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Labour market status, transitions and gender: a Euopean perspective

Christine Erhel (CEE, Université Paris 1, Centre dEconomie de la Sorbonne)

Mathilde Guergoat-Lariviére (Université Paris 1, Cantre d’Economie de la Sorbonne, et CEE)

Summary

This article analyses the determinants of labourketastatuses (choice between part time
employment, full time employment, and non employthand yearly transitions between non
employment and employment in Europe, using crossos@l 2006 EU-SILC database. The
results show a strong positive effect of initialuedtion level on full time employment
integration and on the probability to find a jobemhinitially in non employment. Gender and
family variables also exert a strong influence aolur market statuses and mobility: being a
woman, and even more a mother of a young childeases the probability to be in non
employment, or in part time employment, and alsexperience a bad transition. In terms of
policies, the article shows that the use of childchas a positive impact on parents’
employment and transitions. Finally, the heteroggnmside the EU appears high, with
significant country effects on both statuses aad/dl

Résumé

L’article analyse les choix d’activité (emploi amtps plein, emploi a temps partiel, non
emploi) et les transitions (non emploi-emploi) Bumarché du travail en Europe, a partir de
'enquéte européenne EU-SILC (base transversal6)2@&ponible pour 27 pays. Il se fonde
sur une perspective croisant analyses de flux demdadu travail, marchés transitionnels et
perspective de genre, présentée dans une prenget®ns Sur la base de statistiques
descriptives puis de régressions logistiques,dlarmontre I'effet des facteurs individuels sur
les choix d’activité et la qualité des transitioassi que le role des modéles nationaux. Outre
les caractéristiques individuelles usuelles (agexes nationalité, niveau d’éducation),
'analyse inclut des variables concernant la sitwatamiliale (vie en couple, présence de
jeunes enfants) et le recours aux modes de gaode 'Bnsemble de I'Union Européenne, les
résultats attestent I'effet favorable du niveawdd@ation sur I'insertion dans I'emploi a temps
plein et le maintien en emploi (ou la probabilité tbtrouver un emploi a partir du non
emploi). Etre une femme, a fortiori avec un enfdst trois ans ou moins, augmente la
probabilité d’étre en non emploi, ou a temps phare¢ celle de connaitre une transition
défavorable, tandis que les péres de jeunes engamils au contraire plus intégrés dans
'emploi. Pour les parents, le recours a la garéefdnt joue favorablement sur I'insertion
dans I'emploi et les transitions. Enfin, les diéf@ciations internes a I'Union Européenne
apparaissent fortes, le pays de résidence comstitunadéterminant significatif de la situation
sur le marché du travail et des transitions.
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Over the last ten years, the developments of thegean Employment Strategy and
of the Lisbon Strategy have promoted both a gepdespective on European labour markets
(with the goal of 60% female employment rate in @@nd several indicators of gender
equality), and a dynamic perspective focusing on transitiand careers, that appears
through secondary indicators of the EES (suchassitions from non employment towards
employment, or upward wage mobility, éjcbut also in the “flexicurity” guideline and the

various reports on this issue since 2005 (Eurojeguert Group on Flexicurity, 2007).

Nevertheless, despite these recommendations, pgpbals and indicators, empirical evidence
combining gender, labour market status and tramstperspective remains relatively limited
for the EU 27. This article tries to fill this gapsing recent comparative data from EU-SILC
survey. The goal of the empirical analysis is t@ve some insights concerning the
individual determinants of labour market situatenmd transitions in the EU in order to give
some empirical foundations to potential Europealicporecommendations. In a gender
equality perspective, which is consistent with ¢herent EES guidelines, the effects of family
situation and childcare should be assessed. Begyde=s the differences in labour market
institutions and policies inside the EU, the issfienter country heterogeneity and the role
played by national models should be taken into @eto

1. Labour market status and transitions: how does ender matter?

Recent European labour market policy orientatioaa be related to several analytical

backgrounds that are combined in the presentauticl

First, dynamic approaches of the labour markeedbam the analysis of jobs and workers
flows have become more and more widespread in esigrigerature. Indeed, some empirical

evidence showed that traditional approaches inderhstocks may induce a truncated vision
of labour market functioning and thus gave a ratierior a more dynamic approach of labour
market phenomena. From a theoretical point of vidwese analyses are mainly based on
matching models (Pissarides, 1990; Mortensen asshRdes, 1994) in which labour market

equilibriums are seen as “flow equilibriums”, degigrg on firms’ hire-fire decisions. Such

! The Laeken indicators of job quality that belongttie EES monitoring process include various geieer
indicators (employment rate gap, unemployment g@p, pay gap). They are published every year by the
European Commission in the Compendium for monitptive Employment Guidelines.

2 These indicators also belong to the Laeken list.



models are used to figure out how institutionsuefice job creations and destructions, and
thus global labour market performances, and gegecahclude in favour of “flexicurity”
principles, i.e. combinations of low job protectiand labour market policy security like in
the Danish model (Brown and Snower, 2009). Fronempirical point of view, two main
perspectives are adopted alternatively in theditee on job and worker flows (Daws al,
2006): one is centred on firms’ behaviour and basetirm-level data while the other focuses
on workers’ mobility and rather uses individual ¢g@ndinal data to point out hires and fires
or transitions between employment, unemployment awattivity. In recent research
concentrating on these issues, it appears thatichails characteristics such as age, gender
and education level influence greatly transitiopguth, women and low qualified are on
average more mobile on the labour market but womah low-qualified are particularly
worse-off since they have a lower probability tpesence a “good” transition (i.e. towards
employment) (European Commission, 2009). Indeedpodg transitions” tend to be
concentrated on some privileged groups (men, highlified etc.) whereas risks of
experiencing outflows from employment towards nonp®yment and potential durable
exclusion are mainly borne by women, seniors, laalifjed people, immigrants etc. In this
perspective, it is then essential to better knosvdterminants of transitions and to figure out

which social groups are the most at risk in terfmmability.

Second this article also refers to various analyisasfocus on workers’ choices and
more generally on activity choices of working aggulation, notably women, relying either
on socio-economic perspective (life course persgeEcbr on more standard labour supply
models.

Research relating women’s labour supply to econpistitutional or cultural features is
considerable. Some papers dealing with women’sulaibaarket integration use a dynamic
perspective but they generally focus on a speaifigle of labour market conditions such as
the number of hours worked (Kalmigt al. 2005) or wages (Sigle-Rushton, Waldfogel, 2007,
Meurset al, 2008) etc. This dynamic perspective seems pdaitly appropriate since labour
market patterns of women are much more chaotic tham's along the life cycle. However,
proper transitional variables are barely used énliterature in a comparative perspective. The
paper by Dexet al. (1996) is one of the rare to use directly transsi variables in order to
understand the determinants of mothers’ transitimedween employment and non-

employment before and after childbirth in threedp@an countries.



Some other analyses on women’s employment behasieupased on non-linear models that
use as dependent variable the employment statwsmoin (Kenjoh, 2005, Chaupain-Guillot
et al, 2007). These studies can thus compare the lmivasi mothers and non-mothers,
according to a given number of family charactergstind institutions.

Comparative research in this field shows cleanlgt tthe extent of labour market
integration patterns varies considerably acrossit@s, with strong differentiations by age
and gender. Besides, family formation and youn¢dotm have a strong gender-differentiated
impact on labour market participation and workiimget patterns, with large differences across
countries. European comparisons in this field shiat very different “models” of labour
market integration still coexist in Europe (Angbal, 2007). In particular, women’s working
patterns across life course vary widely accordiogtheir marital status, the number of
children, the age of children etc. but also aceaydo their country. Numerous studies show
that having children impacts negatively on womdabour supply but that this impact greatly
differs across countries. For example Aretoal. (2007) show how employment rates and
hours worked are combined and how much they vargrding to the type of household (age
of adults, number and age of children etc.) in sediferent European countries. Working
time flexibility is the main adjustment variable the Nordic countries, with a majority of
mothers staying in employment, whereas in Soutle®umtries women tend to leave the
labour market when they get married or have a child

Considering this overall negative impact of children women’s employment and the
disparities observed in cross-national comparismsgarch often try to link these differences
to the various public policies for women’s employrmand childcare. In particular, most of
studies analyse the impact of having children omew's labour supply by focusing on how
family characteristics and institutions interactdaome particularly search to compare the
efficiency of different kinds of public policiesgumotte, 2003, De Hena al, 2010).

The occurrence and reversibility of transitions @amedeed much depending on policy
institutions such as childcare structures, fiscdicges, working-time arrangements etc. These
policies can play in favour or against women’s iggration on the labour market (Jaumotte,
2003, Bothfeld, O’Reilly, 2002) and are likely tafluence considerably women’s “strategy”
on the labour market. While some institutional esté would lead to pure and simple exit of
women from the labour market, some others favaneei‘entry-exit” strategies along the life
cycle or “reconciliation” strategies, between famihnd professional responsibilities
(Moschion, 2007).



Finally, this article also draws on the Transitibhabour Market perspective that has been
developed since the end of 1990s and has builtobniee theoretical influences of the EES
(Schmid, Gazier, 2002; Muffels, 2008). This perspecis particularly interesting since it
offers a broad analytical framework, including aralgsis of choices and of transitions both
on the labour market and within employment. It alssists on the recent development of
“intermediate” states between some well-identiffggsitions (employment, unemployment,
inactivity), such as part-time work, training, pated leave etc. Furthermore, it emphasizes the
role played by national institutions and policiesstructuring these transitions patterns. But
the TLM perspective also takes a normative pointiedv, and sustains that the renewal of the
European Social Model should be based on princglel as empowering the individuals and
providing them with a capacity of choice and a c#iyato reverse these choices. In this
perspective good transitions are defined accortbngriteria of reversibility of choices, and
not only according to short term satisfaction. Tikigspecially important for women who are
more concerned by career discontinuities and pag jobs that may affect their employment
and earnings prospects. Indeed, the “transitioapffroach focuses notably on gender issues
since women and men experience very different kfdgsajectories across their life cycle
(Anxo et al, 2008). This approach is then of particular indenghen one concentrates on
women’s integration on the labour market as theyosr average more concerned by multiple
transitions: in particular childbirth and childcacause interruptions in most of women

careers.

In this article, we aim at combining an analysis labour market integration choices,
including family and childcare variables, with somsights on labour market mobility, and
especially on the transitions between unemploymaattivity and employment. Both types
of analyses will include a gender perspective,tbatanalysis is not limited to women so that
it is possible to propose a comparison of the irhp&children and of childcare structures on
men and women’s labour supply.

As we have seen before, studies that analyse wantemur supply either concentrate on one
specific country on the basis of national data rgrtb consider several countries using
different national databases or harmonised data.a@icle follows this last option and it is
among the firsts, to our knowledge, to make a comspa for the enlarged European Union.
Using the EU-SILC database, harmonised data aréableafor 2006 for 24 countries of the

EU. This allows on one hand to check if well-knowwrttlines about women’s labour supply



are confirmed at the level of enlarged EU and enatiher hand to get a more detailed picture
of European differences in terms of gender diffeation on the labour market. Including a
large number of countries characterised by verfedint labour market functioning (OECD,
2006; Amable, 2005; Davoinet al, 2008), this analysis brings some new elements to
compare the different European models in termsrasitions. In particular, it allows
comparing usual typologies based on employmenuaethployment performance to the new
picture that emerges considering transitions.

This article is structured as followed. The secquadt of the article is devoted to the
description of the database, definition issues raethodology. In a third section we present
some statistics about labour market situations teanasitions between these situations. The
fourth section analyses the influence of individuatiables —including marital status, the
presence of children under three and the use tdazlie- on labour market status and yearly

transitions between them.

2. A comparative European database

2.1 The EU-SILC survey (Survey on Income ad Livingconditions)

EU-SILC is an instrument aiming at collecting mdilthnensional micro data on income

poverty and social exclusion at the household leilteklso contains information about

individuals’ labour market situation and health.eTRU-SILC database divides into cross
sectional data and longitudinal data: cross-seatidata pertain to a given time period with
variables on income, poverty, labour market posijtisocial exclusion and other living

conditions, whereas longitudinal data enable téovolup individuals over time, observed

periodically over, typically, a four years period.

EU-SILC was launched in 2004 in 13 member statéfway and Iceland) and extended in
2005 to the rest of the EU. The first release & ¢hoss sectional data refers to income
reference year 2003 and covers only Luxembourgec€arePortugal, and Denmark. For the
year 2004 the survey includes 13 member statesNamaiay. It has reached its full scale

extension in 2005 with the 25 EU countries plus iy and Iceland, and should be
completed later by Turkey, Romania, Bulgaria andt&#land. Therefore for most countries

both types of data (cross sectional and longitufiar@ now available for 2005 and 2006.



In EU-SILC individual labour market status can Ippr@ached through two variables: the
basic activity status, that offers a distinctiontweEen employment, unemployment and
inactivity, and a self defined economic statuseddhtiating between part time and full time
employment, as well as between different typesnatiivity’. Given the importance of part
time work in a gender oriented perspective, welhagh variables.

In these databases labour market mobility and itrans between labour markets statuses can
be identified in two ways. First, the cross sectoinvey includes a question about the most
recent change in activity status, indicating ifrthédas been a modification in individuals’
situation since the last interview (or in the [B8tmonths for the first interrogation). In case of
several changes, the latest is taken into accduttpology of transitions is proposed in the
guestionnaire, corresponding to all possible chargEween four statuses, unemployment,
employment, retirement, and other inactivity. Setoim the longitudinal database, annual
transitions can be derived from basic variablesuabbabour market status (employment,
unemployment, inactivity) or more detailed inforioat about the self declared economic
status that allows for distinctions between panetiand full time. The longitudinal database is
thus useful to get a precise decomposition of ttians, but a number of interesting variables
that can be seen as potential determinants of tabmawket transitions are not included in
these data. This is the case of the nationalitjale’, but also of all information about
children and the use of childcare that is only aordd in the cross section data. Given the
focus of this article, dealing with the relatiorshibetween gender and labour market
situations, such variables are crucial and theeefur econometric analysis is based on the
declared transitions and on the cross section dagalblhe counterpart of that choice is that
we cannot study transitions within employment (letw part time and full time, or temporary
and permanent contracts), as we did in anotherystusthg the panel dimension (Erhel,
Guergoat-Lariviere, 2009; Begy al, 2010). Besides, given the limited availabilitytbé self
declared transition variable for some countrie2006, the sample of countries is reduced to
16 in this part of empirical analysis.

In the cross section database we dispose of the mdividual socio-economic indicators,
such as gender, age, level of education accordin€ED classification (level 0 to 6, as
proposed by UNESC®)Other variables like the marital status (livimgdouple or not) and
health status (self declared chronic illness) altlo be included in the analysis. Children and

% Details about the variables are provided in appehd
* Country of birth, with three categories: natiormher EU countries, outside the EU.
® The corresponding categories are detailed inrafipd.. In EU-SILC data categories 5 and 6 are egrg



childcare variables have been constructed by magcthildren (and related childcare) with

their parents. In EU-SILC, childcare is divided several categories (see appendix 1 for
details): in the present article we use a formdbchre variable, corresponding to the use of
any type of childcare service (pre-school, day-camre, professional child-minder at child's

home or at child-minder’s home) for children aged G.

2.2 Methodological issues

As in the existing literature (European Commissi@dp4, 2009; OECD, 2009a; Burda,
Wyplosz, 1994) we account for transitions betwdss three main labour market statuses,
employment, unemployment and inactivity. The dgdgore analysis is based on transition
matrices, expressing the number of transitions feogiven status to another as a percentage
of individuals in the initial situation. In ordeo tidentify the role played by some socio-
economic variables in the structure of individuednsitions, these matrices have been
calculated by gender, by age group, and for parehtgung children (aged fewer than 3,
with a distinction between mothers and fathers)eyTlare also decomposed by country in
order to get a first view of heterogeneity acrossopean countries. These descriptive results
are analysed in section 3. In that section we a@issent standard descriptive statistics
concerning the distribution of full time/part timemployment and non employment
(unemployment and inactivity), focusing on gendsues.
A further step is to distinguish between theseeddht effects and to obtain results that can be
interpreted “other things being equal’. For thatrgmse we run two types of logistic
regressions: first binomial logits to explore tleéationship between socio-economic variables
and transitions between non employment and employnsecond multinomial logits to
account for the choices between part time, fulletiemployment and non employment.
Independent variables are the same in all the ssgnes.
In these econometric analyses we consider indilsdaged 15 to 65. Each independent
variable that includes more than two modalitieee@aced by as many dummies as there are
modalities. We also choose a reference categorgdohn variable:

- For age, the intermediary age class (25-54);

- For nationality, being born in the country of cuntreesidence;

- For education level, low education level (correspng to ISCED 0 and 1 that have

been regrouped).



For purely dichotomous variables, references ageféhowing: male, living in couple, not
suffering from any chronic illness, without a childed O to 3.

We control for country heterogeneity through thraduction of country fixed effects. We
discuss the coefficients obtained for these couditnymies in the perspective of a European
comparison of labour market transitions. As they @among the most populated countries in
the EU, we take either Germany or France as thereete country, depending on data
availability.

An interaction term is also introduced in some esgions to differentiate between the effects
of some determinants according to gender. Fornestawe can assume that having young
children is likely to impact differently men and men’s labour market situation (Angrist and
Evans, 1998). When this interaction term is inticaty it should measure the variation of
transition probability that is predicted followirggconcomitant variation of the two variables

(for instance gender and children 3 or less).

Considering two interacted dummy variableg and x, and a vector X of additional
independent variables, the conditional mean of dependent variable can be written as

follows (Ai, Norton, 2004):

1
1+ ¢ —(Baxy T By xpt Binx, xg X E)

E(yv|xy,x,,X)= = F(u)

With u = B,x, + f,x, + B,.%,%, + XB andF the logistic function

The interaction effect betweesy and x, is then the cross-partial derivative of the expéct
value ofy:

3% F(u)
dax,dx,

= Byp F'(w) + (By+ B12%,) (B2 + By, )F' (1)

® Transition variables are not available for Germany



3. Transitions, life course and national models

Both employment statuses and transitions are ceresiddn this research.

We present first the results of some comparatiansitions analysis, and then some
comparative data of employment rates for the wpoleulation aged 15 to 64, for women and
for mothers with kids aged less than 4.

3.1 Transitions heterogeneity across the EU

The EU-SILC database also allows monitoring labaooarket dynamics through the
transitions of individuals across different type$ employment status (employed,
unemployed, and inactive). Such transitions mightidentified either through individual's
declarations on their most recent change of agtstatus (in both the longitudinal and the
cross sectional databases), or using their (yeatBglared main activity status in the
longitudinal database. We computed both types of,daut we use here the declarative
variable, since our econometric analysis is basedaross section databases for 2005 and
2006.

Transitions rates are calculated as shares relabivdividuals’ previous labour market
status, which imply that they are not comparabl®sx different initial statuses. Given the
definition of the variable in the EU-SILC surveyhet time scope is not necessarily
homogeneous: individuals are asked whether theseanghange in the individual activity in
the last 12 months, but if there was more thanabamge in the individual activity status the
most recent change should be recorded (Eurost®3)2@abour market mobility tends
therefore to be underestimated in the survey, &edttansition rate reflects the share of
people having experienced at least one transitiohi®type over the last 12 months.

Given these limitations, in the descriptive staisstwe concentrate on transitions’ structure
rather than interpreting the probabilities to makgiven transition, using 3-by-3 matrices.
Some empirical evidence is presented on labour eb&r&nsitions at both the aggregate level
and a number of breakdowns, such as by genderaadeyresence of children. In the present
section, the analysis remains descriptive and camsren some first intuitions to be explored
concerning the sources of heterogeneity in labcanket transitions.

The results show a clear differentiation of traost rates by gender. Overall transitions rates
(table 1) from unemployment or inactivity to empiegnt are lower for women than for men.

Symmetrically the probability to transit towardsaativity (out of employment or

10



unemployment) is higher for women than for men,idating a reinforced risk of labour
market exclusion. These gender differences congetim young (15-24) and prime age (25-
54) groups, but appear more limited for serfioBesides, as shown by table 2, this gender
gap increases for parents of young children (agéal ®): the unemployment-employment
transition rate decreases for mothers and incrdasdathers, which appears consistent with
other results concerning labour market statuses theelife course. According to Anxet al
(2007), men’s employment rates and hours worked tenincrease with a child birth,
whereas the reverse trend is observed for motlB®sides, in our data, transitions rates
towards inactivity are notably higher for motherart for the general female population, even
if their transitions rates out of inactivity (espaly towards employment) also stand at a
higher level (but far behind men’s). This couldleef the impact of parental leaves that are
still concentrated on women. Nevertheless, traosstiof mothers using childcare facilities are
far more favourable than the average, and theasrat outflow from unemployment towards
employment are close to fathers’. On the whole tthasitions’ perspective confirms that
women tend to be disadvantaged on the labour magkpecially mothers, and point out that
childcare is a key factor in the reduction of mipijender differential for parents of young
children.

Age also plays a role in these transition matric@kler workers (55-64) tend to have
considerably lower favourable transition rates thtrer age groups: the proportion of seniors
declaring a transition from unemployment towardsplElyment over the last 12 months
amounts to 15%. Youth (15-24) experience highersiteon rates than the general population,
whatever their initial situation. Their unemploym@mployment transitions rate is higher,
but they are also more likely to lose their job #iod out of employment. Besides, they make
fewer transitions from inactivity to employment tharime age workers, which may be due to
more of the age group being in education.

These results concerning the relationships betwleemographic variables and transitions are
consistent with other studies using different dasss (OECD, 2009a; European Commission,
2009). The main originality of EU-SILC databasehat it includes some information about
family and the existence of childcare facilities, ia the European Community Household

Panel.

" Some tables crossing age and gender are availabkquest.
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Table 1- Transition matrices between labour markestatuses, by genderi5-64,2006, in

%)
Status
in Total Men Women
2006
Initial
situatio
n E U I E I E U I
E 92,3 4,3 3,4 93,7 3,8 2,6] 90,5 51 4,4
U 37,9 53,3 8,7 415 51,8 6,7 34,6 54,8 10,6
| 3,4 1,0 95,7 3,6 1,2 95,2 3,1 0,8 96,0

Source : EU-SILC, cross section data base, autboraputation
E : Employment ; U : Unemployment ; | : Inactivity

Note: Among women coming from unemployment, 34,64nfl a job and became employed in 2006

Table 2- Transition matrices of parents (children ged 0 to 3) by gender (2006, in %)

Status
in Fathers Mothers Mothers using childcare
2006
Initial
situation E U E U E U
E 96,4 2,9 0,71 82,4 6,7 10,9] 89,9 6,6 3,6
U 57,3 40,3 24| 31,9 50,1 18,01 52,0 39,2 8,8
I 31,7 2,7 65,71 10,9 1,8 87,3] 16,7 14 81,8
Source : EU-SILC, cross section data base, autiboraputation
E : Employment ; U : Unemployment ; | : Inactivity
Note: Among mothers coming from unemployment, 31f8&nd a job and became employed in 2006
Table 3- Transition matrices between labour markestatuses, by age (2006, in %)
Status
in 15-24 25-54 55-64
2006
Initial
situation E U E U E U
E 81,3 119 6,8] 944 3,8 1,8] 87,8 3,1 9,1
U 46,1 44,6 9,3] 39,7 53,5 6,8] 15,6 69,1 15,3
I 7,2 2,7 90,1 9,3 2,4 88,3 1,6 0,3 98,2

Source : EU-SILC, cross section data base, autiboraputation
E : Employment ; U : Unemployment ; | : Inactivity
Note: Among youth coming from unemployment, 46, 1nfd a job and became employed in 2006

In a comparative perspective, transition matrickss ahow important differences between

countries. Focusing on transitions from unemployim@awards employment (figure 1)

transitions rates range from less than 30% in BelgiSlovenia, Italy, and Czech Republic, to

more 45% in UK, Spain, Austria, Lithuania and E&oiThe transition rate from inactivity to

12



employment also varies between 3% or less in Fradelgium, Slovenia, or Spain, and over
5% in Estonia, the Netherlands, Austria, Lithuaarad the UK (figure 2). Moreover, the
extent of the gender gap varies substantially acomsintries, especially for the transition
from unemployment to employmé&ntWomen tend to be disadvantaged in Spain, Portugal
Slovakia, whereas their situation appears more Ualde in the Netherlands, Austria,
Lithuania, and Estonia. The role of inactivity atite transitions from and towards this
situation also differ across countries. The gendap appears rather large in Poland,
Lithuania, Latvia, Czech Republic and Slovakia, mh&omen have higher probabilities to
leave employment towards inactivity. Of course scaimparisons have to be considered with
care: first, the transitions rates are likely toumstable from one year to another, so that the
relative positions of countries may vary, and seécondepth comparisons have to include

stocks to take into account the relative positibwomen on the labour market.

Figure 1- Transitions out of unemployment, 2006 (i)
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8 The figures for women are available on request.
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Figure 2- Transitions out of inactivity, 2006 (in %9
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NB: Given the importance of the number of indivildustaying in inactivity, to increase the visihjlibf the
figure the minimum of the scale has been set aetha of 84%

3.2 The differentiated women’s and mother’'s employmentates

Our database confirms quite well known characiesstof women's and mothers’
employment rates across the EU (table 4). On aegffag 26 countries), female employment
rate is lower than for the whole population in #gge group 15 to 64 (56% against 63%). And
for mothers of young children (aged 0 to 3) thdedénce is bigger, with an employment rate
of 53%. Inside employment, they are more likelymork part time: in our sample, part time
employment rate amounts to 18,5% for women, an€8%83pr mothers of young children, in
comparison to 11,8% for the whole population. Teader and maternity effects appear thus
very strong in the European Union.

Nevertheless, this overview hides substantial mBffees between countries. In Southern
countries (Spain, Greece, ltaly), as well as in edaastern European countries (Czech
Republic, Hungary, Poland), women’s employmentsatand below the European average.
On the contrary, Nordic countries (Denmark, Iceladdrway, and Sweden) but also the UK
exhibit high female employment rates (over 60%pnirthat point of view, Baltic States
(Estonia, Lithuania, and Latvia) are close to tgmup. Finally, an intermediate group

includes continental countries such as Austrianéea Germany, but also the Netherlands,
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Slovenia and Slovakia: these countries are closthéoaverage, with a few of them just
reaching the EES target of 60%. The frequency of fi@e differs widely across Europe:
almost 43% of Dutch women are working part timegiasgt less than 5% in almost all new
member states. Apart from the Netherlands, pae tiimployment also stands at a high level
in Germany (33%), in the UK (25%), as well as ieldnd, Luxembourg, and Sweden (over
20%).

For mothers of young children, country heteroggnisieven more striking. In some countries
a majority of them are non employed: more than &¥%nothers do not work in the Czech
Republic and in Hungary, 76% in Austria, 67% indesd, 59% in Finland, 56% in Germany.
These countries correspond to the first clustentilied by Chaupain-Guilloét al (2008) on
the basis of ECHP data and of some policy variatdeeerning childcare, parental leave and
family allowances. In their results (which are lied to the EU 15 due to the data source they
use), Austria, Finland, France and Germany builgtaup characterised by a long parental
leave, resulting in lower employment rates for neoghof young children than for other
women (or even mothers of older children). Accogdio our results that are more limited
because here we use only employment fatiis high mothers’ employment gap group
should be enlarged to some Eastern European cesirand could be explained by the
presence of long parental leave (OECD, 2009b). i@ontto this, in Nordic countries
(Sweden, Denmark, Norway), but also in Portugal tved Netherlands, more than 70% of
mothers of young children are in employment.

In countries where part time is developed (in thé d&erage or above), mothers’ part time
employment rates tend to be higher than for womegeneral. This is especially true in the
Netherlands, where 64% of mothers of young childnenworking part time, in Germany and
the UK (36%), in Belgium (28%), or in France (25%).

These descriptive statistics suggest that women& even more mothers’ labour supply
behaviour differ according to national models, whiaclude a whole set of policies and
institutions that are heterogeneous across Eufbps.was clear from previous work on the
EU 15 (Chaupain-Guillogt al, 2008, Kenjoh, 2005), but is reinforced in theaegéd Union.

° This explains why France is not in this group.néewas included in this cluster because of themgsity of
family allowances.
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Table 4—- Employment rates (full time, part time) aml non employment rates, women
and mothers of young children (15 to 64) in 2038

Women Mothers kids aged 0 to 3
Full time Part time Non- Full time Part time Non-
employment employment employment employment | employment | employment
EU average 38,4 18,5 43,1 30,1 24,0 459
AT 36,8 19,0 441 9,0 14.,p 76|8
BE 32,6 22,6 44 8 43,6 28,9 27,5
CcYy 51,6 6,3 42,2 65,2 4,0 299
Ccz 49,7 3,9 46,5 11,0 3.8 85/2
DE 27,7 33,8 38,5 6,8 36,4 56|8
DK 47,6 16,2 36,2 51,8 18,6 296
EE 60,3 4,9 34,8 28,1 4.\ 672
ES 39,5 11,2 49,3 39,1 153 456
Fl 53,2 10,8 36,0 32,7y 7.6 59|8
FR 41,8 18,1 40,0 38,8 254 36,3
GR 39,3 8,0 52,7 40,3 9,6 500
HU 48,0 4.4 47,4 17,3 2,6 80|1
IE 32,8 21,7 45,5 31,8 212 47,0
IS 51,4 18,3 30,3 45,8 21,9 32,8
IT 36,4 9,7 53,9 35,6 17,0 47(4
LT 58,0 3,6 38,4 57,6 0,9 4114
LU 33,4 22,0 444 33,4 35,5 31,0
LV 59,0 4.9 36,0 37,4 6,b 561
NL 16,9 42,9 40,2 8,1 64,4 27\6
NO 52,1 16,8 31,1 54,0 221 239
PL 42,8 5,4 51,9 40,6 7,6 518
PT 53,6 7,6 38,8 74,9 6,0 191
SE 48,1 23,8 28,1 48,8 28,0 232
Sl 52,0 2,0 45,9 75,0 4.8 20(7
SK 54,5 3,5 42,0 58,7 2,6 387
UK 40,1 25,3 34,71 17,2 36,0 46,8

Source : EU-SILC, cross section data base, autboraputation
Figures in % of the population in the age group

In our database, the only variables that captumescomponents of this institutional diversity
are those concerning the use of childcare. The oatenothers using formal childcare

arrangements for children aged O to 3 varies greatthe sample, from 11% in Poland to
74% in Denmark. On the whole it confirms that cbdce is well developed in the Nordic

countries, but also in the Netherlands, and tosaeleextent in France and UK. Among the
Southern countries, Portugal and Spain are the owsterned by the use of childcare for
young children. The situation in Eastern countsesms rather specific, with very low rates

except for Slovenia. Informal arrangements (graackpts etc.) might build a partial

% The meaning of countries abbreviations can beddnrappendix 1.
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compensation for this deficiency in childcare piel; but this situation may hinder the

integration of women and mothers on the labour etark

Figure 3- Childcare services use
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Source: EU-SILC, 2006 cross section data basepesittomputation
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4. Determinants of labour market situations and transitions in Europe

These descriptive statistics show how employmedt teemsitions patterns differ in Europe

according to age, gender, parental status butaasmss countries. This first picture needs to
be confirmed by some additional analysis in orderassess the specific role of each
determinant “other things being equdl” As the EU-SILC database contains some
information on family statuses, children and chalidg it is possible to test how these factors
influence the labour supply and the transitionsnoifviduals. From a gender perspective, a
special emphasize is made on differentiation betwewn and women’s behaviour and

trajectories.

As mentioned before, the cross-sectional databasge ot contain transitions’ variables that
distinguish between some detailed activity statugest-time, full-time etc.) whereas this
database is the only one containing some informatio children, childcare etc. Given these
limitations the analysis proceeds in two steps.

In the first step (section 4.1), binomial logit regsions are run to assess the impact of various
determinants on the probability to move between tmeen states: employment and non-
employment. Non-employment aggregates unemployraadt inactivity. These two states
could not be considered separately because of sasigal problems when studying transitions
from unemployment. Two series of regressions are iru this first part: on one hand
considering people who are employed at first; om ¢bcond hand considering individuals
who are in non-employment at first. In each c#sedependent variable is a dummy variable
that takes one if the individual makes a “goodhsiion namely a transition to employment.
This allows an easier interpretation of coefficeerfor each independent variable, a positive
coefficient means that the variable has a posi(wemerical) impact on transition to
employment and thus a literally positive (“normativimpact. The value added of this first
step comes from the use of transition variabledeggendent variables that leads to a better
account of labour market dynamics especially cagid career discontinuities experienced

by women.

! Regressions have also been run on 2005 datadhfitro the general results of the analysis on 20@&ented
here.
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In a second step (section 4.2), we model the pibityabf being either non-employed or
employed distinguishing between full time work apdrt time work for those being
employed. This partition in three states as welthesanalysis through a multinomial logit
model follows the lines of other studies on womeersployment (Chaupain-Guillat al,
2008, Kenjoh, 2005). It seems crucial to assessiri@act of the different variables
considered here on the choice between part timduniime work. Indeed, it is well-known
that part-time work is viewed in many European d¢oas as a way of conciliating work and
family life. However, women’s employment as wellths use of part-time work may greatly
differ in Europe according to the family policiesplemented and particularly the availability
of childcare structures. In this second step, thierence state is non-employment and
coefficients thus indicate the impact of each iredefent variable on the probability to be
either in part-time work or in full-time work comgal to the probability of being non-

employed.

In the first as well as in the second step of thalysis, different models are tested. All of
them include main socio-economic variables namehdegr, age, education level, marital life,
health status and nationality. In each series grfessions, four models are presented: the first
one includes a variable on the presence of youndreh (aged three or less); the second one
tests the hypothesis of a different effect of yowhgdren on women and men through the
inclusion of an interaction term between young dreih and gender. The two following
models (numbered [3] and [4]) are run on a smakenple that only contains parents of
children aged three or less in order to test thgarhof childcare use on labour market status
and transitions of parents. In model [3], a vagabh the use of childcare structure is
introduced and in model [4] we test the hypothesia differentiated effect of childcare on
mothers’ and fathers’ labour market status and stti@m patterns by introducing an

interaction term between childcare and gender.

In every model, country dummies are introduceddotm| for heterogeneous effects across
the European Union. Coefficients for these dumnaes presented in appendix 2 and
discussed at the end of this section. The intempoet of these effects is not straight forward
as they can be related to some very diverse aspéateuntries (macroeconomic shocks,
institutions, cultural features...). However, theraguction of variables on childcare allows

distinguishing the specific effect of family poka on labour supply of individuals.
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4.1 Transitions between employment and non-employme and the impact of family

variables

The first model confirms the impact of the mainiseeconomic determinants on transitions’
guality. Some specific groups appear particularbadvantaged in terms of mobility among
which women but also youth, seniors (aged 55 orejnand people suffering from a chronic
iliness. They are all less likely both to stay mmoyment when they are employed and to
move to employment when they are non-employed t@gle 8 in appendix 2 for transitions
from non-employment). Citizens from outside the Bk also less likely to stay in
employment compared to national citizens, whereasffect is observable for citizens from

another EU country. The latter are even more likelynove to employment when they are

non-employed compared to national citizens.

Table 5- Transitions from employment?

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Parameter Estimate | Pr>ChiSq | Estimate | Pr>ChiSq | Estimate | Pr>ChiSq | Estimate | Pr> ChiSq
Intercept 2.1786 <.0001 2.0483 <.0001 1.8072 <.0001 1.9700 <.0001
educlevel2 0.0538 0.2013 0.0601 0.1540 0.2419 0.1060 0.2539 0.0907
educlevel3 0.3400 <.0001 0.3538 <.0001 0.8103 <.0001 0.8142 <.0001
educlevel4 0.5545 <.0001 0.5723 <.0001 0.8899 <.0001 0.9147 <.0001
educlevel5 0.7886 <.0001 0.8272 <.0001 1.2241 <.0001 1.2304 <.0001
woman -0.5224 | <.0001 -0.3334 | <.0001 -2.1508 | <.0001 -2.4215 | <.0001
agl5_24 -1.2029 | <.0001 -1.1705 | <.0001 -0.5107 | <.0001 -0.5164 | <.0001
ag55_64 -0.9062 | <.0001 -0.8909 | <.0001 0.0265 0.9796 0.0842 0.9348
couple 0.4172 <.0001 0.4311 <.0001 0.2431 0.4549 0.2597 0.4268
illness -0.4573 | <.0001 -0.4692 | <.0001 -0.0957 | 0.3499 -0.0989 | 0.3373
eu -0.1507 | 0.0675 -0.1512 | 0.0687 -0.3413 | 0.1161 -0.3277 | 0.1297
oth -0.3003 | <.0001 -0.3178 | <.0001 -0.6100 | <.0001 -0.6229 | <.0001
kid3 -0.7632 | <.0001 0.1260 0.0399 0.1619 0.2180
woman*kid3 -1.5412 <.0001
childcare 1.0099 <.0001
woman*childcare 1.1665 <.0001
Country dummies Yes Yes Yes Yes
Number of observations | 130307 130307 13645 13645

Source : EU-SILC, 2006 cross section data bashpesitcomputation

12 Comments refer to results on transitions from eylent but also to the results on transitions froom
employment that can be found in table 8 in appeBdix
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The level of initial education has a clear-cut effen the probability to make good
transitions: the more educated the more likelyt&y sn employment or to move from non-
employment to employment. However for individualhovattained a level 2 of initial
education, their probability to stay in employménnot significantly different than those of
people who attained a level 0 or 1 (who are talereterence) and they are even less likely to
move from non-employment to employment.

Living in a couple has a positive and highly sigraft effect on the probability to make a
good transition, either to stay in employment or nmwmve from non-employment to
employment. It can be assumed that this varialdepioxy for diverse unobservable variables
that are positively correlated with having a job.

From a gender perspective, it is remarkable thaingachildren aged three or less lowers the
probability of individuals to stay in employmentoWever, there is no effect on the transition

from non-employment.

These first regressions are then complemented avitither two (models 2 in table 5 and in
table 8) that include an interaction term betwers tariable on children and the gender
variable. This allows distinguishing possible diffietiated effects of young children on
women’s and men’s transitions. Indeed, the intréidacof the interaction variable between
woman and young children leads to an interestirsglltethe coefficient for children aged
three or less becomes positivevhile the coefficient for the interaction termrisgative and
highly significant. This result supports the hypestis that the negative impact of children on
transitions is concentrated on women. Women hayaung children are more likely to move
out of employment and less likely to move out ohtmmployment. The positive sign related
to the children variable when the interaction tésrimcluded confirms that this effect is rather
reverse for men: having young children implies ghkr probability to stay in employment or
to move to employment when non-employed. This teffiiated effect can be related to the
traditional roles played by women and men with dit@h (especially young children): the
“breadwinner model” is still observable in the EAb mentioned in section 3, this result is
consistent with some other studies on the Eurog&anmunity Household Panel for 2000-
2001 showing that households with children are attarized by higher employment rates

and longer working time for men whereas women ftbese households experience lower

13|n the regression from employment, this effegidsitive and significative at 5% level.
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employment rates and fewer hours of work compapedouples without children (Anxet
al., 2007).

In models [3] and [4], the sample is restricteghdments of children aged three or less to study
the impact of childcare facilities on transitiorfsneen and women. This restriction of course
causes a huge drop in the number of observatiohshese complementary regressions
display interesting results: the use of childcasvises has a positive and highly significant
impact on transitions to employment (coming frompéyment or non-employment). The
effect of marital life is not significant anymorehen the sample is reduced to people with
children aged three or less as these individualslynéve in couple. Models [4] test the
hypothesis of a different effect of childcare onmen’s and men’s transitions. It appears that
the impact of childcare use is not significant aoyenwhen an interaction term between this
variable and gender is introduced, whereas thdicimgit related to the interaction is positive
and significant. The use of childcare servicesrbfempacts positively women’s transitions
but does not seem to have any effect on men’siti@ms This shows once more that the care
of children is mainly supported by women so thaytlgain more from the availability of

childcare structures in terms of transitions to Eympent.

4.2 The choice between full time or part time emplment and non employment

In order to have a wider view on activity choicdsiraividuals in Europe from a gender
perspective, multinomial logit regressions are tawassess the impact of different variables —
especially family and family policy variables — tre labour supply of men and women. In
this part, three possible states are taken intouwattc non-employment, part-time work and
full-time work.

The simplest model (model [1] in table 6) confiramsne features already observed in the first
part of the econometric analysis: initial educatnevents from non-employment; youth,
seniors, people suffering from chronic iliness aitzens from outside the EU are less likely
to be employed either full-time or part-time. Thstihction between part time and full time
employment in this regression highlights the spedituation of women in terms of hours
worked: they are more likely than men to be emplogart-time and less likely than men to
be employed full-time compared to be non-employAd. in previous regressions on
transitions, the presence of young children hasgative impact on employment (both part-

time and full-time).
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Table 6- The determinants of activity choices

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Parameter Employment | Estimate Pr > Estimat Pr > Estimat | Pr> Estimat | Pr>
status ChiSq e ChiSq e ChiSq e ChiSq
Intercept PT -0.6120 <.0001 -0.6245 <.0001 | -1.4107 | <.0001 | -1.1520 | <.0001
Intercept FT 0.8731 <.0001 | 0.7564 <.0001 | 0.1975 0.0779 | 0.3665 | 0.0012
educlevel2 PT 0.000994 | 0.9732 0.00344 | 0.9076 | 0.2234 0.0738 | 0.2331 0.0634
educlevel2 FT 0.1272 <.0001 0.1339 <.0001 | 0.4718 <.0001 | 0.4804 <.0001
educlevel3 PT 0.5278 <.0001 | 0.5333 <.0001 | 0.8008 <.0001 | 0.8171 | <.0001
educlevel3 FT 0.8254 <.0001 0.8405 <.0001 | 1.2307 <.0001 1.2386 <.0001
educlevel4 PT 0.7424 <.0001 0.7511 <.0001 | 1.0491 <.0001 1.0761 <.0001
educlevel4 FT 1.2338 <.0001 1.2597 <.0001 | 1.4536 <.0001 1.4721 <.0001
educlevel5 PT 0.9074 <.0001 | 0.9189 <.0001 | 1.2506 <.0001 | 1.2732 | <.0001
educlevel5 FT 1.5794 <.0001 1.6208 <.0001 | 2.0355 <.0001 | 2.0443 | <.0001
woman PT 0.7514 <.0001 0.7825 <.0001 | -0.1498 | 0.0363 | -0.4824 | <.0001
woman FT -1.1777 <.0001 | -1.0182 | <.0001 | -3.3230 | <.0001 | -3.5655 | <.0001
agl5_24 PT -1.4689 <.0001 -1.4721 <.0001 | -0.5494 | <.0001 | -0.5534 | <.0001
agl5_24 FT -1.9442 <0001 | -1.9175 | <.0001 | -0.7210 | <.0001 | -0.7335 | <.0001
agh5_64 PT -1.1748 <.0001 -1.1818 <.0001 | -0.7960 | 0.1572 | -0.6798 | 0.2222
agh5_64 FT -1.7017 <.0001 -1.6771 <.0001 | -1.8172 | <.0001 | -1.6999 | <.0001
couple PT 0.4564 <.0001 | 0.4573 <.0001 | -0.1099 | 0.5391 | -0.1082 | 0.5479
couple FT 0.5218 <.0001 0.5176 <.0001 | 0.0498 0.7609 | 0.0539 0.7412
iliness PT -0.4954 <.0001 | -0.5002 | <.0001 | -0.3443 | <.0001 | -0.3548 | <.0001
illness FT -0.8697 <.0001 -0.8809 <.0001 | -0.5877 | <.0001 | -0.5925 | <.0001
eu PT -0.00371 | 0.9470 | -0.0054 | 0.9228 | -0.2337 | 0.1381 | -0.2312 | 0.1448
eu FT 0.0986 0.0107 | 0.0919 0.0187 | -0.1658 | 0.1977 | -0.1611 | 0.2123
oth PT -0.1435 0.0009 -0.1424 0.0010 | -0.8491 | <.0001 | -0.8643 | <.0001
oth FT -0.2503 <.0001 | -0.2636 | <.0001 | -0.9296 | <.0001 | -0.9412 | <.0001
kid3 PT -0.3172 <.0001 0.2145 0.0007
kid3 FT -0.5846 <.0001 | 0.7086 <.0001
woman*kid3 PT -0.8056 | <.0001
woman*kid3 FT -2.0871 | <.0001
childcare PT 1.2880 <.0001 | 0.2361 | 0.0749
childcare FT 1.2091 <.0001 | 0.4000 <.0001
woman* childcare PT 1.2369 <.0001
woman* childcare FT 1.0420 <.0001
Country dummies Yes Yes Yes Yes
Number of 291650 291650 25615 25615
observations
Source : EU-SILC, 2006 cross section data bashpesitcomputation. PT: part-time / FT: full-time
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The second regression shows that behind the gloeaghtive effect of children on
employment, women’s employment remains much mdextd by the presence of children.
Indeed, the interaction term between gender anchgathildren is negative and highly
significant for both part-time and full-time compdrto non-employment whereas coefficients
for children become positive in this regressionisTeonfirms that the negative impact of
children is concentrated on women whereas men anme iikely to work than to be non

employed when they have young children.

Models [3] and [4] focus on the impact of childcareactivity status considering only parents
of young children (aged three or less). They rewbal the use of childcare structures
encourages employment, since people using childmarenore likely to be employed full-
time or part-time rather than non-employed. Howgtreg number of hours of childcare is not
considered here and it can be assumed that dighigg between different ranges of hours
would lead to more precise results and particuldriiay lead to a different impact on part-
time and full-time employment.

The introduction of an interaction term in the miogg shows that the positive impact of
childcare on employment is wider for women but ttfatdcare also increases the probability
of working full-time for men compared to be non-dayed. This positive impact of childcare
on fathers’ employment shows that among fatheggahg children, those who use childcare
structures are more likely to work full-time thanlde non-employed compared to fathers who
do not use childcare structures. From a policygeatve, it could be interpreted as a positive
impact of childcare on fathers’ employment. Howewhis result should be taken with care
since no income variable is included in regressam$there may be correlations between the

use of childcare and income (especially in coustwlere childcare is expensive).

Whatever the perspective that is adopted on indal&l labour market situations (current
status or flows) the results display the importaoicmitial education level as well as the role
of family variables. Gender inequalities appeaadiefrom the whole population as well as
for parents of young children, with a correctivepsat of childcare that tends to promote
women’s employment. The results then suggest twam molicy orientations to enhance
labour market integration and the reversibilitytadnsitions, namely the increase in initial
education levels, and the development of childpaliies.

24



4.3 Country heterogeneity

In all the models presented, country dummies aneergdly significant, confirming the
hypothesis of cross country heterogeneity in therdanants of labour market statuses and
transitions.

In the sample that is used to assess the impactimdual variables on transitions, France is
used as a reference. Given the persistence ofmptogment in the French contétcountry
dummies all have a positive sign, indicating a esiimpact of living in other EU countries
on the probability to stay in employment. The coéfhts associated with these effects are the
highest in the Netherlands, Portugal and UK, and kbwest in Spain and Austria.
Considering transitions from non employment, livingsome countries seems to reduce the
probability to move to employment compared to Feandummies are negative and
significant for Italy, Belgium, the Czech Repubaad Slovenia. In the absence of Nordic
countries in this sample, these results are camdistvith other studies displaying the
differences in national transitions rates: somentes, especially the Nordic countries and
the UK seem to favour good transitions, whereasilityogenerally appears less favourable in

continental and southern countries (European Cogiomis2009)°.

14 Which already appears in descriptive statistiasj anight correspond to the high share of long term
unemployment in the French labour market, andffecdit reintegration after an inactivity spell.

15 Our results using the longitudinal database atsdion these comparative results (Erhel, Guergaaiviére,
2009). Nevertheless, comparisons based on tramsitiariables should be treated with care, as thaltseare
quite sensitive to the period of observation
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Table 7- Country fixed effects in model 1 of eachegression (from employment and from

non employment)

Model 1 Model 2
Estimate Standard Pr> ChiSq | Estimate Standard Pr > ChiSq
Error Error

Intercept 2.1786 0.0449 <.0001 -1.1981 0.0444 <.0001
educlevel2 0.0538 0.0421 0.2013 -0.1997 0.0412 <.0001
educlevel3 0.3400 0.0370 <.0001 0.4796 0.0357 <.0001
educleveld 0.5545 0.0606 <.0001 0.8508 0.0592 <.0001
educlevel5 0.7886 0.0420 <.0001 1.0677 0.0414 <.0001
woman -0.5224 0.0221 <.0001 -0.6614 0.0226 <.0001
agl5 24 -1.2029 0.0331 <.0001 -0.6929 0.0301 <.0001
agh5 64 -0.9062 0.0295 <.0001 -2.0572 0.0404 <.0001
couple 0.4172 0.0261 <.0001 0.1794 0.0286 <.0001
illness -0.4573 0.0261 <.0001 -0.6755 0.0288 <.0001
eu -0.1507 0.0824 0.0675 0.2456 0.0769 0.0014
oth -0.3003 0.0552 <.0001 0.1272 0.0536 0.0176
kid3 -0.7632 0.0350 <.0001 -0.00003 |[0.0391 0.9994
AT 0.2852 0.0513 <.0001 0.1190 0.0560 0.0338
BE 0.7818 0.0672 <.0001 -0.5415 0.0653 <.0001
cy 0.7986 0.0710 <.0001 0.4107 0.0541 <.0001
Ccz 0.6394 0.0562 <.0001 -0.1071 0.0589 0.0693
EE 0.3979 0.0515 <.0001 0.4829 0.0487 <.0001
ES 0.2919 0.0392 <.0001 0.1068 0.0394 0.0067
IT 0.7558 0.0390 <.0001 -0.3916 0.0372 <.0001
LT 0.4269 0.0642 <.0001 0.1800 0.0575 0.0017
LU 0.7859 0.0797 <.0001 -0.0489 0.0742 0.5095
LV 0.5645 0.0632 <.0001 0.0967 0.0665 0.1458
NL 1.2104 0.0785 <.0001 0.3079 0.0667 <.0001
PT 1.1282 0.0715 <.0001 0.1842 0.0638 0.0039
Sl 0.5312 0.0653 <.0001 -0.4656 0.0730 <.0001
SK 0.7211 0.0606 <.0001 0.0975 0.0509 0.0554
UK 0.8117 0.0515 <.0001 -0.0178 0.0559 0.7504
Observations 130307 85007

Concerning gender, the last multinomial regresgmsented in table 6 (model [4]) brings
interesting results concerning the relationshipsvben national contexts and women’s
employment®. The reference country in this regression is Geynin which part time stands

at a relatively high level (see section 3). It skawat living in the New Member states, as
well as in Austria, Spain, Finland, and Greece, daggative impact on the probability to be
on part time work (in comparison to non employme@t) the contrary country dummies are

not significant for Belgium, France, Luxembourg,nbeark, Norway, Iceland, Ireland, UK,

% Table 9 in appendix 2 presents dummies coeffisient
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Italy and Portugal, showing that they are clos¢hto German case. The only two countries
that increase the probability to work part time #he Netherlands and SwedénMost
country dummies coefficients for full time employme(versus non employment) are
positive, with the exceptions of Austria, UK, CzeBlepublic and Hungary, meaning that
living in all other countries increases the probgbio work full time. The cross country
differences in the incidence of part time for wontbat appear using descriptive statistics
(see section 3) are confirmed when controlling foe impact of the main individual

determinants of labour market statuses.

Conclusion

Analyzing the determinants of labour market stagusied mobility in the European Union
leads to some interesting results for the impleateart of employment policies. First it
underlines the crucial role of the initial educatilevel in labour market position, which
appears consistent with the Lisbon Strategy andgtias to rise the percentage of upper
secondary education and to reduce the number afotalrop outs. Second, in a gender
perspective it confirms the negative impact of gearwoman and especially a mother on the
probability to be in employment, or to experienagoad transition. But the empirical analysis
also puts forward the positive impact of childcarewomen'’s relative situation, and therefore
on gender equality, which corresponds again toctirgent of the Lisbon Strategy and the
EES. More generally the approach in terms of imtlied transitions globally confirms the
determinants of the choices between full time/pgare employment or non employment, and
thus the characteristics of the most fragile peopléhe labour market, namely low educated,
older people (but also youth), women, foreigneos: dll these groups, the management of
mobility should be a priority for labour market j@ads, in order to avoid irreversibility.

Our comparative database also brings results coimgethe heterogeneity of labour market
regimes in the EU, especially concerning womentsiasion, but also the transitions’
perspective. They confirm the good performancab®iNordic countries but a high degree of
heterogeneity across the EU 27.

" The coefficient for Sweden is significant at tié Rvel.
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Appendix
Appendix 1 — Variables description
- Transition variable®® (used in section 4.1):

The transition variable between employment and ermployment is constructed using the
respondent’s activity status (RB210) and his mesenmt status change over the last twelve
months (PL180). This last variable can take 12 eslinat are all possible transitions between
employment, unemployment, retirement and othertmac From these two available
variables, the transition variable used in thisguajs constructed by distinguishing four
possible transitions: from employment to employmé&oim employment to non-employment,
from non-employment to employment and from non-@wplent to non-employment.

- Activity status variable (used in section 4.2):

In the section 4.2 we use the EU-SILC variable RL@Bdistinguish between part-time and
full-time work. This variable includes 9 categorasd gives details on reasons for inactivity:
we have gathered together seven of them to genthreemployment” category. Distinction
between full-time work and part-time relies on @ent’'s appreciation.

- Independent variables :
o Individual characteristics
We use variables on :

- Initial education level according to ISCED clagssation (cf. Infra ; categories 0 and 1
of the variable PE040 have been gathered)

- Sex (RB090)

- Age (based on variable RX010 and decomposed ie ttaegories : 15-24, 25-54 and
55-64)

- Marital life (a dummy variable “Couple” is consttad gathering categories of legal
union and de facto union of the variable PB200)

- Health status (based on chronic illness variabl@ZeH

- Nationality (PB220A) includes three possible valuesnational », « citizen from
another EU country » and « citizen from outsideEkk>»

o Country of residence (PB020)
o0 Variables related to children and childcare
It is possible in the cross-sectional database atcimchildren with their parents thanks to

father and mother ID variables (PB160 and PB17@.thién constructed a dummy variable to
identify parents of children aged three or less.

8cor transition rates, the weight variable usedB960.
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The cross-sectional SILC database also containg sofarmation on the use of childcare
services (RLO10: education at pre-school; RLO3Udatare at centre-based services; RL0O40:
child care at day-care centre; RLO50: child caralpyofessional child-minder at child's home
or at child-minder's home). We have gathered thdiferent variables in order to have a
“childcare” dummy variable for children under three

- ISCED classification

This classification proposed by UNESCO (revised987) includes 7 grades:

Level O — Pre-primary education; Level 1 — Prima&gucation or first stage of basic
education; Level 2 — Lower secondary or secondestdigpasic education; Level 3 — (Upper)
secondary education; Level 4 — Post-secondary ediasty education; Level 5 — First stage of
tertiary education; Level 6 — Second stage ofagrteducation

- Countries abbreviations

AT: Austria

BE: Belgium
CY: Cyprus

CZ: Czech Republic
DE: Germany
DK: Denmark
EE: Estonia

ES: Spain

FI: Finland

FR: France

GR: Greece

HU: Hungary

IE: Ireland

IS: Iceland

IT: ltaly

LT: Lithuania
LU: Luxembourg
LV: Latvia

NL: Netherlands
NO: Norway

PL: Poland

PT: Portugal
SE: Sweden

Sl: Slovenia

SK: Slovakia
UK: United Kingdom
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Appendix 2 — Complementary results

Table 8- Transitions from non-employment:

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Parameter Estimate | Pr > ChiSq | Estimate | Pr > ChiSq | Estimate | Pr > ChiSq | Estimate | Pr > ChiSq
Intercept -1.1981 | <.0001 -1.2613 | <.0001 -1.2675 | 0.0007 -1.0781 | 0.0041
educlevel2 -0.1997 |<.0001 -0.1911 |<.0001 0.0522 0.7344 0.0411 |0.7883
educlevel3 0.4796 <.0001 0.4940 |<.0001 0.5836 |<.0001 0.5748 |<.0001
educlevel4 0.8508 | <.0001 0.8743 | <.0001 0.7877 | <.0001 0.7986 | <.0001
educlevel5 1.0677 <.0001 1.0992 <.0001 1.1409 |<.0001 1.1425 <.0001
woman -0.6614 | <.0001 -0.5627 | <.0001 -1.9392 | <.0001 -2.2152 | <.0001
agl5_24 -0.6929 |<.0001 -0.6857 |<.0001 0.0553 0.6302 0.0597 | 0.6062
ag55_64 -2.0572 | <.0001 -2.0424 | <.0001 -2.3762 | 0.0026 -2.1425 | 0.0055
couple2_2006 0.1794 | <.0001 0.1618 | <.0001 0.8167 |0.0176 0.8160 |0.0174
illness05 -0.6755 | <.0001 -0.6836 |<.0001 -0.5235 |<.0001 -0.5158 |<.0001
eu 0.2456 | 0.0014 0.2467 | 0.0014 -0.0309 | 0.8883 -0.0393 | 0.8583
oth 0.1272 0.0176 0.1088 | 0.0446 -0.5679 |<.0001 -0.5726 |<.0001
kid3 -0.00003 | 0.9994 1.0458 | <.0001 0.2569 |0.1219
woman*kid3 -1.3754 | <.0001
childcare 1.0510 |<.0001
woman* childcare 1.0107 |<.0001
Country dummies Yes Yes Yes Yes
Number of observations 85007 85007 5173 5173

Source : EU-SILC, 2006 cross section data bashpesitcomputation

Table 9- Multinomial logit on activity choices (moakl [4] with dummies)

Parameter Employment | Estimate Standard Pr > ChiSq
status 2006 Error
Intercept PT -1.1520 0.1486 <.0001
Intercept FT 0.3665 0.1135 0.0012
educlevel2 PT 0.2331 0.1256 0.0634
educlevel2 FT 0.4804 0.0851 <.0001
educlevel3 PT 0.8171 0.1112 <.0001
educlevel3 FT 1.2386 0.0764 <.0001
educleveld4 PT 1.0761 0.1438 <.0001
educlevel4 FT 1.4721 0.1079 <.0001
educlevel5 PT 1.2732 0.1131 <.0001
educlevel5 FT 2.0443 0.0806 <.0001
woman PT -0.4824 0.0886 <.0001
woman FT -3.5655 0.0527 <.0001
agl5 24 PT -0.5534 0.1118 <.0001
agl5_ 24 FT -0.7335 0.0759 <.0001
ag55_64 PT -0.6798 0.5569 0.2222
ag55_64 FT -1.6999 0.2993 <.0001
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couple PT -0.1082 0.1801 0.5479
couple FT 0.0539 0.1633 0.7412
illness PT -0.3548 0.0730 <.0001
illness FT -0.5925 0.0558 <.0001
eu PT -0.2312 0.1585 0.1448
eu FT -0.1611 0.1292 0.2123
oth PT -0.8643 0.1176 <.0001
oth FT -0.9412 0.0807 <.0001
woman* childcare PT 1.2369 0.1434 <.0001
woman* childcare FT 1.0420 0.0919 <.0001
childcare PT 0.2361 0.1325 0.0749
childcare FT 0.4000 0.0790 <.0001
at PT -0.7470 0.2197 0.0007
at FT 0.1997 0.1933 0.3016
be PT 0.2639 0.2154 0.2206
be FT 1.2974 0.1984 <.0001
cy PT -1.0207 0.2942 0.0005
cy FT 2.1589 0.2073 <.0001
cz PT -2.3108 0.2885 <.0001
cz FT 0.1770 0.1921 0.3566
dk PT -0.6125 0.2733 0.0250
dk FT 1.3823 0.2270 <.0001
ee PT -1.9280 0.2957 <.0001
ee FT 0.8092 0.1959 <.0001
es PT -0.6390 0.2032 0.0017
es FT 1.2628 0.1800 <.0001
fi PT -1.6492 0.2595 <.0001
fi FT 0.5677 0.1962 0.0038
fr PT -0.0664 0.1987 0.7384
fr FT 1.0914 0.1820 <.0001
gr PT -0.6435 0.2365 0.0065
gr FT 1.5397 0.1943 <.0001
hu PT -2.7888 0.3013 <.0001
hu FT -0.0996 0.1871 0.5944
ie PT -0.2924 0.2190 0.1819
ie FT 0.7787 0.1969 <.0001
it PT -0.2528 0.1928 0.1898
it FT 1.3041 0.1756 <.0001
It PT -2.1585 0.4598 <.0001
It FT 1.5141 0.2231 <.0001
lu PT 0.2542 0.1711 0.1374
lu FT 1.5574 0.1525 <.0001
Iv PT -1.4240 0.3116 <.0001
Iv FT 1.1587 0.2121 <.0001
nl PT 1.6391 0.2237 <.0001
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nl FT 0.8719 0.2220 <.0001
no PT 0.2838 0.2571 0.2697
no FT 2.1216 0.2255 <.0001
pl PT -1.1300 0.2081 <.0001
pl FT 1.1869 0.1777 <.0001
pt PT -0.3711 0.3172 0.2420
pt FT 3.0314 0.2263 <.0001
se PT 0.5491 0.2332 0.0185
se FT 1.4971 0.2173 <.0001
si PT -1.2052 0.3643 0.0009
si FT 2.4235 0.2248 <.0001
sk PT -1.7320 0.3328 <.0001
sk FT 1.8407 0.1999 <.0001
uk PT 0.0595 0.1985 0.7644
uk FT 0.4545 0.1857 0.0144
is PT -0.2505 0.2793 0.3698
is FT 1.4229 0.2390 <.0001
Observations 25615

Source : EU-SILC, 2006 cross section data bashpesitcomputation
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