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Work and family reconciliation:
European Policies

Which policies to promote

Babies and employment opportunities for parents
A and the possibility to combine work
AHD FAMLY LIFE and family life?

13 OECD countries
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Work and family reconciliation:
European Policies

3 levels Review:

e access to childcare services

(which combination between care and education?, chidgiaending,
burden for the parents, policy to support quality afidrdability, etc.)

e financial support to families




A set of common objectives,
but combined differently

() to support parents to fulfil their aspiration in terms of
fertility

(1) to promote education, social and cognitive
developpment of children

1) to support the increase in female employment




High female employment rates are not incompatible
with fertility rates approaching replacement rates
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Varying correlations between employment,
part-time and fertility

B Ful-time EPR [ Part-time EPR  =¥=TFR (right axis) 1985-2002
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Higher support to families in
Denmark, Sweden and France
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Different public childcare support

Public childcare spending Public spending on childrelated leaves
, (in % of GDP) 1 (in % of GDP)
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Amount spent in childcare per child
IS much higher in Nordic countries
(SUS PPP)
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Enrolment in day-care and pre-primary education,
2001-2003 (%)




High childcare fees
iIn Portugal and the United-Kingdom

’7 = Couples 67-67

m Couples 100-67




Childcare costs for lone parents
(% of average earning worker)
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Different patterns in Europe (1)

Nordic Europe (DK et SUE): continuous public
support from the birth of children to their entry in
primary school and beyond:

*Parental leave of 12 to 18 months (with high replaeaim
Income)

*High enrolment of children in public childcare strusdrom 1




Different patterns in Europe (2)

United-Kingdom: ‘ discontinuous ' public childcare support and
targeted to poor households

Minimal child-related leaves (short-term and non-paid)

Clear distinction between « care » (a private matted) a
« education » (a public concern: free access to pad-t




Different patterns in Europe (3)

Result: high inequalities in access to family-friendilicies;
Important discontinuities of careers during family fatnon

Netherlands stress on part-time work and flexible hours of work

eminimal parental leave: the adjustment is made tjnosorking
hourswork!




Different patterns in Europe (4)

participation of firms in the funding of childcaresttures;
reform to « stimulate chadcare market »

Finland, Austria, Germany, France (?): Financial support
for home-based care delivered by parents to the emldr
below the age of 3.




Differents modeles en Europe (5)

*France: ambiguous model:

*more extensive than the previous one: more
continuous/coordinated childcare support (larger eneoit
before the age of 3, and especially earlier entry intecation
system, with out-of school support)

*but « dual » system, via:




Which means to promote work

and family life reconciliation?
Parental leave

o criticised from the perspective of gender equity ds effect
on career development

*Should we extend or reduce leave period?

Individualisation of leave entitlement has low impan
gender equity




Which means to promote work
and family life reconciliation?

Childcare services:

A positive (but limited) effect on child development

*The cost depends on combination between educationaard c
which influences:

*the amount spent per child (via the number of houss, th




Atypical work and Childcare

eParents tend to alternate Iin order to care for
children, but the relation with the partner can
suffer from it

|lack of predictibility of work agenda to
arrange supply of care




Which means to promote work
and family life reconciliation?

The role of financial support:

the cost of childcare seveerely damages the rewards
of work in some household situation (sole parents,

large families, ..especially in the Netherlands and the
United-Kingdom)




Which means to promote work
and family life reconciliation?

Work and family life conciliation as a business case

sapparent benefits (reduction of absteism, positive
effect on health and stress at work, on commitment
and loyalty)...but hardly quantifiable

*\What kind of work felxibility should be promoted?




Conclusion

Heterogeneous patterns grounded on diverse
objectives, which strengthens the need for a
ccordination between the different support to work and
family life conciliation.

= the efficiency of one support depends on its
coherence with the all set of institutions




