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ABSTRACT: Nordic countries have long traditions of promotingnger equality
through family policy. The combination of gender difpand comprehensive family
and parental provision have been referred to as“elumbus’ egg” of Norwegian
polices. The Nordic combination of high levels ohdée employment and relatively
high levels of fertility has prompted the notionttfemily policies may play a role in
generating this fortunate situation. Development&mily policy may provide means to
facilitate combination of childrearing and female eoyphent and therefore make the
choice between the two unnecessary. However, reiethe literature do not come to
a conclusion about how policies influence fertili@ne reason for this may be found in
the measurement of family policies. Some analyses neetiseiraggregated value of
welfare benefits while others are restricted tocie policies. Another reason is that
social policies that may influence fertility ofteave goals other than fertilitper se
Reproductive decisions may be influenced indiretttipugh policies that change the
environment in which decisions about having childeee made by couples. In this
article | use two examples of how Norwegian familljcyas linked to fertility. Neither
example demonstrates causal relations, but the rebedwes indicate how individuals
may respond to different policies.

INTRODUCTION

Nordic countries have long traditions of promotgender equality through
family policies (e.g. Kangas and Palme 2009). Thenlwnation of gender
equality and comprehensive family and parentaligionr have been referred to
as the “Columbus’ Egg” of Norwegian policies. Nardiountries have high
levels of female employment and relatively highelsvof fertility; it has been
proposed that family policies may play a role imegmating this fortunate situa-
tion. Family policies may provide a means of conmgnchildrearing and fe-
male employment, making a choice between them wssacy (Duvander et al.
2010). However, literature reviews indicate tharéhis no clear relationship
between family policies and fertilifyOne reason for this may be found in how
family policies are measured. Some analyses medseraggregated value of
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welfare benefits, while others restrict themselespecific policies (Gauthier
2007). Another reason is that social policies thtience patterns of fertility
often have goals other than fertiliper se As such, reproductive decisions may
be influenced indirectly through policies that charthe environment within
which decisions about having children are madeef®ie 2003). In this article |
will use two examples of how Norwegian family pglis linked to fertility.
Neither of the examples demonstrates causal refgtiout they do show how
individuals respond differently to policies.

Nordic countries are distinct from other industsetl countries, with rela-
tively high female employment (including amongstthess of young children)
and relatively high fertility. There has been agdradition of describing and
exploring national differences in gender equalitg &amily policies. The Nor-
dic countries, including Norway, score highly orpgarting dual-earner fami-
lies through parental leave policies and kindesgafKorpi 2000). Such poli-
cies are likely to encourage women’'s continuous leympent and enable
mothers and fathers to combine parenthood with waidk, thereby redistribut-
ing caring responsibilities within the family (Crpton 2004). Norway also
scores highly in country rankings of general fanslypport, which includes
cash benefits for childcare (Korpi 2000). Such g@el have been referred to as
a set of policy instruments directed at nuclearilfas which might encourage
the reproduction of a relatively traditional disi of domestic labour, particu-
larly if they are aimed directly at women (Cromp@®04). The fact that Nor-
way scores highly on both these policy dimensidinstrates that Norway has
what can be described as a ‘two-edged family-padielyup’. This dualism is
the result of a dynamic political climate and a8y focus on family arrange-
ments by all political parties; different policibave been implemented at dif-
ferent times and by different political actors. dwid argue that in the end this
has been an advantage for parents of young chjlég®it has given them a
wide range of options for arranging work and clalac

Analysis of the two examples given in this articldased on the Norwegian
population register. The study population covers@lples where both parents
are Norwegian born and whose first child is thetfehild of the mother. The
demographic information has been merged with infdiom on registered in-
come and educational attainment from the Norwetaarregister and the Nor-
wegian educational register. Information on palde&ve use was made avail-
able by the Norwegian Labour and Welfare OrgarosatNAV).

PARENTAL LEAVE POLICY

My first example is parental leave policy, and &é&d on evidence from the
article “Family Policies and Fertility in Norway'Léppegard 2010). Parental
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leave policy offers working parents paid leave rafteildbirth for around one
year. The parental leave benefits are financedigir@eneral taxation with no
direct costs to employers. The benefit gives ecanaompensation up to a
fixed ceiling, which is generally very generous.tiMhis generous wage com-
pensation, most mothers take the allowed-for lese do not return to work
before the end of their leave entitlement. Onehefihtentions of this policy is
to secure mothers’ rights in the labour market,tbegive mothers the right to
return to the same position after both the paiddgzeriod and a possible addi-
tional unpaid leave period of one year. The potitso reduces the direct costs
of income lost due to absence from work as a regudhildbirth. Norway was
the first country in 1993 to introduce an earmarkedt of the leave for the
father, which is forfeited if not used. The goveemtis intention was to con-
tribute to a real change in the gendering of carasponsibilities and a restruc-
turing of the gendered division of unpaid workstirted at four weeks in 1993,
and was increased to five weeks from 2005, six week2006, ten weeks in
2009 and finally to 12 weeks in 2011.

My analysis focuses on when the leave was stilt fwaeks’ long, and is
based on a discrete time-hazard model. In distirete the hazard is the condi-
tional probability that an event (in this case tiigh of the second or third
child) will occur at a particular time to a partiauindividual, given that the
individual has not experienced the event before.f@llew couples from the
first birthday of their first or second child untiie women gives birth to their
second or third child. This starting point was @obecause we have included
couples’ use of parental leave in the model, whicburs during the child’'s
first year® In the analysis couples were divided into fourugm The first
group consisted of couples where the mother waemtitted to leave benefits
and for this reason neither was the father. Thesthens were not connected to
the labour market and may be described as mordidrzal than others; they
are associated with overall higher fertility. Thiher three groups contained
working mothers, and they were divided dependingnupow much leave fa-
thers took. One argument about the relationshiprdsent use of parental leave
and childbearing is that involvement of fathers aamsitive effect on couples’
decisions to have another baby, as it gives motimen® flexibility in timing
their return to work. Fathers’ use of parental &eaway also be driven by a
desire to have children, and thus may have a peditipact on couples’ deci-
sions to have another child.

3 For further description of the method see theinaigarticle (Lappegard 2010).
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Figure |
Distribution of parental leave use over time

Figure | presents the distribution of couples’ aparental leave over time.
It shows that use of parental leave is quite gebdesed, and far from a situa-
tion of gender equality. The largest group consi$tsouples where the father
uses only fathers’ leave, which captures more trahof all couples, but there
is an increase in the number of fathers takingrgaléeave over time. Fathers
have adapted to the fathers’ leave policy rathéckdyr Most fathers have re-
sponded to the additional weeks that have beerdaddbe leave by increasing
the duration of their leave.

Moving to the results from the discrete time-hazaradel, Figure Il pre-
sents the relative risks of second and third bisthuse of parental leave. Inter-
estingly, we see the opposite effects for secomtlthind births. For one-child
couples there is a positive association betweeplesuuse of parental leave
and a second birth, while for two-child couplesr¢éhis a positive association
between no use of parental leave and third birith @mly small differences
among parental leave users.
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Figure 1l
Relative risks of second birth and third birth fauple’s
use of parental leave

From this we can conclude that stronger involvenaéifathers in childrear-
ing and more flexible timing of return to work farothers are important for
second births. Fathers’ use of parental leaveilifat from a level that would
indicate true gender equality, but more egalitapartnerships between moth-
ers and fathers help ease mothers’ burden at hathéhas enhance reconcilia-
tion of work and family life. In dual-earner/duaser families, such compati-
bility seems to make it easier to have a seconld chore quickly. Opposite
findings for third births, where no parental leay®e is positively associated
with third-child birth rates indicate that mothevho choose to have more chil-
dren may have a weaker work orientation.

CHILDCARE CASH-BENEFIT POLICY

My second example is the childcare cash-beneficypohnd is based on
evidence from “Cash-Benefit Policy and Childbearbgcisions in Norway”
(Aassve and Lappegard 2010). This policy offereptra cash payment if they
do not use publicly subsidised childcare. Thisawally the only requirement
for receiving the benefit, and there are no reguiat concerning whether par-
ents care for their children themselves or not. ElM®v, in most cases receiving
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the cash benefit means that one of the parentsllyshe mother, stays at
home to look after the child. The childcare cashébiéis available to parents
of children aged 13-36 months. The policy was uhdiaed in 1998 and the
maximum transfer is around EUR 450 per month. &h#round the same level
as the state subsidy per child given to day-canéreg when it was introduced.
The aim of the policy is threefold: (1) to give féiss more time with their
children and more flexibility with respect to orgging childcare, (2) to provide
a cash benefit to parents who prefer to care far tthildren at home, and (3)
to distribute transfers more equally and therelg giconomic compensation to
those not placing their children in kindergarten.

The childcare cash benefit was put in place aftechpolitical debate, and
was met with criticism: at the beginning mostlyrfra gender perspective, but
more recently also from a social perspective (llingsaeter 2007). The policy
was supposed to be gender-neutral, but all evidenggests that it was not.
Almost all recipients are mothers, and it has bagued that the policy has
encouraged women to stay at home with their childiteereby reducing labour
supply. This has been confirmed by several studiésh have reported a nega-
tive effect of the benefit on mothers’ labour sypgihce the reform was intro-
duced (e.g. Hakonsen et al. 2001; Knudsen 2001s&wR001, 2005; Schgne
2004). The policy has consequently been considesegender-biased, facilitat-
ing a more traditional division of labour betweenthers and fathers. From a
social perspective it can be pointed out that tietegher up-take of the bene-
fit by lower social classes and especially by immauiys. This has led to debates
about increasing social inequality as a resultarhe children missing out on
social learning in kindergarten, and about the that children of immigrant
parents tend to have lower levels of Norwegian laigg development if they
do not attend kindergarten.

Table 1
Up-take of childcare cash benefit for children bd®98-2000, all and by
mother’s educational attainment, per cent

Educational attainment

Al | Low [Medium][ High | VeryHigh
C1 (0 months) 12 6 7 13 27
C2 (1-6 months) 10 5 8 14 24
C3 (7-12 months) 10 8 9 13 14
C4 (13-18 months) 9 10 9 10 9
C5 (19-23 months) 12 15 12 11 9
C6 (24 months) 47 56 55 39 17

Source Aassve and Lappegéard 2010.
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Table 1 present the up-take of childcare cash kiefioefchildren born be-
tween 1998 and 2000. Estimates are shown for athens and by mothers’
educational attainment. There is much variatioth@length of parents’ child-
care cash benefit use. Mothers with the lowestldeoE education receive the
benefit for a longer period than other mothers, dwsignificant proportion of
women with high levels of education also take tashcbenefit for the full 24
months. In the studied period, we can see oveigll take up of this childcare
cash benefit. One reason for this may be lack aflavility of childcare. Lo-
calities that have increased the availability ofddare provision have seen a
decrease in up-take of the benefit.

In order to detect behavioural patterns in the bekween use of the child-
care cash benefit and fertility, three scenariosewefined based on different
work and childcare preferences. In the first sdenae have couples where the
mother has strong work preferences and there igseoof the cash benefit.
Working mothers return to the labour market befoaging a second child in
order to accrue rights to new parental leave bendfi order to receive full
parental leave benefits, one has to work six ofdseten months prior to birth.
Mothers with strong work preferences will probalblgt proceed to having
second child as quickly as others. In the secordas® we have couples with
strong parental care preferences who use the doljth of the cash-benefit
period. The cash benefit may function as an altemmancome source, espe-
cially among those with low incomes. The cash bemgfavailable for four
years in a row if the mother has a second chilthiwitwo years. This means
that we can expect this group to proceed quicksetmnd births than others. In
the third scenario we have couples with preferefmeboth parental care and
work. For some working mothers the cash benefit foagtion as an extension
of the paid leave period, and result in a longerakrfrom the labour market
after having their first child. However, as workingpthers they want to return
to the labour market before having the second childch means that we can
expect a peak of second births in the period aéteirning to the labour market.

The key purpose of the analysis in this exampte sssess how differences
in cash-benefit take up relate to the timings afosel births. That is, we are
interested in finding out to what extent someotkéntathe cash benefit for the
full 24 months differed in terms of timing of birfhbom someone who did not
take the full cash benefit. For this we implement iaverse probability-
weighting estimator, in which the weights are dedifrom propensity score
estimation? The sample includes couples who are recorded e Hze first
birth. The outcome variable is then defined bytthe it takes to proceed to a
second birth, measured yearly. Thus the outconie &ffect a discrete time-

4 For further description of the methods see origimticle (Aassve and Lappegéard
2010).
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hazard regression model whose estimated mean tjieesate of having the
next child for each of the consequent intervals.
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Source Aassve and Lappegard 2010.
Note T = time since first birth. C = Number of montbfsuse of childcare cash benefit.

Figure I
Second birth rates by use of childcare cash benefit

Figure Ill presents second birth rates by use dfichare cash benefit. Bear
in mind that in order to receive the cash benetih#gd cannot stay in govern-
ment-subsidised formal childcare, which in practiegans that the mother is in
employment. The estimates show that that thosetalte full cash benefit (C6
— 24 months) proceed more quickly to having a sedwmrth. The birth hazard
is higher than the other groups in all four timei@#s. Those taking the cash
benefit for a shorter period (C3 — 7-12 months)aeapid rise in second birth
rates from the first to the second interval. Thigfedms an alternative strategy
where some women receive the cash benefit whiletdlee additional (unpaid)
parental leave after the paid parental leave parfathe year, but return to the
labour market before having a second birth. Thageaking any leave (C1 -0
months) have lower birth rates and see a peak shatdater than other recipi-
ents of the benefit. This is in line with the argnhthat these mothers want to
return to the labour market and have a period iplepment before having a
second child.
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A general conclusion is that there are signifiadifferences in how differ-
ent groups have responded to the policy and itsemurences on timing of
second births, although it is difficult to say wiet the policy has changed
fertility behaviour in any particular way. Whatdtear is that couples choose
different strategies concerning work, childcare] ahildbearing.

CONCLUDING REMARKS

The two examples discussed in this article are base recent research
(Lappegard 2010; Aassve and Lappegéard 2010). Thew shat couples have
responded to family policies in manifold ways, bothterms of childcare and
in terms of timing of fertility. The parental leaywlicy, including exclusive
fathers’ leave, has given fathers greater potetdiaet involved in childcare.
My first example shows that policies that promotgepnal involvement in
childcare and gender equality are positively asgediwith second births. The
childcare cash-benefit policy has enabled gredagibility in making decisions
about work and childcare. My second example shdwas the cash-benefit
policy is associated with acceleration of childlirgr but there are important
differences across groups by length of cash bensdit

Both examples have limitations, the most importanivhich is that we do
not know whether these relationships are a resudelection. For instance, it
might be that men who take parental leave areyliteldo so because they are
more child-oriented than others, and thereby moterésted in having more
children. Even if these examples cannot show angaleeffects of the policy
on fertility outcomes, they do provide some valeaibkight for further discus-
sion. In order to better understand causal relskips between family policy
and childbearing future research needs to userdsdasigns that pay careful
attention to the impact of selection effects andbserved heterogeneity.
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