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Policies and the division of labour within
families: The neglected link

Anne Hélène Gauthier
Oxford University

April 12, 1995

1 Introduction

The notion of comPatibility between employment and family responsibilities and that
of eq~ality between spouses in the division of labour have been central to socio-political
debates in recent years. In 1981, the International Labour OfFice stressed the need for
measures to enable u.orkers to reconcile employment and family responsibilities', while
in 1989 the Commission of the European Communities referred to ways of reconciling
work and family life and sharing family responsibilities2. In fact, in all countries concrete
measures have been adopted. Legislation prohibiting dismissal on grounds of pregnancy,
benefits related to maternity and parental leave, and provision for child-care facilities,
are all measures ~~-hicli aim at furthering equality between men and women.

But, what about their efFects? To what extent have these policies resulted in greater
equality in the sexual division of labour? Evidence is here surprinsingly very limited.
VVe know for instance that women with young children have increasingly joined the
labour force, and ~ve know that an increasing number of employers have been adopting
so-called "family-friendly" attitudes. But, there is still uncertainty about whether such
measures have indeed further the equality between men and women. For instance, to
what extent the seemingly greater family-employment has enable mothers to pursue
their careers? Or to what extent are women still experiencing discontinuities in their

'Paper presented at the University of Tilburg (Netherlands), 29'Víay 1995.
1 Convention of ~Vorkers (Men and ~~omen) with Family Responsibilities no.156.
2Communication on Family Policies, COi~i(89)363, 8 august 1989.
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career in order to combine their dual role of mothers and workers? And to what extent
have policies succeeded in further involving fathers in child-caring activities? These
are very important questions, which unfortunately have been partly overlooked in the
literature.

In this paper I want to address some of the methodological issues associated with
that type of evaluative research. What I will argue is three-fold: first, that lack of
relevant data has so far prevented systematic evaluation of the impact of policies on
the division of labour between spouses; second, that such evaluation requires to go
beyond the traditional employment and policy variables in order to capture notions
of compatibility and equality; and third, that there is a range of evaluative methods
which could be used but which may require the collection of new data. These three
points, data, indicators, and evaluative methods, will be discussed in sections 2 to 4
of my paper. I then conclude in section 5 by making a proposal for the evaluation of
policies on the division of labour; proposal which I hope will help the Tilburg team to
shape its research project. I should stress that this paper does not aim at revie~ving
empirical studies ~vhich have attempted to assess the impact of policies on the sexual
division of labour. For those interested in this literature, I have added in appendix 1
a compilation of selected studies published in recent years. Instead, what I want to
focus here is on the methodological aspect of policy evaluation, and to conclude by one
concrete proposal.

2 Lack of data, lack of evidence
Since the 19 ïOs, numerous surveys have increased our knowledge about the family-
employment interaction. Data collected as part of the World Fertilitv Surveys, for
example, have given us prime information on family formation and the labour force
status of women. Similar surveys conducted in Britain (1980 `~'omen and Employment
Survey), Canada (1984 Family History Survey), and Australia (1986 Family History
Survey), to name only few, are other examples where family formation and employment
patterns have been viewed in conjunction, and from a life-history perspective. The
findings which have come out of these surveys have revealed the strong interaction
between fertility and employment. The number of children born has been shown to
be a major determinant of (or constraint to) the participation of women in the labour
force, and in turn the labour force participation of women has been sho~vn to be a major
determinant of fertility. There is of course still uncertainty about the exact direction
of this relationship (i.e. from fertility to employment or inversely), and I do not intend
to take up here this debate. What I want instead to attract the attention upon is to a
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key missing component in several of these studies: the policy one. While we have been
concerned about describing the interaction between family formation and employment,
we seem to have forgotten the potential impact of policies.

I will give you here some examples. In the United States, the Young Women's Panel
of the National Longitudinal Surveys of Labour Market Experience (NLS) provides a
unique source to examine patterns of employment of prospective and new mothers (see
Shapiro and tilott, 199~) 3. Although patterns of employment before and after childbirth
can be reconstructed from this source, no information is available on the availability of
maternity leave: a variable which may well influence the employment pattern of women.
Women who took leave may have been more likely to return to work after childbirth
(after their leave) than women who were not entitled to any leave and who therefore
lost their job (or resign) while taking time off for childbirth. Another example of limited
data comes from the 1980 Women and Employment Survey in Britain which contained
only one policy variable: whether or not a woman took leave to have her first child (see
Dex, 1984). We know nothing about the conditions of this leave (e.g. duration, pay) nor
about the possibility that a woman may have been eligible to a leave but did not take
it. Finally, to take an example from the Netherlands, the ORIN survey conducted in
1984 contained data about key family formation events and labour force participation
during a reference period of seven years. Here also, no information was collected about
women's entitlement to maternity leave (Klijzing et al, 1988).

While researchers may have been aware of the potential importance of policies on
women's employment patterns, the fact that data on policies was not collected in surveys
has prevented the analysis of their potential impact. In other words, while it is possible
from several surveys to reconstruct the labour force participation of women before
and after each birth, ~~.e do not kno~ti- the work conditions and policies that `~~omen
faced at that time. ~~'e do not know if women were entitled to maternity leave, if
they took leave, if they received payment during this leave, if they had job security
while on leave, etc. -all of which having a potential influence on women's return to
work after childbirth. Doing a review of the literature, I came in fact across only two
surveys which combined information about both behaviour (i.e. familv formation and
employment pattern) and maternity policies, These surveys, from Australia and Britain
are brieflv described in table 1. In addition, five surveys combined information about
family formation, employment, and the receipt of cash benefits. To these, mention
should be made of a forthcoming survey of family formation in New Zealaird which
will include full information about family and worh histories of women, as well as
information on receipt of some cash benefits. The fact that data on both behaviour

3The Panel followed a group of women who had a first birth between 1968 and 19ï3.
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and policies have been collected only in these surveys means therefore that onlv in
these cases have researchers been able to directly assess the potential impact of policies
on behaviour (employment or family formation). In all other cases, researchers have
instead been forced to rely on indirect techniques to impute data on policy. I will come
back to the issue of imputation in section 4. What I only want to stress here is that
there is a real need for new type of surveys combining information about behaviour
and policies. Unfortunately, even among the new wave of family surveys carried out
under the umbrella of the UN (ECE), no policy variable is included. In the section
about occupation, data is collected about employment history (including start and end
date of each job), but no question is asked about the reason for quiting the job, and
whether or not maternity leave was taken after each birth. Moreover no distinction is
made between being in employment and at work, and being in employment but not at
work -that is, on leave with job security (United Nations, 1992).

In this discussion about data availability, I have to add that there have been a number
of surveys of policies carried out in recent years. For example, the 1992 Employment
Survey in Britain contains numerous information about working conditions and fringe
benefits (e.g. maternity pay, time off for domestic problems, and child care assistance)
(see Gallie and White, 1993). Similarly, a recent survey of 25 companies in Europe
collected orginal information about their work-family policies including flexible working
arrangement, leave and child-care support (Hogg and Harker, 1992). However, these
surveys did not collect information about the work experience of employees. Here as
well, policies and behaviour have not been linked 4.

3 The dependent and independent variables

~~'hile the issue of data availability is crucial, it is important to discuss in more det.ails
the choice of dependent and independent variables. If one aims at evaluating the effect
of policies on the sexual division of labour, what policy variables should be analyzed?
And ~vhich indicator of division of labour should be used?

3.1 The division of labour variables

When one raises the issue of division of labour in families, two dimensions come into
mind: the division of labour in paid work and the division of labour in unpaid ~vork

4An exception is the Day Care Services for Children survey carried in Britain in 1990, w.hich
included information on child care arrangements and the labour force status of both mothers and
fathers (l~ieltzer, 199~1).
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(i.e. household chores). I will discuss each of them separately- before turning to the
policy variables.

3.1.1 Paid work

Variables based on the participation of women in the labour force allow us to see the
extent to w-hich women share the same paid employment sphere than men. For example,
one may look at the employment pattern of women with pre-school children, or lóok at
the employment situation of women following childbirt.h. However, what matters here
is not simply the presence or absence of women in the labour force, but also the pattern
of their participation. How many hours per week are they working? What type of
employment contract have they (permanent, temporary)? ~~'hat is the distribution of
their working hours during the week (i.e. regular, irregular)? ~~~hat I would argue here
is that a proper assessment of sex equality or inequality in the division of labour requires
the use of such other variables to adequately capture the e~cact nature of women's labour
force participation.

It is indeed one thing to claim that greater compatibility between work and familv
responsibilty has been achieved since a higher proportion of women than before do
return to w.ork after childbirth. It is however something else if this greater compatibility
has been achieved at the expense of a greater labour force segmentation 5. Some data
should hopefully help illustrate my point. In a study of women's employment pattern
following childbirth carried out in Britain in 1979 and 1988, it was found that a greater
proportion of women did return to work after childbirth. ~~-hile in 1979 only 24P1o
of women in employment during pregnancy were back to w-ork nine months after the
birth, this percentage had increased to 4501o by 1988 (l~7cRae. 1991: xxxvii). However, a
fraction of women returning to w.ork did so by experiencing a reduction in their number
of hours of work, a change of employer, or a change of job. For example, among
women employed full-time during pregnancy in 1987-88, only 21o-Io returned to work
on a full-time basis. Twenty-two percent returned to work on a part-time basis, while
57o1c were still not in work eight to nine months after childbirth (IV1cRae, 1991: 197).
hloreover, among those who returned to work after childbirth, around 25P1o returned
to a different employer, and around 33oI'o returned to an occupation at a different level
-thus suggesting a strong do~vnward mobility (p.225). Data from a survey conducted in
1991 by the European Communities suggest a similar pattern in that less than 30qo who
worked full-time before the birth of their first child, stayed subsequently in full-time
employment (Kempeneers and Lelièvre, 1991: 77). Moreover 80~Io of those who did not

SFor a discussion of labour market segmentation theory, see tilcRae (199~).
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opt to work full-time after their first child gave as the main motive the difficultv to
reconcile employment and family responsibility.

~i~'hat the above data suggest is therefore that in addition to information about the
presence or absence of women in the labour market after childbirth, we need to pay-
special attention to the nature of their employment, e.g. number of hours, permanent
or temporary. In particular, we need to see the extent to which, in order to be able
to combine employment and family responsibilities, women are confined to atvpical
emplo~~ment, that is, non full-time and non permanent jobs with low levels of securitv.
promotion and training opportunities, and social security benefits. If this is the case,
then one should question the sex equality dimension of such a trend. 11y. point is
therefore simple. If one wants to assess the impact of policies on the division of labour,
one will need to move beyond the traditional statistics routinely published from Labour
Force surveys and to look at other dimensions of women's employment 6.

3.1.2 In-home division of labour

The other major dimension of the division of labour concerns the division of unpaid
work or household chores. ~~'hat we want to know is, for example, who in the familv
(husband or wife) does the household chores? Who brings kids to day care or school
and who picks them up at the end of the day? Who stays at home if children are sick?
At that level time-budget data may provide very valuable information. For example,
data from a recent Eurobarometer survey confirmed that women still carry the bulk
of household chores -although with great variation across countries (Kempeneers and
Lelièvre, 1991). Results from Gershuny and Robinson (1988) also revealed that despite
a trend tow.ards a more egalitarian share of unpaid work, women still devote more time
to this activitv than men. There are however some limits as to what such data tells us
in terms of equality or inequality.. To know that it is typically the mother who drives
back and forth kids to the dav care or school is one thing. What we need to know is
whether this was because the couple decided freely to do so, or whether it was because
the father did not have such employment flexibility which would allow. him to match his
working day with the kids' one. Similarly, it is one thing to know that it is the mother
who typically stays at home to look after children when they are sick. What we need
to know. is whether or not (i) the father's employment also offers such flexibilitv (and
therefore he could also assume these responsibilities); (ii) the mother's emplo`.ment
flexibility was obtained at the expense of lower promotion and training opportunitíes,

6:~Iention should be made of a recent survey on new forms of work carried out by the European
Foundation for the Improvement of Living and Working Conditions (Bielenski and Alaliif, 199-t). It
includes interesting data on working schedules but not on benefits.
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social security benefit entitlement, etc.
There are also limits as to what degree of equality at home policy can or should

aim to achieve, for the division of labour in-home remains essentially a private decision.
However, what is important to know is whether the observed sexual division of labour
was the result of a constraint-free decision or whether it was imposed by rigid employ-
ment schedules, forcing the mother to opt for a job more compatible with her family
responsibilities. The second methodological point that I would make concerning the
choice of variables is therefore that in addition to information about the time allocation
for paid and unpaid work, one needs also to know the employment conditions that led
to such an allocation of time between spouses. I will come back to this point in the
final section of the paper.

3.2 The policy variables

~'hat we are here interested in is the impact of policies on the division of labour.
But what policies? In their study of family policies, Kamerman and Kahn (19~8)
referred the "cash - benefit packages" . In fact, when one examines policies which may
afiect families and their division of labour what may indeed matter is a combination
or package of policies rather than individual ones. For example, a~voman's maternity
leave may have little effect on its own on her employment pattern, but may have a
larger one in combination with a flexible schedule of work, and a workplace nursery.
This is however a question left to empirical analvsis, to test whether policies interact
(i.e. interactive effect) or have an independent effect. In terms of concrete policies, one
may distinguish five main categories which may have a potential effect on families: (1)
?~Iaternity and parental leave; (2) Child-care leave; (3) Child-care facilities; (4) Cash
benefits for dependents (including tax relief); and (5) Itleasures to help re-enter the
labour force 7. It is not my objective here to discuss in details each of these policies.
Instead there are two main messages that I want to convey. The first one concerns
data availability. Although our knowledge of state-provided cash and in-kind benefits is
relatively good, and have been improved through the publication of policy compendiums
S, what is still missing is knowledge about the actual receipt of these benefits, from an
individual point of vie~v, and knowledge about the receipt of employer-provided benefits.

Let me illustrate these points with the example of child-care leave. This type of

~I omit here other policies such as equal pay and equal opportunity policies which although having
a potential impact on female employment do not directly address the issue of workers with family
responsibilities.

BFor example, the European Communities Social Protection in the tLfember States of the Community
published annually.
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measure (i.e. optional leave) has received wide popular support over the past years.
The fact that it allows one parent to stay at home while the children are verv young and
at the same time providing her (him in some cases) with job security is usually perceived
very positívely by the public. Data on the availability of such leave (provided by the
employer or the state), and on its actual take-up rate is unfortunately very sketchy. ~o
information is routinely published about the potential number of eligible parents, nor
on the number actually taking the leave. Even in labour force surveys, informat.ion is
often not recorded about whether the individual is in employment and at work, or in
employment but on leave 9. This creates a major problem for any studv of the effects of
policies on the division of labour. It ~vould be particularly important to kno~v if leave
was taken, for how long, and by who in the family. For example, data from Sweden
indicates that although both mothers and fathers are eligible to the parental leave, only
a fraction of the leave (in terms of number of days) is taken by fathers, of less than lOo-lc
(Sundstrom, 1991: 186). Limited information moreover exists as to the extent to which
parents take this lea`-e on a part-time or full-time basis, and how it is spread over the
year 'o. Clearly, as the above example suggests, there is a need for more data to be
collected about benefits parents are eligible to (from both public and private sources)
and actually receive (or take advantage of). For information I have listed in table 2
some of the key constituent elements of each type of policy; elements which would need
to be taken into account in any assessment of the effect of policies on families. I will
come back to the data collecting aspect in the last section of this paper.

The second message that I want to convey concerns the expected effect of policies.
Implicitely in such policy evaluation exercise, the assumption is that greater governmen-
tal support for families may be expected to lead to a more egalitarian sexual division
of labour. For example, we may assume that an optional child-care leave, available to
both parents, ma~- lead to greater family-employment compatibility, and to greater sex
equality. However, and as pointed out. above in the case of Sweden, even if both parents
are eligible, it does not necessarily follow that the leave will be equally shared by par-
ents. :~ware of this potential eventuality, some countries have introduced parent-specific
and non-transferable leave. For example in the Netherlands each parent is entitled to
a part-time child-care leave for a maximum of 6 months. VVhether or not this has
had an effect on the division of labour still remains to be seen. Another example of
a non-unambiguous effect of policies concerns the provision for child-care facilities. A
priori one may want to hypothesize that a higher level of provision may be expected

9I suspect that in some cases individuals on leave may declare themselves as unemployed or out of

the labour force -if no "on leave" category is suggested.
loIn Sw~eden the parental leave can be taken on a full-time or part-time basis, and it can be shared

betw-een parents, and spread until the child fourth birthday.
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to have a positive effect on the division of labour by allowing a mother to return to
employment. In practice however, it is possible that a mother may indeed be able to
return to work but only in a job which would allow her enough flexibility to pick up
children from day care at the end of the day (some close early) and to stay at home
when the day care is closed (for example during school holidavs). A good example is
here provided by the case of France which, although known for its extensive provision
of crèches and écoles ~naternelles, may not necessarily come out as particularly women-
friendly. Indeed, a survey conducted in 1981 revealed that ~O~lo of interviewed women
reported that there was no day care opened on Wednesdays (when children get a day off
from school) in their area, and 3001o reported that there was none opened during school
holidays (Villeneuve-Gokalp, 1989: 97). As a result one fifth of economically active
women had opted for work which gave them Wednesdays off. The fact that child-care
was widely available had allowed them to join the labour market, but had also forced
them to look for jobs whích allowed them to take Wednesdays off.

As these two examples suggest, higher level of support for families cannot. blindly
be assumed to necessarily lead to greater equality in the family's di~-ision of labour.
The inflexibility of policy packages may reinforce inequality instead of reaching greater
equality.

4 Evaluation methods

The type of inethod that one may use for policy evaluation is obviously dependent on
the type of data available, i.e. aggregate or individual level data, cross-sectional or lon-
gitudinal. For presentation purposes, I have distinguished two main types of inethods,
labelled here "static" and "dynamic" . The static methods are concerned with states,
for example by the impact of policies on the labour force participation of women or on
the probability of being employed. The~- use time-series or cross-sectional data. In con-
trast, dynamic methods are concerned with transitions and conditionality, for example
bv the probability- of returning to work after childbirth or the conditional probability
of being in full-time employment after childbirth (given full-time employment before
childbirth). This second type of inethod uses data which include a longitudinal dimen-
sion obtained through retrospective or panel surveys. Under the label of static method,
I examine two evaluation strategies referred to as "The Bang strategy" and the "l~lore
or less generous strategy" , while under the label of dynamic method, I examine the case
of the "Sequence strategy" and the "Event-targeted strategy" ' 1. All of them will be

lltiote that labels used in this section are not conventional ones, but in my opinion more acccuratel}-

reflect the essence of the evaluative method.
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illustrated using as dependent variable the employment behaviour of women.

4.1 The Bang strategy

VVhen we think about policy evaluation, we alreadv have in mind a pre- and post-
intervention comparison. If we can show that the sexual division of labour after gov-
ernmental intervention was more egalitarian than before, then one may conclude that
the intervention has been effective in reducing inequalities. This is what I call the
"bang" strategy. In its simplest form, the idea would be to use a time-series about
female labour force participation, for example, and to look for discontinuities in the
time-series follo~ving the adoption of a legislation or measure. For instance, we may
look for discontinuities in the employment of mothers with young children following the
adoption of a more generous maternity leave, or following a major increase in the pro-
vision of child-care facilities. If the policy is successful, we would expect an increase in
the participation of women in the labour force since it has reduced the incompatibility
between emplo~~ment and family responsibilities.

This method mav be used with time-series at the aggregate level or with pooled cross-
sectional data for several years at the individual level. It requires the development of an
econometric model which describes the changes over time in behaviour and correlates
them ~vith changes in policies. For example, in his study of employment behaviour of
lone-mothers in Britain, ~~'alker (1990) used a pooled dataset of Famïly Expenditures
Survevs for 19 ï9 to 1984. He then developed a model of female labour force participation
which took into account changes iii welfare benefits during this period. Although simple
in essence, this method however carries some limitations, namely:

. L~ncertaint~- concerning the lag between the adoption of the legislation and the
effect on the indicator (i.e. it is likely- that the effect is not instantaneous and
therefore the time-series equation will need to take into account a possible lag).

. lincertaintv concerning the implementation of the policy (i.e. if the policy is looselv
implemented then the observed effect will be much smaller than what it could have
potentially been)

. Possible interference with other variables, including other policies which -if not
controlled for- may cancel out or exaggerate the effect of the policy. For example,
in an extreme case, if two policies were introduced the same year, then we would
have no way of distinguishing the effect of one policy from that of the other.

In addition, ~vhen using aggregate data, there is the possibility of intra-country dif-
ferences, tliat is, differential effects across groups which would not be captured by ag-
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gregate data. For example, women of specific socio-economic groups may be favourabl~-
influenced by a policy, while others may not. On average the effect may look minimal
but would overlook major inter-group differences.

4.2 The More or Less Generous strategy

Another way of evaluating the impact of a policy is to focus on cross-national (or, cross-
regional) differences instead of discontinuities in time-series. If a country has adopted
a policy while another country (or region) has not, then we may want to model this
difference and see if it has had an impact on behaviour. For example, we ma~- examine
whether or not different levels in the provision for child-care facilities is correlated with
different levels of participation of women in the labour force. The assumption is that
the absence or deficiency in child-care facilities should be an obstacle for women to join
the labour force and should therefore be associated with lower participation of women
in the labour force (or a higher percentage of economically inactive women).

This research design is often referred to as a semi-experimental one: the fact that
one country (or region) has adopted a policy but not another is similar to a treatment~
control group experiment 12. In practice, the small number of observations -countries
being the unit of analysis- limits the statistícal room for manoeuvre (i.e. degrees of
freedom). An econometrics model based on ten or twenty observations would indeed be
very unreliable. To overcome this problem, one may pool cross-national and time-series
data in order to increase the number of observations -thus effectively multiplying the
number of observations by a factor equal to the number of years. Such a design has
been used for example by Ekert (1986) and Gauthier (1991) in their analysis of the
impact of policies on fertility. Alternatively. the "more or less generous" method can
be used with individual level data where individual level surveys for different countries
would be pooled; the difference in the policy variable appearing as one of the potential
explanatory variable. For example, Moffitt (1994) ground his analysis of the correlation
between welfare benefits and female headship on the differences between states in the
value of welfare benefits. He did not have data about the individuals' actual receipt of
benefits, but look at area effect, at the state level.

Like the previous static method, this one also carries limitations associated with
response lag, policy implementation, and variable inteference. In addition, if aggregate
data is used, it also ignores the potential heterogeneity among the population as to the

12It should be noted here that a similar research design can be used for sub-country observations, for

example at the regional, cantonal, or provincial level -providing that they differ with regard to their

policy provision.
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eligibility- and actual receipt of benefits. Essentially, static methods remain a low-cost
strateg`-; a way of making the best out of readily available data, but at some other cost.

4.3 The Sequence strategy

Since the 1970s increasing number of surveys have adopted a life-course perspective in
collecting information about the employment history and family formation history of
individuals. Such surveys allow us to reconstruct the sequence of employment and non-
unemployment spells, and to place them in parallel with key family formation events.
For example, on the basis of such data, one may distinguish the following four family-
emplo~-ment patterns: (1) Never returned to work after the first birth; (2) Returned to
work only after the last birth; (3) Returned to work systematically after each birth; (4)
Returned to work between births but not systematically. Policies may obviously not be
the only factor behind the adoption of one of these patterns or the other. But, they may
well have influenced it. This is precisely what this method does: to ground the analysis
on family--employment sequences and to isolate the impact of policies. For example, if
it can be shown that women eligible to less generous maternity leave schemes were less
likelv to return to work after childbirth, then we could suspect a link between policy
and the family-employment pattern.

There is however a major problem associated with this type of inethod, namely the
fact that it requires knowledge of the economic conditions, policies and benefits that
women faced at each key event or transition. linfortunately, and as mentioned in section
2, famil`- formation and employment surveys in general do not collect information about
policies. For example, we would not know whether the woman who did not return
to work after childbirth was not entitled to any maternity leave, or whether she was
entitled to one but did not take it. To adequat.ely assess the impact of policies, one
would need to know the exact situation of each woman in terms of eligibility to benefits
(public and private), and the nature of the benefits (e.g. duration, pay). In absence
of such information, most of the studies reviewed in appendix 1 and which aimed at
assessing the impact of policies have imputed data on policies. On the basis of a woman
chracteristics (i.e. employment status), they have tried to estimate her eligibility to
benefits. For example, in their study of employment participation of young mothers,
Robins and Blau (1991) imputed data on child care tax credit and AFDC 13 on the
basis of information on child care credit schedules and AFDC benefit amounts in force
in each state and year.

~~- hile such imputation technique may be the only way of overcoming the lack of

13r1id for Families with Dependent Children
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data, it may introduce major bias in neglecting some types of benefits (including seme
provided by the employer) and in ignoring the issue of non-take-up of benefits. ~Ve know
for example that, especially when means-tested benefits are concerned, the non-take-up
rate may be very high. In Britain, it is estimated that less than 60P1o of families eligible
to the means-tested family credit actually claim it (Britain, 1993: 22). Moreover, ~~-e
know also that there is considerable heterogeneity among the population with regard
to the eligibility of benefits. For example, data from a British survey has sho~~-n that
among women in employment `vhile pregnant in 1987-88, 20~o did not receive anv
maternity pay (they were either ineligible to it or did not claim it) while 14~o received
benefits provided by the employ.er. Receipt of employer-provided benefits varies greatly
across countries and profession. and this cannot be ignored. Thus, while potentially
this sequence strategy represents a very powerful design for the evaluation of policies,
combined with imputation techniques (because of non-availability of data on policies),
it becomes a less satisfactory method of evaluation.

4.4 The Event-Targeted strategy

While the analysis of the whole family-employment sequence may lead to very rich
results, data-wise it is a very demanding strategy. An alternative is to focus on some kev
transitions or events of this sequence, for example on the return to work after the first
birth. This strategy, labelled here "event-targeted" one is therefore only a derivative
of the previous one. This method has been used very successfully, for example, by
1~1cRae (1991) in Britain ~vhose focus was on one key transition: the employment status
nine to ten months after childbirth. On the basis of information about both women's
behaviour and policies, it was found for instance that women eligible to emplo~-er-
provided maternity benefits were more likely to return to work after childbirth than
women eligible to only state-provided benefits (iVlcRae, 1991: 233). On the other hand,
other employer-provided benefits such as the provision for career break were found to
have the opposite effect in being associated with a delayed return to work (~IcRae,
1994: 106).

The merits of such a method of evaluation of policies are numerous including the
fact that it takes into account the heterogeneity of the population in terms of eligibility
to, and receipt of, benefits, and that it avoids the use of imputation technique to obtain
policy data. As I will argue below, this method -supported by relevant data- sl~ould
be at the basis of any proposal related to the evaluation of policies on the division of
labour in families.
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5 A proposal

Following the above methodological considerations, I want to conclude the paper by
making a proposal for the evaluation of the impact of policies on the sexual division of
labour within families. As discussed in the previous sections, it would be possible to
evaluate the impact of policies on the basis of existing datasets. Imputation of values
for policy variables would however be necessary since surveys usuallv do not contain
data on these variables. Such a strategy, which I have labelled as a low-cost one, would
carry major limitations which may seriously invalidate any findings. Instead, a better
strategy lies in the development of an original survey which would collect data about
both behaviour and policies. This could be done by adding a module to an existing
survey (e.g. labour force survey or Eurobarometer) or by conducting a completely
independent survey. For the purpose of this paper I have drafted in figure 1 the main
elements of what I think such a survey should contain. Obviously, one would need to
develop it further and to pay attention to the exact wording of questions.

Before discussing the main components of this questionnaire, I should mention that
I have designed it with reference to a woman's last birth. This is a decision open to
discussion. In particular, if the sample used is one dra~vn from all persons aged 15-
59, then one can collect information about emplo~~ment and policies surrounding each
birth (sequence strategy), the first birth only, or the last one only. It is worth recalling
here that l~-1cRae (1991) used another type of sample from all women who had a baby
during a reference period. Lloney may be here a crucial factor in opting for one or the
other of these designs. In the draft questionnaire reproduced in figure 1 data ~vould
be collected on the pre- and post-employment situation of both partners, the leave and
other benefits entitled to and actually claimed, and the time allocated by each spouse to
unpaid work. Undeniably, such a questionnaire would go much beyond what has been
routinely collected in familv surveys. It would have the merits of combining information
about employment pattern of both partners surrounding key family events, as well as
the benefits and working condit.ions faced at that time. The evaluation of the impact
of policies would be based on observed data and would follow methods of the style
"sequence strategy" or "event-targeted strategy".

6 Conclusion

The reduction of obstacles to the combination of paid employment and family responsi-
bilities is not a recent objective. Starting with the International Labour Office Recom-
mendation on the Employment of Women with Familv Responsibilities in 1965, to the
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recent recommendation of the Council of the European Community on child care 14

pressures have been exerted on governments to adopt policies which aim at giving equal
access and opportunities to mothers and fathers in the labour force taking into account
their family responsibilities. In spite of such an objective, we know very little about
the effect of ineasures adopted so far by governments. We are aware of the increasing
trend in the participation of women in the labour force, but we kno~v little about the
family-employment interaction and the extent to which policies have affected this in-
teraction. As argues in this paper, the evaluation of policy impact invol~-es important
methodological considerations. In particular, I have stressed three main points:

. First, there is the choice of the dependent variable. As argued, the issue is not
simply whether or not women are present in the labour force after childbirth, or
whether or not fathers do contribute to unpaid household chores. ~~'hat matters is
the nature of women employment, and the working conditions behind the spouses'
allocation of time to household chores. We need to know, for example, ~t-hat was the
exact nature of the job women opted for after childbirth. `~'as it the same as before
birth? Or ~~~as it a job which allowed them more flexibility (at the expense of lower
pay, lower promotion opportunities) in order to be able to combine employment
and family-responsbilities?

. Second, there is the choice of independent variables. At that level also. one needs
to go beyond routinely published data to learn more about the exact nature of
benefits entitled to, and in receipt of, from both the public and private sectors.
`~'e need to know, for example, whether a woman was entitled to and did take
leave following childbirth, and what were the conditíons of this leave in terms of
duration, pay, and job security.

~ Third, there is the issue of evaluative method. As discussed there is a range of
methods available, depending on the type of data at hand. Undeniabl~-. the most
effective way of assessing the impact of policies is to use surveys which combine
information about both behaviour and policies. The event-targeted strategy sug-
gested in this paper, and supported by appropriate data, would allow to directly
measure the impact of policies on the division of labour. It would be a more costly
strategy because it would require the conduct of a special survey, but the alterna-
tives would be much less satisfactory in having to rely on indirect techniques for
the imputation of policy data. The potential gap between eligibility to benefit and
its actual take-up, and the combination of private and public, ~~~ould considerablv
reduce the accuracy of such estimates.

laCouncil Recommendation of 31 1~Iarch 1992 on child care (92~241~EEC).
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I think that it is now time to enter a new phase of research on families, and I believe
that policies should be a major dimension of this new phase. I am therefore pleased
that the Tilburg team is considerating a project along these lines. Undeniably, this a
step in the right direction.
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Table 1: Surveys combining information about behaviour (employment and family
formation) and policies

Country
Australia

Great Britain

United States

United States

United States

Great Britain

Survey Sample
Maternity Leave 4208 women hav-
in Australia, ing had babies in
1985. May 1984. Inter-

viewed 18 months
later.

Maternity Rights 5,000 women hav-
in Britain, 1988. ing had babies in

Dec. 87 or Jan.
88. Interviewed
9-10 months later.

Panel Study of In- 867 female head
come Dynamics, of households
1984-86. with children less

than 18 years
old. Interviewed
in 1985 about
employment and
welfare receipt in
1984.

Current Pop- 2459 female-
ulation Survey headed house-
(March Suppl. holds with
1979) children.
Gary Mainte- 990 Black female-
nance Income headed house-
Experiment, holds (595 subject
1971-74 to Negative In-

come Tax (NIT);
395 subject to
AFDC)

Lone Parents Sur- 1,300 lone-
vey, 1989 mothers

Policy variables Reference
Maternity Glazer
leave, childcare (1988)
arrangement

Maternity leave McRae
(duration, type, (1991)`
pay), childcare
(arrangement and
cost ) .
AFDC benefits Mullau

Harris
(1993)

AFDC benefits Blank
(1985)

NIT, AFDC Hausman
(1980)

Maintenance Jenkins
allowance (1992)"

~`: Ivlore policy information was collected in the survey of employers. The sample size of the

linked dataset (employees' and employers' surveys) is 476 women (see IV1cR.ae, 199-1).

~~`: In this study values for other types of welfare benefits were imputed.



Table 2: Key policy indicators

Maternity ~ Parental leave - Duration (number of weeks)
- Cash benefits (amount 8z rules)
- Eligibility criteria (e.g. duration of employ-
ment, company size, mothers only or fathers
also)
- Conditions of job security
- Flexibility about beginning date

Child care leave - Duration
- Cash benefits (amount 8z rules)
- Eligibility criteria (e.g. duration of employ-
ment, company size, mothers only or fathers
also)
- Conditions of job security
- Flexibility about when the leave can be taken
and on what basis (i.e. full-time ~ part-time)

Child care facilities - Form (e.g. day care, child-minder)
- Child-staff ratio
- Opening hours
- Number of closed days during the year
- Cost to parents
- Allocation procedures and priorities

Cash benefits - Universal benefits (amount)
- Means-tested benefits (eligibility criteria, take-
up rate, amount, reduction in amount if in paid
employment)
- Tax relief for children (credit or allowance,
amount, eligibility criteria, who claims father or
mother)
- Tax relief for married couples
- Joint or separate taxation for spouses?

Return to work programmes - Eligibility criteria
- Number of places
- Cost to participants
- Child-care provided?
- Duration of programme
- Post-programme services
- Cash benefits paid to participants?



FIGURE 1. KEY COMPONENTS OF QUESTIONNAIRE ON FAMILY, EMPLOYMENT,

AND POLICIES

~. ACTIVITY BEFORE LAST BIRTH (I.E. 6 htONTHS)

. In employment G months before the birth?

. IF YES, ~L'liat kind of work?

. For how long in this job?

. Permanent or temporary job?

. What type of contract?

. Number of hours per week?

. Number of days per week?

. Regular working schedule?

. Salary?

-~

. End date ( number of wecks before childbirth)?

. IF ~O, looking for a job?

. In receipt of unemployment benefits?

. In receipt of income support?

5 . TiME ALLOCATION

. Who stays at home when child is sick?

. Who brings and collects child from day care?

. Who looks after the child if nursery or school is closed?

2 . ACTIVITI' AF~'ER LAST BIRTH (12 MONTHS)

In etnploytnent 12 months after the

Staring date after childbirth?

With the same employer?

IF ~'ES, in exactly the same post?

IF NO, why did you c}iange job?

What kind of work?

Permanent or temporary job?

~Vhat type of contract?

Number of hours per week?

Number of days per week?

Regular working schedule?

Time off for domestic problems?

Time off for sick child?

Salary?

birth?

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

s

leave?

3. MATERNITY AND PAftENTAL LEAVE

. Entitled to state maternity leave?

. Took it?

.

IF YES, Duration?

Pay?

If N0, reasons?

Employer provided additional

Eligible?

IF YES, took it?

Duration?

. Pay?

. IF NO, reasons?

Enrolled in any governmental programme to help you finding a job?

IF YE5, child-care provided during the programme?

IF NOT in employment, looking for a job?

In receipt of unemployment benefits?

In receipt of income support? ~. CHILD CARE ARRANCEMENT ~AS SOON AS RETURNED TO WORK)

. Who looks after the child?

. Cost?

. Daily opening hours?

. Closed during school holidays?

. Changed child care during the first yeaz?

. IF YES, reasons?



appendix l: Studies of the impact of maternity and welfare policies on female
employment.

Author
Blank (198.~)

Blau ~.; Robins
(1989)

Ermisch
(1991)

Ermisch R:
~~'right (1991)

Hausnian
(1980)

Jenkins (1992)

~~1cRae (1990)

~~Iof6tt (1983)

Robins ~ Blau
(1991)

Robins, Tuma,
Yeager(1980)

Walker (1990)

Countrv Survey Policy variables I~O
CS Current Population Survey ADFC benefits 0

-:~larch Suppl. 19 ï9

L'S Employment Opportunity Cost of child care, I
Pilot Projects Survey. 1980 Child care tax credit

CK General Household Survey, Supplementary I
19ï3-82 benefits

L Ii Women and Employment Supplementar`~ ben- I
Survev, 1980 efits, hlaintena.nce

allowance

L S Gary i~Iaiuteuance liicotne i~egative iucoiue tax O
Experiment, 19ï 1- ï-1

t Ii Lone Parents Survey, 19L~9 Housing benefits, I~O'
Nlaintenance al-
lowance. Cost of
childcare

C Ii hlaternity Rights in iVlaternity pay 0
Brita.in, 1988

L-S Panel Study of Licome Dy- aFDC benefits I
namics, 19ï6

t S ~ai.ional Longitudinal Sur- Cost of child care. I
vey of Youth, 1982-86 Child care tax credit,

AFDC benefit

liS Seattle-Denver Experi- l~egative income tax O
ment, 19ï0-ï8

t"Ii Family Expenditures Sur- Supplementary ben- I~O'
vey, 19 ï9-8-1 efits, ~Iaintenance

allowance, Famil~~
income supplement,
Housing benefits

L[mputed data; O: Obsen~ed data.
~: Data related to some of these variables were obsen.ed, others imputed.
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