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Abstract;

We examine how far fertility trends respond to figrpiolicies in OECD countries. In the light
of the recent fertility rebound that has been olesrin several OECD countries, we
empirically test the impact of different family o settings on fertility, using data from 18
OECD countries that spans the years 1982 to 20@/tedt the robustness of our findings by
controlling for birth postponement and for differemational contexts, such as economic
development, women’s economic empowerment, labarket insecurity and family norms.
We apply advanced estimation methods for macroenanganel data to control for
endogeneity, omitted variable bias and non-statibneOur results suggest that a coherent
policy mix supporting parents’ work-life balancelilely to increase fertility. We discuss our
results in light of the other studies assessingrttpact of family policies on fertility trends.
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Introduction

After decades of continuous decline, fertility sateave started to re-increase in many OECD
countries since the early-2000s. The overall rsseather limited, with a total fertility rate
(TFR) that reached a minimum at 1.63 in 1999 befoiagisp to 1.71 in 2008 on average in
OECD countries. However, many countries have egpead a more significant “rebound”,
which has been particularly significant in Belgiumenmark, Sweden, Czech Republic,
Finland, France, the Netherlands, New Zealand, [dgypain, the United Kingdom or the
United States. This reversal is arguably one carmmscp of the “postponement” of
childbearing across cohorts: periodic fertility est first decreased owing to younger
generations delaying childbirths; this trend wasersed mainly in countries where the
number of women giving birth once they turned teirthhirty years of age and over grew
significantly (Goldstein et al., 2009).

Other factors come in to play that explain why figrtility rebound happened in some, but not
in all OECD countries. Economic development hasibdentified as one important factor, as
fertility trends appear to be positively correlatetth advanced economic development —
though negatively linked to the earlier stage areenic development (Myrskyla et al., 2009;
Luci and Thévenon, 2010). At high GDP levels, farteconomic development is likely to
stimulate a slight increase of fertility rates. Bomic development, however, explains cross-
country differences in fertility trends only patlyasince countries with comparable levels of
GDP per capita often achieve different fertilityeés. Luci and Thévenon (2010) show that
fertility rebound can only be observed in those hhigdevelopped countries where
the participation of women in the labour markehigh at the same time. Thus, the impact of
economic developmemer semight be small, unless accompanied by better dppibies for
women to combine work with family life (Ahn and Mir2002; D’Addio and Mira d’Ercole
2005; Luci and Thévenon, 2010). In this contextyr fgroups of main factors intersect with
economic development for explaining cross-counamations in fertility trends.

First, family policy instruments that provide caaid in-kind resources for families are likely
to influencing fertility by supporting families’ Wlebeing and parents’ work-life balance.
Financial transfers might influence the decisionhtive children if these transfers reduce
sufficiently the direct “monetary” cost that paremear when raising children (Becker, 1965).
Nonetheless, supports delivered to working parémtsombine work with childbirth might
also have a high impact since they help reduciegotbportunity costs of children that occur
when parents and especially women have to leavekewwaik to raise children (Willis, 1973;
Hotz et al, 1997). The provision of employment-protected &aentitlements after
childbirths, on the one hand, and of childcare isesswhich can substitute to parental care,
on the other hand, are institutional factors thatespecially expected to make children less
costly. The evidence of the effectiveness of thieseily policy instruments is, however,
relatively mitigated (for a survey, see Sleebos)30Gauthier, 2007; or Thévenon and
Gauthier, 2011).

Labour market characteristics are also an impodanénsion of the context in which fertility
decisions are embedded. Their influence on ferthias been amplified with the growing
prevalence of two-earner families and the incregsadicipation of women in the labour
market. This has contributed to the postponementclufdbirths in situations where
childbearing is often conditioned to the acquisitiof a stable and secure position in the
labour market (Blossfeld, 2005). In that contexrtifity trends are likely to respond to
unemployment rates or to the development of termponsork that make labour position
relatively unsecure. By contrast, the guarantetsaxt by either public employment status or
the legislation protecting employees against disalioffer some financial security and



planability that is likely to have a positive inflnce on fertility (Sobotka, 2004; Koblas,
2011). It is likely, however, that these protectianly benefit to a minority of households in
countries where labour market segmentation rengiite high. In this case, a high degree of
employment protection can signal a strong labourketadualisation (insiders vs. outsiders),
which discourages fertility intentions of unempldyand of people in precarious employment
(Esping-Andersen, 1999; Thévenon 2004).

Social norms play also a key role in shaping pesfees regarding childrearing, regarding the
timing of births and regarding gender roles (Lestiee 2010; Liefbroer and Merz 2010).
Norms are not fixed, however, and attitudes regardhildrearing and the gender division of
work have been changing considerably over the pastdes (Lesthaeghe, 2010). The
decrease in marriage rates, and the opposite seiaahe number of divorce, as well as the
increase in the number of out-of-wedlock births @dear markers of these changes. However,
the extent to which these changes have affectditjerates is not straightforward. The
influence of norms is indeed very likely to chargeer time, as norms themselves evolve.
The experience of South European countries illtetrauch changes, as in these countries,
the decrease in fertility rates was first refraifeed then occured much steeper than in other
European countries (Kohler et al., 2002). The fimste” of traditional family norms was
first seen as a key factor that made these cosntii@ experiencing declines in fertility.
However, the time-delayed drastic fertility decline the fact that Southern Europe
experienced lowest-low fertility rates at a timeenhtraditional norms started to loose their
prescriptive power and clashed with women’s indrepgabour market participation. More
recently, the erosion of traditional family normsdathe greater acceptance of non-standard
family and childrearing patterns have gone hanldaind with re-increases in fertility rates in
some OECD countries. There is no single relati@mwdver. The number of births outside
marriage has increased in almost all OECD countives the past decades, but their share of
the total number of births remains low in Japanre&oor Greece, while they contribute to
over half of the total number of births in Estonkance, Norway, Mexico, Slovenia and
Sweden (OECD, 2011).

The above mentioned trends suggest that both chaimgsocial norms and increases in
women'’s economic “empowerment” have been key dsiwérfertility trends. The increase in
women’s educational attainments, which comes hantdand with an improved access to
employment and income, gives women more power [fdl ftheir own aspirations and to
influence household choices. This “empowermentivofnen has already been identified as
one cause of the postponement of family formatiiogsfeld, 1995), and was pointed out as
the key explanation of the decrease in fertilittesain developed countries from the early
1970s to the late 1990s (Hotz et al., 1997). Is tluntext, the evolution of fertility is more
and more likely to depend on the extent to whichcmgs can help households to combine
work and family life, instead of forcing women anten to choose between children and
career development.

Against this background, this paper assesses theilmation of family policies to cross-

national variations in fertility trends. The influge of paid leave entitlements, childcare
services and financial transfers to families otilfgr trends is analysed with data for OECD
countries covering a period of 25 years from 198@®07. Our contribution is threefold.

First, we extend previous findings by taking intoc@unt the three main types of policy
instruments all together, whereas former studiestijmaoncentrate on only one or two
aspects — the lack of available data being the me@ison of such restriction. Thus, we look at
the influence of the mix of different types of faysupport that supposedly respond to
families’ needs in time, money and service at d¢hith and during the childrearing period.

Second, we update previous results by looking eslbheat a time period covering the recent



upswing of fertility rates. A key issue is thus #dent to which policies have contributed to
this reversal of fertility trends. Last but not $eawe apply panel data methods that make
possible to disentangle the “causal” impact of @olichanges from country-constant
characteristics that may affect fertility leveldfdet is also done to filter out the effect that
birth postponement might have on fertility trendikis clear-cut distinction helps reconciling
our results with those of previous studies.

The first section sheds light on cross-nationdkedénces in policies supporting families since
the early 1980s. A particular attention is giverméov policies have developed over the period
and to the extent to the mix of support achievedupport working parents with children
below school age. The second section presentsnopirieal strategy, before introducing our
results. The last section discusses these resulight of those already established in the
literature.

Family policies in OECD countries: trends and key baracteristics

Money, time and childcare support are key resouneesied by households to have and raise
children (Becker, 1965). As these costs rise, childbecome less affordable for actual and
potential parents. Policy can affect fertility matts in different ways. First, they may help
households fulfil their fertility intentions by rading the direct financial cost to parents or by
reducing the indirect cost of children by relaxthg constraints that adults face in combining
work and family. Second, reducing the costs ofdrkih may influence preferences on family
size. However, for this to occur, policy supporsha be sufficiently comprehensive and
consistent over time (Thévenon and Gauthier, 2011).

A range of family policies may influence the resms of different household types. These
include tax benefits and cash transfers, childearangements, and leave provisions. The
arrangement of family policy instruments varieshwegach country’s approach to policy
objectives (Gornick, Meyers, and Ross 1997; Espindersen, 1999; Meulders and
O’Dorchai 2007; Thévenon, 2011). Cash, fiscal anttind supports for families have been
introduced and developed at different times andesarvariety of family policy objectives. In
most OECD countries, family policy instruments weféen not specifically introduced to
address fertility concerns, but to prevent famibverty. Today, the reconciliation of work
and family life has become an important concernfémnily policies in many, but not all
OECD countries. (OECD, 2011). Differences in siad key characteristics of family policies
are described in the following paragraphs, whemasconsider not only cross-country
differences but also changes over time.

Increasing investments for families

Global spending for families with children has beensiderably increased over the past three
decades as a result of growing concerns aboutitshwell-being. Figure 1 shows that the
share of GDP spent by governments for families srediarding the expenditures on
compulsory education — rose from an average ofrardu6% in 1980 to 2%-2.4% in 2007 in
the OECD. Yet, cross-country differences in thaltaimount transferred to families remain
large with Denmark, France, Iceland and the Unkedydom spending over 3.5 % of GDP
for families, while just over 0.5 percent were dpéor example, in Korea.



Figure 1: Public spending on families

% of GDP, 1980-2007
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Note: Countries are ranked in decreasing order of total family benefit spending in 2007. The OECD average is calculated as the
un weighted average of all available OECD countries. Expenditure includes child payments and allowances, parental leave
benefits and childcare support (e.g. spending in childcare and preschool services for children under school age). Spending on
health and housing support also assists families, but is not included here. No data on tax breaks for Chile, Estonia, Greece,
Hungary, Israel, and Slovenia. Tax breaks are not used in Denmark, Finland, Iceland, Italy, Luxembourg or Sweden. Coverage
of spending on family may be limited as such services are often provided, and/or co-financed, by local governments. This leads
to large gaps in measurement of spending in Canada and Switzerland. Local governments also play a key role in financing
childcare. This can make it difficult to get an accurate view of public support for childcare across a country, especially but not
exclusively, in federal countries. Data is missing for Australia and Turkey. Estimates for 1980 are based on social expenditures
data and do not include tax breaks.

Data source: OECD Family Data Base (2010)

Financial transfers

The breakdown of spending into broad categoriepatity instruments also varies greatly
across countries. A first type of support is preddy financial support that occurs by two
means: cash benefits and child-related tax advastaGash benefits are twofold: some
benefits are granted around childbirth, as birtantg or as payment that can be received
during the period for which parents leave employnadter childbirth. Other benefits are paid
for children on a regular basis. These benefitdude mainly family allowances, child
benefits or working family payments. A number of CIE countries also include on-off
benefits such as back-to-school-supplements omlksgcants (for housing for instance) in
these amounts. Overall, cash payments are oftemaive group of expenditures, adding up to
1.25% of GDP on average (Figure 1).

The amounts sperfor each childrelative to GDP per capita provide a more accurate
comparison of countries’ efforts to support fansligcigure 2 shows variations in these

amounts rated for children under age 20 (disreggrthie benefits received around childbirths

or with leave payments). Interestingly, two Englggieaking countries appear in an opposite
position: the United Kingdom, on the one hand, shgwhe highest in-cash expenditure per

child, while the United States stand at the boteard, together with Korea. Even though the

average amounts spent per child increased betw@8d dand 2007, several countries also

experienced expenditure decreases over the paatiekecMore precisely, about one third of

countries experienced a decrease in the averagdisgesince the mid-1990s.



Figure 2: Spending on cash-benefit per children under age 20
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Data source: OECD Family Data Base (2010)

Child-related tax breaks are also a quite widespamaong OECD countries. Only 6 out of 32

OECD countries do not grant any specific tax daduastto families. Tax-related transfers for

families include tax allowances on earned incorar,dredits or tax deductions for services
such as childcare. The large majority of OECD coastprovide such tax breaks, but their
relative importance in the overall support to faeslvaries quite widely (Figure 1). They are

the main levy to support families in the Unitedt8saand count for an important share of the
overall money transferred to families in France @simany.

Child-related leave-entitlements

Entitlements to leave employment after childbinte a second wide set of support supplied to
parents. Employment is protected during leave,hstd parents can resume work after they
have taken leave for some weeks. Different typle@afe entitlements can often be combined.
First, working mothers are entitled to a periodnuditernity leave (or pregnancy leave) at
around the time of childbirth which protects thalbie of working mothers and their children
and guarantees a return to the previous job waHimited number of weeks after childbirth.
The average duration of maternity leave in 2007 aasind 19 weeks across the OECD.
Maternity leave is paid in almost all cases, exdéepAustralia and the United States where
there is no central government legislation on pald (See OECD, 2011, indicator PF2.1 for
details)* Fathers are also entitled to specific rights toector children at the time of
childbirth, but these entitlements cover a shortgokethat varies from 5 to 15 days following
the birth.

Larger variations across the OECD countries conmn frparental leave entitlements
supplementing the basic rights to maternity anénpdly leave. Employed parents are entitled
to additional weeks of “parental” and/or “childcarethey are willing to care for their child
for some period after maternity and paternity leaMeese weeks of parental leave are most

! Paid leave was introduced on 1 January 2011 inralies



usually taken just after maternity leave, thoughs@me countries they can be taken much
later during childhood (often before the child fees the age of 8 years).

Payment is a key determinant for parents to takgeleHowever, as the payment received
during leave does not offer a full replacementha $alary, and since wives very often earn
lower incomes than their husbands, women are niloety Ithan men to take over all or the
majority of the leave period. Moreover, women maf$¢n do so to care for a newborn child
in the aftermath of maternity leave. In this cabejr absence from work can be prolonged.
Thus, for women who were employed before childbittte associated opportunity cost of a
child due to work interruption becomes quite higlgure 3 addpaid weeks of parental leave
to those of maternity leave entitlements, and shinswomen can be out of work for around
or more than 3 years in 6 countries (Austria, taecd Republic, Finland, France for the birth
of a second child, Hungary and the Slovak Republio}al periods of paid leave are much
shorter, around or below 1 year in the other coemtrecause periods of parental leave and of
parental payment are shorter.

Figure 3 : Childbirth-related leave

Panel A: Number of paid weeks of leave available for mothers

02007 <1980 A 1995

250

200 |

150 -

Weeks

100 0 (LI

so || [ o
| Ol o o

Data source: OECD Family Data Base (2010)



Panel B: Spending on child-related leave per childbirth in % of GDP per capita

m2007 <1330

% of GDP per capita

2006 for Italy, 2004 for Portugal.Countries are ranked by number of paid weeks available in 1980. Weeks of maternity and of
parental leave that women can take after maternity leave are added. Weeks of “childcare or home-care leave” are also added
when relevant.

Data source: OECD Family Data Base (2010)

These differences in duration and payment conditiead to substantial variations in the
amounts spent per childbirth, as illustrated inuFég3 Panel B. These amounts include the
“birth grants” paid in some countries around chiltth to cover the expenses due to
childbirth. Spending per birth relative to GDP papita is especially high in Czech Republic
and Hungary where the parental leave period is enatpely long.

Childcare services

Finally, childcare services that parents can stuietio personal care are also resources that
might influence the decision to have children aondcbmbine work and childbearing.
Governments play a key role in subsidizing the @ion of childcare services, and trends
over the past two decades show that some OECD reesitiave favoured expansions in in-
kind benefits compared to cash transfers end educaspending (OECD, 2011).
Nevertheless, at almost 0.9% of GDP on averagenenQECD, in-kind expenditures for
children under school age still represent no mba@nt1/3 of the total expenditures for
families (Figure 1). Denmark, France, Iceland, &ml and Sweden are the “big” service
providers with in-kind expenditures over 2% of GDRotal, e.g. more than twice the OECD
average. Denmark, Italy and Sweden are also tee ttountries with highest expenditures per
child under age 3 relative to GDP per capita (FeguPanel A).



Figure 4: Childcare services for children under age 3

Panel A: Spending on childcare services per child in % of GDP per capita
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2006 for Portugal.
Spending includes childcare and day care services, home help for families, and a suite of family social services.

Data source: OECD Family Data Base (2010)

Panel B: Proportion of children enrolled in formal childcare services
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Data source: OECD Family Data Base (2010)

The expansion of child care coverage among chiléh&ow the age of 3, as illustrated in
Figure 4 Panel B, is one consequence of the inogasvestment in childcare services.
Differences in coverage are still large, howevesiwieen Denmark where about 2/3 of
children under the age of 3 find a place in day @anters. Germany and Austria are located
at the other extreme. In Austria, care servicezecowt more than 12% of children under

preschool age.



To sum up, OECD countries have considerably wide¢hen investments to support families
over the past decades. All types of supports haen lexpanded to some extent: in-cash
transfers towards families with children have bemneased in many countries since the early
1980s, but the relative share of GDP per capitasted per child has grown at a slower rate
since the mid 1990s or decreased in some countries.

Leave entitlements for working parents have alsenbextended, but parental leave policies
vary widely across countries. Differences were radnwhen parental leave entitlements were
first introduced, and remained broadly constantspite of policy reforms that introduced

limited changes except in few cases as recentlgenmany. On the one hand, countries
which were pioneers in introducing parental leamétlements provide comparatively long

periods of leave (up to three years), with rattww Iflat-rate payment (as in France for

example). This parental leave scheme encouragasypary low qualified mothers to stay at

home for child-rearing. On the other hand, coustnehere parental or childcare leave
entittements were introduced later and/or reformecently (as in Germany) show shorter
periods of leave, earnings-related payments andiapmcentives for fathers to take up

parental leave, which encourages a combinationookand family life for mothers.

Last but not least, investments “in-kind” have esgiéy increased over the last decade as a
consequence of a growing demand for childcare sesviOne consequence of these growing
investments is the large increase in the coverégaililcare services for children at or under
preschool age. The percentage of children undeBagarolled in formal childcare services
still varies widely, however, and is particularbmt in German-speaking countries.

Overall, remarkable differences still exist acroesintries in the way policy instruments are
combined together to provide more or less comprEkersupport to families. Differences
concerns especially the size and form of suppdotaied to working parents with children
under the age of three (Thévenon, 2011). In thedeet, Nordic countries (Denmark, Finland,
Iceland, Norway, and Sweden) outdistance the oBteCD countries with comprehensive
support to working parents with very young child(ander 3 years of age). English-speaking
countries (Australia, Canada, Ireland, United KimgdNew Zealand, and the United States)
provide much less in-time and in-kind support torkirng parents with very young children,
while financial support is larger but very muchgeted on low-income and focuses on
preschool aged children. Continental and Eastermog&an countries form a more
heterogeneous group with a more intermediate posiftrance and Hungary stand especially
out of this group with relatively large support f@orking parents compared to other countries
of this group.

Empirical Procedure

To analyze the impact of family policy packagedentility trends in developed countries, we
first specify our estimation model by defining a@ndogenous and exogenous variables. We
then test several estimation methods with the tideno identify a causal effect of policy
settings on fertility. Therefore, we distinguish tweeen within- and between-country
variations. Focussing on within-country variatioafows us to disentangle the impact of
policy changes from country-constant charactesstitat affect fertility levels. Once the
impact of policy changes on fertility is establidheve apply several robustness checks.
Hereby, we control for the dynamics of adjustmemd add several control variables to the
estimation model. We also address several methgwalloproblems like endogeneity, non-
stationarity and omitted-variable-bias.
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For most of our empirical analysis, we use totdilfgy rates (TFR) as endogenous variable.
The TFR by year and country is the beavailable measure to compare fertility trends
between countries. However, total fertility rates kely to be biased measures of fertility, as
they are sensitive to changes in the mean age ofenat childbearing. Birth postponement
is likely to decrease this period measure evehafdompleted family size stays unchanged.

In order to control for changes in the timing ofl@dhirth, we use tempo-adjusted total fertility
rates &djTFR) besides generdlFR as endogenous variable. The tempo-adjusted fendie

is intended to measure fertility levels within aen period in the absence of postponement
(Bongaarts and Feeney, 1988; Sobotka, 2004). Bghtiag TFR by changes in women'’s
mean age at childbirth, this adjusted measuremaruses on the quantum-component of
fertility changes. HoweverdjTFRonly corresponds to a pure quantum measure ofitierti
on the assumption of uniform postponement of @bes, i.e. an absence of cohort effects
(Kohler and Philipov, 2001). ConsequentfdjTFR implies only an imperfect control for
tempo effects.

We use several family policy measures as exogenatiables in our empirical analysis.
Instead of estimating their impact on fertility ebg-one, we combine them in the estimation
model, as we suggest that the mix of policy insenta is more determining for fertility as
single measures. For example, we consider the ®madus control for the number of paid
leave weeks in combination with childcare policséssimportant, as these variables can be
interconnected. If countries increase the duratibmpaid leave, they tend to invest less in
child care services as mothers are expected tastayme to care for their children.

Policy variables have been constructed for 18 OE®Dntrie$, for which information is
available over the years 1982 to 2007. Core fapuoljcy settings are captured by 5 variables,
illustrated in the descriptive section above. Thotghem measure public expenditure per
child. By means of these three kinds of expendstugovernments attend to achieve three
objectives: to complement families’ income at chitth, to complement families’ income in
the years after childcare and to provide childcamwices:

* Spending on cash benefits per child under the &0 din % of GDP per capita).
(This measure includes cash benefits but not amsfers)

* Spending on maternity leave per birth includingtbgrants (in % of GDP per capita)

* Spending on childcare services per child underathe of three (in % of GDP per
capita)

In addition, 2 more family policy variables are dge capture leave and childcare policies:

* The number of paid leave weeks, adding maternaydeweeks and the number of
parental leave weeks women are entitled to tales afaternity leaveer se

» Childcare enrolment of children under the age ¢h3ercentage of the total number
of children of this age group).

We start with an Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) sjom. Linear time trends are included
(while eliminating the constant in the regressioodel) to capture year-specific shocks on

2 Denmark, Netherlands, Spain, Norway, Sweden, BaltUFrance, New Zealand, Belgium, United Statesdy,ItJapan,
Australia, United Kingdom, Ireland, Finland, GermaAustria.
3 . . . . - . . . .

We also use an alternative variable which measooesne from child benefits including tax allowasder a single-earner
couple earning 100% of average earnings. Howeheés, viariable is only available for a reduced numtecountries and
time periods.
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fertility rates that may alter fertility responsis policy context. Then we compare a Fixed
Effects models to a between-country estimator, @asensider it important to disentangle the
impact of family policy differences within countsidrom cross-country variations to assess
role of policies. The Between Effects estimator YB& based on time averages of each
variable for each country. The Fixed Effects maodét) performs regressions in deviations
from country means. Due to the use of deviatiomsnfrcountry means, FE eliminates
unobserved country-specific variables that are teonisover time. The differencing process
obtains the same results as when introducing cpspeecific dummy variables.We also use

a two way Fixed Effects model that combines couspgcific dummy variables with time
dummies.

In a second step, a dynamic setting is used touatdor the dynamic of adjustment and to
allow time lagged fertility responses caused byigyothanges. The introduction of lagged
levels of the endogenous variable among the exagerariables controls for the fact that
the impact of family policies on fertility is likglto depend on the fertility level at the starting
point, as assumed for example by Gauthier and #&t£l997) and D’Addio and Mira
d’Ercole (2005). Lagged exogenous variables ingbkgmation model allow for some time
delay in fertility response to policy change. Werahd simply use lagged exogenous variables
in the estimation equation, but we perform an Igression in two steps (Two Stage Least
Squares Estimator) by using lagged observationsheffive family policy variables as
instruments for current observations of these W&sm Moreover, the use of lagged
exogenous variables lessens the risk of obtainiaged and inconsistent estimators due to
inverse causality between the endogenous and thgeerus variablésHowever, the use of
time-lagged exogenous variables only implies aneiriget control for endogeneity. Besides
2SLS, we apply the dynamic setting to the FE esbma

Further controls for time-constant omitted variabded for time trends are made by applying
a First-Difference EstimatdrIn addition, we apply a System GMM estimationctmbine
controls for OVB, non-stationarity, endogeneity daddynamics of adjustmehtWe do not

4 We compare the fixed effects model to a randoracesf (RE) model, which captures both within and ketwcountry
variation. The RE estimator subtracts a fractioavdrages from each corresponding variable andftreralso controls for
unobserved country heterogeneity. If the numbeshsfervations is large, the RE model is more efficiean the OLS and
the FE model, but only on the assumption that thebserved effects are uncorrelated with the emant If this is the case,
unobserved country specific variables that are teomi®ver time are captured by an additional regidad the estimators are
unbiased and asymptotically consistent. We use wsidan (1978) test to choose between the FE anBEhmodel. The
Hausman test statistics suggests that the differefiche estimation results of the fixed and thedoan effects models is
systematic. This implies that the hypothesis thatunobserved country effects are not correlatéd tlie error term in the
RE model must be rejected. Hence, for our dataixieel feffect specification is superior to a randdifects specification in
controlling for unobserved country-heterogeneity.

® For example, it is not possible tHeER observed in 2007 impacts child care expenditu20®¥. On the other hand, it is
likely that variations in fertility that lead batt changes in child care expenditure appear tiggdd

6 Country-specific variables that are constant oiree tand time trends are eliminated by using endogemnd exogenous
variables as first differences. Regression diagemqtorrelogram, Dickey Fuller 1979) suggest thhttime series are
difference stationary, implying that FDE contrals fon-stationarity (spurious regression). Howef@rpur data, the use of
first differences for the exogenous and endogenatiables causes a high loss of significance ferestimated coefficients
and a drastic reduction of the goodness of fit,lying that the FDE model is not appropriate for empirical analysis.

" The System GMM estimator (Arellano and Bover 19BEndell and Bond 1998) combines a set of firstatiéhced
equations with equations in levels as a “systersihgidifferent instruments for each estimated eqonaimultaneously. This
involves the use of lagged levels of the exogenaugbles as instruments for the difference equoadiod the use of lagged
first-differences of the exogenous variables asrunsents for the levels equation. Therewith, thet&y GMM model
proposes the most comprehensive control for a tyané econometric pitfalls for large macroeconorpanel data sets.
However, lagged levels are likely to be poor instents for differences, and differences are likelp¢ weak instruments for
levels (Roodman 2009; Stoeind Yogo 2002). Moreover, when applying System GMM, estimation model is seriously
over-identified. In order to pass the Sargan-tests,have to base our estimations on 5-year-obsengto reduce the
number of instruments. This data transformatioruced the number of observations by 75%. Within-tgyuwariation
becomes therewith seriously limited, which affeitte significance of our regression results. Theefove consider the
GMM model as not appropriate for our empirical g
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present FDE and GMM results as these models shaps less appropriate for our empirical
analysis compared to the Fixed Effects models.

A further robustness test consists of introduciogtml variables into the estimation model,
as policy settings and fertility can also be inflaed by the institutional context, which can
vary not only between countries but also over timé&le control for women’s economic
empowerment by adding female employment rates (woaged 25-54) to the exogenous
variables. We add female average working houreeasame time to compensate for the fact
those women'’s full-time equivalent employment rates not available for large parts of our
sample. We also add unemployment rates (ages 2%8d)an employment protection-
measure to the model in order to control for tHeola market context. Finally, we add the
share of out-of-wedlock births as proxy for changes differences in gender and family
norms® To avoid biased estimation results due to mullireearity, we do not include GDP
per capita as control variable, which is indireattyrelated with all contextual variables and
directly correlated with the three family policy aseires expressed as expenditure in
percentage of GDP per capita.

We empirically test with linear regressions whetloer family policy variablesp, are
associated with fertility response variablés while controlling for the mentioned side
effects.

We run regressions as:
f. = y+ B* p, +control variables +&,

We use information at the country level (i) as wadl on the time period level (t). We are
interested in testing the null hypothesis that doefficient f is zero at a statistical

significance level of 5%. If the null hypothesssrejected, it is reasonable to infer that the
policy measure does matter for fertility.

Regression results

Table 1 shows the regression results for the QLEE-, two way FE- and BE- estimation
models.

8 Other policy-related context characteristics hagen introduced, among others child mortality anthé ownership as a
proxy of housing support. However, the number o$esbations is not sufficiently high to get statiatly significant
parameters.

¥ As regression diagnostics suggest that heterostieitiais a possible issue in our data, we alsothe OLS estimator with
“heteroscedasticity-consistent” standard erroes,robust standard errors. As the number of ob8ensis relatively small,
we also use OLS with HC3 robust standard errorsqseg by Davidson and MacKinnon (1993). In additiwa,estimate a
model using a bootstrap with 1000 replications,chfiomputes a bias-corrected and accelerated 9&fi6ience interval of
the OLS-coefficients. For this method, no assummgtiabout the sampling distribution or about theistia are needed.
Compared to the regression results of column 1,utfee of heteroscedasticity-consistent standard ®ichanges the t-
statistics only marginally and leaves the estimatsfficients and their significance unchanged.
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Table 1

Endogenous variable: total fertility rate
— Pooled Fixed TwoWay  Fixed Between
Type of regression: oLS Effects Effects Effects
Regressors:
spending on cash benefits per child (% GDPpc) 0.0300*** 0.0168* 0.0181* 0.0251
(7.30) (2.25) (2.62) (1.74)
spending on marternity leave (% GDPpc) 0.00216* 0.00345* 0.00681=* 0.00319
(2.16) (3.04) (6.00) (0.57)
nb. paid leave weeks -0.00176*** 0.00102* 0.00136%=* -0.00209
(-5.00) (2.81) (4.02) (-0.88)
enrolment young children (0-2) in childcare 0.00495* -0.00113 -0.000905 0.00997
(3.84) (-1.18) (-0.70) (1.00)
spending on childcare services (0-2) (%GDPpc) -0.00145 -0.00244 -0.00228 -0.00593
(-0.99) (-1.77) -1.62) (-0.66)
linear time rends yes = yes no
country dumimies no yes yes no
rime dumimies no no Yes no
consiant 1.383
(7.18)
N 274 274 274 274
nb. of countries:* 18 18 18 18
time period: 1982-2007 1882-2007 1982-2007 18682-2007
R= 0.986 0.9596 0.997 0439
R*adj.: 0.986 0.996 0.997 0.206

1 statistics in parentheses, * p<0.05, ™ p<0.01, *** p=0.001

*Denmark, Netherlands, Spain, Norway, Sweden, Portugal, France, New Zealand, Belgium, United States, Italy, Japan, Australia,

United Kingdom, Ireland, Finland, Germany, Austria.

The results show that the null-hypothesis statingimpact of family policy settings on
fertility can be rejected for four of our five poy variables. All four estimation models
suggest a positive impact of income support ovédicbod, as measured by spending on cash
benefits per child, on fertility. This is also tbase for spending on maternity leave.

In contrast to the FE regressions, both the OlLcbthe BE results suggest a negative impact
of the number of paid leave weeks and a positiveath of child care enrolment on total
fertility rates. In comparison to the OLS resuttse coefficients estimated by the BE model
keep their sign, but they all loose significancétl#e same time, the goodness of fit increases
from 36% to 44% when comparing the OLS model (withiinear time trends, results not
shown here) to the BE model, whereas the adjustatb&eases from 35% to 21%. Adjusted
R2 represents a corrective for R2, because R? aitcally increases with the number of
estimated coefficients (i.e. the number of exogsneariables in the estimation equation).
Adjusted R2 punishes an addition of explanatoryaides if they have no real explanatory
power. This is the case for our policy variablesewlfiocussing on between-country variation
only. The lost significance of the estimated cagéfnts, the increasing R? and the decreasing
adjusted Rz indicate, that country-specific effemtplain most of the fertility variance in the
Between Effects model, while between-country déferes of family policies are relatively
small. Therefore, we consider the BE model as pptapriate for our empirical analysis.
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The Fixed Effects model, which focuses on withinhuioy variation, shows significant
coefficients for three policy variables. The sigraht coefficients confirm that within-country
differences of family policies are larger than bedw-country differences, and fertility
variations in our sample are mainly due to chamgéise family policy setting over time.

The OLS estimation, which captures both within-d@&iween-country variations, shows a
negative correlation between the number of paiddeaeeks and fertility. This negative
correlation is likely to emerge due to inverse aditys countries with lowest fertility rates

have introduced longer leave (or countries havereldd paid leave when fertility rates were
lower or declining).

As the FE model captures only within-country vaoas, this model is more appropriate than
the OLS or BE model to disentangle the “causal” astpof policy changes over time from
country-constant characteristics. Therefore, wesictan the FE model as the most appropriate
estimation model. When focussing on within-coumayiations (column 2 and 3), the impact
of the number of paid leave weeks on fertility sisignificantly positive whereas child care
enrolment gets insignificant.

For all models, expenditure on childcare has noisagnt impact on fertility when including
both child care variables in the regression atsime time. Regressions not reported here
show the child care coefficients do not changeadgn and significance when including either
childcare enrolment or childcare expenditure.

The adjusted coefficient of goodness of fit (R3) fiee OLS regression is 0.345 without and
0.986 with controlling for time effects, suggestimgt time effects play an important role for
fertility in our data base. This supports our ini@m to take into account time effects more
adequately in the following step.

Table 2 presents regression results based on dgnsettings. Column 1 and 3 present a
2SLS- and a FE-model with lagged exogenous vasgalitecolumn 2 and 4, lagged levels of
the endogenous variable are added to the exogeaoasles for both estimation models.
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Table 2

. B total fertility rate
Endogenous wvariable: (TFR)
_— 25LS ; Fixed Effects

Type of regression: 28LS dynamic Fixed Effects dynamic

Reqgressors:

[spending on cash benefits per child (%:GDPpc] ., 0.0309"= 0.00190* 0.0188* -0.00326
(7.27) (1.97) (2.18) -1.13)

[spending on marernity leave (%GDPPC)] w4 0.00169 -0.0007 37 0.00240* -0.000594
(1.64) (-3.40) (2.05) (-1.35)

[nb. paid leave weeks] -0.00187** 0.0000581 0.000791* 0.00000249
(-5.01) (0.71) (2.07) (0.02)

[enrolment young children (0-2) in childcare] .4 0.00517* 0.000626™ -0.000477 0.000806*
(3.82) (2.17) (-0.48) (2.48)

[spending on childcare services (0-2) (%:GDPpc)] -0.000567 0.00101* -0.0000481 0.00175
(-0.38) (3.27) (-0.04) (3.50)

[TFR] &4 0.977 0.887+*

(75.52) (38.49)

constant 1.362* 0.00983 1420 0.166***
(42.90) (0.51) (30.33) (4.50)

N 259 259 259 259

nb. of countries:™ 18 18 18 18

time period: 1982-2007 1982-2007 1982-2007 1982-2007

R 0.380 0.973 0.095 0.876

R* adj. 0.368 0872 0.011 0.864

t statistics in parentheses, * p<0.05, ** p=0.01, *** p=0.001

*Denmark, Netherlands, Spain, Norway, Sweden, Portugal, France, New Zealand, Belgium, United States, ltaly, Japan, Australia, United
Kingdom, Ireland, Finland, Germany, Austria.

We first compare the 2SLS results to the OLS resaoltable 1. The signs of the 2SLS results
differ only when controlling for the dynamics of jastment (column 2). The estimated
coefficient of spending on maternity leave turngngicantly negative, while child care
expenditure gets significantly positively correthteith total fertility rates’. The Fixed
Effects model with control for the dynamics of atjment (column 4) also suggest a positive
impact of both child care enrolment and child caxpenditure on fertility.

The control for the dynamics of adjustment suggtsds the influence of family policies on
fertility depends on the original fertility levet.is likely that if fertility is high, investmentss
childcare are also rather high, which leads tosatpe correlation between both variables.

The goodness of fit of the FE model is small in panson to the 2SLS, especially when
dynamics of adjustments are not taken into accoltims indicates that unobserved country-
specific variables do play an important role fattifigy variations, which are captured by the
2SLS but not by the FE model. This reveals theessity of adding further control variables
to the FE model.

Table 3 shows regression results of two way FHEnedions with control variables, while a
“static” framework is kept in order to focus on ¢prun associations. We control for side
effects on fertility by usingFRas well as tempo adjusted fertility rates.

0 |ncreasing the time lag of the exogenous varia@eés years) increases the goodness of fit of thdet implying that
fertility reacts time-delayed to changes in theqyosetting.
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Table 3

Endogenous varable:

total fertility rate
(TFR)

tempo adj. TFR

Type of regression:

Two Way
Fixed Effects

Two Way
Fixed Effects

Two Way
Fixed Effects

Two Way
Fixed Effects

Two Way
Fixed Effects

Two Way
Fixed Effects

Regressors:
spending on cash benefits per child (%GDPpc) 00197+ 0.0188*** 0.0187*** 0.0358*** 0.0875*** 0.0874***
(3.70) (3.75) (3.37) (5.72) (6.40) (6.14)
spending on maternity leave (% GDPpc) 0.00264* 0.00228* 0.00217* 0.00205* 0.000563 -0.000646
(2.83) (2.58) (2.40) (2.14) (0.37) (-0.57)
nb. paid leave weeks 0.000734™ 0.000671** 0.000604* 0.000571* 0.000514 -0.0000351
(3.04) (2.94) (2.52) (2.38) (0.65) (-0.08)
enrolment young children (0-2) in childcare 0.00403*™ 0.00213 0.00252* 0.00541™ -0.00539* 0.000943
(3.59) (1.89) (2.24) (4.64) (-3.16) (0.54)
spending on childcare services (0-2) (%GDPpc) 0.00153 0.00301* 0.00164 -0.00212 -0.0152** -0.00513**
(1.29) (2.60) (1.43) (-1.62) (-7.24) (-2.88)
female employment rate (25-54) -0.0131* -0.0186™* -0.0108** -0.0198** -0.0184*
(-5.68) (-7.60) (-4.81) (-8.18) (-6.31)
women's average working hours 0.0000182 -0.000298 0.0000656 0.000239 0.0000351
(0.10) (-1.61) (0.36) (1.09) (0.15)
unemployment rate (25-54) -0.0181**
(-4.88)
labour market protection 0.0145
(0.79)
share of out-of-wedlock births 0.0124***
(5.04)
linear time trends yes yes yes yes yes yes
country dummies yes yes yes yes yes yes
time dummies yes yes yes yes yes yes
N 228 228 222 191 161 120
nb. of countries 16" 16" 16" 142 11° 9*
time period: 1882-2007 1882-2007 1982-2007 1982-2007 1982-2007 1982-2007
R 0.999 0.999 0.999 0.999 0.998 0.999
R? adj.: 0.999 0.999 0.999 0.999 0.998 0.999

t statistics in parentheses, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001

IAustraI\a, Astria, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Ireland, Italy, New Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, UK

2;'3\usiralia, Astria, Belgium, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Ireland, ltaly, New Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Spain, Sweden

3aﬂiuslr\a, Denmark, Finland, Ireland, Italy, Japan, Norway, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, USA
* Austria, Denmark, Finland, Ireland, Italy, Norway, Portugal, Spain, Sweden

When controlling for female employment in combipatiwith women’s average working
hours, all policy variables turn out to have a pesiimpact on total fertility rates. Once

controlled for women’s “empowerment”, childcare @ment has a positive impact difrR

This suggests that child care services are impottaraise fertility once women get into paid

work.

At the same time, female employment is negativesoaiated with fertility for the two way
FE regression, suggesting a conflict between itgréind female employment when there are
no policies supporting a combination of work andnifst life. When we estimate the
specification of column 1 with OLS (not reportedrd)e we find female employment
positively correlated with fertility, while childaze enrolment also is positively associated
with fertility. This finding again shows that thestinction between within- and between-
country variations is highly relevant for our areasy The FE-results suggests that when
female employment increases in one country oveobserved time period, fertility tends to
decrease. However, countries have the possibditpterfere in this association by providing
child care services. This becomes evident duea@ibS-result, which suggests that countries
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with higher female employment also have higher dcludre enrolment rates and higher
fertility rates at the same time.

Two way FE-results are similar when controlling fairth postponement by using tempo
adjustedTFR as endogenous variable. In particular, a positiweact of spending on cash
benefits is confirmed. Other policy variables agssl significant for tempo adjusted TFR,
which is probably due to the fact that policiedurfice the timing of births more than the
fertility “quantum”.

Labour market insecurity, as measured by unemplaynmas a significantly negative impact
on fertility. This suggests that most householdsand financial security and a foreseeable
future to found a family or to have more children.

Finally, increases in the share of out-of-wedlockhis are found to be significantly positively
correlated with fertility, suggesting that the eoosof traditional family norms goes hand in
hand with re-increases in fertility. It seems timtnodern societies, patchwork families and
lone parents become more and more socially acceptadh comes along with higher levels
of fertility and female employment.

Discussion

How do our results corroborate previous findingea?otder to answer this question, we
compare our findings to those of recent cross-natikey studies which provide some
assessments of the impact of family policies otilitgr trends of economically advanced
countries. Findings of these studies differ forsmees such as the use of different fertility
indicators and different policy variables as well a different geographical and period
coverage. Since we use a comprehensive of poliakars our results help to understand
some of the contradictory results that were obthimg former studies. The interpretation of
our result is, however, limited due to the fact tveriations in TFR are a consequence of both
changes in fertility timing and in the total numlsrchildren, and tempo-adjusted fertility
rates provide debatable estimates of the variatiorertility “levels”. Comparing our result
to those of other studies using other measuress helpnore accurately comprise the scope
and limit of our own results. By doing so, some @yah conclusions on policy effectiveness
can be drawn.

Figure 5 summarises the key results of the mosintecross-national studies analyzing the
effect of family policies in the areas of financgupport, parental leave and childcare on
fertility patterns®. Three studies — Gauthier and Hatzius (1997), rsd§2004) and D'Addio
and d’Ercole (2005) — are directly comparable to study as they use the same measure of
fertility — total fertility rates. Hilgeman and Bst(2009) use a different fertility measure
which is the number of children ever born for wonagred between 18 and 45. Kalwij (2010)
uses retrospective data on fertility history tofatiéntiate the influence of policies on the
timing of births and completed family size.

Family policy characteristics are also capturedwlifferent indicators. A first difference lies
in the way the generosity of financial supportfiamilies is measured. D’Addio and d’Ercole
(2005) use the difference in net disposable incofreesingle earner family with two children
and average earnings compared those of a childiessehold with same earnings to

1 The list of key contributions could easily be exted if our aim was to survey the literature, whicheyond the scope of
the present paper. In general, the evidence sugtiestwhile family benefits do significantly reduthe direct and indirect
costs of children, their effect on fertility perisdimited. Furthermore, while family benefits feaan effect on the timing of
births, their effect on the final fertility choices individuals is contested (Sleebos, 2003; Ganit#007; Thévenon and
Gauthier, 2011).
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approximate the financial support received by fasil This covers family support provided

by tax allowances as well as by cash benefitsdafih variations across different household
types are not accounted for). By contrast, bothtBauand Hatzius (1997) and Kalwij (2010)

only consider family cash benefits. Gauthier andzlia (1997) measure the generosity of
family benefits as a percentage of average wagete Walwij (2010) considers the average
amount of public expenditures per child below a§ddt employed women. In our study, we

use both approaches and obtain similar resultsdthr measures of financial support.

Figure 5: Comparison of results

Country and
Explained Financial period coverec
variable transfer Leave entitlements Childcare provisions — methodology
Payment rate Spending per
of maternity child (all leave Spending per
Duration leave included) child Enrolment rates
Total fertrity
rates (for
women with 1, 22 OECD
2 or 3 and mor Positive but  Negative but countries 1970-
Gauthier and children statistically ~ statistically 1990 - Panel
Hatzius, 1997 | separately) Positive  insignificant  insignificant - - data methods
28 OECD
countries 1960-
Total fertility 1997 - Panel
Adsera, 2004 rates - Positive - - - data methods-
16 OECD
D’Addio and countries 1980-
Mira d’Ercole, | Total fertility 1999 - Panel
2005 rates Positive Negative Positive - - data methods
20 OECD
countries, 199
2000 waves of
European or
World Value
Surveys — cros
Achieved sectional
Hilgeman and | Fertility at age multilevel
Butts, 2009 18-45 - Negative Not significant - - Positive approach
16 European
countries -
Event history
analysis
Information on
individual
fertility history
from the
Timing of birth No effect Positive No effect European
Completec No significant Social Survey
Kalwij, 2010 family size No effect  Not included - effect Positive Not included 2004
TFR OECD
Luci and Tempo countries 1982-
Thévenon, adjusted 2007 — Panel
2011 fertility rates Positive Negative - Positive Negative Positive data methods

Besides our study, three other studies considerdimation of paid leave entitlements
(Gauthier and Hatzius, 1997; D’Addio and d’Ercof)05; Hilgeman and Butts, 2009).
Hereby, D’Addio and d’Ercole (2005) as well as Geéert and Hatzius (1997) consider
maternity leave only, whereas our study also také&s account the number of weeks of
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maternity and parental leave. Leavev payment cmmditare also assessed differently:
replacement rates during maternity leave are taktm account by Gauthier and Hatzius
(1997) and D’Addio and d’Ercole (2005). Kalwij (2D1considers only the average leave-
related expenditure per child below age 1 whilesw up the annual expenditures per child
for maternity and paternity leave, for parental/eeand for birth grants.

Finally, only 3 studies include information aboutetchildcare services. Kalwij (2010)
includes child care expenditures (consistently with expenditure-based approach), while
Hilgeman and Butts (2009) test the impact of ensvitmof children below age 3 in formal
child care on fertility. Our study includes bothildhcare expenditure and child care
enrolment.

The results of the cited studies are quite divergesome general conclusions can be drawn.
The present study as well as Gauthier and Hat4i987) and D’Addio and Mira d’Ercole
(2005) find that cash transfers have a positiveatfbn fertility. We find that the average
amount of cash benefits per child has a positiveaitch on TFR, which is confirmed when
adjusted-tempo fertility rates are taken into aotdo control for changes in the timing of
births. This result contradicts those of Kalwij {2), who found no significant effect of gross
public family spending per child on the probability have children or on completed family
size for European countries.

Results regarding the influence of leave entitleimeiso vary across studies, which is not
unattended given the a priori ambiguous effect thase entitlements can have on fertility.
On the one hand, these entitlements support holetsetamme and labour market attachment
around childbirth, which has a positive effect ertifity. However, as entitlements are often
conditional on employment, they encourage men aochen to postpone childbirth (which
has a negative effect on overall fertility) untiely have established themselves in the labour
market. This ambiguity is likely to explain the \ale results reported in Table 5. Similarly
to Adsera (2004), we find that an increase in pa&Vve duration has a positive impact on
fertility rates. Gauthier and Hatzius (1997) findsanilar positive but not statistically
significant result. Controversely, D’Addio and MiEdErcole (2005) find a negative impact,
but their model does not control for the developtr@nchildcare services for children less
than 3 years of age. However, leave duration tdndbe longer in countries where the
provision of childcare services, which parents ambstitute to parental care, is less
developed. In these circumstances, it is veryyikieat the identified negative impact of leave
duration captures partially the impact of a deficithildcare service for very young children.
In all, it is not clear whether the duration ofdeaentitlements increases or decreases fertility,
but in any case its effect is small.

The income received around childbirth by paymesbasited with leave or birth grants also
affect fertility behaviour, as pointed out by th&etent studies. D’Addio and Mira d’Ercole
(2005) find a positive impact of maternity leaveympents on fertility rates, Gauthier and
Hatzius (1997) find an insignificant impact. Ouudy, which combines a comprehensive
measure of different kinds of leave payments wative duration, finds a small positive effect
of leave payments on fertility. However, leave payts might affect the timing of births
more than than the size of the completed familyargsied by Kalwij (2010) who finds that
leave-related expenditures impact the timing ahisibut not completed fertility levels.

Evidence from cross-country and national studiesoat invariably points to a positive effect
of formal childcare on fertility patterns. Kalwi@10) finds that childcare subsidies have no
effect on the timing of births, but do have a gesiteffect on second and higher-order births
and completed family size. Hilgeman and Butts (3008l a significant effect of childcare
enrolment on the total number of children ever bimmwomen aged between 18 and 45 in
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the early 20008 Our evidence is however less clear, as we alsedf@ustrong positive effect
of cross-national differences in both enrolmenéesaand spending on childcare services on
TFRs, but the influence of an increase in childeas&lability over time does not appear to be
always significant. A positive impact of childcaservice provision recurs once female
employment rates are controlled. This suggestsahhigh levels of female employment, an
increase in childcare provision is associated aithncrease in fertility rates. Thus, childcare
services emerge as a key factor for fertility asythllow parents — and particularly mothers -
to combine childrearing with labour market partatipn.

Overall, our results confirm that fertility trendepend crucially on the opportunities for
mothers to combine work and family life. Family gl packages can have a significant role
to increase these opportunities. The more countesprehensively combine paid leave,
chilcare service and financial support to reduceidé® for parents to combine work and
family life, the higher is the probability that tliamily policy mix is positively associated

with fertility. Nordic European countries and Frar@ppear hereby as trailblazers offering a
coherent mix of support for all family types. Thesountries suggest that continuous
monetary support over childhood has to be combingd all-day child care services for

children of all ages in order to allow parentseturn to the labour maket after parental leave.

Finally, our results show that family policies dontribute to explain, but can not explain all
fertility differentials over time and between coues. In the USA, for example, fertility is on
a relatively high level but at the same time fetleublic family policies are more limited.
And in New Zealand and Australia, for example, ¢mel of birth postponement is found to
play a major role for the fertilty rebound. Thugshles family policies, the labour market
context, gender and family norms and the progrédsirth postponement also emerge as
influential factors for fertility.

12 National studies for Nordic countries corrobortiie positive effect of childcare on fertility ragRindfusset al.,2010).
They also find that reductions in the parentaldaigl for affordable good-quality childcare can hava&ibstantial effect on
fertility rates, especially when coverage of childeis widespread (Morkt al, 2009).
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