39) (0.25) (0.32) (0.35)

Activity last wave (ref: full-time)

Part-time 1.38 0.67 1.05

(1.30) (0.51) (1.16)
Unemployed/inactive 0.82 1.91 1.95
(0.77) (1.02) (2.06)

Pseudo R-square 0.7967 0.8227

Log pseudolikelihood -2280.4975 -1521.5366

N 8,093 6,192

Source: ECHP 1996-2001 (women aged 25-55).

Robust standard errors in parentheses.

Other controls: seven dummies for years in fulletimork.
Statistical significance: *=p<0.10, **=p<0.05, **{3=<0.01.
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Table A 4-39 Multinomial logit estimates of occupabnal transitions (DK)

by skill by occupational wage
Move up Move down | Move up Move down

Number of years in current job (ref: 9-24)

1-3 1.38 2.02* 1.54 1.70*
(0.48) (0.610 (0.55) (0.51)

4-8 1.13 2.19* 0.97 2.21%**
(0.38) (0.68) (0.34) (0.65)

Switching hours (ref: stays full-time)

Stays part-time 0.50 0.27* 0.16%** 0.68
(0.27) (0.15) (0.09) (0.31)

Full-time to part-time 0.66 0.71 0.63 0.85
(0.22) (0.22) (0.22) (0.24)

Part-time to full-time 0.97 0.48* 0.94 0.49**
(0.30) (0.17) (0.29) (0.17)

Changes employer 59.38*** 108.55*** 56.63*** 124.22%*
(20.52) (34.44) (19.99) (39.51)

Age 1.00 0.93 0.85 0.99
(0.14) (0.15) (0.12) (0.15)

Age squared 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

Married 1.04 0.86 1.03 0.82
(0.21) (0.17) (0.20) (0.16)

Public sector 0.65* 0.53** 0.66** 0.45%**
(0.13) (0.11) (0.13) (0.09)

Highest level of education

(ref: ISCED 0-2)

ISCED 5-7 1.12 1.17 0.89 0.96
(0.32) (0.40) (0.28) (0.29)

ISCED 3 1.35 1.51 1.17 1.33
(0.38) (0.52) (0.36) (0.39)

Number of children under 17 in the household

(ref: none)

One 0.91 1.67 0.67 1.80*
(0.26) (0.61) (0.20) (0.62)

Two or more 1.01 1.58 0.87 1.80
(0.36) (0.69) (0.33) (0.73)

Age of the youngest child (ref: 11-17 or none)

0-4 0.86 0.90 1.15 0.79
(0.34) (0.36) (0.47) (0.30)

5-10 1.42 1.11 1.74 1.06
(0.53) (0.47) (0.67) (0.43)

New birth 1.46 1.02 1.21 1.41
(0.45) (0.33) (0.38) (0.46)

Pseudo R-square 0.3697 0.3779

Log pseudolikelihood -1563.3014 -1549.6988

N 7,353 7,353

Reference category: remaining in the occupatiah@fsame ranking.

Robust standard errors in parentheses.

Other controls: four dummies for years in the gsk (one, two, three, four or more waves).

Statistical significance: *=p<0.10, **=p<0.05, **{3=<0.01.
Source: ECHP 1994-2001 (women aged 25-55).
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Table A 4-40 Multinomial logit estimates of occupabnal transitions (NL)

by skill by occupational wage
Move up Move down | Move up Move down

Number of years in current job (ref: 9-24)

1-3 0.83* 0.74*** 0.77** 0.64***
(0.09) (0.08) (0.09) (0.07)

4-8 0.95 0.93 0.95 0.80*
(0.10) (0.10) (0.10) (0.09)

Switching hours (ref: stays full-time)

Stays part-time 0.73*** 0.67*** 0.82* 0.77*
(0.08) (0.07) (0.09) (0.09)

Full-time to part-time 1.27 1.46** 111 1.68***
(0.19) (0.22) (0.19) (0.26)

Part-time to full-time 1.55%** 1.07 1.66*** 1.00
(0.23) (0.16) (0.25) (0.17)

Changes employer 4.71%** 5.39%** 4.46%** 5.38%**
(0.47) (0.53) (0.47) (0.54)

Age 1.15% 1.21%x* 1.16** 1.24%x
(0.07) (0.07) (0.08) (0.08)

Age squared 1.00** 1.00*** 1.00** 1.00%**
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

Married 0.97 0.97 0.95 1.01
(0.09) (0.09) (0.10) (0.10)

Public sector 0.89 0.99 0.82** 0.92
(0.08) (0.09) (0.08) (0.09)

Highest level of education

(ref: ISCED 0-2)

ISCED 5-7 0.85 0.85 0.69*** 0.76**
(0.10) (0.10) (0.09) (0.10)

ISCED 3 1.14 0.75%** 1.20** 0.74***
(0.10) (0.07) (0.11) (0.08)

Number of children under 17 in the household

(ref: none)

One 1.26 0.97 1.34* 1.01
(0.20) (0.16) (0.24) (0.17)

Two or more 0.98 0.80 0.99 0.84
(0.16) (0.14) (0.18) (0.15)

Age of the youngest child (ref: 11-17 or none)

0-4 0.91 1.27 0.82 0.95
(0.17) (0.24) (0.16) (0.20)

5-10 1.03 0.94 0.98 0.93
(0.17) (0.17) (0.17) (0.18)

New birth 0.87 0.92 0.82 1.10
(0.17) (0.17) (0.17) (0.23)

Pseudo R-square 0.0683 0.0691

Log pseudolikelihood -6787.0504 -6064.9112

N 11,463 11,463

Reference category: remaining in the occupatiah@fsame ranking.

Robust standard errors in parentheses.

Other controls: four dummies for years in the gsk (one, two, three, four or more waves).

Statistical significance: *=p<0.10, **=p<0.05, **{3=<0.01.
Source: ECHP 1994-2001 (women aged 25-55).
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Table A 4-41 Multinomial logit estimates of occupabnal transitions (BE)

by skill by occupational wage
Move up Move down | Move up Move down

Number of years in current job (ref: 9-24)

1-3 0.63*** 0.68** 0.69** 0.68**
(0.11) (0.11) (0.12) (0.11)

4-8 0.88 1.08 0.96 1.00
(0.14) (0.16) (0.15) (0.15)

Switching hours (ref: stays full-time)

Stays part-time 0.90 0.83 0.87 0.83
(0.14) (0.12) (0.14) (0.12)

Full-time to part-time 1.25 1.08 1.36 1.20
(0.30) (0.28) (0.33) (0.29)

Part-time to full-time 1.15 1.26 1.25 1.03
(0.28) (0.28) (0.30) (0.24)

Changes employer 6.39%** 4,91%** 5.84%** 4.87%**
(1.11) (0.78) (1.04) (0.77)

Age 1.14 1.08 1.15* 1.09
(0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09)

Age squared 1.00 1.00 1.00* 1.00
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

Married 0.78* 0.85 0.83 0.88
(0.11) (0.12) (0.12) (0.12)

Public sector 0.93 1.18 0.98 1.19
(0.12) (0.15) (0.13) (0.15)

Highest level of education

(ref: ISCED 0-2)

ISCED 5-7 1.30 0.98 1.10 0.85
(0.22) (0.15) (0.19) (0.13)

ISCED 3 1.10 0.87 1.03 0.80
(0.20) (0.14) (0.18) (0.12)

Number of children under 17 in the household

(ref: none)

One 0.94 1.12 0.96 1.19
(0.18) (0.20) (0.18) (0.22)

Two or more 0.97 0.96 0.82 0.95
(0.23) (0.21) (0.20) (0.22)

Age of the youngest child (ref: 11-17 or none)

0-4 0.87 0.84 0.92 0.86
(0.21) (0.18) (0.23) (0.19)

5-10 0.96 0.85 0.98 0.84
(0.20) (0.16) (0.21) (0.16)

New birth 0.83 0.84 0.85 0.68
(0.22) (0.21) (0.22) (0.18)

Pseudo R-square 0.0550 0.0519

Log pseudolikelihood -3265.3427 -3247.6833

N 5,835 5,835

Reference category: remaining in the occupatiah@fsame ranking.

Robust standard errors in parentheses.

Other controls: four dummies for years in the gsk (one, two, three, four or more waves).

Statistical significance: *=p<0.10, **=p<0.05, **{3=<0.01.
Source: ECHP 1994-2001 (women aged 25-55).
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Table A 4-42 Multinomial logit estimates of occupabnal transitions (FR)

by skill by occupational wage
Move up Move down | Move up Move down

Number of years in current job (ref: 9-24)

1-3 1.53** 0.88 1.48** 0.79
(0.30) (0.17) (0.29) (0.15)

4-8 1.33 0.95 1.23 0.87
(0.26) (0.20) (0.24) (0.18)

Switching hours (ref: stays full-time)

Stays part-time 0.29%** 0.51** 0.35%** 0.44%**
(0.09) (0.14) (0.10) (0.13)

Full-time to part-time 0.87 0.72 0.72 0.92
(0.23) (0.20) (0.20) (0.24)

Part-time to full-time 1.05 0.96 1.16 0.90
(0.30) (0.24) (0.32) (0.24)

Changes employer 16.40%** 22.03*** 16.88*** 22.41%*
(2.73) (3.61) (2.77) (3.79)

Age 1.12 1.02 1.06 0.95
(0.12) (0.12) (0.11) (0.10)

Age squared 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

Married 1.04 111 1.13 0.99
(0.19) (0.21) (0.20) (0.18)

Public sector 0.83 0.94 0.79 0.88
(0.16) (0.18) (0.16) (0.17)

Highest level of education

(ref: ISCED 0-2)

ISCED 5-7 1.07 1.20 1.01 0.91
(0.22) (0.25) (0.21) (0.19)

ISCED 3 1.34 0.91 1.55%* 0.77
(0.25) (0.18) (0.27) (0.15)

Number of children under 17 in the household

(ref: none)

One 1.22 0.92 1.15 0.99
(0.31) (0.23) (0.29) (0.24)

Two or more 0.65 0.73 0.70 0.77
(0.21) (0.23) (0.22) (0.24)

Age of the youngest child (ref: 11-17 or none)

0-4 0.86 1.27 0.63 1.28
(0.28) (0.41) (0.21) (0.39)

5-10 1.13 1.24 1.02 1.22
(0.30) (0.32) (0.27) (0.31)

New birth 1.35 0.70 1.88** 0.57*
(0.41) (0.23) (0.59) (0.19)

Pseudo R-square 0.1881 0.1914

Log pseudolikelihood -2522.4559 -2509.4901

N 14,585 14,585

Reference category: remaining in the occupatiah@fsame ranking.

Robust standard errors in parentheses.

Other controls: four dummies for years in the gsk (one, two, three, four or more waves).

Statistical significance: *=p<0.10, **=p<0.05, **{3=<0.01.
Source: ECHP 1994-2001 (women aged 25-55).
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Table A 4-43 Multinomial logit estimates of occupabnal transitions (IE)

by skill by occupational wage
Move up Move down | Move up Move down

Number of years in current job (ref: 9-24)

1-3 0.67** 0.64** 0.67* 0.67**
(0.13) (0.11) (0.14) (0.13)

4-8 0.88 0.86 0.86 0.93
(0.16) (0.17) (0.17) (0.19)

Switching hours (ref: stays full-time)

Stays part-time 0.60*** 0.66** 0.60** 0.64**
(0.11) (0.12) (0.12) (0.12)

Full-time to part-time 1.32 1.03 1.26 0.93
(0.34) (0.29) (0.34) (0.29)

Part-time to full-time 1.22 157 1.17 1.35
(0.30) (0.42) (0.30) (0.38)

Changes employer 6.62*%** 7.26%** 5.34%** 6.35%**
(1.27) (1.29) (1.06) (1.25)

Age 0.99 1.33%** 1.02 1.34%*=
(0.09) (0.13) (0.10) (0.14)

Age squared 1.00 1.00%** 1.00 1.00%**
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

Married 0.74 0.78 0.70* 0.85
(0.14) (0.13) (0.14) (0.16)

Public sector 0.79 0.63*** 0.72* 0.59***
(0.13) (0.11) (0.12) (0.10)

Highest level of education

(ref: ISCED 0-2)

ISCED 5-7 1.22 1.67* 1.37 1.90%**
(0.27) (0.38) (0.30) (0.44)

ISCED 3 1.13 1.13 1.22 1.22
(0.21) (0.24) (0.22) (0.27)

Number of children under 17 in the household

(ref: none)

One 1.60%* 1.01 1.44 0.84
(0.37) (0.22) (0.34) (0.21)

Two or more 1.98** 0.88 1.81** 0.70
(0.52) (0.24) (0.50) (0.22)

Age of the youngest child (ref: 11-17 or none)

0-4 0.48*** 0.81 0.58** 1.09
(0.13) (0.22) (0.16) (0.30)

5-10 0.67* 0.87 0.64* 1.02
(0.15) (0.21) (0.15) (0.26)

New birth 1.41 1.50 1.22 1.22
(0.36) (0.41) (0.32) (0.34)

Pseudo R-square 0.0930 0.0812

Log pseudolikelihood -3023.3591 -2906.7245

N 5.955 5,955

Reference category: remaining in the occupatiah@fsame ranking.

Robust standard errors in parentheses.

Other controls: four dummies for years in the gsk (one, two, three, four or more waves).

Statistical significance: *=p<0.10, **=p<0.05, **{3=<0.01.
Source: ECHP 1994-2001 (women aged 25-55).
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Table A 4-44 Multinomial logit estimates of occupabnal transitions (IT)

by skill by occupational wage
Move up Move down | Move up Move down

Number of years in current job (ref: 9-24)

1-3 0.81 0.68*** 0.97 0.79
(0.12) (0.09) (0.17) (0.12)

4-8 1.25* 1.19 1.67%* 1.60%**
(0.16) (0.15) (0.25) (0.25)

Switching hours (ref: stays full-time)

Stays part-time 0.57** 0.62** 0.45%** 0.59**
(0.13) (0.13) (0.12) (0.15)

Full-time to part-time 1.18 1.98%** 1.16 2.11%**
(0.22) (0.30) (0.24) (0.34)

Part-time to full-time 2.12%** 1.61%** 1.91%*= 1.51**
(0.34) (0.28) (0.34) (0.29)

Changes employer 4 .58%** 5.51%** 4,02%** 4.64%**
(0.58) (0.68) (0.60) (0.63)

Age 1.12* 1.15% 1.07 1.21**
(0.07) (0.07) (0.08) (0.09)

Age squared 1.00 1.00** 1.00 1.00**
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

Married 0.84 0.89 0.76* 0.76*
(0.11) (0.12) (0.12) (0.12)

Public sector 1.19 1.06 1.75%** 1.44%xx
(0.14) (0.13) (0.25) (0.20)

Highest level of education

(ref: ISCED 0-2)

ISCED 5-7 0.96 1.18 2.45%** 3.34x**
(0.15) (0.19) (0.50) (0.69)

ISCED 3 0.88 0.95 2.12%** 2.56%**
(0.10) (0.11) (0.33) (0.43)

Number of children under 17 in the household

(ref: none)

One 0.89 1.09 0.92 1.10
(0.13) (0.15) (0.15) (0.18)

Two or more 0.82 1.04 0.89 1.01
(0.16) (0.21) (0.20) (0.23)

Age of the youngest child (ref: 11-17 or none)

0-4 1.34 1.18 1.67** 1.28
(0.27) (0.25) (0.39) (0.30)

5-10 1.14 1.06 1.24 1.29
(0.19) (0.18) (0.23) (0.25)

New birth 1.33 0.90 1.09 1.03
(0.30) (0.23) (0.29) (0.29)

Pseudo R-square 0.0500 0.0745

Log pseudolikelihood -6538.0869 -4864.0077

N 13,486 13,486

Reference category: remaining in the occupatiah@fsame ranking.

Robust standard errors in parentheses.

Other controls: four dummies for years in the gsk (one, two, three, four or more waves).

Statistical significance: *=p<0.10, **=p<0.05, **{3=<0.01.
Source: ECHP 1994-2001 (women aged 25-55).
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Table A 4-45 Multinomial logit estimates of occupabnal transitions (GR)

by skill by occupational wage
Move up Move down | Move up Move down

Number of years in current job (ref: 9-24)

1-3 0.40%** 0.56*** 0.47*** 0.55%**
(0.08) (0.11) (0.10) (0.12)

4-8 0.65** 0.83 0.72* 0.89
(0.13) (0.18) (0.14) (0.20)

Switching hours (ref: stays full-time)

Stays part-time 0.24** 0.26** 0.21** 0.15**
(0.15) (0.14) (0.15) (0.11)

Full-time to part-time 0.66 0.66 0.61 0.88
(0.29) (0.23) (0.30) (0.30)

Part-time to full-time 0.95 0.83 1.02 0.70
(0.30) (0.30) (0.32) (0.29)

Changes employer 12.06%** 9.76%** 12.86%** 11.06%**
(2.49) (1.84) (2.70) (2.16)

Age 0.94 1.03 1.05 1.18
(0.09) (0.12) (0.11) (0.15)

Age squared 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

Married 0.71* 0.72* 0.78 0.79
(0.15) (0.14) (0.17) (0.17)

Public sector 1.20 1.53* 1.25 1.45%
(0.21) (0.27) (0.22) (0.26)

Highest level of education

(ref: ISCED 0-2)

ISCED 5-7 1.15 1.14 1.32 1.46
(0.26) (0.24) (0.33) (0.35)

ISCED 3 1.56** 1.13 1.99%*=* 1.66**
(0.34) (0.24) (0.47) (0.40)

Number of children under 17 in the household

(ref: none)

One 1.17 1.29 1.09 1.11
(0.26) (0.28) (0.25) (0.27)

Two or more 1.35 141 1.19 1.26
(0.37) (0.40) (0.34) (0.39)

Age of the youngest child (ref: 11-17 or none)

0-4 0.94 1.01 0.95 1.05
(0.31) (0.37) (0.33) (0.39)

5-10 1.09 1.05 1.05 1.03
(0.28) (0.29) (0.28) (0.31)

New birth 1.62 1.31 1.57 1.13
(0.53) (0.51) (0.53) (0.45)

Pseudo R-square 0.0920 0.1071

Log pseudolikelihood -2601.1577 -2425.6

N 7,661 7,661

Reference category: remaining in the occupatiah@fsame ranking.

Robust standard errors in parentheses.

Other controls: four dummies for years in the gsk (one, two, three, four or more waves).

Statistical significance: *=p<0.10, **=p<0.05, **{3=<0.01.
Source: ECHP 1994-2001 (women aged 25-55).
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Table A 4-46 Multinomial logit estimates of occupabnal transitions (ES)

by skill by occupational wage
Move up Move down | Move up Move down

Number of years in current job (ref: 9-24)

1-3 0.72** 0.62*** 0.60*** 0.65***
(0.10) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08)

4-8 1.35%* 1.04 1.10 111
(0.19) (0.15) (0.16) (0.17)

Switching hours (ref: stays full-time)

Stays part-time 0.52%** 0.45%** 0.50%** 0.44%**
(0.11) (0.10) (0.11) (0.09)

Full-time to part-time 0.88 1.72%* 0.83 1.07
(0.22) (0.40) (0.20) (0.24)

Part-time to full-time 1.55** 2.18** 1.18 1.80
(0.32) (0.79) (0.26) (0.70)

Changes employer 4,96%** 4,31%** 4.72%** 3.92%*
(0.59) (0.55) (0.58) (0.52)

Age 0.99 1.19** 0.94 1.12
(0.06) (0.08) (0.06) (0.08)

Age squared 1.00 1.00** 1.00 1.00
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

Married 1.01 1.03 1.01 1.06
(0.12) (0.12) (0.12) (0.13)

Public sector 0.72** 0.78* 0.66*** 0.70**
(0.10) (0.11) (0.09) (0.10)

Highest level of education

(ref: ISCED 0-2)

ISCED 5-7 1.76%** 1.72%** 1.69%** 1.70%**
(0.23) (0.22) (0.21) (0.23)

ISCED 3 1.98%*** 1.45%** 1.76%** 1.50%**
(0.26) (0.20) (0.22) (0.21)

Number of children under 17 in the household

(ref: none)

One 0.97 0.84 1.07 0.95
(0.16) (0.16) (0.17) (0.20)

Two or more 0.91 0.83 1.15 0.96
(0.18) (0.17) (0.22) (0.20)

Age of the youngest child (ref: 11-17 or none)

0-4 0.98 0.90 0.93 0.83
(0.22) (0.21) (0.20) (0.19)

5-10 111 0.90 1.01 0.83
(0.21) (0.17) (0.18) (0.16)

New birth 0.78 1.03 0.81 1.10
(0.20) (0.27) (0.21) (0.29)

Pseudo R-square 0.0656 0.0568

Log pseudolikelihood -5591.1449 -5449.1555

N 10,648 10,648

Reference category: remaining in the occupatiah@fsame ranking.

Robust standard errors in parentheses.

Other controls: four dummies for years in the gsk (one, two, three, four or more waves).

Statistical significance: *=p<0.10, **=p<0.05, **{3=<0.01.
Source: ECHP 1994-2001 (women aged 25-55).
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Table A 4-47 Multinomial logit estimates of occupabnal transitions (PT)

by skill by occupational wage
Move up Move down | Move up Move down

Number of years in current job (ref: 9-24)

1-3 0.66** 1.06 0.52%** 0.88
(0.12) (0.17) (0.13) (0.18)

4-8 0.93 1.13 0.82 1.10
(0.16) (0.20) (0.17) (0.23)

Switching hours (ref: stays full-time)

Stays part-time 0.73 1.05 0.52%** 0.88
(0.22) (0.31) (0.13) (0.18)

Full-time to part-time 1.62 1.49 0.82 1.10
(0.56) (0.53) (0.17) (0.23)

Part-time to full-time 1.66 1.98* 0.23** 0.37
(0.53) (0.67) (0.16) (0.30)

Changes employer 6.27*** 5.68*** 0.55 0.74
(1.02) (0.90) (0.29) (0.40)

Age 1.17* 1.23%+* 0.71 0.79
(0.09) (0.09) (0.36) (0.44)

Age squared 1.00** 1.00*** 5.32%** 4.48***
(0.00) (0.00) (1.03) (0.91)

Married 1.05 0.99 1.19* 1.15
(0.18) (0.16) (0.12) (0.10)

Public sector 1.70%** 1.77%* 1.00* 1.00
(0.30) (0.28) (0.00) (0.00)

Highest level of education

(ref: ISCED 0-2)

ISCED 5-7 1.03 0.98 1.86** 1.94%xx
(0.24) (0.20) (0.49) (0.42)

ISCED 3 1.54* 131 2.39x** 2.23%**
(0.29) (0.24) (0.51) (0.45)

Number of children under 17 in the household

(ref: none)

One 1.07 0.94 1.17 0.96
(0.21) (0.15) (0.30) (0.20)

Two or more 0.89 0.95 1.01 0.95
(0.20) (0.19) (0.28) (0.26)

Age of the youngest child (ref: 11-17 or none)

0-4 0.61* 0.79 0.58* 1.01
(0.15) (0.18) (0.18) (0.30)

5-10 0.80 0.82 0.75 0.89
(0.17) (0.17) (0.20) (0.27)

New birth 1.43 1.34 1.53 1.05
(0.45) (0.32) (0.53) (0.31)

Pseudo R-square 0.0645 0.0659

Log pseudolikelihood -5999.9273 -4625.1972

N 11,679 11,679

Reference category: remaining in the occupatiah@fsame ranking.

Robust standard errors in parentheses.

Other controls: four dummies for years in the gsk (one, two, three, four or more waves).

Statistical significance: *=p<0.10, **=p<0.05, **{3=<0.01.
Source: ECHP 1994-2001 (women aged 25-55).
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Table A 4-48 Multinomial logit estimates of occupabnal transitions (DE)

by skill by occupational wage
Move up Move down | Move up Move down

Number of years in current job (ref: 9-24)

1-3 0.77* 0.73* 0.81 0.71**
(0.12) (0.12) (0.12) (0.11)

4-8 0.93 0.80 1.02 0.81
(0.15) (0.13) (0.16) (0.12)

Switching hours (ref: stays full-time)

Stays part-time 0.87 0.84 0.89 0.80
(0.15) (0.18) (0.15) (0.17)

Full-time to part-time 1.03 2.01%** 0.76 1.88***
(0.24) (0.39) (0.17) (0.35)

Part-time to full-time 131 1.34 1.47* 1.23
(0.25) (0.35) (0.28) (0.34)

Changes employer 5.23%** 4,29%** 5.08*** 4.69%**
(0.60) (0.56) (0.59) (0.61)

Age 1.18** 111 1.18** 1.09
(0.10) (0.11) (0.09) (0.11)

Age squared 1.00* 1.00 1.00* 1.00
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

Married 0.98 0.91 1.14 1.09
(0.14) (0.13) (0.17) (0.15)

Public sector 0.78 0.77* 0.78 0.72**
(0.12) (0.12) (0.12) (0.11)

Highest level of education

(ref: ISCED 0-2)

ISCED 5-7 1.28 1.15 0.78 0.82
(0.25) (0.23) (0.15) (0.16)

ISCED 3 111 0.95 1.01 0.88
(0.19) (0.18) (0.16) (0.15)

Number of children under 17 in the household

(ref: none)

One 1.06 1.12 1.14 1.26
(0.17) (0.19) (0.18) (0.20)

Two or more 0.94 0.96 1.01 1.18
(0.19) (0.20) (0.20) (0.24)

Age of the youngest child (ref: 11-17 or none)

0-4 0.95 0.53** 0.90 0.48**
(0.23) (0.16) (0.22) (0.14)

5-10 0.88 0.79 0.79 0.69*
(0.16) (0.18) (0.15) (0.14)

New birth 0.38 0.57 0.63 0.09***
(0.24) (0.51) (0.40) (0.08)

Pseudo R-square 0.0660 0.0706

Log pseudolikelihood -6271.5081 -6128.1623

N 14,207 14,207

Reference category: remaining in the occupatiah@fsame ranking.

Robust standard errors in parentheses.

Other controls: four dummies for years in the gsk (one, two, three, four or more waves).

Statistical significance: *=p<0.10, **=p<0.05, **{3=<0.01.
Source: ECHP 1994-2001 (women aged 25-55).
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Table A 4-49 Multinomial logit estimates of occupabnal transitions (UK)

by skill by occupational wage
Move up Move down | Move up Move down

Number of years in current job (ref: 9-24)

1-3 1.04 1.12 1.17 1.00
(0.14) (0.15) (0.17) (0.14)

4-8 1.14 1.14 1.31* 0.97
(0.16) (0.16) (0.20) (0.15)

Switching hours (ref: stays full-time)

Stays part-time 0.71%** 0.90 0.62*** 0.72**
(0.08) (0.10) (0.08) (0.09)

Full-time to part-time 1.18 1.27* 0.67** 1.66%**
(0.17) (0.18) (0.12) (0.23)

Part-time to full-time 1.49%*= 1.69%** 1.59%** 0.93
(0.21) (0.26) (0.23) (0.17)

Changes employer 6.45%** 5.84%** 5.82%** 5.09%**
(0.56) (0.51) (0.56) (0.48)

Age 1.02 1.13* 0.98 1.04
(0.06) (0.06) (0.06) (0.07)

Age squared 1.00 1.00** 1.00 1.00
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

Married 0.97 0.96 0.99 0.96
(0.10) (0.09) (0.11) (0.10)

Public sector 0.86 0.97 0.84 0.86
(0.08) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09)

Highest level of education

(ref: ISCED 0-2)

ISCED 5-7 0.75%** 0.88 0.64*** 0.79**
(0.07) (0.08) (0.07) (0.08)

ISCED 3 0.82 0.87 0.90 0.74**
(0.10) (0.11) (0.11) (0.10)

Number of children under 17 in the household

(ref: none)

One 111 1.01 0.99 0.94
(0.14) (0.13) (0.14) (0.13)

Two or more 1.00 0.81 1.12 0.98
(0.16) (0.13) (0.17) (0.17)

Age of the youngest child (ref: 11-17 or none)

0-4 0.96 0.95 1.05 0.92
(0.17) (0.16) (0.19) (0.18)

5-10 0.97 0.86 1.01 1.01
(0.14) (0.13) (0.15) (0.17)

New birth 1.10 1.06 0.99 1.00
(0.21) (0.22) (0.23) (0.24)

Pseudo R-square 0.1098 0.1021

Log pseudolikelihood -6341.1833 -5503.8429

N 10,951 10,951

Reference category: remaining in the occupatiah@fsame ranking.

Robust standard errors in parentheses.

Other controls: four dummies for years in the gsk (one, two, three, four or more waves).

Statistical significance: *=p<0.10, **=p<0.05, **{3=<0.01.
Source: ECHP 1994-2001 (women aged 25-55).
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Table A 4-50 Multinomial logit estimates of occupabnal transitions (AT)

by skill by occupational wage
Move up Move down | Move up Move down

Number of years in current job (ref: 9-24)

1-3 0.81 0.79 0.96 0.86
(0.16) (0.14) (0.19) (0.16)

4-8 0.94 0.85 0.85 0.91
(0.15) (0.14) (0.14) (0.16)

Switching hours (ref: stays full-time)

Stays part-time 0.77 0.59%** 0.63** 0.41%**
(0.14) (0.11) (0.12) (0.09)

Full-time to part-time 1.54* 1.66** 0.95 1.62*
(0.36) (0.41) (0.26) (0.41)

Part-time to full-time 1.20 0.77 1.15 0.64
(0.28) (0.21) (0.28) (0.18)

Changes employer 4,19%** 4.56%** 3.84%* 3.58%**
(0.77) (0.83) (0.80) (0.71)

Age 1.12 1.13 1.08 1.20*
(0.10) (0.10) (0.10) (0.12)

Age squared 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00*
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

Married 1.08 0.95 1.12 0.91
(0.16) (0.13) (0.17) (0.13)

Public sector 1.39** 1.54%** 1.48*** 1.47***
(0.20) (0.21) (0.22) (0.21)

Highest level of education

(ref: ISCED 0-2)

ISCED 5-7 1.10 1.08 1.07 1.07
(0.26) (0.24) (0.25) (0.24)

ISCED 3 1.04 0.86 0.88 0.73
(0.19) (0.16) (0.15) (0.14)

Number of children under 17 in the household

(ref: none)

One 0.96 1.27 1.04 1.20
(0.20) (0.28) (0.22) (0.29)

Two or more 0.69 1.09 0.77 1.01
(0.17) (0.25) (0.19) (0.25)

Age of the youngest child (ref: 11-17 or none)

0-4 1.02 1.29 0.82 1.39
(0.30) (0.38) (0.24) (0.44)

5-10 0.89 0.86 0.77 0.80
(0.20) (0.20) (0.18) (0.21)

New birth 0.98 0.48* 1.20 0.40**
(0.37) (0.18) (0.47) (0.18)

Pseudo R-square 0.0449 0.0457

Log pseudolikelihood -3644.8657 -3323.9595

N 6,897 6,897

Reference category: remaining in the occupatiah@fsame ranking.

Robust standard errors in parentheses.

Other controls: four dummies for years in the gsk (one, two, three, four or more waves).

Statistical significance: *=p<0.10, **=p<0.05, **{3=<0.01.
Source: ECHP 1995-2001 (women aged 25-55).

325



Table A 4-51 Multinomial logit estimates of occupabnal transitions (FI)

by skill by occupational wage
Move up Move down | Move up Move down

Number of years in current job (ref: 9-24)

1-3 1.25 112 1.38 111
(0.24) (0.19) (0.28) (0.19)

4-8 1.25 1.18 121 1.35
(0.25) (0.25) (0.24) (0.30)

Switching hours (ref: stays full-time)

Stays part-time 0.52 0.16*** 0.49 0.10***
(0.22) (0.09) (0.23) (0.07)

Full-time to part-time 0.93 373+ 0.63 3.52%xx
(0.33) (1.24) (0.28) (1.26)

Part-time to full-time 1.84* 1.38 2.45%* 0.85
(0.55) (0.52) (0.75) (0.40)

Changes employer 5.61%** 4,91%** 4.69%** 5.26%**
(0.99) (0.89) (0.90) (0.95)

Age 1.22* 1.36%** 1.32%x 1.36%**
(0.12) (0.14) (0.14) (0.15)

Age squared 1.00** 1.00*** 1.00** 1.00%**
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

Married 0.90 0.95 0.82 0.94
(0.15) (0.17) (0.15) (0.17)

Public sector 0.66*** 0.71** 0.68*** 0.65***
(0.10) (0.11) (0.10) (0.11)

Highest level of education

(ref: ISCED 0-2)

ISCED 5-7 0.98 0.92 1.08 1.07
(0.22) (0.21) (0.26) (0.25)

ISCED 3 0.72 0.76 0.89 1.04
(0.16) (0.17) (0.21) (0.24)

Number of children under 17 in the household

(ref: none)

One 0.87 0.77 1.04 0.80
(0.18) (0.19) (0.24) (0.18)

Two or more 0.71 0.73 0.83 0.82
(0.18) (0.19) (0.22) (0.21)

Age of the youngest child (ref: 11-17 or none)

0-4 0.83 1.14 0.77 1.12
(0.24) (0.30) (0.23) (0.31)

5-10 1.06 0.91 1.06 0.85
(0.25) (0.21) (0.26) (0.20)

New birth 1.76* 1.25 1.92* 0.95
(0.56) (0.42) (0.66) (0.36)

Pseudo R-square 0.0809 0.0793

Log pseudolikelihood -3159.1303 -2957.394

N 8,659 8,659

Reference category: remaining in the occupatiah@fsame ranking.

Robust standard errors in parentheses.

Other controls: four dummies for years in the gsk (one, two, three, four or more waves).

Statistical significance: *=p<0.10, **=p<0.05, **{3=<0.01.
Source: ECHP 1996-2001 (women aged 25-55).
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Annex 5 Annex for Chapter 5

Table A5-1 Mean and median gender log wage gaps fiull-time employees

Country Mean gender log wage gap Median gender log wage gap
PL 0.03 0.04
GR 0.03 0.05
PT 0.03 0.08
S| 0.04 0.03
IT 0.04 0.03
IE 0.06 0.06
FR 0.07 0.08
HU 0.08 0.07
ES 0.08 0.09
BE 0.08 0.08
NL 0.12 0.09
LU 0.12 0.16
DE 0.15 0.10
DK 0.16 0.13
IS 0.17 0.17
AT 0.17 0.16
UK 0.17 0.18
FI 0.18 0.15
SK 0.21 0.23
LT 0.21 0.25
LV 0.21 0.25
SE 0.22 0.15
Cz 0.23 0.21
NO 0.25 0.17
cY 0.33 0.32
EE 0.34 0.40

Individual cross-sectional weights used.
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Table A 5-2 Descriptive statistics for each quinté of full-time employees’
earnings distributions in Britain (column %)

Men Women
quintile 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5h 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th

Hourly wage 6.10 8.63 1100 1445 2474 | 530 7.38 9.44 1252 2157
X\é‘;rr'; experience, 1207 1330 1327 1316 1320 | 1101 1198 1162 1123 1213
(hi%%}')it)’our income 1559 1564 1623 1814 1741 | 2225 2197 2418 2178 2500
Highest level of
education

Degree 8.56 8.08 1524 2600 5110 | 662 8.50 2047 3015 6548

Other higher 3696 4500 4895 4365 3508 | 3363 3750 4627 3830 2423

Alevels 1182 1160 848 1072 875 1248 1684 882 8.07 4.42

O-levels 2099 1961 1939 1302 388 2308 238 1653 826 5.75

Other secondary 9.68 6.29 5.59 3.85 0.76 10.82 495 7.72 4.36 0.12

No formal secondary
or higher qualification
Married (or de facto

12.00 9.33 2.36 2.77 0.42 13.36 8.30 0.19 1.85 0.00

47.63 60.58 61.89 65.57 7318 58.37 51.09 52.52 44.40 54.67

married)
Managerial duties 25.23 30.10 39.76 52.38 77.87 26.36 32.12 44.42 50.91 68.95
Size of firm
Under 25 37.33 35.75 22.38 24.61 17.33 50.13 31.73 31.38 20.62 16.93
25-199 35.70 39.75 39.83 35.79 36.67 29.90 40.43 43.01 41.06 4750
200 or over 26.97 2450 37.79 39.59 46.00 19.96 27.83 25.60 38.31 35.57
Private sector 83.90 83.66 79.36 7152 7493 7157 55.27 52.81 45.91 32.50
Child(ren) present
Occupational category
Managers 6.41 10.21 11.49 27.88 43,63 9.77 9.09 16.22 18.32 18.82
Professionals 3.66 5.23 8.89 20.42 28.59 0.00 218 10.12 20.05 52.76
Technicians and
Associate 6.51 7.25 2224 2225 17.90 6.93 11.94 17.13 34.19 20.61
Professionals
Admin/Secretarial 5.74 7.44 5.86 3.87 3.07 18.20 36.39 31.28 22.57 5.45
Skilled Trades 21.36 26.58 25.26 15.52 2.74 7.22 5.09 1.03 0.00 0.00
Personal Services ~ 2.43 2.33 1.83 0.48 0.15 17.40 18.79 13.52 2.23 1.26
Sales and
Customer 498 247 2.64 0.03 0.80 17.09 9.24 6.09 0.71 0.74
Services
Operatives 23.38 23.02 14.41 8.24 2.85 7.78 517 1.85 1.06 0.35
Elementary 25.53 15.48 7.37 1.31 0.26 15.61 2.11 2.76 0.87 0.00
Age of youngest child
in household

Nochidrenunder —ooo7  5o31 5500 5186 4398 | 3236 3728 3411 2550 3391

16
5years oryounger  15.17 17.28 22.29 24.67 33.81 8.94 9.51 13.14 8.44 10.82
6-11 years 12.88 14.29 14.25 13.83 14.55 10.79 1227 13.05 8.10 16.02
12-15 years 5.37 9.12 8.45 9.65 7.66 12.64 15.49 791 9.06 7.07

Disagree that family
suffers if mother works ~ 41.33 43.45 39.44 38.14 38.01 47.80 51.53 52.43 58.07 58.55
full-time

No. observations 350 350 350 348 349 257 257 257 256 256

Source: British Household Panel Survey, Wave 15.
Individual cross-sectional weights used.

328



Table A 5-3 Descriptive statistics for each quinté of full-time employees’
earnings distribution in Italy (column %)

Men Women
quintile 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5h 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th
Hourly wage 6.52 8.64 10.06 11.93 18.89 5.99 7.98 9.62 11.86 18.69
Work experience, years 13.75 17.23 17.59 18.86 19.35 12.82 13.99 15.96 16.46 16.56
Log non-labour income 9.44 9.33 9.30 9.42 9.63 9.88 9.89 10.02 9.95 10.13
Highest level of
education
be|I(;\<,vaer secondary or 5747 55.94 47.40 38.16 1751 49.20 38.29 27.06 12.38 3.21
Secondary/further 34.80 37.96 42.72 47.62 44.86 42.08 49.52 53.84 57.27 40.49
University 7.72 6.10 9.88 14.23 37.63 8.72 12.19 19.09 30.35 56.30
Born outside EU-25 13.58 10.99 7.11 4.69 1.65 1344 10.06 4.60 1.88 1.80
Married 50.86 60.87 68.32 69.85 78.38 50.91 55.89 59.83 65.62 69.38
Managerial duties 15.90 19.47 23.18 32.28 56.39 10.41 15.41 18.86 23.78 25.55
Size of firm
10 or fewer 44.59 31.76 24.55 17.95 16.19 48.50 36.32 29.45 17.53 12.53
11-149 37.39 36.28 37.85 34.96 2712 32.61 34.80 32.54 36.76 37.02
50 or over 18.03 31.95 37.60 47.09 56.70 18.89 28.88 38.01 45.71 50.45
On permanent contract 75.87 91.53 92.33 94.14 94.87 75.93 84.08 88.86 93.61 87.76
Occupational category
Legislators, senior 0.60 0.75 1.28 0.81 2.48
offcials and managers 2.50 0.77 0.76 1.13 5.84
Professionals 438 3.23 4.86 7.41 2518 3.06 3.80 8.01 11.04 40.19
Technicians and 14.39 22.86 33.82 52.00 43.93
associate 9.36 12.41 19.68 26.09 31.67
professionals
Clerks 8.27 10.85 15.21 16.29 11.49 13.26 23.67 25.81 21.84 8.82
Service workers and 22.70 18.76 9.74 5.30 1.42
shop and marketsales  10.85 8.16 6.32 8.29 4.96
workers
Skilled agricultural 15.17 6.55 4.73 2.7 1.28
and fishery workers / 35.26 3343 23.56 17.47 8.76
Craft and related trades
Plant and machine 10.79 11.20 7.77 3.15 0.74
operatives and 16.30 19.57 19.84 16.78 8.99
assemblers
Elementary 13.08 11.59 9.77 6.53 3.12 20.02 12.40 8.83 3.15 1.14
Age of youngest child in
household
No children under 16 61.32 58.87 53.41 55.83 4755 70.25 69.47 62.99 61.43 53.85
One child aged 0-4 9.38 8.18 7.26 8.00 8.79 751 9.64 8.80 6.64 7.75
One child aged 5-10 6.81 6.84 8.38 6.85 7.77 6.26 4,99 5.07 3.59 7.35
One child aged 11-15  7.06 8.31 9.34 11.07 12.25 6.01 7.44 10.31 1117 11.09
2 or more children, 8.08 9.4 1209 8.5 9.01 4.02 4.63 6.17 8.27 6.62
youngest aged 0-4
2 or more children, 5.65 7.49 7.86 700 1235 4.86 2.97 5.71 7.36 10.92
youngest aged 5-10
2 or more children, 170 117 147 2.06 208 1.10 0.87 0.96 1.54 2.4
youngest aged 11-15
No. observations 1224 1381 1054 1218 1216 833 838 771 768 802

Source: EU-SILC 2007.
Individual cross-sectional weights used.
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Table A 5-4 Descriptive statistics for each quinté of full-time employees’
earnings distribution in Spain (column %)

Men Women
quintile 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5h 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th
Hourly wage 5.38 7.32 9.08 11.69 19.42 4,95 6.57 8.30 11.13 18.67
Work experience, years 16.12 16.93 18.35 19.64 20.01 13.08 13.84 14.71 15.82 18.13
Log non-labour income 9.28 9.15 9.23 9.23 9.34 9.71 9.73 9.85 9.90 9.92
Highest level of
education
b eltalwe’ secondaryor g0 sp74 3761 33.96 1129 | 4585 3760  23.09 1082 235
Secondary/further 23.05 23.99 30.43 26.20 19.54 31.20 30.04 30.27 22.63 9.54
University 15.87 23.27 31.97 39.84 69.17 22.95 32.36 46.64 66.55 88.11
Born outside EU-25 10.95 8.28 6.25 467 2.61 14.13 14.35 3.06 1.92 0.98
Married 48.10 54.37 62.62 71.20 82.12 49.44 53.69 59.18 64.24 75.50
Managerial duties 16.44 20.78 28.96 36.67 57.60 9.93 16.06 2210 28.85 38.67
Size of firm
10 or fewer 44.90 32.49 27.92 20.93 15.56 49.49 4414 25.60 22.16 17.45
11-149 36.78 41.67 33.76 29.00 25.25 30.03 32.27 31.21 27.58 36.21
50 or over 18.32 25.84 38.32 50.07 59.19 20.48 23.59 4319 50.25 46.34
On permanent contract 61.35 69.96 83.04 85.67 93.58 65.10 74.82 73.7 85.79 90.48
Occupational category
Legislators, senior
offcials and managers 0.38 0.83 0.38 2.92 11.05 0.02 0.47 0.87 1.83 4.42
Professionals 1.57 456 7.59 14.33 37.95 2.61 3.51 10.59 25.77 60.98
Technicians and
associate 6.02 10.21 14.01 15.91 17.04 5.86 8.25 17.91 22.35 14.02
professionals
Clerks 5.26 6.60 11.88 12.23 10.19 19.15 27.29 36.42 32.04 15.62
Service workers and
shop and marketsales  13.21 11.24 10.85 9.67 6.55 34.82 31.76 16.42 10.89 2.73
workers
Skilled agricultural
and fishery workers / 31.14 38.60 29.63 22.32 8.36 8.78 6.40 484 2.66 0.48
Craft and related trades
Plant and machine
operatives and 12.58 14.16 15.53 16.62 5.68 3.03 2.41 1.15 0.66 0.86
assemblers
Elementary 29.85 13.80 10.12 6.00 3.19 25.73 19.89 11.81 3.81 0.90
Age of youngest child in
household
No children under 16 62.66 62.64 61.18 56.67 46.75 63.38 69.45 64.81 63.59 48.31
One child aged 0-4 8.41 10.01 9.35 9.37 8.98 8.17 9.71 8.81 5.53 9.21
One child aged 5-10 7.60 5.80 7.18 7.35 5.99 6.40 6.34 6.49 6.28 7.14
One child aged 11-15  8.91 8.40 6.93 9.37 8.71 9.91 486 6.79 8.42 9.61
zormorechildren, o9 539 gg5 951 1400 |539 358 574 817 11.93
youngest aged 0-4
2ormorechildren, g7 g g 724 636 1302|486 49 541 6.40 11.74
youngest aged 5-10
2ormore children, ) g7 146 147 136 255 1.90 1.06 1.96 161 207
youngest aged 11-15
No. observations 774 773 791 757 772 553 535 544 544 543

Source: EU-SILC 2007
Individual cross-sectional weights used
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Table A 5-5 Descriptive statistics for each quinté of full-time employees’
earnings distribution in Poland (column %)

Men Women
quintile 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5h 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th
Hourly wage 1.65 2.20 2.72 3.59 6.32 1.59 2.04 2.62 3.62 6.43
Work experience, years 15.33 15.64 18.25 17.76 17.48 14.49 15.70 16.49 17.73 17.78
Log non-labour income 8.45 8.46 8.47 8.51 8.71 8.79 8.77 8.88 8.88 8.98
Highest level of
education
X eltalwe’ secondary or g 4 837 5.37 347 176 7.04 597 221 121 0.11
Secondary/further 85.82 79.77 80.21 71.82 48.45 82.59 73.92 65.56 46.62 19.01
University 4.47 11.87 14.42 24.71 49.79 10.37 20.11 32.23 52.17 80.87
Born outside EU-25 0.35 0.17 0.39 0.00 0.14 0.00 0.00 0.12 0.16 0.00
Married 67.05 71.03 75.76 82.25 86.07 73.22 71.17 76.18 78.60 80.00
Managerial duties 7.09 14.06 19.40 30.06 46.14 7.14 13.51 19.70 27.84 30.96
Size of firm
10 or fewer 41.76 42.27 33.28 28.62 28.74 46.07 37.55 35.08 31.12 28.29
11-149 36.89 25.27 23.32 17.71 17.90 27.29 24.30 23.87 25.94 29.22
50 or over 21.35 32.45 43.40 53.67 53.36 26.63 38.15 41.05 42.95 42.49
On permanent contract 62.77 72.81 77.25 86.07 91.36 63.70 77.99 85.72 89.73 94.56
Occupational category
Legislators, senior
officials and managers 0.65 2.27 2.78 4.84 15.96 1.24 1.09 3.56 5.81 11.62
Professionals 1.99 491 6.84 16.26 32.27 5.44 9.66 29.15 4443 64.32
Technicians and
associate 493 9.59 10.98 16.65 17.45 6.72 20.61 20.08 26.50 16.13
professionals
Clerks 5.1 6.33 7.70 6.28 2.93 11.84 16.65 20.72 13.37 5.43
Service workers and
shop and marketsales  10.71 7.92 6.58 418 1.63 29.93 17.63 7.81 3.07 0.69
workers
Skilled agricultural
and fishery workers / 41.38 38.68 32.69 30.40 15.91 12.99 9.01 717 1.58 0.32
Craft and related trades
Plant and machine
operatives and 18.55 23.02 26.86 19.79 12.49 5.57 6.52 4.03 4.16 1.28
assemblers
Elementary 16.68 7.28 5.56 1.60 1.36 26.27 18.83 7.48 1.08 0.20
Age of youngest child in
household
No children under 16 50.48 49.39 50.69 46.77 4543 49.68 55.27 57.46 53.94 56.42
One child aged 0-4 10.19 11.34 8.32 10.78 10.30 7.49 8.60 6.64 7.75 9.06
One child aged 5-10 8.99 8.64 9.98 9.31 11.07 9.84 9.62 9.85 8.97 8.25
One child aged 11-15 9.29 9.55 10.18 10.22 12.55 13.81 10.71 11.29 13.30 10.86
2ormorechildren, — g75  ggy  ggp 1016 943 |43 571 511 663 560
youngest aged 0-4
zormorechildren, 546 g39 g6 893 956 | 918 68 743 619 861
youngest aged 5-10
2ormorechildren, g, g5 276 382 166|563 324 221 322 1.20
youngest aged 11-15
No. observations 869 753 775 802 796 774 606 706 657 681

Source: EU-SILC 2007.
Individual cross-sectional weights used.
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Table A 5-6 Descriptive statistics for each quinté of full-time employees’
earnings distribution in France (column %)

Men Women
quintile 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5h 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th
Hourly wage 9.27 11.12 13.26 16.37 24.79 8.93 10.39 12.08 14.63 21.85
Work experience, years 15.77 17.75 19.36 19.53 20.67 14,63 16.03 17.58 18.70 20.01
Log non-labour income 9.14 9.13 9.14 9.24 9.43 9.39 9.49 9.37 9.54 9.43
Highest level of
education
b eltalwe’ secondaryor o706 o348 21.83 1404 590 2252 1692 15.11 7.21 5.75
Secondary/further 54.31 57.05 55.68 4149 34.66 51.93 5243 48.39 37.55 16.46
University 18.63 19.46 22.49 44.47 59.43 25.55 30.65 36.49 55.23 77.78
Born outside EU-25 5.16 7.53 5.29 6.23 6.47 3.96 3.28 341 2.48 5.67
Married 38.00 51.41 53.71 59.59 68.89 43.84 44.41 42.95 51.02 54.59
Managerial duties 22.10 28.17 34.35 48.34 58.95 20.05 22.27 29.22 33.18 48.01
Size of firm
10 or fewer 24.33 18.39 12.25 10.70 7.93 24.98 22.17 22.20 13.21 11.31
11-149 34.90 30.27 27.34 22.89 18.45 32.34 26.95 26.31 28.17 19.46
50 or over 40.76 51.34 60.41 66.41 73.62 42.68 50.88 51.49 58.63 69.22
On permanent contract 89.55 91.33 97.69 97.06 98.14 86.99 90.58 94.70 96.62 98.28
Occupational category
Legislators, senior
officials and managers 1.14 2.62 2.80 11.92 24.78 0.32 1.65 3.72 7.37 23.16
Professionals 3.31 2.96 9.15 2323 35.35 481 6.78 7.66 19.47 36.84
Technicians and
associate 17.90 20.42 23.03 28.44 21.56 14.82 19.07 27.89 40.60 29.68
professionals
Clerks 7.76 10.50 7.70 447 3.27 30.67 30.32 31.57 20.38 453
Service workers and
shop andmarketsales  7.42 8.79 8.77 512 1.39 2257 20.31 17.61 8.93 3.83
workers
Skilled agricultural
and fishery workers / 29.96 29.40 23.26 12.77 7.06 2.38 1.85 1.24 0.77 0.21
Craft and related trades
Plant and machine
operatives and 20.88 19.68 20.02 11.87 5.79 6.48 8.57 3.21 0.83 0.61
assemblers
Elementary 11.62 5.64 5.27 2.20 0.80 17.95 11.44 7.10 1.64 1.15
Age of youngest child in
household
No children under 16 60.73 49.23 54.00 50.73 45.69 60.31 61.31 61.15 59.90 61.82
One child aged 0-4 10.05 9.08 6.27 9.88 6.57 9.27 10.97 8.33 9.64 7.14
One child aged 5-10 5.52 7.49 3.41 5.74 4.68 7.32 5.70 423 4.47 5.45
One child aged 11-15 4.4 7.95 8.20 9.43 13.13 7.40 9.25 10.77 8.66 10.11
zormorechildren, yo5e 4383 1414 1282 1244 | 541 6.41 686 578
youngest aged 0-4
2ormore children, ¢ g 1096 1210 938 1544 |805 48 610 866 975
youngest aged 5-10
2ormore children, g, 147 18 201 234 | 224 15 256 290 048
youngest aged 11-15
No. observations 555 555 554 555 554 376 376 376 376 376

Source: EU-SILC 2007
Individual cross-sectional weights used
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Table A 5-7 Descriptive statistics for each quinté of full-time employees’
earnings distribution in Czech Republic (column %)

Men Women
quintile 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5h 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th
Hourly wage 2.27 3.07 3.73 455 7.45 1.85 2.37 2.95 3.66 5.33
Work experience, years 18.04 18.79 17.68 17.45 18.41 20.69 19.11 18.59 18.43 17.94
Age 8.66 8.70 8.62 8.68 8.69 9.00 8.92 9.04 8.97 9.20
Highest level of
education
X eltalwe’ secondary or g 56 5.24 197 227 075 1447 907 477 142 0.16
Secondary/further 86.78 88.99 84.16 76.75 54.63 82.89 87.88 85.74 78.60 58.75
University 3.65 5.77 13.87 20.98 44.61 2.64 3.06 9.50 19.98 41.09
Born outside EU-25 0.85 0.35 0.57 1.39 0.31 0.64 0.58 0.83 0.53 0.58
Married 51.10 62.67 64.28 69.84 75.65 75.16 65.96 67.48 67.81 65.71
Managerial duties 8.76 12.89 20.45 31.13 51.74 5.34 9.09 12.16 15.39 29.76
Size of firm
10 or fewer 26.48 16.51 11.99 9.41 8.41 32.49 24.89 19.74 16.39 12.18
11-149 40.02 43.21 41.87 40.76 31.01 37.26 34.73 37.05 39.82 39.62
50 or over 33.50 40.29 46.14 49.83 60.57 30.25 40.38 43.21 43.78 48.20
On permanent contract 85.65 91.60 93.57 96.49 93.23 86.61 88.87 93.44 93.78 94.88
Occupational category
Legislators, senior
officials and managers 2.08 2.02 3.27 6.72 15.99 0.74 0.24 2.20 3.29 5.57
Professionals 3.36 2.93 7.89 11.09 23.48 1.26 2.96 7.07 12.99 28.40
Technicians and
associate 6.78 13.32 22.30 2742 30.40 9.64 19.40 37.22 47.99 4473
professionals
Clerks 417 5.01 5.42 3.13 3.68 9.04 14.81 21.32 18.88 15.27
Service workers and
shop and marketsales ~ 10.52 741 5.12 8.64 5.74 35.63 23.58 10.98 6.01 3.12
workers
Skilled agricultural
and fishery workers / 40.42 41.63 34.70 28.49 13.79 15.76 15.26 9.52 5.30 1.08
Craft and related trades
Plant and machine
operatives and 2417 24.20 18.32 13.92 6.77 8.70 12.20 6.19 4.40 1.45
assemblers
Elementary 8.50 3.47 2.99 0.60 0.15 19.22 11.55 5.50 1.14 0.38
Age of youngest child in
household
No children under 16 67.40 62.75 56.38 54.45 53.68 65.88 66.13 65.67 67.21 7347
One child aged 0-4 462 8.69 6.60 10.26 9.16 1.13 3.10 2.1 1.07 243
One child aged 5-10 6.18 5.97 7.66 5.79 6.69 6.91 8.98 8.03 9.08 6.59
One child aged 11-15  6.18 8.39 10.40 1042 9.23 13.50 9.52 11.48 13.94 9.21
zormorechildren, gy 700 g3 8.40 1113 | 102 120 116 093 1.91
youngest aged 0-4
2ormorechildren, g 49 4 g9 1081 826 769 | 841 722 97 530 402
youngest aged 5-10
2ormorechildren, 49 5o 18 241 241 314 384 184 248 238
youngest aged 11-15
No. observations 626 626 653 599 626 534 533 540 529 530

Source: EU-SILC 2007
Individual cross-sectional weights used
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Figure A 5-1 Unadjusted gender log wage gaps in Zsuntries
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Annex 6

Annex for Chapter 6

Table A 6-1 Occupational distributions of male andfemale employees in 25
countries (combined full-time and part-time employes)
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M F M F M F M F M F M F M F M F
AT 005 001 007 010 021 012 013 028 012 027 023 005 009 0.1 011 0.16
BE 010 004 019 022 012 015 016 030 008 011 017 003 011 0.01 007 0.14
CZ 006 002 010 010 020 030 004 015 007 0147 031 010 017 0.06 0.04 0.09
DE 006 002 015 011 021 035 010 022 006 017 024 003 012 0.01 0.06 0.09
DK 007 003 018 017 019 030 0.05 0.7 006 021 022 003 011 0.04 0.11 0.05
EE 015 009 011 021 008 018 002 008 004 017 033 005 021 011 006 0.10
ES 003 001 013 017 012 012 009 025 010 021 026 004 013 002 015 0.18
FI 011 005 021 022 012 021 003 012 007 025 024 003 014 0.03 0.07 007
FR 0.08 005 013 012 021 022 007 022 007 019 021 002 016 0.04 0.07 0.15
GR 002 001 015 024 007 012 012 025 016 020 027 004 014 001 007 0.14
HU 005 004 010 016 009 020 005 015 011 017 034 009 018 0.08 007 0.10
IE 016 012 019 024 007 005 008 024 009 022 018 001 008 003 015 0.08
IS 017 013 021 030 014 021 002 011 011 015 021 003 007 000 006 0.06
IT 002 001 009 011 019 030 012 019 008 014 024 006 016 0.06 0.10 0.12
LT 009 008 013 028 006 013 003 009 006 015 031 012 023 003 009 0.12
LU 007 005 0147 015 023 027 009 017 008 013 020 001 010 001 007 0.21
LV 0.07 005 009 018 0.12 021 001 008 006 022 029 009 023 0.04 013 0.14
NL 012 005 021 022 019 026 009 021 006 017 017 001 011 0.01 0.05 0.05
NO 014 008 0.16 017 021 030 005 009 010 028 020 002 012 002 003 0.04
PL 005 004 012 027 011 016 005 012 007 017 032 008 019 0.04 008 0.13
PT 003 002 009 013 0.1 011 008 014 008 022 037 013 016 0.05 0.09 020
SE 005 003 022 024 020 024 006 013 009 026 019 002 017 003 003 0.05
Sl 005 003 011 018 018 023 006 015 009 016 023 0.04 020 0.09 0.8 0.11
SK 006 004 o010 0.18 0.16 029 005 013 009 0147 027 006 021 0.06 0.06 0.08
UK 020 012 0.48 016 013 016 006 023 008 022 014 001 010 002 011 0.08

Source: EU-SILC 2007

Individual cross-sectional weights used
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Table A 6-2 Occupational distributions of full-time male and female employees
in 25 countries
- .

5 & 5 2

s 2 2%  5£3 %

@ 2 © K%] LE 2 S = g2

52 < @ < s EQL 2 > Ec g =2

£%s 2 Seso =55 es 7Ll 82

T2 2 2879 88 &S s S 58

» .8 © @ £88 g 2 aa o=53 £©C g g =1

2L 5 S S @» 'S o) SS9 TohEQT 5384 8

$Be a ,E&8a O $G8 HsoSas& wsl

M F M F M F ™M F M F M F M F M F
AT 005 002 007 012 021 013 013 032 012 023 023 006 009 001 010 0.12
BE 010 005 019 027 012 014 017 032 007 008 017 003 012 002 007 009
CZ 006 002 010 010 020 031 004 015 007 017 031 010 018 007 004 008
DE 006 004 045 016 021 041 010 021 006 010 025 003 012 002 006 004
DK 008 004 048 019 019 029 005 016 006 019 022 003 012 005 011 005
EE 016 009 040 021 008 018 002 008 004 017 033 006 022 012 005 0.09
ES 003 001 042 020 012 013 009 026 010 020 026 005 013 002 014 014
FI 012 006 022 024 013 022 003 012 006 023 024 003 014 004 006 006
FR 008 006 043 013 021 023 007 023 007 017 022 002 016 005 007 0.10
GR 002 001 015 024 007 043 012 026 016 021 027 004 014 001 006 0.1
HU 005 005 011 017 009 020 005 045 011 016 034 009 018 008 007 0.10
IE 016 016 020 029 007 006 009 024 009 015 018 000 008 004 013 006
IS 018 015 021 031 044 021 002 011 011 012 022 003 007 000 006 006
IT 002 001 009 013 019 033 012 018 008 012 024 006 016 007 009 0.10
LT 009 008 013 029 006 013 003 008 006 015 030 012 023 003 009 012
LU 007 006 017 019 023 026 009 017 007 013 020 001 010 002 007 0.16
LV 007 005 009 018 012 021 001 008 006 022 029 009 022 004 013 013
NL 013 008 020 030 019 025 009 021 006 010 018 001 011 002 005 003
NO 014 009 016 019 021 031 005 010 010 024 020 002 012 002 003 003
PL 005 004 042 028 011 016 005 012 007 016 033 008 019 004 008 0.12
PT 003 002 008 013 011 012 008 015 008 022 037 013 017 005 009 017
SE 005 004 023 029 020 025 005 043 008 020 020 002 017 004 002 003
Sl 005 003 011 018 018 023 006 016 009 016 023 004 020 009 008 0.1
SK 006 004 010 018 016 029 005 043 009 016 027 006 021 006 006 007
UK 021 016 018 019 013 017 006 023 007 017 014 001 010 002 011 005

Source: EU-SILC 2007.
Individual cross-sectional weights used.
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Table A 6-3 Female share of 8 occupational groupe 25 countries (full-time
and part-time employees combined)

w0 o} (%)

£S5 2 = © S = IS 2

5 < &> S 5 o 2 =

= B » @ = £ & 3

&2 © S o g S8y 8%T 3 ®

=y S 2= S® 25 Ea > e

S c S g9 = x =5 T S L

s @ =l @ 8 g =35 &£ S 5

g8t 3 £8 = ss 288 2§ & g

g5 & s 3 &5 ©2e a8 w S
AT 017 0.56 0.32 0.65 0.66 0.14 0.07 0.56 0.46
BE 025 0.51 0.53 0.62 0.56 0.12 0.10 0.63 0.47
Cz 026 0.48 0.58 0.76 0.68 0.22 0.25 0.69 0.48
DE 025 0.40 0.60 0.65 0.70 0.09 0.09 0.55 0.47
DK 0.30 0.48 0.61 0.76 0.77 0.1 0.25 0.32 0.49
EE 039 0.68 0.71 0.84 0.81 0.15 0.36 0.65 0.52
ES 024 0.51 0.44 0.67 0.60 0.12 0.09 0.49 0.43
FI 0.31 0.51 0.63 0.81 0.78 0.11 0.19 0.51 0.50
FR 0.38 0.47 0.50 0.75 0.73 0.09 0.19 0.66 0.49
GR 0.21 0.53 0.55 0.62 0.48 0.10 0.04 0.61 0.43
HU 045 0.61 0.68 0.73 0.61 0.20 0.31 0.59 0.50
IE 0.44 0.57 0.45 0.75 0.72 0.05 0.28 0.37 0.51
IS 0.43 0.59 0.59 0.83 0.57 0.13 0.03 0.51 0.50
IT 0.29 0.49 0.55 0.54 0.58 0.16 0.23 0.48 0.43
LT 048 0.70 0.68 0.74 0.72 0.29 0.13 0.58 0.51
LU 033 0.40 0.46 0.58 0.56 0.03 0.10 0.71 0.43
LV 045 0.67 0.64 0.87 0.79 0.24 0.15 0.52 0.51
NL 025 0.48 0.55 0.67 0.70 0.07 0.07 0.49 0.47
NO 0.34 0.51 0.57 0.64 0.72 0.07 0.14 0.59 0.48
PL 043 0.66 0.55 0.67 0.68 0.17 0.15 0.58 0.47
PT  0.46 0.59 0.50 0.64 0.72 0.25 0.23 0.68 0.49
SE 040 0.52 0.56 0.70 0.74 0.08 0.16 0.63 0.50
S 0.34 0.61 0.56 0.70 0.65 0.14 0.30 0.56 0.49
SK 037 0.66 0.65 0.75 0.67 0.19 0.23 0.58 0.51
UK 0.38 0.48 0.57 0.80 0.74 0.07 0.16 0.42 0.51

Source: EU-SILC 2007.

Individual cross-sectional weights used.
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Table A 6-4 Occupational distributions of employes in 25 countries (combined

full-time and part-time employees)

= g g2 b= 2

g E 52 2% e £

S < S < O c 8 =3

§e [ g8 =22, §5 8 =

cf g ° s £%§ 5§ &z B

s s 2 29 ” g s 5 =5 &8 5 S

2t ¢ £g £ sE 25g =% £ 2

35 & 23 o 35 529 &% 5
AT 3.06 8.29 16.75 19.95 18.98 14.7 5.35 12.93 4,830
BE 6.76 20.18 13.75 22.79 9.14 10.17 6.75 10.46 4,394
Cz 4 10.12 24 .87 9.33 1217 20.86 12.22 6.43 6,757
DE 4.08 13.45 27.59 15.3 11.07 14.08 6.86 7.58 8,921
DK 54 17.35 24.08 11.15 13.54 12.43 7.69 8.37 4,842
EE 12.21 16.07 13.03 5.26 10.87 18.63 15.97 7.96 4,342
ES 205 14.7 12.02 15.87 14.89 16.46 7.95 16.06 8,663
Fl 8.42 21.96 16.91 7.48 15.84 13.6 8.81 6.98 6,821
FR 6.22 12.47 21.21 14.38 12.99 11.87 9.81 11.05 7,593
GR 1.51 18.98 9.47 17.17 17.87 17.11 8.14 9.76 2,889
HU 4.85 13.41 14.43 10.1 13.69 21.72 13.05 8.75 6,078
IE 13.81 21.74 5.79 16.21 15.78 9.24 5.76 11.66 2,849
IS 15.41 25.47 17.73 6.74 13.35 12.23 3.38 5.69 2,519
IT 1.74 9.93 23.81 15.17 10.57 16.35 11.67 10.75 12,216
LT 8.31 20.79 9.69 6.05 10.75 20.82 12.65 10.94 3,633
LU 5.87 16.25 24.49 12.51 9.96 11.65 6.33 12.95 3,518
LV 5.79 13.46 16.72 4.65 14.49 18.48 12.98 13.42 3,064
NL 8.75 21.5 22.32 14.89 11.56 9.61 6.13 5.23 8,542
NO 10.84 16.38 25.43 71 18.69 11.18 7.12 3.26 4,813
PL 4.41 18.76 13.39 8.46 11.6 20.84 12.16 10.37 9,550
PT 2.4 10.74 11.03 10.97 14.94 24.96 10.88 14.08 2,863
SE 3.87 23.38 21.96 9.25 17.47 10.45 9.87 3.75 5,544
SI 3.85 14.42 20.39 10.85 12.4 13.61 14.67 9.81 9,498
SK 488 14.09 22.78 8.91 12.84 15.96 13.19 7.35 4,973
UK 16.01 17.15 14.82 14.79 15.37 7.05 5.53 9.28 5,432

Source: EU-SILC 2007.

Individual cross-sectional weights used.
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Table A 6-5 Square root-index separately by part-the and full-time status

S (part-time employees)

S (full-time employees)

UK

0.148
0.162
0.260
0.136
0.161
0.310
0.196
0.173
0.146
0.344
0.316
0.247
0.356
0.097
0.537
0.291
0.598
0.150
0.219
0.225
0.510
0.109
0.269
0.304
0.112

0.157
0.126
0.203
0.155
0.173
0.253
0.175
0.209
0.166
0.203
0.175
0.175
0.175
0.142
0.253
0.226
0.232
0.160
0.157
0.214
0.216
0.163
0.175
0.222
0.162

Source: EU-SILC 2007.

Individual cross-sectional weights used.
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Table A 6-6 Occupational distributions of full-time male and female employees
with lower secondary education or below, in 25 couries
- -

5 S . =8 2

5 2 22 258 5

3 K% © K% ST 3w s 2

- < 2 SES 27 E o =2

g s 8 S Seo5 =95 o 2e2 s .8

Ss8 2 288 o gs> 289 SEE 88

225 ¢ 885 = 588 =2%5 583 53

o & o o o (&) [ 7R N ©CSCE=E OO w o

M F M F M F M F M F M F M F M F
AT 000 000 000 000 002 002 006 009 008 030 023 009 016 002 047 048
BE 003 001 002 001 007 004 012 020 010 019 027 008 022 003 017 043
CZ 000 000 002 001 002 003 003 006 003 018 037 016 024 014 030 041
DE 001 001 002 001 004 017 007 021 009 024 030 003 026 002 020 030
DK 005 002 003 003 009 014 006 020 006 025 019 005 027 014 024 017
EE 004 009 000 001 001 001 002 002 004 033 041 011 031 017 017 027
ES 001 000 000 000 004 003 004 010 012 033 037 009 019 003 025 042
FI 002 001 003 004 005 009 006 016 009 033 035 007 028 010 013 020
FR 003 002 003 001 006 004 007 014 009 026 028 004 026 007 016 042
GR 001 000 000 001 002 001 006 007 014 028 044 0143 021 002 013 048
HU 001 000 000 000 001 002 002 006 006 010 032 017 030 024 027 04
IE 011 007 002 001 003 002 008 017 009 045 027 003 016 008 024 0.18
IS 013 009 005 003 008 016 004 014 013 034 026 009 017 001 015 015
IT 001 001 001 001 005 008 008 012 008 023 037 013 024 015 015 027
LT 003 000 001 000 003 000 000 004 002 015 041 029 016 004 033 047
LU 004 001 001 000 015 011 007 014 011 013 031 001 019 003 012 057
LV 001 001 000 003 002 008 001 002 002 031 037 011 028 009 030 036
NL 007 003 003 002 007 010 011 033 005 029 028 003 025 002 014 019
NO 010 003 005 005 011 013 008 013 014 048 024 002 020 006 008 0.09
PL 000 000 000 000 002 001 003 003 004 018 043 013 023 010 025 055
PT 001 001 000 000 006 003 005 010 007 029 048 021 022 007 010 029
SE 004 000 003 004 009 006 006 014 010 035 031 004 029 011 007 025
Sl 000 000 000 000 002 002 004 006 004 009 025 009 035 030 030 044
SK 000 000 000 001 002 000 000 003 007 018 023 015 030 019 039 044
UK 009 006 001 001 004 004 003 010 007 040 017 002 033 007 025 030

Source: EU-SILC 2007.
Individual cross-sectional weights used.

Figure A 6-1 Square root index S, employees witlower secondary education or

below (z-scores)

NO SE CZ FI BE IS
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Source: EU-SILC 2007, employees aged 25-55, loeeorsdary education.
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Figure A 6-2 Square root index S, employees withpper secondary education

(z-scores)

o B N W

B upper secondary

Source: EU-SILC 2007, employees aged 25-55, upmrslary education.

Figure A 6-3 Square root index S, employees with giher education (z-scores)
2
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Source: EU-SILC 2007, employees aged 25-55, higtacation.
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Figure A 6-4 Square root index S, employees withigher education and

average gender role attitudes
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Source: EU-SILC 2007, employees aged 25-55, higdecation; EVS 1999 adults aged 25-55.

R=-0.23.
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