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ABSTRACT

The aim of this thesis is to analyze gender difiees across contemporary societies, with the
following main research questions: First, do gendiffierences exist among labor market
entrants and the whole labor market population? Aoes the extent of gender differences
vary from country to country? Second, can convewtiaccountry groupings and country-
specific characteristics — family policies, the denculture, and labor market related setups —

contribute to the explanation of this country vaoia?

To answer my research questions, | rely on comparatoss-sectional data from the Labour
Force Survey (LFS) from 2009 and 2013 and the Rragre for the International Assessment
of Adult Competencies (PIAAC) from 2011/12. The mampirical analysis strategy is two-
step multilevel models. | distinguish between aizwntal and a vertical dimension of gender
differences in the labor market and examine sevelifierent indicators to offer a

comprehensive picture of gender differences.

At labor market entry, horizontal gender differens®mem to be already pronounced in all
countries, while my findings indicate that femades not yet disadvantaged in vertical gender
inequalities (in terms of entering high-status gations) in several countries. In turn, for the
whole labor market population, | find a female digantage in working in supervisory
positions and participating in employer-financeairtiing in nearly all countries.

Countries vary notably in the extent of their gendéferences, indicating that country-
specific setups play a role. For horizontal gerdifferences at labor market entry, however, |
can not identify a strong association with anylef theoretically important macro factors |
examined: Neither the gender culture nor the sbarmgomen in public sector employment
contributes notably to explaining country variatidm contrast, females seem to have better
chances of entering high-status occupations antitipating in employer-sponsored training
in countries with family policies supporting femsildéull-time and continuous employment
(i.e., shorter parental leave and higher childcarevision). | further identify a more
traditional gender culture to be detrimental to veors chances of participating in employer-
sponsored training. Finally, females disadvantageentering high-status and supervisory

positions is higher in countries with higher femafeployment.
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Chapter 1 — Introduction

1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 MOTIVATION AND RESEARCH AIMS

During the last few decades, national and inteonali stakeholders have been increasingly
stressing gender equality as a fundamental soosllig Europe (Charles and Grusky 2004;
European Commission 2009), and much progress imatea of gender equality has been
made. Women have caught up to or even surpassedimgeir educational attainment
(Charles 2011; lannelli and Smyth 2008) and incnggg participate in employment
(Eurostat 2015). Despite women’s educational gahmsy rising labor market participation,
and considerable efforts at the national, Europsath international level to equalize men’s
and women’s chances and opportunities in the latemket, gender equality is still far from
being established. In the private sphere, womdnbsir the main share of household chores
(Hofacker 2006; Sayer 2010). In the labor markleeytdiffer from men as they work in
different occupations (Mandel and Semyonov 2008jn&tetz 2012; Charles 2005), receive
lower wages (Rosenfeld and Kalleberg 1991; Mandel &halev 2009; Mandel 2012), and
are less likely to hold jobs with high-status (Seh&t al. 2012; Steinmetz 2012; Mandel and
Semyonov 2006) and supervisory responsibilitieseffdvoth et al. 2013; Wright et al. 1995;
Rosenfeld et al. 1998).

Notably, the extent of gender differences in tHmtamarket varies from country to country
(Mandel and Semyonov 2006; Charles 2011; Stein2@12). This variation is likely to stem
from countries’ differences in institutional arramgents, such as family policies, the gender
culture, and structural and (gendered) labor manileted characteristics (e.g., Mandel and
Semyonov 2006; Charles 2011; Steinmetz 2012). Deespis evidence, however, it is still
unclear how pronounced the extent of various labarket related gender differences is,
particularly among countries and at the labor magtery. Moreover, the relation between
country-specific setups and gender differencesh@ labor market is not straightforward.
Rather, the mechanisms seem to differ dependinghenspecific dimension of gender

differences examined (Mandel and Semyonov 2006rl€h2011).

Hence, this thesis examines whether men and worfien ith terms of several labor market
outcomes. Specifically, the following main reseaqtlestions are tackled: First, do gender

differences exist among labor entrants and the eviaddor market population? And does the
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extent of gender differences vary from country @ardry? Second, can conventional country
groupings and country-specific characteristicsmili@policies, the gender culture, and labor

market related setups — contribute to the explanaif this country variation?

Following the literature of Blackburn and JarmafQ&) and Charles and Grusky (2004), |
differentiate between a horizontal and a verticalahsion of gender differences in the labor
market. Horizontal gender differences refer tofda that men and women differ in the types
of occupations they work in and that they conceatra specific occupations and/or labor
market segments: For example, that women are lasdrs while men with the same
educational level are carpenters. Vertical gendequalities reflect hierarchical inequalities
between males’ and females’ labor market positisnsh as gender differences in earnings,
job prestige, or the entry into advantageous possti An example is men being medical
doctors and women being nurses (Blackburn and Jarr@806; Charles and Grusky 2004;
Hakim 2006; see Section 3.2 for more informatiorttea conceptualization of different types

of gender differences).

There are several reasons why it is relevant tdystifferent dimensions of labor market

related gender differences in a cross-national @isgn. First, only the consideration of
diverse dimensions of gender differences in th@rabarket can provide a comprehensive
picture of overall labor market related gender usdiies and their relation to country-

specific characteristics. For example, Mandel amanynov (2006) found the highest
disadvantage of women for working in managerialitpmss and the highest concentration of
women in female-typed occupations among 22 countaebe in Denmark — where there are
hence large gender differences in both dimensiemsurn, Canada displays the lowest
disadvantage of women for working in managerialitpmss, but quite high concentration of

females in female-typed occupations. Therefore,ael (or small) extent of gender
differences in one dimension is not necessarilypaanied by a large (or small) extent of
gender differences in another dimension. It furfolows that — under the premise that a link
between country-specific characteristics and gend&rences in the labor market exists —
this relation also differs depending on the specifipe of gender differences examined
(Mandel and Semyonov 2006; Charles 2011). It migbtefore be misleading to focus only
on one dimension of gender differences as this keaye does not necessarily allow for
conclusions about other dimensions and can onlitypeontribute to the understanding of

females’ overall labor market situation. Implemagtpolicies to decrease gender differences
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on the basis of results referring to only one lalmarket outcome might thus be premature
and instead even worsen females’ situation in arathportant labor market dimension. By
relying on several vertical and horizontal dimensiof females’ position in the labor market
with up-to-date data, and by using comparable ambres, this thesis offers a comprehensive

picture of women'’s labor market position and exgeexlisting literature findings.

Second, while gender differences in the labor ntafideethe whole working population have
been intensively examined, less is known about drethese gender differences already
exist at the time of labor market entry and howyttgfer from country to country (though,
see Smyth 2005; Arulampalam et al. 2007; Garciecih\2007; Triventi 2013). Household
and childcare duties are the basic mechanism fplagung women’s disadvantage in the
labor market as these responsibilities make womenenlikely to experience career
interruptions and to have lower labor market attaeht (Hofacker 2006; Sayer 2010). These
responsibilities, however, should be lower for labwarket entrants because childcare duties
are still of minor importance (as the number ofividbals with children in this group is
small). Therefore, | aim to disentangle whether d®’ labor market disadvantage already
exists in the first career stage or if it mainlyeges later in the career. This can give insights

into the importance of family policies that fa@lie the combination of work and family life.

Third, for the whole working population, | focus two dimensions of gender differences that
have received less attention by previous investigaf hence contributing to a more
comprehensive understanding of overall gender ialgguin the labor market. Gender
differences both in holding supervisory positiomgl an non-formal training participation
have not been extensively studied from a compargterspective for recent cohorts (though,
see Dieckhoff and Steiber 2011; Wozny and Schnez@d” for comparative research on
gender differences in training participation; andeAdroth et al. 2013; Yaish and Stier 2009;
Rosenfeld et al. 1998; Wright et al. 1995 for coraige research on gender differences in
holding supervisory positions). However, these tarts important dimensions of the overall
gendered labor market situation, particularly beeaihey seem to be connected to other labor
market outcomes such as gender differences in wdgegs et al. 2011; Tomaskovic-Devey
and Skaggs 2002; Yaish and Stier 2009). The knay@edbout how they vary from country to
country and how they relate to country-specifizipstcan hence deepen our understanding of
gendered labor market trajectories and relatedegandqualities in the labor market and shed

more light on the question of which institutionearheworks are more or less favorable for
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gender equality. Moreover, the need to study thesedimensions of gender differences is
particularly high for the contemporary labor forbecause the last decades have been
characterized by women’s growing career orientatioa, for example, to women’s desire for
self-realization in the labor market and finandmadlependence (e.g., from their partners)
(Gornick and Meyers 2009). These developmentsilely lto have shaped gender differences

in holding supervisory positions and in trainingtgapation.

Fourth, my analysis also includes countries foralwhcomparative research about gender
differences in the labor market is still limitedich as the Post-Socialist and Asian countries.
These countries are particularly interesting ag th#er notably from traditionally examined
countries (which are also covered by this thesistheir ‘welfare state package’ and labor-
market related factors. The Post-Socialist cousitwere quite similar during their common
socialist past. Their (legal) gender equality, witbmen and men participating to a similar
and large extent in the labor market, was partrbuldistinctive from other countries. After
the fall of the Iron Curtain, however, these cowastiset out on different developmental paths
in political and economic development. They herfe@isa mix of common inheritances from
their socialist past and new developmental patbm fafter the dissolution of the Soviet
Union. This makes them interesting cases for examimow the package of different
country-specific characteristics is related to garifferences in the labor market. The Asian
countries are characterized by enduring traditigggadder norms and a lack of welfare state
policies that facilitate women’s double burden ofrkv and family. Nonetheless, women
increasingly participate in the labor market. Aest countries inhibit a high dependence of
social services on labor market status, the questidfvow women fare nowadays in the labor

market compared to other societies is particuliatigresting in these countries.

Fifth, in order to implement efficient policies improve women’s position in the labor
market, it is necessary to have detailed knowledgeut (1) the time when differences
between men and women emerge, (2) the relationdagtveountry-specific characteristics
and various dimensions of gender differences, @&dhe link between horizontal gender
differences and vertical gender inequalities. lavating insights into all these queries, my
thesis can help to identify favorable policies dablor market related setups. By covering
several dimensions of females’ (compared with maliebor market position, | offer a

multidimensional picture that also enables thealiscy of possible ‘side-effects’ of policies

! Please note that only Chapter 6 includes the Asiamtries, though.
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and labor market setups. Summing up, in exploriffgrénces between men and women in
several dimensions of labor market related outcomélse beginning of the careers and later
on, my thesis contributes to the understandingvefall social inequalities in terms of gender
in a cross-national perspective. It tackles sonmexiga that remained unsolved but are central
for the understanding of the emergence and presaleri labor market related gender
differences, by providing insights into the timimghen gendered differences emerge, and
whether and why the extent of these differencegesdrom country to country. Hence, it
contributes to an ongoing, highly relevant politidescussion in contemporary societies with

statistical evidence.

In the course of this thesis, several dimensionsalwér-market related gender differences are
addressed (see Figure 1.1). For the phase of oe taarket entry, | study horizontal gender
differences in terms of the allocation into seryigeduction, and administration occupations
and vertical gender inequalities in terms of entprhigh-status occupations. For the whole
labor market population, | address vertical gendequalities in terms of holding supervisory
positions, and participation in three types of jelated non-formal training. The horizontal
dimension is tackled by examining how gender d#ifees in holding supervisory positions

differ for individuals working in male-dominated xad, and female-dominated occupations.
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Figure 1.1 Dimensions of gender differences examined in thesis

Gender differences in the labor market

N\

Horizontal differences Vertical inequalities

Chapter 4: labor market Service, production and

entrants administration occupations | '9""Status positions

Chapter 5: whole labor Male-dominated, mixed and

: female-dominated Supervisory positions
market population :
occupations
Chapter 6: whole labor Non-formal job-related
market population training participation

Notes: Own illustration. Please see Chapter 3.2 for nif@mation on the conceptualization of differeypés
of gender differences.

1.2 THESIS OUTLINE
The thesis is structured into seven chapters.

In the followingChapter 2, | introduce my theoretical framework to study dendifferences

in the labor market in a cross-national approadirst describe how females’ (and males’)
life courses have changed during the last decagfesebdiscussing theories explaining gender
differences at the individual level. The next saas$i are dedicated to explaining why gender
differences vary from country to country. | distingh between th&egime type approach,’
which aims to explain countries’ variations witletbverall ‘welfare state package; and the
‘specific characteristics approach,” which testgaie theoretically important macro factors

that might be related to gender differences.

Chapter 3 describes the research design, including infolonatn the data and samples.
Moreover, | discuss different approaches to measwdazontal and vertical gender

differences and justify the selection of the inttica used in this thesis. After describing the
methodology, | give an overview about main chaleengf comparative research and how |
seek to address them.
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Chapter 4 provides a comprehensive overview of gender diffees for the first career phase
in up to 27 European countries. | examine horioggader differences in terms of the entry
into service, administration, or production occigat, and vertical gender inequalities in
terms of entry into high-status occupations. TH®Wing research questions are addressed:
(1) Do horizontal gender differences and vertiGder inequalities already exist at the time
of the first significant job in European countrie$f? so, which role do individual
characteristics play? (2) Do countries differ relyag their extent of gender differences? And
if so, can conventional country classifications amdintry-specific characteristics, such as
labor market related factors (public sector empleytm and females’ labor market
participation), family policies (parental leave amthildcare), and the gender culture,

contribute to explaining these country differences?

Chapter 5 analyzes gender differences in holding supervigmogitions in 26 European
countries, with a particular focus on the role ofihontal gender differences. The following
research questions are addressed: (1) Do genderedites in holding supervisory positions
exist in European countries? Do these gender diffags in holding supervisory positions
vary depending on working in male-dominated, mix@adiemale-dominated occupations? (2)
Can conventional country classifications and cousfrecific characteristics contribute to
explaining the country variation in overall gendeifferences in holding supervisory
positions? | focus on horizontal gender segrega#ind on indicators referring to work-
family-arrangements (family policies, i.e., paréntaave and childcare and maternal

employment) at the macro level.

Chapter 6 examines gender differences in different typegbfrelated non-formal training
in 20 contemporary countries and addresses thenfmly research questions: (1) Do men and
women differ in their participation in employer-spored and non-employer-sponsored
training? How does this gendered training partiogpa vary among countries? (2) Can
conventional country classifications and countrgefic characteristics contribute to
explaining this country variation in gendered tnagnparticipation? | focus on three specific
institutional characteristics, namely employmenbtection legislation, family policies

(parental leave and childcare), and the gendeureult

Chapter 7 summarizes the main findings by bringing togetiher results from all empirical
chapters. Moreover, theoretical implications aslvesl directions for future research are

discussed along with the limitations of this thesis
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2 EXPLAINING GENDER DIFFERENCES IN THE LABOR
MARKET

2.1 THE DEVELOPMENT OF LIFE COURSES SINCE THE 1950s

The sociology of life courses offers some usefulq@ples for examining women’s and men’s
positions in society, and how these have changedglthe last decades. It can be described
as ‘a set of perspectives that focus on time, gynand long-term patterns of stability and

change’ (George 2003: 671). Three principles arstimaportant in the course of this thesis.

First, life-course research anticipates that individugd tourses are closely tied to the life
courses of other individuals and social groups.ré&toee, individuals should not be analyzed
in an isolated way, but as embedded in their sagelationships (‘Principal of linked lives’;
Elder et al. 2003). Second, life courses are naliftiensional, meaning that individuals act in
and are influenced by different life domains sirano#ously, such as work, family, and
education (Mayer 2004). Following these two arguisieit is particularly important in the
course of this thesis to study women’s (and melabpr market position by taking into

account individuals’ characteristics, particulagarding their family situation.

Third, the sociology of life courses pays attentiorthe embeddedness of individual lives in
societal and historical (multilevel) processes. @dmngly, individual life courses are highly

structured by institutions and organizations armpsk by the historical context (‘Principle of

time and place’; Elder et al. 2003; George 2003y@&&004). In the context of this thesis,
institutional, cultural, and labor market relatesustry-settings are particularly important.

These have been changed during the last decadeshiarchange has impacted on women’s
and men’s life courses in general and on theirrabarket careers in particular. The most
important changes are summarized in the followipgdferring to two main phases since the
1950s.

Thefordist or welfare life course regimieetween 1955 and the early 1970s was characterized
by clearly defined gender roles and a strong geddasion of labor (known as the male
breadwinner model). Men as the breadwinners wenglamd full-time and responsible for
providing the household income, while women’s megsponsibility was to care for their
children and husband and to take over all housedottes (e.g., Lewis 1992). Two main
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developments made this gendered labor division ilplessFirst, there was nearly full

employment and an increase of the working clasls refiatively secure and high earnings due
to the fordist industrial mass production. Most nvegre continuously in employment and

their income was sufficient for the whole familyec®nd, the expansion of welfare state
benefits increased individual security by provideguaranteed minimum income across the
entire life cycle of the family, including also @®s of inactivity (such as sickness,
unemployment, disability, or old age). These twedl@pments enabled women to exit the

labor market and to focus entirely on the famileafnarriage (Mayer 2004).

During this fordist period, men’s life courses wéighly standardized and stable, with three
main life phases (‘tripartite model of men’s bigging’): Education during youth, work during
adulthood and retirement in old age (Kohli 1986pién’s life courses, in turn, were mainly
centered on the family, with paid employment plgyonly a secondary role. Accordingly,
particularly in traditional welfare states, such @sntral and Southern European ones,
women’s life courses were primarily dependent ooséhof their husbands’ and on family
constellations: “[W]omen were supposed to staycemhér as soon as their husbands’ earnings
allowed; the husband’s income structured the fertifdecourse” (Krtiger and Baldus 1999:
362). In Italy, for example, almost half of marridmen aged 20 to 50 were still housewives
in the 1990s (Bernardi 1999). In contrast, this waisthe case in Eastern European countries
under the Soviet regime, in which “Work was a duyt a right” (LaFont 2001: 205). These
countries relied heavily on the full employmentoth men and women; however, in addition
to women’s labor force participation, household dadhily duties were seen as female
obligations (Salin 2014; Deacon 2000). The maleathnenner model was also less

pronounced in Nordic and Liberal countries (Sabi®)3

In the early 1970s, a period of restructuring & welfare state and labor market began, with

new social problems arising such as labor markisesrand an increase of unemployment

2 |t should be noted, however, that this specialigedder model with men being the breadwinners amchem
being the carers was not the norm before the 1¥@wiously, men and women had often worked togethe
family establishments, such as farms, and the a@parof the work and family sphere was not so retes,
especially not for women (Esping-Andersen 2009inS2014).

% Pfau-Effinger (2004) even questions whether théentmeadwinner model has ever been predominant in
Finland. Accordingly, Finland developed from a fgrgéconomy model, in which men and women worked
together in family agricultural operations or shdltrade, to a dual breadwinner model, with botm raed

women being in paid employment.

10
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(post-fordistor post-industrial period)Leisering 2003; Mayer 2004). Stable employmerst ha
become less certain, employment in precarious fjobs (such as part-time, lower paid, and
unstable jobs), and careers became discontinuotis mbre frequent status changes.
Altogether, individual insecurity increased, andsttwas furthermore amplified by a

simultaneously reduction of welfare state benefityarious domains (Bruckner and Mayer
2005). As result, the one-earner household in taditton of the male breadwinner model
increasingly lost its ability to guarantee a sdygiacceptable and secure living standard,
making the employment of women more crucial (Ma3@04; Buchholz et al. 2008; Heinz

2003). The central focus of women'’s lives henceratt from being primarily homemakers to
combining work and family (Hofacker 2006; GornickdaMeyers 2009). Men’s life courses
also can not be described as tripartite anymongesihey now consist of more moves into
employment, unemployment, education, and phasemautivity (Dannefer 2003; Heinz

2003). In order to describe the recent post-inthlstife-course patterns, terms such as
‘individualized’ (Weymann 2003), ‘de-institutionaéd’ (Settersten 2003), and ‘de-
standardized’ (Settersten 2003; Mayer 2004) hawn hesed, mirroring the high extent of

individual insecurity.

Notably, women’s increasing labor market partidipatwas not accompanied by a similar
increase of men’s involvement in household tasks.D¥obnic and Blossfeld emphasize,
“gender-role change has been generally asymmeititic,a greater movement of women into
the traditional male sphere than vice versa” (20842). Women thus still take over the
majority of household chores and are mainly resipggor handling the double burden of
combining work and family tasks (Hofacker 2006; &a3010).

Gender also remains one of the most importantifsératof labor markets. Empirical studies
have found that men and women still segregatediiterent types of occupations (horizontal
gender differences): Men are more likely to worknmanual occupations, for example in
agriculture and crafts occupations, while women @@e likely to work in non-manual

occupations, for example, in clerical, service, aates occupations (Dolado et al. 2004,
Steinmetz 2012; Charles 2005). Women seem to Istildisadvantaged in several vertical
dimensions of labor market outcomes, such as inqdfamdel and Shalev 2009; Korpi et al.
2013; Christofides et al. 2013), participation mptoyer-sponsored training (Albert et al.
2010; Georgellis and Lange 2007; Gronlund 2011y, access to managerial (Mandel and
Semyonov 2006; Korpi et al. 2013; Estevez-Abe 2@08) supervisory positions (Abendroth

11
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et al. 2013; Kosyakova, Kurakin and Blossfeld, 200Fight et al. 1995; Rosenfeld et al.
1998).

Marriage and motherhood strengthen traditional gemehavior both within families and in
the labor market. With increasing length of mareig@chulz and Blossfeld 2006) and with
the birth of a child (Pettit and Hook 2009), theision of household tasks becomes more and
more traditional with women taking over the mainargh of chores. Regarding gender
differences in the labor market, several studig®nteonly slight wage differences between
men and single or childless women, but significdigadvantages of married women or
mothers compared with men (Waldfogel 1998; PolacheR6; Gangl and Ziefle 2009).
Accordingly, parenthood and marriage seem to affeeh and women differently. Married
women’s and mother’s labor market attachment deeeaand they are more likely to
withdraw from the labor market, work part-time asrdin lower-wage jobs, probably to be
better able to combine work and family obligatiolmsturn, married men’s and father’s labor
market attachment increases, and they are morly likebe employed and to work longer
hours and/or in higher-wage jobs (Pettit and HoBR® Gangl and Ziefle 2009; Dieckhoff
and Steiber 2011; Lewis et al. 2008). Furthermavben husbands’ resources are high,
women are encouraged to exit employment even n®eenéardi 1999). It should also be
noted that even when women’s attachment to ther laterket does not decrease due to
family-related events, employers might still favoen simply because they perceive married
women and particularly mothers to be less attadbetthe labor market (Gangl and Ziefle
2009).

2.2 INDIVIDUAL-LEVEL EXPLANATIONS FOR GENDER DIFFERENCE S IN
THE LABOR MARKET

The basic premise for explaining gender differennethe labor market (which are mostly to
females’ disadvantage) is women’s traditional foonsfamily and household tasks. Women
continue to spend more time on childcare and haidetiuties and are therefore likely to
signal a lower labor market productivity and attaeimt; moreover, they are more likely to
interrupt, quit, or change their careers comparétd men (Hofacker 2006; Sayer 2010). In
order to explain horizontal and vertical gendefedénces (see Section 1.1 and Section 3.2 for

more details on this distinction), different thetaxal approaches must be distinguished.

12
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2.2.1 Horizontal dimension of gender differences

According to socialization theorigshorizontal gender differences are already estabdd
during childhood because children are confronteti geénder-specific stereotypes and norms
from parents and educators. This results in a gespukcific choice of educational fields
(Barone 2011), which is — due to the interconnewted of educational and occupational
pathways — later translated into occupational gerskgregation in different types of
occupations (lanelli and Smyth 2008; Borghans arab1999; Smyth and Steinmetz 2008).

Moreover, horizontal gender differences might sfieom females’ double burden of work
and family. In response to this double burden, wommeght self-select certain occupations
that make it easier to combine family and wottkefry of self-selectignPolachek 1981;
Becker 1985) and/or offer a higher work-life balarforeference theoryHakim 2006). This
might even be the case if women do not have chlgret because they anticipate future

family obligations and career discontinuity (Badsdu and Bidwell 2013).

Theories referring tgender stereotypes, beliefs, and norengue that women are not only
more interested, but also considered to be betiéedsto work in ‘female’ jobs, such as
service, communication, and nurture (Charles 2@#&rone 2011). Therefore, horizontal
gender differences might not only arise from fersatecupational decisions, but also from
those of employers.

2.2.2 Vertical dimension of gender differences

The human capital theorypffers one explanation of females’ disadvantageadrtical labor
market outcomes (Becker 1964; Mincer 1958). Accardio this theory, labor markets are
segmented along workers’ human capital, which asta predictor of (future) productivity.
Employers try to maximize their profits by hiring iavesting in the ‘best’ available worker,
meaning the worker with the best-matching skillglilest human capital). Two different
kinds of skills can be distinguished in this regagdneral skills from initial education and
specific skills from training participation and tab market experience (Becker 1964;
Acemoglu and Pischke 1999). For several decadesiewdhave obtained the same or even
higher initial educational levels compared with nerontemporary societies (Charles 2011;
lannelli and Smyth 2008). Consequently, there ia fatst glance no reason to expect women
of recent cohorts to be disadvantaged regardinticaéigender inequalities at labor market
entry, because initial education plays the majde in this phase. Regarding later career

13
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phases, a female disadvantage can be expected.isThiscause specific skills acquired
through labor market experience gain more in inguareé; and women are likely to possess
lower amounts of this human capital due to themifgrelated career interruptions and lower
labor market attachment (Polachek 1981; Tam 198¢k& 1964).

Women might nevertheless be disadvantaged in tts¢ job due to employers’ hiring
decisions. These might not only be driven by emgisy considerations of profit
maximization, but also by their prejudices agams&men, resulting in the exclusion of
females from certain (advantageous) occupatiorastét of discrimination’ theory; Becker
1971). Similarly, according to théheory of statistical discriminatioiiPhelps 1972; Arrow
1973), employers’ might already favor men regardidgantageous labor market positions in
the first phase of the labor market career. Thibasause employers only have imperfect
information about employees’ productivity, and tpe with this uncertainty, they also use
stereotyped information based on productivity cbimastics of the group to which the job
applicant belongs (Phelps 1972; Arrow 1973). Fatance, because women have had a
higher probability of leaving or interrupting thgabs after the birth of a child, employers are
inclined to evaluate female candidates (even thdhgk do not yet have any children) as a

more risky investment than male ones among carefidstthe same educational level.

Moreover, women might be disadvantaged in term&dical gender outcomes duegender
stereotypes, beliefs, and normlsout women’s and men’s characteristics. Womerhtrhg
perceived as lacking important characteristics lagidg overly emotional, or men might be
considered more status-worthy and better suitedafimantageous positions (Charles 2005;
Kanter 1977).

Vertical gender inequalities might further stermiréemales’ lowesself-perceptions and self-

esteemwhich might result in an under-evaluation of th@ivn abilities and options. Women

might hence more likely accept jobs with lower piges and status and fewer promotion
possibilities than their male counterparts (Biel§01). Similar to the argumentation of
horizontal gender differences, women might alsgdoaccessing highly demanding jobs
(such as jobs with high status or supervisory resjuility) because they opt for jobs that
require less commitmentheory of self-selectioriPolachek 1981; Becker 1985), and/or offer

a higher work-life balance(eference theoryHakim 2006).

14
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2.3 EXPLANATIONS FOR COUNTRIES" VARIATION IN GENDER
DIFFERENCES IN THE LABOR MARKET

As the last section showed, most theories at twigual level lead to the expectation of a
female disadvantage in vertical gender inequalitiaed persistent horizontal gender
segregation in the labor market. The extent ofdlgender differences, however, varies from
country to country due to country-specific setupg.( Buchmann and Charles 1995; Smyth
and Steinmetz 2008; Mandel and Semyonov 2006; WandySchneider 2014; Abendroth et
al. 2013).

In order to examine what accounts for this coumtitgation in gender differences in the labor
market, two main approaches can be distinguishé first one is to classify countries

regarding dominant characteristics into groups endtudy whether and how these groups
differ regarding gender differences in the laborket(referred to as ‘regime type approach’
in the following). These approaches help us tovarat a “greater analytical parsimony”

(Esping-Andersen 1999: 73) when dealing with adangmber of countries. By reducing

complexity and focusing on the key features of arefstate and labor market setups,
typologies “help us see the forest rather than awalytrees” (Esping-Andersen 1999: 73).

However, the broad focus of the regime type apgraacthe whole ‘welfare state package’

makes it difficult to disentangle which specific ena characteristics contribute to the

explanation of country variation in gender differes. This question is tackled by the second
approach, which tests whether and how specificeerttically important — characteristics of

countries are related to gender differences in ltimr market (referred to as ‘specific

characteristics approach’ in the following).

The following sections describe the two approacghasore detail. | begin with the ‘regime
type approach,” which is based on the welfare stissification of Ggsta Esping-Andersen.
After describing the approach, | discuss two maiticpoints regarding his typology that are
important in the course of this thesis: first, wietthree regimes are sufficient to cover the
variety of welfare states, and second the gendedixss of his typology. Afterwards, | turn
to the ‘specific characteristics approach.’ | idgnfour main spheres of country-specific
settings that are likely to be related to gend#edinces in the labor market, and | show how
these macro characteristics vary among countrieg. four main spheres are: (1) family
policies, (2) the gender culture, (3) structurad dabor market related characteristics, and (4)

different aspects of females’ position in the labarket.
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2.3.1 ‘Regime type approach’ — Esping-Andersen’'s ‘Three wrlds of welfare
capitalism’

Ggsta Esping-Andersen’s welfare state classifinatib 1990, ‘The three worlds of welfare
capitalism,” remains the most popular classificatod welfare states and serves as a point of
reference for categorizing developed countries (Karsbergen and Manow 2011). Among
various attempts to classify countries, there igllyaany typology that does not refer to

Esping-Andersen’s concept.

Esping-Andersen classifies contemporary societiesrading to two key defining dimensions,
namely the degree of de-commodification and the esodf social stratification (Esping-

Andersen 1990). De-commodification “occurs whemrvise is rendered as a matter of right,
and when a person can maintain a livelihood withaliance on the market” (Esping-

Andersen 1990: 22). Accordingly, countries differ the extent of their public social

assistance, ranging from universal benefits amagralmost former income levels (high de-
commodification) to very low and needs-tested bénéiow de-commodification). The term

‘modes of social stratification’ refers to the exteto which countries facilitate status
differentiation within society (Dommermuth 2007)Welfare] states may be equally large or
comprehensive, but with entirely different effeds social structure. One may cultivate
hierarchy and status, another dualism and a timiekusalism. Each case will produce its own
unique fabric of social solidarity” (Esping-Andens£990: 58).

By referring to these two characteristics, Espingdérsen distinguishes between three types
of welfare regimes: the Liberal regime (Australi@anada, Ireland, New Zealand,
Switzerland, the UK, and the US), which is chanazgel by a minimized role of the state, the
promotion of market solutions, and low de-commaaifion; the Social-Democratic regime
(Denmark, Finland, Norway, and Sweden) with higkcdenmodification, comprehensive risk
coverage and a state-dominated welfare nexus; bhadConservative regime (Austria,
Belgium, Germany, lItaly, Japan, and the Netherlgnobs which the family is the main
welfare provider and which is characterized by ademate level of de-commodification
(Esping-Andersen 1990, 1999). He views these regimsddeal types and classifies countries

according to their ‘predominant’ regime traits (ldegnd Hokenmaier 2002).

Esping-Andersen’s typology has been criticized ewesal grounds (for overviews, see Arts
and Gelissen 2002 and 2010). Among these, two npajmts of criticism are of significant
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relevance in the course of this thesis: the extensif Esping-Andersen’s typology to
Southern European, Post-Socialist and Asian caméimd the (missing) attention to gender.

2.3.1.1 Six worlds of welfare capitalism?

Most of the re-examinations of Esping-Andersenjsotggy classify countries into one of the
three original regime types and hence confirm Imdifigs to a great extent (Ferragina and
Seeleib-Kaiser 2011). Still, the question remairetier three worlds of welfare capitalism
are sufficient to capture the diversity of courdrier whether more than three worlds are
required. In particular, three country groups detinapecial attention in this respect: the

Southern European, the Post-Socialist, and thenAgiantries.

First, Southern European countries such as Cyjpalg, Spain, Greece, and Portugal might
constitute an additive regime type. Esping-Ander§E®90) only considered Italy in his
typology and classified it as a Conservative counfhe Southern European countries show
some similarities with the Conservative ones iimmterof their status-based social security
system and their traditional family values (Ferrgé€96; Strink 2008). However, they differ
in several aspects: First, the role of the familyproviding welfare and the orientation
towards traditional gender values is more pronodntigan in Conservative countries
(Hofacker 2006); second, the social security syste@outhern European countries is highly
fragmented, offering individuals employed in theecgectors of the labor market generous
welfare state benefits and protection, while emeésyin the irregular or non-institutional
sector only receive marginal benefits; and thidde amount of benefits varies widely
dependent on the respective welfare program (Ferté86; van Kersbergen and Manow
2011). In sum, researchers largely agreed in mgldin additive welfare regime for the
Southern European countries, although they usdereift approaches and indicators for the
re-classification of these countries (Ferrera 188)oli 1997; Leibfried 1992).

The second country group consists of the Post-Bsic@untries of Eastern Europe and the
Baltic states (e.g., Bulgaria, the Czech RepuBstpnia, Hungary, Lithuania, Latvia, Poland,
Romania, Russia, Slovakia and Slovenia). All thementries had a socialist centrally planned
economy before the early 1990s and experiencedraémsformation from this system to a
capitalist market system. During the early transfation years, these countries were
challenged by a serious economic crisis with irdhat rising unemployment, and increasing
poverty. However, afterwards, their developmenhgalispersed. Whether these countries

should be grouped into Esping-Andersen’s existeagime types, or whether they form one or
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more than one additional regime type(s) is stilitcaversial. Some scholars (e.g., Rys 2001)
reject the idea of an additional Post-Socialisimegtype; the majority, however, classify
these countries as one or more than one additiypal (e.g., Deacon 2000; Ferge 2001;
Fenger 2007; Bohle and Greskovits 2007). One comapproach is to classify the Post-
Socialist countries into only one additional regitype while pointing out that: “[...] it
appears to be most reasonable to regard theseriesuas ‘evolving welfare regimes’, yet
with ‘different destinations™ (Hofécker 2010).

The Asian countries (e.g., Japan, South Korea, &tand Hong Kong) represent the third
controversial country group. Esping-Andersen cargd only Japan in his welfare state
typology, but he already emphasized that this agustdifficult to classify into the existing
three regime types (Esping-Andersen 1997). TherAs@untries are all characterized by a
striking emphasis on productive, economy-orientedfave state programs and employment-
based welfare and social security programs. Thelffaand the market are the main welfare
providers (Choi 2007; Aspalter 2006). These ststilsexperience rapid changes in economic
and political development, and widespread welféaitegproblems such as demographic aging
have only begun to emerge (Ku and Jones Finer 20019 continually ongoing development
process makes it hard to classify these countHesvever, most studies group the Asian
countries into one additional regime type (Hollid300; Aspalter 2001, 2006).

2.3.1.2 Extensions to the gender dimension

Esping-Andersen’s classification has also beencia@d because it does not explicitly
include a gender dimension and overlooks the fasifgportance in the provision of welfare
and care. Accordingly, it focuses on male workarg] does not consider the sexual division
of unpaid and paid work (Orloff 1996; Arts and Ge&n 2002).

As result, new typologies have emerged — so-cagdler regimes (e.g., Orloff 1993; Lewis
1992; Sainsbury 1996; Pfau-Effinger 1998; Haas 200&pi et al. 2013) — with greater
emphasis on gendered agreements among countrieth@argkendered division of paid and
unpaid work. Beyond the traditional male breadwmmmdel, this literature has identified
further gender models such as the one-and-a-haiEeanodel (Lewis 1992) (also called the
modified breadwinner model (Haas 2005)), the daatcmodel (Pfau-Effinger 1998; Korpi
et al. 2013), and the universal carer model (alalled care-giver model (Haas 2005;
Sainsbury 1996)).
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Saxonberg (2013) summarizes the widespread trenddenfeloping new typologies

considering the gender dimension as follows: “[[p]es widespread agreement on the
problems of Esping-Andersen’s model, it proved meakier for feminist scholars to criticize
his typology than to agree on an alternative” (p.Pdbwell and Barrientos (2011) recapitulate
that in general, a “welfare modeling business” §9) has emerged. This is particularly
apparent when reviewing approaches that aim tadeckhe gender dimension in the three

worlds of welfare capitalisrh.

In 1999, Esping-Andersen directed attention to bencepts that take the family and gender
dimension into account. The first one, the ‘welfamix,” acknowledges how welfare is

produced and allocated between the state, mankdtfeamily (Esping-Andersen 1999: 34f.).

The second concept is (de-)familialization. “A derilialised regime is one which seeks to
unburden the household and diminish individualslfare dependence on kinship” (Esping-
Andersen 1999: 51). Accordingly, de-familialistioligies reduce individuals’ dependence on
family and kinship (Esping-Andersen 1999). Takihgge two new dimensions into account,
a re-examination of Esping-Andersen’s classificatifas not resulted in different country
groupings (Esping-Andersen 1999: 94 f.). SimilaBgambra (2004) discovered only slight
differences to the original typology of Esping-Amslen and has concluded that the
classification of welfare states does not signiftba change by the inclusion of a gender
approach (Bambra 2004). Her examination rests tip@igrouping of countries depending on
their level of de-familialization, which was ideied by a respective index referring to “the
extent to which the welfare state undermines womeatependency on the family and

facilitates women’s economic independence” (Ban2f@4: 203).

The concept of (de-)familialization has been extexlg adopted from other scholars;
however, it needs some clarification since it hearbinterpreted in different ways (Saxonberg
2013). A first important distinction refers to thgent of provision: Interventions leading to
de-familialization can be provided by the state iy the market, with considerable
consequences for social inequalities (Esping-Aredefi®999: 51). Whereas Social-Democratic
welfare states provide de-familialization mainlyraigh public social services, Liberal

welfare states do not actively intervene — herns inainly the market that offers services.

* This section does not offer a comprehensive liteeareview about the welfare state literature thedrporated
the gender dimension, but refers (only) to therditigre that is most important in the course of thissis to

justify my further procedure.
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This, however, makes de-familialization a highlpsd-biased issue in Liberal countries: It
might either be that only families with higher imge can afford these services or that the
quality of these services varies considerably lopme (Leitner 2003: 357). This means that
different consequences for individuals’ welfare ¢anexpected depending on whether it is

the state or the market that offers de-familialaat

Second, it is important to note that de-familidiiaa will never be ‘perfect,” meaning that the
family will always remain the most important careoyader. Even in the most gender-
egalitarian countries, society does not aim to hehielren’s development lie exclusively in
the hands of public agents (Leitner 2003). Thihgré¢ is no consensus in the literature as to
how different leave policies can be interpretedamms of de-familialization: In a country
encouraging fathers to take part in parental leewahers independence from their husbands
(or partners) is reduced, because they can retore guickly in the labor market. Therefore,
the extent of de-familialization (the independenéendividuals’ welfare on kinship) should
be higher for women. However, the opposite politpmviding mothers who stay at home
with high income replacement for a long time penwealild also decrease their independence
from their husbands (or partners), thus havinglamincreasing effects on de-familialization
(Saxonberg 2013: 29).

In order to solve some of the challenges in adgptire concept of (de-)familialization,
Leitner (2003) extended the binary distinction aé-jfamilialization: (1)Explicit familialism
reinforces family care and leaves care fully in tends of parents without any sufficient
alternative; (2)optional familialismgives parents (partly) opportunities to exterrelcare,
but still emphasizes family care; (8pplicit familialism supports neither family care nor
familialistic policies; this lack of publicly finaxed support leaves care in the hands of
families; and (4)de-familialism promotes the dual-earner family model by providing

comprehensive care services (either by the markstate) (Leitner 2003).

It would be incorrect to state that the re-examamet of Esping-Andersen’s original three
worlds of welfare capitalism that considered thedi dimension have always resulted in the
same country classifications. Nevertheless, theegegf agreement is highin the Southern

and — to a lower extent — Conservative countriesféimily plays the main role for welfare

® Leitner (2003) emphasizes that his resulting ayudusters differ from those of Esping-AnderseheTmain
difference is the classification of the Nordic cties: In Leitner's approach, they constitute opéb

familialism, while Esping-Andersen classified thamde-familialistic.
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provision. The Social-Democratic and Liberal coiestr are characterized by greater
opportunities to externalize care — while the statihe main welfare provider in the Social-

Democratic countries, it is however the marketia tiberal states.

2.3.1.3 Characteristics of the six country groups

Based upon the insights of the last sections, tingjgsish among the following six country
groups in the course of this thesis (see Table 2.1)

1. Nordic (Social-Democratic) countries: Denmark, &ird, Iceland, Norway, Sweden

2. Central European (Conservative) countries: AustBe)gium, Germany, France,

Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Switzerland
3. Liberal countries: Canada, Ireland, the UK, the US
4. Southern European countries: Cyprus, Greece, Ralgtugal, Spain

5. Post-Socialist countries: Bulgaria, the Czech RépuliEstonia, Hungary, Latvia,

Lithuania, Poland, Romania, Russia, Slovenia, Hiava
6. Asian countries: Japan, South Korea

The main characteristics of tidordic country groupare universalism, comprehensive risk
coverage, generous benefit levels and a state-@gdegnwelfare nexus (Esping-Andersen
1999). These countries show the highest extentestamnmodification, and inequalities
among different population strata are reduced high extent. The state, which is the main
welfare provider, actively encourages full employmnéEsping-Andersen 1990), which is

mirrored in a long-standing tradition to integratemen into the labor market.

Moderate state interventions and a moderate leeleecommodification characterize the
Central European countriefEsping-Andersen 1990, 1999). The family is consdethe

main welfare provider (Esping-Andersen 1999) amddbcial security system is still arranged
around the male householders (Esping-Andersen 1R&W-Effinger 1998). However, the

male breadwinner model that was traditionally pregi@nt has been increasingly weakening,
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and these countries investigated more and moreaaiithting women’s labor market
participation, particularly during the last decades

Countries of the.iberal welfare regimare characterized by a minimized role of the stae
promotion of market solutions, and the individuatian of risks. Social benefits are very low
and cover only minimum standards, and the levetl@commodification is low (Esping-
Andersen 1990; 1999). Through the restriction ofiaoguarantees to only ‘bad’ risks,
individuals are forced to take care of private nasiwes; moreover, they are often forced to
stay in employment, because public benefits aréhight enough to secure an adequate living
standard when leaving the labor market for a lortgee period. Consequently, females’
labor market participation is traditionally relagly high (Esping-Andersen 1990; 1999;
Hofacker 2006).

The Southern European countriese often described as an under-developed veddidine
Central European countries since the structuraefielfare state is similar but lags behind in
several aspects (Ferrera 1996; Strink 2008). \eHtate benefits are lower and the social
security system is fragmented, offering very difigr benefits depending on the type of
support and the receiving group (Ferrera 1996; iassini 2008). The family and kinship
networks are the main providers of welfare. Tradiéil gender roles in terms of the man
being the breadwinner and the woman being the nemegre still widespread (Esping-
Andersen 1999; Karamessini 2008).

Under the Soviet regime, occupational welfare visgskiey source of individual welfare in the
East European countries. “Work was a duty, noglatti(LaFont 2001: 205), and accordingly,
women’s labor force participation was higher tharmost Western societies (LaFont 2001,
Brainerd 2000). Although Soviet countries offerethtively long maternity leave, the right to
return to a suitable job and generous childcarevipian encouraged mothers to re-enter
employment (Brainerd 2000; LaFont 2001). After flad of the Iron Curtain, the?ost-
Socialist countriesfaced immense economic and labor market relateshgds, and their
development paths diverged. Generally, the amolideecommodification is nowadays low

to medium. Nearly all these countries have a laggey market,” with non-formal agreements

® However, it should be mentioned that the counasiation is quite high within the Central Europeselfare
regime type. For example, in the Netherlands, wohmare been participating for several decades iraher
market at a quite high level, although mostly ompat-time basis. France is another example of aemor

progressive Central European welfare state in tefrgender equality.
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playing a striking role. Despite their de-familiadd orientation during the Soviet regime, the
facilitation of work and family is becoming incréagly difficult in some of these countries
(Saxonberg and Sirovatka 2006; LaFont 2001).

Finally, theAsian countriesshow a low level of de-commodification and stra#ifion. The
pronounced orientation of the social policy towaedenomic growth is unique to this country
group. Hence, public investments are primarily &®m on social and human capital
development, such as a commitment to educationk weperience, and training. To ensure
individual welfare, priority is given to the markahd the family, while the level of social
benefits is employment-based (Aspalter 2006). ThesHare states are family-oriented,
traditional and authoritarian (Ku and Jones Fir@H7).
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Chapter 2 — Theoretical framework

2.3.2 ‘Specific characteristics approach’

When working with typologies, it is important todgein mind at least two disadvantages:
First, they always lead to some level of (overindification. Second, and specific to
typologies of welfare states, the regimes showdhgs be understood as ideal types: “[A]
conceptualization that assumes the co-occurrencal ofs defining properties. In the real
world this co-occurrence hardly ever exists” (Shurg 1999: 260). It follows that even

countries of the same regime type can differ itateraspects of welfare provision.

The ‘specific characteristics approach,’ in turogKs at certain — theoretically important —
country-characteristics in more detail, without \gvimg countries together. | identify four
main spheres of macro characteristics, which &edlito relate to gender differences in the
labor market and are discussed in the followingyfginily policies, (2) the gender culture, (3)
structural and labor market related characteristioed (4) different aspects of females’
position in the labor market. The following gives @verview on how these factors might be
related to gender differences, and how countritfsrdn respect to these characteristics.

2.3.2.1 Family policies

Family policiesrefer to policies that facilitate the combinatiohpaid and unpaid (family)
work. The most important family policies are regigias for (maternity and parentdBave
after childbirth and childcare provision. Both policies seem to be related to dgen
differences in the labor market. For example, famadhave been found to be less likely
employed in managerial positions (compared with nercountries offering longer parental
leave after childbirth (Steinmetz 2012; Mandel &sinyonov 2006). In countries with higher
childcare provision females disadvantage in acngssianagerial positions was reported to
be lower (Steinmetz 2012). However, there is aldence for the opposite, i.e. a higher

females disadvantag (Mandel and Semyonov 2006).

Leave policies after childbirth
Three main types of leave policies after childbaém be distinguished:

(1) Maternity leave, which is linked to pregnancy ahd first months after childbirth and
provided only to mothers; it normally covers a tiekely short period, and the benefit

levels are quite high.
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(2) Parental leave, which is offered after maternigveand can be taken by both fathers
and mothers (although it mostly is taken by mothetss longer, and the benefits are
(usually) lower than the benefits for maternityMealt is often divided into a paid and

an unpaid period.

(3) Paternity leave, which is provided only to fathatsias a short length of only some
days (between 2 and 20). Only a limited numberanintries offer this type of leave
(Moss 2011, 2012, 2013; Akgunduz and Plantenga)20d3he following, this type

of leave is not considered further.

Maternity and parental leave vary substantially aghoountries in terms of length and benefit
levels, eligibility criteria (who is entitled foe&ve), flexibility options (whether it is possible
to take leave on a part-time basis or to take lefwvided into several periods), and who pays
the leave (the state, the employer, or a thirdypdMoss 2011, 2012, 2013; Akgunduz and
Plantenga 2013). Studies on gender differencdseitabor market mainly consider the length
and the benefit level of leave due to several mesisbirst, these two characteristics seem to
matter more than other characteristics of leavéesys, second, comparable country data are
rare and fragmented regarding these two charatitsrisor additional features, comparable
data on a variety of countries are even harderbtaim, and quickly become too complex
(Javornik 2014).

Table 2.2 shows the lengths and the benefit lesklsaid maternity and parental leave for
several countries, ordered according to their regiype. The data are gathered from country
reports published in joint volumes and recent nese@apers (Moss 2011, 2012, 2013; An
2013; Lee 2009; Missoc 2013; OECD 2010; CouncilEofope 2005. Due to the large
variety of leave systems, | needed to make someli$ications in order to construct the

indicators for leave periods and benefits in a caragve way.

First, some countries provide leave benefits as@emtage of the former income, while
others offer flat-rate benefits, expressed in thgpective country currency or in euros. In
order to make these measures comparable, | tramstbrthe flat-rate benefits into the

" In the following, | only consider paid leave besaldit is likely that particularly economic condit® shape
parents’ decisions about the length of career rinptions. Unpaid leave is usually provided for ader time

period.
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percentage of the median income of the respectiwentcy (using Eurostat 2015 dafa).
Second, when different leave options for differgrups are provided, the options with lower
benefits are reported. In the case that differeavé periods and benefits are provided for
workers of different employment sectors, employgeshe private (not public) sector are
referred to. Moreover, no additional payments fremployers (e.g., in Finland) or from
communities (e.g., in Belgium) are considered, esimformation is often unavailable or
fragmented. Third, when parents have differentar@ibetween a shorter leave with higher
benefits, or a longer leave with shorter benefitegport the shorter leave period with the

higher benefit rate (see also Ray et al. 2009).

Moreover, some country particularities have to bentioned: In France, parental leave
benefits differ for parents with only one child apdrents with more than one child. In this
case, the benefits for parents with only one chileltaken into account. In Sweden, maternity
and parental leave are provided in a combined wualytarmed together as parental leave.
Sweden offers 96 weeks at 65 percent of the lasiregs. | account 14 weeks as maternity
leave and 82 weeks as parental leave because 1Ksveéepaid maternity leave is the

minimum an EU country is supposed to offer (Akgundad Plantenga 2013).

The comparison of maternity and parental leave c@drthe already-mentioned pattern that
maternity leave is shorter with higher benefits levtparental leave is longer with lower
benefits (see Table 2.2). Paid maternity leave eargetween 9 weeks in Norway and 39
weeks in the UK, with the exception of the US, whitoes not offer any paid maternity leave.
Some Liberal countries (the UK and Ireland) andesalv Post-Socialist countries (e.g.,
Slovakia, the Czech Republic, Hungary) provide lpegods of maternity leave. The benefit
level is generally high and amounts to 100 peroémbrmer earnings in half of the countries.
The benefits in the Liberal and Asian countries e lowest. The UK only provides 22
percent of former earnings. In South Korea, theebenare also comparably low, while the

remaining countries offer maternity leave benefisging between 65 and 80 percent.

Country variation is even higher for parental leaA# Liberal (Ireland, the UK, the US) and
several Southern European countries (Spain, Gré€agqeus) and Switzerland do not provide

any paid parental leave. The Nordic countries ofédatively high benefits for a moderate

8 The median rather than the mean income is usetivioreasons: First, the median income is lessithezso
outliers. Second, there is a lack of comprehendata for the mean income for the different coustaad years

used in this study.
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length of time. Within the Central European coungsoup, parental leave in Austria,
Germany, and Luxembourg is relatively long and higemunerated, while Belgium, France
and the Netherlands are characterized by shortegtie and benefits. In Post-Socialist
countries parental leave is long (except in Slaagrbut the benefits vary notably: From less
than 41 percent of the former income in Poland,skRysand Slovakia to 100 percent in
Estonia, Lithuania and Slovenia.

Summing up, Nordic and Liberal countries are thestmdistinct in terms of leave
arrangements after childbirth, while all other cwyngroups range in-between. The high
benefits for a short to moderate time period inNloedic countries should encourage mothers
to re-enter employment after some months while Eanaously ensuring a sufficient living
standard during work interruptions. In Liberal cties, benefits are low or non-existent
(except in Ireland, with a maternity leave of 80gemt of former earnings, yet only for 26
weeks). This is likely to force mothers back irfte tabor market in case they cannot rely on
other sources (such as their partners’ incomegttnm a socially acceptable living standard.
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Table 2.2Length and benefit level of paid maternity and ptakleave

Paid maternity leave Paid parental leave

Length Benefits Length Benefits
Nordic countries 15 82 48 84
Denmark 18 100 32 100
Finland 21 70 32 71
Norway 9 100 46 100
Sweden 14 65 82 65
Central European countries 15 94 32 a7
Austria 16 100 48 80
Belgium 15 75 24 41
France 16 100 32 34
Germany 14 100 48 67
Luxembourg 16 100 48 66
Netherlands 16 100 26 42
Switzerland 14 80 0 0
Liberal countries 20 39 0 0
Ireland 26 80 0 0
UK 39 22 0 0
us 0 0 0 0
Southern European countries 18 91 13 11
Cyprus 18 75 0 0
Greece 17 100 0 0
Italy 20 80 40 30
Portugal 17 100 24 25
Spain 16 100 0 0
Post-Socialist countries 21 88 74 70
Czech Republic 28 70 96 75
Estonia 20 100 62 100
Hungary 24 70 76 70
Lithuania 10 100 44 100
Latvia 19 100 52 70
Poland 22 100 96 24
Romania 21 75 52 85
Russia 20 100 72 40
Slovenia 15 100 37 100
Slovakia 34 65 156 35
Asian countries 16 53 52 33
Japan 14 66 52 50
South Korea 18 40 52 15

Notes Leave length expressed in weeks; benefit levptessed in percent of median income in the respecti
country and year (own calculations).
Sources:Moss 2011, 2012, 2013; An 2013; Lee 2009; Missd32@ECD 2010; Council of Europe 2005.
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Childcare systems

Childcare systems offer parents (and particularlgthars) the possibility to re-enter
employment after childbirth and facilitate the canation of family and work life. Important
features of childcare are the availability, affdoiliy, the age for which it is provided
(children aged below 3 or between 3 to compulsahosl age), opening hours, qualitative
characteristics (such as the staff-children ratem)d whether it is publicly or privately
provided.

In recent decades, increasing endeavors have beele mo collect comparative data on
childcare systems (see, for example, the OECD irsgastrong material); nevertheless,
comparable data are still fragmented. The mainl@hgés when comparing childcare systems
among countries are: First, data only refer touke of childcare, and not to its provision
(Saxonberg 2013; Javornik 2014); second, most datecern both private and public
provided services without making it possible totidguish between the different types
(Saxonberg 2013); third, existing data on a greshler of countries are mostly limited to
sheer patrticipation rates (information on quakMaiindicators is still fragmented); finally, the
comparison of existing data from different sourases some doubts about the reliability of

the data (see Figure 2.1).

Figure 2.1 shows the percentage of children agéulnvb@ in formal childcare for the years
2005 (white diamonds), 2008 (white bars) and 20bck diamonds). Due to data
availability, | use data from Eurostat for the yea005 and 2010, and from the OECD for the
year 2008; however, this also enables the exarmmaif how data from different sources
differ. As the OECD values refer to 2008, namelyear between the reference years of the
Eurostat data, one should generally expect the Ok@lDes to range between the values
reported from Eurostat for 2005 and 2010. Howewegeveral countries, the OECD values

are higher than the two values from the Eurosttt.da
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Figure 2.1 Percentage of children aged below 3 in formal daitd. Comparison of different
data sources
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Notes: Values for 2005 and 2010 from Eurostat 2015; afiee 2008 from OECD family database 2015; own
illustration.

The general country pattern, however, is quitelstabhdependent of the data being referred
to. In the Nordic countries (except Finland), fotrolaildcare is most widespread, whereas it
is the lowest in Post-Socialist countries. In thder states (except Slovakia), less than 20
percent of children aged below 3 attend formalddate. The same is true for the Central
European countries of Austria and Germany, whergasLuxembourg, France, and
particularly Belgium and the Netherlands, aroundnwore than 40 percent of children
participated in childcare after 2005. The SouthEuropean countries are quite broadly
distributed, with only around 10 to 18 percent bildren attending preschool in Greece, but
around or more than 40 percent in Portugal andrSpaberal and Asian countries show a
moderate extent of externalizing childcare, withiween 30 and 40 percent of children
visiting formal childcare. When comparing the Edabsvalues from 2005 and 2010,
attendance in formal childcare increased in alihtoes (except Belgium, Italy, Latvia, Spain,

and Sweden).

Figure 2.2 displays the percentage of children &gd3 (upper panel) and children aged 3 to

compulsory school age (lower panel) depending oatisdr they attended childcare for 1-29
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weekly hours or more. Countries are sorted by regiype. Looking first at children aged

below 3, all Nordic countries are characterizechigh attendance rates for 30 weekly hours
or more — with Denmark having the highest partitgra(nearly 70 percent), and Finland the
lowest (around 20 percent). In the Central Européaarticularly in the Netherlands,

Belgium, France and Luxembourg) and Liberal coesirin turn, attendance for 1 to 29 hours
IS more common. However, in the latter three coestaround 20 percent of young children
also attend childcare for 30 hours or more. Ausgthaws very low participation in general,

and the same is true for Greece. The three rengaBauthern European countries, Portugal,
Spain and Italy show relatively high full-day paipation, particularly Portugal. The Post-
Socialist countries are generally characterizeddwer rates (except Slovenia and — to a

lesser extent — Estonia).

Participation for children aged 3 to compulsoryaahage is much higher, with more than 70
percent of children attending preschool in mostntees. Only several Post-Socialist
countries (Bulgaria, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Rona, Slovakia) and Greece have lower
rates. While Nordic and Southern European coundétiesharacterized by high attendance for
30 hours or more (lowest in Finland and Spain)ti@aation for 1 to 29 hours is more

widespread in Central European and Liberal coutrie
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Figure 2.2 Percentage of children aged below 3 and aged iapualsory school age in
formal childcare by weekly hours of participati@®10

Below age 3

90
80

100

Notes: Eurostat 2015; own illustration.
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Critical evaluation

As this section has shown, there is huge countnjatian in the arrangement of family
policies and this variation is certainly even largehen considering further countries’
specificities. However, | only referred to the ‘mafeatures of leave and childcare systems,
as they seem to be more important for gender difi@es than other characteristics (Javornik
2014). Another drawback to data on family policiegheir limited availability for several
countries and years. As | could demonstrate foldchre systems, data of different sources
vary, indicating that different definitions and cepts are used. However, the general country

patterns remained quite stable, regardless ofdlewsed.

2.3.2.2 The gender culture

The gender culturerefers to beliefs and norms about (1) how (typicabmen and men
should act and (2) on which spheres of life (fanaitywork) they should focus (Blossfeld et
al. 2015). They not only shape individual behavot also underpin policymaking and labor
market structures (Aboim 2010: 173). Despite tHatien of cultural beliefs and norms with
countries’ institutional arrangements, they nevalgls do not necessarily correspond to each
other (Pfau-Effinger 2004). Hence, the link betwgemder differences in the labor market
with both gender cultural aspects and instituticsx@hngements demands special attention.
The relation between the gender culture and gedidi@rences in the labor market is until
now not clear: Horizontal gender differences hagerbfound to be higher in more traditional
countries (Charles 1992), as well as in less fi@tht ones (Steinmetz 2012). For vertical
gender inequalities, the literature also reportxeaiiresults (Charles 1992; Charles and
Grusky 2004; Estevez-Abe 2006; Steinmetz 2012).

One reason for these contradictory findings mighthat the gender culture is a multifaceted
construct with diverse dimensions, including bealiahd norms referring to “the ways women
and men should best be integrated into societydivision of labour between women and
men, and how it should interact with childcare” giMEffinger and Smidt 2011). This
includes, for example, the support of traditionahder roles, the support of females’ and/or
mother’'s employment, and the attitudes towards ¢baesequences of women’s and/or
mother’s paid employment, particularly attitudesvaods the well-being of children, and
towards men’s participation in household and fandiljies (Aboim 2010; O’Sullivan 2012,
Haas et al. 2006; Pfau-Effinger and Smidt 2011 ki 2@06).
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Following predominant literature in this field, xamine different dimensions of the gender
culture. In a first step, data from the InternasibBocial Survey Programme (ISSP) module
on ‘Family and Changing Gender Roles’ of 2012 wsed, which provides several statements
concerning gender norms. | ran a principal factwalysis over a subsample of these items,
and identified three major dimensions of gendermsorwhich are largely in line with
previous research (see e.g., Luck 2006; Aboim 2Q18ullivan 2012): (1) traditional gender
roles; (2) support for female employment; and @)sequences of women’s paid work (see
Appendix for Chapter 2 for more information). Inettiollowing, | refer to the first two
dimensions since they are most crucial in the @ofsthis thesis. The following questions

were used to construct these two dimensions:

Dimension 1: Traditional gender roles: the agredntleat women'’s primary role is to take

care of the family and household tasks
(1) A jobis all right, but what most women really wasa home and children.
(2) Being a housewife is just as fulfilling as workifay pay.
(3) A man’s job is to earn money; a woman'’s job isaoki after the home and family.

Dimension 2: Support for female employment: theeagrent that women should participate

in the labor market
(1) Both the man and woman should contribute to theséloold income.

Agreement with these items was measured with adoiet Likert scale (1 = strongly agree;
2 = agree; 3 = neither agree or disagree; 4 = gisa® = strongly disagre&)lo compare the

countries’ average agreement, | calculated theepéage of individuals having strongly
agreed or agreed with the three statements fadithension of ‘traditional gender roles’, and
the percentage of individuals having strongly adree agreed with the statement for the

dimension of ‘support for female employment.’

Figure 2.3 shows the countries’ agreement withiticatal gender roles (x-axis) and support
for females’ employment (y-axis). Countries locaiaedthe upper left quadrant are most
egalitarian in both dimensions: These are all tlwedid, two from three central European

9 The Spanish data diverges in so far as only fategories are distinguished: 1 = strongly agree; &yree; 3 = disagree; 4 = strongly
disagree.
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countries (Germany, France), as well as Spain lfasonly Southern European country
included)® and Slovenia. Countries in the lower right quatiear the most traditional in both

dimensions, including the Asian countries Japan &odth Korea, Austria, and three Post-
Socialist countries (Lithuania, Poland, and Russid)e position of the remaining Post-
Socialist countries (upper right quadrant) is galttrly interesting. They combine the highest
agreement with traditional gender roles with a hsgipport for females’ employment. This
indicates that women’s double burden of combinimykwand family is the highest since
women are expected to care for family and houseldidies mainly alone while

simultaneously participating in the labor markeibdral countries are characterized by a
relatively low support for women’s employment andoav to moderate agreement with

traditional gender roles.

Figure 2.3 Agreement with traditional gender roles and supfmrfemale employment, 2012
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In a second step, an indicator that solely measattd#sdes concerning the labor market status
of men compared with women was chosen (named f@ede for men’s labor’). It expresses

whether preference is given to women’s or men’sleympent by relying on the statement:

0 Additive analyses using the ISSP 2002 data inéit#iat two other Southern European countries 4Gypnd Portugal — score very
similar to Spain, with a high support for femalepdoyment and a moderate agreement with traditigaatier roles.
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‘Men should have more right to jobs than women wfads are scarce’ (own calculations
based on the European Social Survey (ESS) of 20008). The agreement with this
statement has been found to be most strongly atedcwith female employment rates and

females’ disadvantage in wages compared with @ttigndinal indicators (Fortin 2005).

Figure 2.4 displays the agreement with ‘preferefizemen’s labor’ and provides a clear

picture: In the Nordic countries, agreement is ldweest and hence most gender-egalitarian,
followed by Liberal and Central European countrlascontrast, in several Post-Socialist and
Southern European countries, high agreement of riwme 25 percent indicates a strong

traditional gender orientation (exceptions are §p&lovenia, Latvia, and Estonia).

Figure 2.4 Agreement with the statement ‘Men should have nigfiet to jobs than women
when jobs are scarce’
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Taken together, Nordic countries show the higheshdgr-egalitarian orientation by
combining low support for traditional gender rolegh an egalitarian conception of men’s
and women’s labor market participation. The gendeiture in Post-Socialist countries
emphasizes women’s employment but is nevertheliesagty traditional in the sense that
women are expected to take over the traditiondticare and household tasks and men are
largely given preference for paid work in the lalboarket. The Central European countries
(except Austria with more traditional attitudesg aimilar to the Nordic ones, but show a

slightly higher agreement with the preference ohimdabor. Spain as Southern European
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country combines a high agreement with female eympémt and a moderate agreement with
traditional gender roles; however, when it cometh®preference for men’s labor, Southern
European countries are more traditional orientatézeral countries range in the midfield in

all three dimensions.

Critical evaluation

This section has shown that the gender culture mu#tidimensional construct and that
focusing on only one sub-dimension does not desdhib overall setup of the gender-cultural
orientation. This might constitute one reason fog tixed findings of empirical studies
examining the link between the gender culture aabigr differences in the labor market (see
the beginning of this section). However, it is iifllt to find indicators for the gender culture
covering a large number of countries, and thereéonpirical analyses are often restricted to

the use of only one indicator (which is unfortuhagdso the case in this thesis).

The portrait given about gender-cultural aspecthis section is also not complete: | focused

on three dimensions of the gender culture, as thppear to be most important in the course
of this thesis. However, other dimensions of thedge culture can also be identified, such as
the support for men’s involvement in household sask the expected consequences on the

wellbeing of children and family life when womenrepate in the labor market.

Regarding the data used in this thesis, it shoelcthtted that the dimension ‘support for
females’ employment’ might also partly mirror theoeomic necessity for a second family
income (Luck 2006). Moreover, the ISSP’s measureém&s criticized for using imprecise
language, which might impact on the validity of thelings. For instance, no distinction was
made between being employed full- or part-timehegtall questions referred only to *having
a job’ or ‘working for pay’ (O'Sullivan 2012). Anber challenge is the general uncertainty as
to whether individuals of different cultural contexnterpret answer categories (attitudinal
scales) in the same manner (Aboim 2010). Togetlidr the comparably small coverage of

countries, | opt to not rely on this data in thepamal parts of this thesis.

2.3.2.3 Structural and labor market characteristics

Countries’ variation in gender differences in ttaddr market might also be a result of
structural and labor market characteristics, sgqbualic sectoremploymenandemployment

protection Horizontal gender differences have been fountedigher in countries with a
larger public sector (Steinmetz 2012), while vetigender inequalities seem to be more
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pronounced in countries with higher proportionswadmen working in the public sector
(Yaish and Stier 2009) and with more rigid emploptgrotection (Estevez-Abe 2006).

Public sector employment

Public sector employmeiin be seen as an instrument to increasingly bvorgen into the
labor market. This was, for example, demonstratgd Sweden’s rising public sector
employment during the 1960s which contributed nigtédnan increase of the female share in
the labor market (Gottfried 2000). Reasons for gpecific attractiveness of these jobs to
women are the more convenient working conditionghédr anti-discrimination enforcement,
and a high share of typically female responsiksitsuch as care and services (Mandel and
Semyonov 2006; Yaish and Stier 2009; Steinmetz 2Bagn and Cobb-Clark 2008).

Figure 2.5 shows the percentages of all employéddviotuals working in the public sector
(white bars) and the percentage of females reldatvall individuals (black diamonds). The
public sector is largest in the Nordic countrie®iiMay, Denmark, Finland), with more than
20 percent of the workforce being employed in thestor. Several Post-Socialist (Latvia,
Lithuania, Hungary, Estonia, and Romania) and labepuntries (the UK, Ireland) follow,

while public sector employment is low in Southena £entral European countries.

Figure 2.5Public sector employment, 2008
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Representing more than 50 percent, women domihatpublic sector in all countries (except
Greece and Luxembourg). This is most pronouncethenNordic and Liberal countries,
followed by several Post-Socialist countries (Lahia, Estonia, Slovenia, Bulgaria) with

around 70 percent of employees being female.

Employment protection legislation

Employment protection legislation refers to proaeduand costs in hiring and firing workers,
therefore providing a measure for labor market ifigixy. Figure 2.6 displays countries’
variation regarding employment protection as measuby the OECD. The index is
composed of eight different aspects of strictnéssdividual dismissals and ranges from 0 to
6, with higher values indicating stricter employme@notection. The Liberal countries (the
US, Canada, the UK, and Ireland) have the lowegti@yment protection. Within the Nordic
countries, Denmark and Finland are characterizelbWwyto moderate values, and Sweden is
characterized by higher values. The Southern Earopeuntries belong to the countries with
most rigid employment protection, whereas the nigoof Central European countries
indicate moderate to high values.

Figure 2.6 Employment protection legislation, 2008
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Critical evaluation

Service sector employment is largely discussedfastlaer structural constraint of horizontal

gender differences in the labor market. All indastcountries have experienced a post-
industrial restructuring during the recent decadeith rising employment in the service

sector. Many service sector occupations correspoace to female than to male interests,
because these jobs often translate traditional leeimausehold tasks into paid work (Esping-
Andersen 1990), thereby attracting mainly womenaft&s 1992; Charles and Grusky 2004).
While the empirical argument is convincing, | havet provided a detailed overview of

countries’ variation in service sector employmemcduse the empirical parts do not
investigate the link between service sector emphynand horizontal gender differences.

2.3.2.4 Different aspects of females’ position in the labomarket

Finally, different aspects of females’ labor markeisitions should be considered in their
relation to each other. First, females’ labor mageagticipation is likely to be related to both
horizontal and vertical gender differences in thieor market, although the direction of this
relation is controversial (Mandel and Semyonov 2@Barles 1992; Hakim 2006). Second,
regarding a relation of horizontal gender diffeemdo vertical gender inequalities, several
studies reveal that women are more concentratedcaupations with less advantageous
rewards, such as lower earnings (England et al7;28€e Leicht 2008 for a literature review).
Hence, the following describefemales’ full- and part-time labor force participan,

maternal employmemtndoccupational gender segregation

Females’ full-time and part-time labor force participation

Women'’s labor force participation increased dutimg second half of the twentieth century in
all industrialized countries. While the Nordic, eital, and Post-Socialist countries have a
longer tradition of female integration into paid nko the rise in female labor force
participation has been more pronounced during dsedecades in the Southern and Central

European countries and in the Asian countries (den2003; Dolado et al. 2004).

Figure 2.7 shows the percentage of males (grey batsfemales (white bars) in employment

as a percentage of all individuals and the respestiare of women in employment compared

" This is because in Chapter 4 — the only empiridapter examining the relation of horizontal gender
differences with country-specific characteristicherizontal gender differences are measured ingesfrihe

distribution of men and women into service, adntiaison, and production occupations.
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with men for 2009 (black diamonds; a value of li@figates that the percentages of men and
women in employment are the same; a value belowni€éns that less women than men are
employed)* The overall labor force participation is lowest several Post-Socialist
(Hungary, Romania, Poland, Slovakia) and Southeunofean countries (ltaly, Spain,

Greece), while it is highest in the Nordic courdr{lorway, Iceland, Sweden, Denmark).

The differences between male and female labor fpacgcipation are greatest in the Southern
European (Italy, Spain, Greece) and Post-Soci@hst Czech Republic, Slovakia) countries
and Luxembourg, with the percentage of women anadingmployed individuals amounting
to only a maximum of 80 percent. In turn, the Nordind two Post-Socialist countries
(Lithuania, Estonia) are characterized by the ldwgsnder differences in labor force

participation. Central European and Liberal co@striange in the middle.

Figure 2.7 Female and male labor force participation in pet,c2009
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Despite women’s and men’s general participatiopdid work, they also differ in how much
time they devote to it. In the following, | distimgh between four groups of employment
patterns: (1) full-time work: 40 or more weekly Wwirg hours; (2) reduced working hours: 30
to 39 weekly working hours; (3) half-time jobs: 28- weekly working hours; and (4)
marginal work: 1 to 15 weekly working hours (Haki®97: 25). This distinction is preferred

12 For graphical reasons, the share has been mettiho.
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over a simple distinction between full-time andtgane employment, because the definition

of part-time work differs among countries.

Figure 2.8 shows the country patterns of weeklykimg hours for females (upper panel) and
males (lower panel). Countries are sorted accorttine percentage of individuals working
full-time (i.e., 40 weekly hours or more). The gealdrend in terms of gender differences is

very obvious: In nearly all countries, more memtigmen work 40 hours or more per week.

Regarding country patterns, however, the figuresnien and women are very similar. The
Post-Socialist countries stand out in terms ofrtsearcity of working-time patterns other
than full-time employment. To a lower extent, treme is true for Southern European
countries. In turn, Nordic countries show a highcpatage of men and women working
reduced hours of 30 to 39 weekly hours. Among thent@l European countries, the
Netherlands, Germany and Switzerland are charaetkrby high proportions of women
working only marginal hours. Half-time work is alsmite widespread in these countries

among women.
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Figure 2.8Patterns of working time for men and women, 2009
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Maternal employment rates

Moreover, whether (and when) women re-enter therlatarket after childbirth is of interest.
Patterns of maternal employment are likely a resu# variety of circumstances. Both leave
arrangements provided by the state and possibildfeexternalizing childcare are likely to
play a crucial role, as are other factors, suchth&s general economic situation or the
economic necessity of two-earner households, whigpht shape mothers’ labor market
behavior (Javornik 2014).

In order to identify how many women re-enter thieolamarket after childbirth, Figure 2.9
displays the ratio of maternal employment rateswfomen with children aged below 15 (x-
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axis) and aged below 3 (y-axis) to the overall feneanployment rate (for women aged 25 to
54)13 A value of 1 indicates that the employment ratesall females are the same as those
for mothers; a value below 1 means that the maotleenployment rates are lower than those

for all females.

There is no great country variety of maternal emmlent for women with children aged
below 15, suggesting that most mothers re-entelati market after the child has reached a
certain age. The ratio of overall female employnranges between 0.8 (the Czech Republic

and Japan) to even slightly more than 1 (Slovdbémmark, Portugal).

Figure 2.9 Employment of mothers with youngest child aged weld and aged below 3,
2009
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In turn, countries differ notably in terms of thebbr market participation of women with
children aged below 3, being by far lowest in salvé&ost-Socialist countries (the Czech
Republic, Hungary, Slovakia, and Estonia) and Jgpatios below 0.5). Together with the
high employment ratios of mothers with children ddeelow 15, this indicates that most

mothers do indeed interrupt their careers, butntereemployment after their children have

13| use this ratio to account for differences in &es’ overall employment rates.
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reached age 3. In turn, in all remaining counttles employment ratios for mothers with
children aged below 3 are higher than 0.6. Notathly,Liberal countries are characterized by
comparably low maternal employment, while employtniem mothers with children aged

below 3 is particularly high in Southern Europeawrtries and several Nordic (Sweden,
Denmark), Central European (Luxembourg, the Nedineld), and Post-Socialist countries
(Slovenia, Romania, Lithuania).

Occupational gender segregation

Finally, vertical gender inequalities might be doethe fact that women and men work in

different types of occupations (i.e., horizontahder differences) that are characterized by
different occupational rewards (England et al. 208ker 1998; Gerber and Cheung 2008).
In order to assess the extent to which men and waegregate into different occupations,
Figure 2.10 displays the Duncan index for typesarfupations for individuals aged 20 to 64

(white bars). The Duncan index can be interpregetha proportion of women (or men) who

would have to change occupation in order to achmvesven gender allocation across all
occupations. It ranges from 0 (complete similarity)l (complete dissimilarity) (Duncan and

Duncan 1955; Blackburn et al. 1995).

Figure 2.10Duncan index for occupational gender segregatio@92
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Countries are rather broadly distributed. The SewthEuropean, Liberal, and Nordic

countries (except Finland) show a low to moderaterg of occupational gender segregation,
while it is higher in all the Post-Socialist coues. In several Central European countries
(particularly Austria, but also Germany and Frapcerupational gender segregation is also

quite high; however, this is not true for the remiag Central European countries.

Critical evaluation

This section has shown that countries differ masked terms of gendered labor force
participations and horizontal gender differencesilgVthis gives a broad overview about
‘naive’ gender differences in the labor marketreéhare some challenges with the indicators

used.

First, labor force participation (in terms of bdthl-time and part-time participation) is not
only the result of individual choices, but also anstraint by other labor market related
elements, such as the economic situation and thigahility of different types of employment
(regarding working hours). This is not accountedifothe data presented. For instance, the
economic necessity might affect couples’ decisisrtaboth partners or only one of them
participates in paid employment: In countries inickhone income cannot guarantee a
socially acceptable living standard, both partnemght be forced into (full-time) work,
although they would prefer for one partner — usutle women — to stay at home (or work
part-time). In this regard, it is important to eraplze that one income is often not sufficient
to enable a socially acceptable living standardtiqaarly in the Post-Socialist countries.
Coupled with the scarcity of part-time employmentthese countries, women might be
pushed into full-time employment, although they \doprefer not to work or to work fewer
hours (Haas et al. 2006). Salin (2014) mentionsilainpatterns for Southern European
countries regarding mothers’ working-time pattermbis is likely to impact also on the
composition of the female labor market populatigiore information about the possible bias

due to the non-random selection into employmeptasided in Section 3.4.

Second, the Duncan index only refers to the gemeogortion of men or women who would
need to change occupations to achieve an even galideation but does not say anything
about the specific occupations men and women satge§yloreover, the Duncan index is
sensitive to the size of categories used to definEhe more fine-graded the distinction of
categories, the higher the Duncan index is. Fipatlydepends on factors associated with

context and time, i.e. is not margin-free (Blawakt2013; Steinmetz 2012; see also Section
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3.2). Hence, in the empirical parts of this thetfisse drawbacks are considered by providing
more information on the specific occupations med ammen segregate (see Appendix to

Chapter 4) or relying on different measures foiizmrtal gender differences (see Chapter 5).

2.4 SUMMARY AND THEORETICAL FRAME

Figure 2.11 summarizes the theoretical frameworkthi$ thesis. In most industrialized
societies, women'’s role has changed from being Imaentered on the family and household
to combining unpaid family and household chorehwpidid work in the labor market. The
situation of men and women (still) differs in thebbr market, both in terms of horizontal
gender differences and vertical gender inequalithile this finding applies to most

industrialized countries, the extent of genderedghces varies from country to country.

In order to explain this country variation, | dmgjuished two main approaches: First, |
identified country groups (regime types) that ammilar in their overall ‘welfare state
package’ and examined whether and how gender eiftexs vary among these country
groups. Second, | focused in more detail on spedifieoretically important country
characteristics and tested whether and how thesknked to gender differences in the labor
market. The last sections provided an overview arsfventional country classifications and
how the identified country groups differ. Moreovedescribed countries in terms of specific
country characteristics that are likely to be lidke gender differences in the labor market.
The following summarizes the most important inssghy regime type, as well as by pointing
out country specificities that do not fit with tigeneral orientation of the respective regime
type (see also Table 2.3).

Nordic welfarestatesprovide the best opportunities for women to corabiork and family
life: Attendance in childcare is high (except imlend with moderate attendance), and the
state offers high leave benefits for a moderates tspan. Hence, the female and maternal
employment rates are high in these countries (ag@and shows lower values for maternal
employment); however, a good share of women walkiged hours, and the share of women
in public sector employment is high. Naive horizbgfender differences are low to moderate
(Finland: high). Attitudes are very gender-egaigay in all dimensions examined.
Employment protection is low to moderate (Swedeghér), which should further facilitate

re-entries after career interruptions.
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Among the Central European countriescountry variation is relatively high. Austria,
Germany, and Luxembourg provide quite long leavarements with high benefits, while
these are less generous in Switzerland, Belgiuamder, and the Netherlands. The latter three
countries also have relatively high attendancesratehildcare in common (however, the rate
in the Netherlands is mostly only for 1 to 29 weetkburs), while all other Central European
countries, and particularly Austria, are charaztti by lower participation. A moderate
gender-egalitarian culture with high support fom#édes’ employment is common to all
Central countries (expect Austria which with momadttional values). Public sector
employment is low, and employment protection is aratke to high. In terms of maternal and
overall female employment, the Central Europeamu@s are rather similar, with moderate
rates and a moderate extent of females with redwecepart-time working hours. Naive
occupational gender segregation, however, agaies/guite a lot among countries: It is high

in Austria, Germany, and France, while it is lowLuxembourg and Switzerland.
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Figure 2.11Theoretical framework
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Notes: Own illustration.
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Liberal countriesdo not provide any paid parental leave, and mayeleave is only available
for a short period and with low benefits. The comalbion of work and family is further
complicated by moderate childcare attendance, wikigenerally less than 30 weekly hours.
In line with the low support for females’ employnhematernal employment rates are low to
moderate, while overall female labor force part@tipn is moderate. A modest share of
women works in reduced or part-time arrangementsemivomen work, they seem to not
segregate into typically female occupations torgdaxtent, although the share of females in
public sector employment is high. Low employmenbtection indicates flexible labor

markets, which should be favorable to females’ @are-entry and job changes.

Among theSouthern European countriesnly Italy and Portugal provide paid parentavkea
with, however, only low benefits. Maternity leaweshort, but the benefit level is moderate to
high. Despite the still-common opinion that the teun European countries offer women
only marginal possibilities to combine work and figgnattendance in childcare is quite high
in Portugal, Spain, and Italy — also for childcareangements with 30 or more weekly hours
(Greece being an exception, with low childcareggat®oreover, these countries show a high
support for female employment — and in line withttrmaternal employment is quite high.
Overall female labor force participation is low lialy and Greece and moderate in Spain,
Cyprus, and Portugal, which might be due to highesportions of older women not
participating in the labor market. A difficulty @ombining work and family for women is
that work arrangements other than full-time arbeatcarce. The share of women in public
sector employment is relatively low; moreover, ohbyv to moderate naive differences
regarding women’s and men’s allocation into différeccupational types exist. Altogether,
these countries are characterized by quite loweifices regarding the working patterns of
men and women in terms of the continuity of careexsking hours, and the occupations in

which men and women work.

The countries of thd?ost-Socialist regimere the most diverse. Estonia, Lithuania, and
Slovenia provide long leave with high benefits aftaildbirth, while Poland, Russia, and
Slovakia only offer low benefits. Formal childcapeovision is low, indicating that the
comprehensive provision during the Soviet periosl hat survived (Saxonberg and Sirovatka
2006; LaFont 2001). Regarding women’s and mothen'gloyment, these countries show
very diverse patterns, with some countries havowg participation rates and others having

high ones. However, the fact that nearly all woni@nd men) work full-time is common.
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Gender attitudes clearly favor men’s employment taditional gender roles; nevertheless,
these countries show a high support of females’leynpent. Naive occupational gender
segregation is moderate to high in these countaigss the share of women working in the

public sector (except in Poland, which shows a loemale share).

In Asian countriessupport for mothers is limited, with only moderdave length and low
benefits and a moderate childcare provision. Geadalitarian efforts have only recently
gained in importance and are still quite traditipreaad accordingly, mothers’ labor force
participation is low. It seems realistic that theseintries will follow a similar development
path regarding gender (inequalities) as the otlemties; however, they are still at the
beginning of this process.
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Chapter 3 — Research design

3 RESEARCH DESIGN

The objective of this thesis is to compare gendéerénces in the labor market among
countries and to examine their relationship withurdoy-specific characteristics. Therefore,
both micro and macro data are combined, and muaiileegression methods are carried out.
The following provides an overview on the data aadhples | use, and the chosen concepts to
measure gender differences. Moreover, | describenmathodological approach as well as

major challenges of my empirical analyses.

3.1 DATA AND SAMPLE
The micro data used in this thesis come from thress-sectional and comparative surveys:

(1) The European Union Labour Force Survey (LFS) frdd@®and the respective ad-hoc
module on ‘entry of young people into the labourke# for Chapter 4;

(2) The LFS from 2013 for Chapter 5;

(3) The Programme for the International AssessmentdfltACompetencies (PIAAC) from
2011/12 for Chapter 6

The LFS is a large sample survey among private dtmlds coordinated by Eurostat. It was
initiated in 1960 in six original EU member stagess an annual database on labor market
related topics. Today, it is conducted quarterlgt provides data on 33 countries: the 28 EU
member states, three EFTA countries (Iceland, Npnaad Switzerland), and two candidate

countries (the former Yugoslav Republic and Turkey)

The ad-hoc modules of the LFS were introduced @91&nd refer to a specific labor market
topic every year. In 2009, the ad-hoc module ingastd the ‘entry of young people into the
labour market’; hence, it was specifically desighedenerate additional data with respect to
the transition from school to work and offers repective key information about the first

significant job. The target population of the ad:imodule was all individuals aged 15 to 34
(Denmark, Iceland, and Spain presented some fltichga European Commission 2012: 3).
For several reasons (see Section 4.2 for morenmd#ton), | have limited my sample to

individuals aged between 25 and 34 from 24 counfioe horizontal gender differences, and

from 27 countries for vertical gender inequalities.
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The LFS data from 2013 — used in Chapter 5 — irgdl8L European countries, from which |
analyze 26 (see Section 5.2 for more informatithy).target population is 20-to-64-year-old

individuals.

PIAAC is coordinated by the Organization of Econon@io-operation and Development
(OECD). It was carried out between August 2011 dumk 2012 in 24 countries (Montalvan
and Lemay 2013: 3). Beyond comprehensive informat@bout socio-demographic
characteristics, this cross-national survey pravidee most recent information about
cognitive skills (literacy, numeracy, and probleoiveng in technology-rich environments),
qualifications and work experience, the use oflslkat work, and different types of lifelong
learning activities for adults (Kirsch and Thorn130 2 ff.). For my analyses in Chapter 6, |
rely on data from 20 countries for 20-to-54-yeat-oldividuals (see Section 6.2 for more

information).

3.2 SELECTION OF INDICATORS MEASURING HORIZONTAL AND
VERTICAL GENDER DIFFERENCES

Gender differences are a multidimensional phenomeand various ways of measurement
exists. It would go beyond the scope of this disséemn to give a thorough description, but the
following reviews the main concepts of horizontaldavertical gender differences (see
Section 1.1 for the broad definitions) and jussifitne selection of indicators used in this

thesis.

Central for the measurement of labor-market relgtedder differences is the International
Standard Classification of Occupations (ISCO). Bkinig into account the presumed skill

level and the level of skill-specialization of opedions, it provides an aggregation of
occupational information and facilitates internatibcomparisons. Occupations are divided
into major groups (coded as 1-digit), sub-majorugo(coded as 2-digit), sub-groups (coded
as 3-digit), and unit groups (coded as 4-digit)e@major challenge with the cross-national
use of the ISCO-classification is that the presurskidl level of an occupation may not

correspond to the educational requirements in sooo@tries. Moreover, the range of tasks
often depends on the firm size, which cannot bertakto account by the ISCO classification.

Data unavailability — particularly for the 3-digihd 4-digit distinction — restricts furthermore
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the use of ISCO in some casésNevertheless, due to the high extent of intermatio
comparability, several operationalizations of genddferences are based on the ISCO

classification>

Segregation indices (in comparative research tiigibased on the ISCO classification) offer
a broad overview dfiorizontal gender differences The most widely used is the dissimilarity
index by Duncan and Duncan (1955) (see Sectior2.2,3occupational gender segregation’
and Section 4.2.3 for more information on this kjdélowever, since this index is sensible to
the sample size and number of categories, it s $estable for comparisons over time or
across contexts (Steinmetz 2012; Blossfeld et@Gl52 In turn, the IP index by Karmel and
MacLachlan (1988) takes into account the relatize sf employed men and women and has
been found to be more stable for comparisons oirae tand across countries. The
interpretation is slightly different by measuringetpercentage of all employed individuals
who would have to change occupations for a baladegtdbution of both sexes in the labor
market (see Steinmetz 2012: 57 ff. for a criticdakdssion on those indices and others). Two
main shortcomings of the Duncan and the IP indexbmidentified: first, they indicate only
the overall extent, but not the structure or patesf horizontal gender differences; second,

they are not margin-free, i.e. they depend on faaesociated with context and time.

Charles and Grusky (1995; 2004: 42) proposed whi¢ghA-index a margin-free indicator for
measuring horizontal gender differences. A reprsséhe extent to which occupation-
specific sex ratios deviate from the mean of swatios calculated across all occupations’
(Charles and Grusky 2004: 42). One drawback of idex is hence that it can only be
interpreted in relation to the countries’ averagezontal gender differences, but not ‘one-by-
one’ across countries. Also Kalter's (2000) apphoatccombining D with log-linear methods
provides a margin-free measurement, by controfiargstructural conditions; it hence is well
suited for comparisons across countries, contextsime points. To describe also patterns
(and not only the extent) of horizontal gender etéhces in a margin-free way, log-linear
approaches, combined for example with the A-indeye been used (Charles and Grusky
2004; Nermo 2000; Steinmetz 2012).

“* See www.ilo.org for more information. ISCO-08 igthost recent version and offers an updated ané mor
detailed classification compared to its prior vensiSCO-88.

!5 Another way is to base the measurement of geniffierahces on the sector classification of Singeima
(1978), who classifies occupational sectors intocsitegories (extractive, transformative, distriveit producer,
social and personal services).
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Another popular way to assess extent and strucitifeorizontal gender differences is to
differentiate occupations into female-dominatedidge-balanced and male-dominated ones
(Smyth and Steinmetz 2008; Steinmetz 2012; Torrg42MHuppatz and Goodwin 2013).
However, also this measurement is not without aroblems: First, it is sensitive to the
number of persons working in the respective ocaapain which the classification is done.
An occupation, for example, in which only few pemplhork, will change much faster
‘category’ (e.g. from female-dominated to genddabeed) than an occupation in which a lot
of individuals work in. Second, the thresholds lessify occupations are arbitrary and there is
no commonly used and accepted threshold (Smyth Stethmetz 2008; Huppatz and
Goodwin 2013; Cha 2013; Emerek 2006; Magnusson 20t&se problems are solved by
Blossfeld’s occupational field division (1987), whi defines occupational activities into
production, service, and administration and cannberpreted as “the kind of work people
do”.

Most popular for measuringertical gender differencesis to rely on earnings (e.g.
Christofides et al. 2013; Mandel 2012; Mandel anem$onov 2004; Triventi 2013).
However, also the occupational prestige (e.g. CABISFIOPS) or occupational socio-
economic status (e.g. ISEI, SEl) have been widedgduto examine vertical gender
inequalities (Blossfeld 2014). Another line of rash studies vertical gender differences in
terms of working in “managerial positions” derivédm ISCO group 1 (legislators, senior
officials and managers) versus all other ISCO gsoUdpnere are however two shortcomings
with this measurement: First, and only importamtthee beginning of the labor market career,
only few individuals have direct access to ISC@lisj(see Section 4.2). Second, by focusing
on the ISCO group 1, it is likely that lower-edwezhindividuals in demanding positions are
largely overlooked. The last mentioned problemdlved when examining positions with
supervisory responsibility, because also simples jobed some kind of supervision. Since
supervisory positions are usually higher paid ared dharacterized by higher responsibility
and influence (Abendroth et al 2013; Kraus and ¥o2@00), they are an important vertical

outcome.

Less attention as a measure for vertical gendé&rdiices received the participation in job-
related non-formal training. However, training gbesmd-in-hand with higher task complexity
of jobs, making also the access to desirable positi- such as supervisory ones — and higher

earnings more likely (Tomaskovic-Devey and Skag0822. Hence, gender differences in
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training participation might be an essential medrarfor the emergence and maintenance of
further labor-market related inequalities. Par@elyl when distinguishing employer-
sponsored and non-employer-sponsored training iaesy different consequences for

females’ and males’ career trajectories can beaggddsee Chapter 6).

This thesis uses two measurementhafizontal gender differences First, in Chapter 4, |
combine Kalter's (2000) approach with Blossfeld1®9§7) field division. This enables to
measure horizontal gender differences in one sipgleameter (D), which is, however,
margin-free and not dependent on structural camtsti- hence it is well suited for cross-
national comparisons. In Chapter 5, | use the mlisbn of occupations into female-
dominated, mixed and male-dominated ones. Dedmateshortcomings of this measure, it has
the advantage to distinguish occupations into nmegini categories that are easily visible for
employers and employees; related, this outcomelenab straightforward interpretation. |
tried to minimize the drawbacks of this measureobly considering occupations with more
than 10 employees and by conducting robustneskshath different thresholds for defining
the occupational categories and with the A-Indgertical gender inequalities at the
beginning of the career (Chapter 4) are examinethbyaccess into ‘high-status’ jobs, i.e.
jobs classified as ISCO 1 and®Chapter 5 relies on ‘holding supervisory positidrecause

of the aforementioned various advantages of thiasome. Chapter 6 conceptualizes vertical
gender differences in terms of participation intd-felated employer-sponsored and non-
employer-sponsored training activities. Table iinsarizes the data and outcomes used as

well as the countries covered.

'8 This is mainly driven by data constraints. To nmpwledge, the LFS 2009 ad hoc module is the ordgsr
national data for labor market entrants that rédeall individuals (not only to higher-educatioraguates, such
as the REFLEX data). However, these data has delimitations, including the limited number of pasie
labor market outcomes one can address. More intiwmes provided in Chapter 4 and Section 7.3.
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Table 3.1Data, outcomes of interest and countries

Chapter 3 — Research design

Population Labor market entrants Whole labor market population
Data LFS 2009 ad-hoc module LFS 2013 PIAAC 2012
Outcome Duncan index High-status Supervisory Training
occupations positions participation
Nordic countrie
DK DK DK DK
FI FI FI FI
IS
NO NO NO NO
SE SE SE SE
Central European countries
AT AT AT
BE BE BE BE
CH
DE DE DE DE
FR FR FR FR
LU LU LU
NL NL NL NL
Liberal countries
IE IE IE IE
UK UK UK UK
us
Southern European countries
CcY CY CY
ES ES ES ES
GR GR GR
IT IT IT IT
PT PT PT
Post-Socialist countries
BG
Ccz Cz Ccz Ccz
EE EE EE EE
HU HU HU
HR
LT LT LT
LV LV
PL PL
RO RO RO
RU
SI
SK SK SK SK
Asian countries
JP
KP
Total 24 27 26 20

Notes: Own illustration.
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3.3 METHODOLOGY

In the cross-national framework of my thesis, | hsgarchically structured data: individuals
(level-1 units) nested in countries (level-2 units) order to meet the requirements of this
specific data structure and to estimate the inteedness of characteristics at the country-
level with the respective labor market outcome, w@tirrevel design is required. The basic
assumption of a multi-level design is that botlelels and level-2 characteristics contribute to
the explanation of the existence of a level-1 phegimon. Therefore, controlling for level-1
characteristics that might be related to the dependariable is of crucial importance,
although the main emphasis of this thesis is oelHvcharacteristics. Another statistical
reason to apply a multi-level design is the depeodeof individual observations on each
other: Individuals living in the same country arermsimilar to each other than to individuals
living in other countries. Traditional single-leveiodels rely on the assumption that the
observations are independent from each other. Appthem to nested data would therefore
be a violation to this assumption and is likelyrésult in spuriously ‘significant’ findings
(Hox 1995; Snijders and Bosker 1999).

Multi-level designs can be applied in either a step or a two-step strategy. In this thesis, |

use the two-step strategy:

(1) Individual- (micro-) level approach:
Estimation of regression models for each countyyassely on the respective labor
market outcome, under control of level-1 (indivifucharacteristics.

(2) Country- (macro-) level approach:
Use of the estimation results of the micro-leveprapch as dependent variable, with
inclusion of the level-2 (country) characteristinsorder to assess their interrelatedness
with the outcome variable.

The two-step method was pioneered by Hanushek [187d has recently been gaining in
popularity. Compared with traditional one-step mig@vel models, the two-step approach has
several advantages. First, the two-step approabhtisr suited for analyses based on a large
number of level-1 (individuals) and a limited numloé level-2 units (countries) (Franzese
2005). In turn, the estimates of simultaneous dap-sulti-level models are sensitive to the
number of level-2 units. Especially for logit masleethodological research has revealed a

necessity of at least 30 to 35 level-2 units focusate estimation of the parameters and
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standard errors via a one-step multilevel apprd&cian and Jenkins 2015). Second, one-
step multi-level models treat the country effectrasdom slopes, rendering the validity of
results dependent on parametric assumptions. Irasin two-step approaches calculate
country-individual slopes in the first step and game these afterwards in a second step.
Hence, | favor this non-parametric procedure asntgispecific slopes may have any
distribution. Yet, this comes at the expense ofdowtatistical efficiency compared to one-
step multi-level approaches. Third, because of @uiog for both within and between
variation, one-step multilevel models calculate Benastandard errors for level-2 variables,
which are however underestimated. Two-step appesch turn, produce correct and
unbiased standard errors (for a formal discussmhexploration of simulation, see Bryan and
Jenkins 2015; also see Austin 2010; Bowers and éD24l05). Fourth, while standard one-
step multilevel approaches would constrain coeffits of covariates to be equal across
countries, two-step approaches are more flexibterabust by allowing them to vary across
countries (Heisig 2011). Finally, two-step appragcbffer better possibilities for exploratory
analysis and model checking (e.g., detection oflievsf discovery of nonlinearities,
sensitivity and robustness analysis). More inforamaibout the methodology is provided in

the respective empirical chapters (Sections 42,&nd 6.2).

3.4 MAJOR CHALLENGES

Comparative research in general, and my thesisiticplar, faces several challenges. In the
following, I give an overview of the major challexggand how | seek to address them.

A first major challenge is whether the collectetbrmation is comparable among countries
and whether the data is reliable. Tremendous pssghas been made in recent years, and
common problems related to language and transla@geme been reduced (Hoffmeyer-Zlotnik
and Harkness 2005). Moreover, to maximize comphtaland reliability, | use already-
established micro data sources with quite largepsarsizes per country and which offer a
high extent of standardization, for example by mtmg information in form of established
international classifications, such as ISCED andQ@S| further only compare countries that
are similar regarding their economic and politisatup and can be classified as developed

welfare states.

Second, cross-national research is challengedégdkcalled small number problem and the

related ‘too many variables, too few cases’ problémstatistical terms, this means that the
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restricted number of units of analysis (countriaisp limits the number of country-specific
indicators that can be simultaneously tested teeladed to the outcome (due to the degrees of
freedom) (Goldthorpe 1997; Ebbinghaus 2005). | esklrthis issue by applying three
strategies: First, as the small number probleress kerious when the number of explanatory
variables is lower, | keep my models rather parsimas by including only a restricted
number of country-specific characteristics at orf®@8econd, | model indicators referring to the
same institutional area (e.g. family policies orpémgment protection) into one factor by
performing principal component factor analysis otrex respective indicators. Given that the
Eigenvalue’s were high enough to indicate one tatemcept, | calculated the factor scores
for each country, resulting in standardized vagalith a mean of 0 and a standard deviation
of 1 among all countries (Hamilton 2009). Thirdpllow an ‘integrated’ approach by testing
whether gender differences vary among groups ohtt@s with a similar ‘welfare-state
package’ (see Chapter 2 for the classification aintries). In doing so, | account for the
possibility that the outcome of interest is notyoshaped by one specific macro aspect, but
rather by the interplay of several country-speati@racteristics (which cannot all be tested

simultaneously due to the small number problem).

A third challenge of comparative research is thailakility of high-quality comparable data

at the macro level (see also Chapter 2). It isialiff to obtain comparable indicators,

particularly because my thesis includes more tttandintries. However, as statistical results
gain more security with growing case numbers, Ito@lways include the highest number of
countries available in the analysis. If data frone source does not cover all countries of
interest, | rely on data from different sources kichi often brings the challenge of different
definitions and operationalization. | try to minimi this problem by comparing data from
different sources with each other. Whenever possiblise time-lagged macro data from the

same reference year.

Fourth, my findings might be biased by the non-tandelection of individuals into the labor
market. Unobservable characteristics (such as fr&abor market participation and the
milieu in which individuals grew up, preferenceslaralues, and educational attainment) are
likely to shape individuals’ labor market particijpen and their occupational positions. This is
particularly true for women (Olivetti and Petronga2008). If, e.g., factors that increase
women’s likelihood to access favorable positionsclisas supervisory or high-status ones)

also foster their likelihood of being employed (pios selection), gender differences in
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holding favorable positions would be under-estirdatghis issue is particularly crucial for

cross-national comparisons due to differences mmafe employment rates across countries.
When female employment is low, the positive setectinto employment among women

tends to be higher. Hence, it can be expectedithttese countries the under-estimation of
gender differences in holding favorable positioaseven higher (Olivetti and Petrongolo

2008; Garcia-Aracil 2007). In turn, in countriesthwhigh female employment, increasingly
women with lower labor market attachment (GarciaeNr 2007) and a higher orientation

towards work-life balance (Hakim 2006) enter tHeolamarket.

Empirical evidence for the bias arising by the mandom selection (of women) into the labor
market for the vertical outcomes of my thesis (kstgtus positions, positions with
supervisory responsibility and training participadi is unfortunately rare. However, high
gender wage gaps — that hardly change when seleotio employment was corrected — were
found in countries with high female employment (W8). In turn, raw wage differences
between men and women seem to be quite small intees with low female employment
(Southern European countries), but they increagabhoto females’ disadvantage when
selection into employment is controlled for (Oliwetnd Petrongolo 2008). It might therefore
be that comparably small vertical gender differenda countries with low female
employment in this thesis indicate mainly a positaelection of (more ambitious) women
into the labor market (Garcia-Aracil 2007; HakimOB). As horizontal gender differences
also seem to be higher the greater female emplaymsefGarcia-Aracil 2007), the same
mechanisms as for vertical gender inequalities lmam®xpected. | acknowledge this issue in
the findings and discussions parts of the empicbabters.

Finally, the use of different outcomes and difféereamples limits the comparability of
findings across chapters. Hence, | do not aim tmparye the strength of women’s
(dis)advantage in different labor market outcome®ss chapters, but only whether women
face disadvantages or not (see also Section 7Related, the cross-sectional nature of the
micro data used in this thesis prevents to disghitacausal effects. The focus of my thesis is
therefore on descriptions of gendered patterntienlabor market and their association with

country-specific institutions and policies.
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4 HORIZONTAL AND VERTICAL GENDER DIFFERENCES
AT LABOR MARKET ENTRY Y/

This chapter presents a comparative analysis alegetifferences and inequalities in the first
significant job for up to 27 European countries.m@arative research (for the whole labor
market population) reports a female disadvantageairous labor market outcomes and
identifies the female disadvantage to be relatedowntry-specific characteristics (Charles
and Grusky 2004; Mandel and Semyonov 2006; Stem2@t2). However, less comparative
studies have examined gender differences and itigsian the first phase of the labor
market career of recent cohorts, and particularhetier and why they might vary from
country to country (though, see lannelli and Sn®@0Q8; Smyth 2005; Triventi 2013).

There are at least two reasons why the extent mdegyedifferences and inequalities might be
different for labor market entrants compared whk tvhole working population: First, the

effect of education is larger at the beginninghe bccupational career compared with later
stages. In turn, the later stages are more dependdactors such as participation in (on-the-
job) training and work experience, which differ amgowomen and men (Marini and Fan

1997; Bukodi and Dex 2010). Among individuals wéfual education, gender differences
and inequalities might hence be lower in the Sighificant job than later on. Second, family
responsibilities — which are still mainly women’esponsibility and seem to deteriorate
females’ career prospects (Hofacker 2006; Sayed;28tier and Yaish 2008) — are relatively
negligible within the group of labor market entsfitThis would also lead to the expectation
of lower gender differences in the first signifitgob. However, even if actual family

formation is rare among labor market entrants, etgtens about future family formation of

7 A slightly different version is published as

Dammrich, J. (2015). Gendered labor market outcaahésbor market entry and their relationship vatuntry-
specific characteristics: A comparative perspectinme Blossfeld, H. P., Skopek, J., Triventi, M.uéhholz, S.
(Eds.). Gender, education and employment. An iat@wnal comparison of school-to-work transitions.
Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar, p.60-82.

8 When comparing the mean age of starting the digiificant job and the mean age of women uporbitte

of the first child, it turns out that it is very likely in all countries that the birth of the firshild occurred either

before labor market entry or shortly thereafter.
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both (female) employees and employers may stilpshairing processes (Barbulescu and
Bidwell 2013).

In order to provide a comprehensive overview ofdgerdifferences in the first significant

job, both the horizontal and the vertical dimensawa examined. The concept of horizontal
gender differences refers to the fact that menvemhen differ in the types of occupations in
which they work. In this chapter, horizontal gend#éferences are examined by scrutinizing
the allocation of male and female labor market amif into service, administration, and
production occupations. The concept of vertical dgeninequalities reflects hierarchical

inequalities between males’ and females’ labor miagdositions. In this chapter, | examine
the allocation of men and women into high-statugupations as a vertical outcome
(Blackburn and Jarmann 2006; Charles and Grusky;28@kim 2006; see Section 1.1 and
3.2 for more information on the definitions and ceptualizations of horizontal and vertical

gender differences).

Using comparative data from the 2009 ad-hoc modale&abor market entry from the Labour
Force Survey (LFS), this chapter addresses thewiolg research questions: (1) Do
horizontal gender differences and vertical gendequalities already exist at the time of the
first significant job in European countries? If s@hich role do individual characteristics
play? (2) Do countries differ significantly in tleetent of their horizontal and vertical gender
differences? And if so, can country-specific cheastics and conventional country

groupings contribute to explaining this countryisaon?

4.1 EXPLAINING GENDER DIFFERENCES AT LABOR MARKET ENTRY

According to socialization theoriedorizontal gender differencesare established during

childhood because children are confronted with geisgecific stereotypes and norms by
parents and educators. This results in a genderfgpehoice of educational fields (Barone
2011), which is later translated into occupatiogahder segregation in different types of
occupations due to the interconnectedness of eduneatand occupational pathways (lanelli
and Smyth 2008; Borghans and Groot 1999; SmythSaeithmetz 2008).

Moreover, horizontal gender differences might stfeom females’ double burden of work
and family. In response to this double burden, wommeght self-select certain occupations
that make it easier to combine family and work dtiyeof self-selection; Polachek 1981,
Becker 1985), and/or offer a higher work-life balar{preference theory; Hakim 2006). This
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might even be the case if women do not have chlget because they can anticipate future
family obligations and career discontinuity (Badsdu and Bidwell 2013).

Theories referring to gender stereotypes, belefsl normsargue that women are not only
more interested but also considered better sudedark in ‘female’ jobs, such as service,
communication, and nurture (Charles 2005; Baron&lP0Therefore, horizontal gender
differences might not only arise from females’ quational decisions but also from those of
employers. Taken together, | expect thatmen and men segregate into different types of

occupations at labor market entry (Hypothesis 1).

Vertical gender inequalities in the first significant job might arise due to doyers’
prejudices against women, resulting in an exclusibfemales from certain (advantageous)
occupations (‘taste of discrimination’ approach;cB& 1971). Similarly, according to the
theory of statistical discrimination (Phelps 192A2row 1973), employers might favor men
regarding advantageous positions, because emplopgrhave imperfect information about
employees’ productivity. To cope with this uncemtgj they use stereotyped information
based on productivity characteristics of the grémpvhich the job applicant belongs. For
instance, because women have had a higher prdpatfilleaving or interrupting their jobs
after the birth of a child, employers are inclintedevaluate female candidates (even though
they do not yet have any children) as a more riskyestment than male ones among
candidates of the same educational level. Thidteesuemployers’ preference for hiring men
for more demanding jobs in which interruptions ar@re harmful due to higher training and

adaption costs and longer adjustment periods (BH&B2; Arrow 1973; Estevez-Abe 2006).

From the employees’ point of view, vertical gendeequalities might stem from females’
lower self-perceptions and self-esteem, which migisult in an under-evaluation of their
own abilities and options. Therefore, females milgatmore likely to accept lower-status
occupations than their male counterparts (Bielb@120 Similar to the argumentation of
horizontal gender differences, women might alsa@doaccessing jobs with a high status
because they opt for jobs that require less comemtnitheory of self-selection; Polachek
1981; Becker 1985), that offer a higher work-lif@ldnce (preference theory; Hakim 2006),
and/or that facilitate re-entries into the laborrked after interruptions (skill-atrophy theory;
Polachek 1981). Summing up, | expect tvatmen are disadvantaged in entering high-status
occupations at labor market entry (Hypothesis 2).

67



Chapter 4 — Gender differences at labour marketyent

4.1.1 Cross-national differences

Notable country variation in the extent of genddfedences in the labor market has been
found for the entire working population, which miglbe due to country-specific
characteristics (e.g., Charles and Grusky 2004; ddamnd Semyonov 2006; Steinmetz
2012). For labor market entrants, similar arguntgma can be put forward. Specifically, |
expect structural and gender-cultural factors &y @ role in countries’ variation in horizontal
gender differences, and | focus on the relationasizontal gender differences at labor market
entry with (1) female employment in the public seand (2) the gender culture. For vertical
gender inequalities, | examine their link with (@)nales’ (overall) labor force participation,
(4) females’ full-time (compared with part-time)otar force participation, and (5) family

policies.

Women are likely to work in jobs that reflect théiaditional female tasks, such as care
services, teaching, and communication jobs (Cha®82; Charles and Grusky 2004; Mandel
and Semyonov 2006). However, the extent to whicimem can realize this preference for
female-typical occupations might be shaped by sirat characteristics of the labor market,
and particularly by the composition of occupatiomsthis context, in countries with a larger
public sector, greater horizontal gender differsnicave been found (Mandel and Semyonov
2006). Women are more attracted to public sectgl@ment, probably because a high share
of these jobs comprises of typically female respuolises (e.g., care and services).
Moreover, the public sector offers more conveniewirking conditions for women (and
particularly for mothers) compared with the privaector (Mandel and Semyonov 2006;
Yaish and Stier 2009; Steinmetz 2012). In line witese arguments, | expeabat horizontal
gender differences at labor market entry are morenpunced in countries with higher

female employment in the public sector (Hypoth&sis

Not only might structural aspects of the labor nearbe related to horizontal gender
differences, but so, too, might the gender cultliiee aforementioned arguments assume
implicitly that women prefer to enter occupatiohsttare nearer to their traditional tasks.
However, the extent to which women really desiris thight differ among countries, with

more gender-egalitarian countries showing lowerizZomtal gender differences because
women (and men) are more likely to invest in geratgpical educational and occupational
fields (see Blossfeld et al. 2015). Although enwaitifindings provide mixed evidence
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(Charles 1992; Steinmetz 2012), | expect th@tizontal gender differences at labor market
entry are less pronounced in countries with monedge egalitarian culture (Hypothesis 4).

Vertical gender inequalities might be related tmdd¢es’ (full-time and part-time) labor force
participation. On the one hand, it has been arghatl women are in a better position to
compete in the labor market when their labor fopaeticipation is high because their
bargaining power rises when their numbers incrd&smter 1977; Charles 1992), which
would result in lower vertical gender inequaliti€® the other hand, however, it is likely that
with rising female labor force participation, theoportion of women in the labor market
increases who are not primarily career-oriented éng rather interested in a suitable
combination of family and work tasks (‘adaptive wemhy Hakim 2006). These adaptive
women are less likely to enter high-status posstibrat make it difficult to combine work and
family. Following this latter reasoning, | expebitthe disadvantage of women in entering
high-status occupations at labor market entry isenpronounced in countries with higher
females’ labor force participation (Hypothesis 5).

Because part-time employment should be even momemmm among adaptive women, |
furthermore expect thahe disadvantage of women in entering high-stattsupations at
labor market entry is more pronounced in countiath higher females’ part-time (compared
to full-time) employment (Hypothesis 6).

Family policies such as parental leave and chikldacilities might further account for
differences among countries in vertical gender uadities by enabling or even impelling
women to stay in the labor market more continuouwsig thereby increasing their labor
market attachment. Vertical gender inequalitiestifi@r whole working population seem to be
lower in countries with shorter maternity leave®$Bnfeld and Kalleberg 1991; Mandel and
Semyonov 2006; Mandel 2012) and a greater provisifochildcare (Steinmetz 2012). The
same can be expected for labor market entrantstalexpectations about future family
responsibilities that might affect both employeasid (female) employees’ hiring decisions
for high-status jobs (see above; Barbulescu andv@ld2013). Hence, | expect ththe
disadvantage of women in entering high-status oatiops at labor market entry is less
pronounced in countries with family policies thapport females’ continuous and full-time

labor force participation (Hypothesis 7).
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In order to account for the ‘sum’ of country-speciarrangements, the literature has also
followed an integrative approach by testing whetier extent of gender differences varies
among country groups. As discussed in Chapter Byverttional country classifications
distinguish between Nordic, Central European, labeiSouthern European, and Post-
Socialist regime types. For the whole labor magaulation, horizontal gender differences
seem to be comparably high in the Nordic counti@sang 2000; Charles and Grusky 2004;
Mandel and Semyonov 2005) yet have had a tendeacylecrease in recent years
(Ellingsaeter 2013). The same pattern is true fentisal gender inequalities (Korpi et al.
2013; Triventi 2013; Mandel and Semyonov 2005; Mdrahd Shalev 2009). In the Liberal
states, both horizontal gender differences andicatrtgender inequalities seem to be
comparably low (Mandel and Semyonov 2005; Mandel &halev 2009; Korpi et al. 2013).
For Italy and Portugal (Southern European welfaages), relatively low horizontal gender
differences have been reported (Charles and Gr28Ry¢), while Central European welfare
states do not attract specific attention in terrh&xdremely high or low levels of gender
differences (though, see Korpi et al. 2013 for treédy high gender inequalities). These
findings, however, refer to the entire working plapion (except Triventi 2013). The
following empirical analysis examines whether thpaderns also apply to the beginning of
the labor market career.

4.2 DATA AND METHODS

| usedata from the LFS 2009 ad-hoc module ‘Entry of youn@e in the labour market,’
which was implemented in a total of 30 countriet){& as well as Iceland, Norway, and
Switzerland) and offers key information about tleha®l-to-work transitionand the first
significant job for individuals aged 15 to 34 yeaFhefirst significant jobis defined as every
job that lasted for at least 6 months after commdetthe highest educational level,
independent of whether the job began before finggleiducation. | also take into account jobs
that started before the end of education becausente countries, the first job is already part
of vocational training (particularly in countrielat organize vocational training in a dual

system).

Due to small case numbers or extensive missingesdior key variables, Switzerland, Malta,

and Iceland are excluded from the analysis. Furéxefusions of countries depend on the
availability of the indicators used and differ degdmg on the estimated models. The analysis
is restricted to individuals born between 1975 2884 to exclude incorrect entries caused by
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right censorind? | further exclude individuals who entered the labmrket in 2009 because
they have a lower probability of having already kemt 6 months. Based on these definitions,
the labor market entry in my analysis sample totéce between 1995 and 2008. All
implausible cases, all individuals who are likedybe adult learnerS,and all individuals with
missing cases in the variables of interest (litenvdeletion) are excluded. My sample for
studying horizontal gender differences comprisesd@#htries and 26,529 individuals (13,031
men and 13,498 women). For vertical gender inetigslimy sample comprises 27 countries
and 30,077 individuals (14,837 men and 15,240 wonieee Appendix Table Al for more
information on the sample selection; see Appendikl@ A4 for the case numbers in each

country).
4.2.1 Individual-level variables

In order to test Hypothesis 1 regarding whether eoomnd men segregate into different types
of occupations at labor market entry, | use Bldd&e(1987) occupational field division,
which defines occupations into three different gational activity fields, namelgervice,
administration,andproduction It can be interpreted as the ‘kind of work indivals do’ (see
Section 3.2 for more information on this measuvéhile Blossfeld (1987) used the ISCO-68
classification on a 3-digit level to define occupas into these three categories, | applied his
field division to the more recent ISCO-88 classifion (see Appendix Table A2 for more
details on the assignment of occupations into senpdadministration and productiof)Due

to missing information on ISCO-88 3-digit data, gatlia, Poland, and Slovenia are excluded

from the analysis of horizontal gender differences.

To examine whether women are disadvantaged iniegthigh-status occupationat labor
market entry (Hypothesis 2), | use ISCO-88 1-dijgita to analyze the probability of entering

ISCO 1 (legislators, senior officials, and manapersd ISCO 2 (professionals) occupations

9 As my data were conducted in 2009, the youngekvitiuals in my sample are 25 with these restrictioBy
accounting also for younger individuals, the rigkuader-representation of higher-educated indivisiweould
increase. By the age of 25, the majority of indi’ts are likely to have already left education.

% This is done by computing the median age for tpletion of a specific educational level in a sfiec
country. All individuals who are at least five ysalder than the median age for completion have lbieteted
from the analysis. The five-year boundary was a&gpbecause the information on age is aggregat&dyaar
age bands in the anonymized LFS micro-data.

2L The most recent version of the ISCO classificatikl8C0O-08, is only provided in the LFS data of 2011
onwards.
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(termedhigh-status occupationsa the following) instead of entering all other apations. In
contrast to other publications (Schéafer et al. 2@t2inmetz 2012), ISCO 2 occupations are
also defined as high-status occupations because jbbs require the highest skill level (3-6
years of tertiary education) (Elias 1997). Moreovabor market entrants have a lower
probability of entering ISCO 1 occupations direcflyobably because these jobs often require
previous labor market experience. This assumpsoaupported by my data: The share of
labor market entrants directly entering ISCO 1 pations does not even amount to 1 percent
in several countries (e.g., in Cyprus, the CzecpbuRbc, Denmark, Greece, Latvia, Romania,
Sweden, Slovakia). When accounting for both ISC&nd 2 occupations, more than 7 percent

of all labor market entrants enter these positinresery country.

The key independent variable gender(coded one for women and zero for men). | further
control stepwise for confounding covariates, whaech likely to affect gender differences at
labor market entry and vary by gender (see Apperdxfor further information on the
coding of the variables)educational level(ISCED 0-2; ISCED 3-4; ISCED 5-6) and
educational fieldlaggregated into eight categories: general prograacial sciences; natural
sciences; engineering, manufacturing, and consbtrycagriculture and veterinary; health and
welfare; services; unknown) because higher-educaigigliduals are more likely to access
high-status occupations and educational orientaisomften translated into occupational
orientation (e.g., Borghans and Groot 1999; Smya52 Smyth and Steinmetz 2008). A
control for thelabor market entry cohorf1995-2000; 2001-2008)is included in order to
take societal and labor market developments intmwad. For vertical inequalities, | also
control for whether the individuatorked before finishing educatiorlaving worked before
finishing education makes an entry into high-statosupations more likely, first on account
of employees’ job experience and second becauségenp might already have invested in

the employee’s specific skills and can better askesor her productivity.
4.2.2 Country-level variables

To test Hypothesis 3 concerning the relation ofizomtal gender differences wifiemales’
public sector employmenthe percentage of women among all employees wgrk the
public sector is used (own calculations based dn R010; Federal Chancellery of Austria
2012; Lanfranchi and Narcy 2013; EPSU 2013; OECND220Anghel et al. 2011). For

2 These time intervals are used because Europeiemrped a small economic crisis in the early 200@t)

rising (youth) unemployment rates (Eurostat 2015).
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Hypothesis 4, which refers to tlgender culturel take the proportion of individuals having
agreed or strongly agreed with the statement ‘wbbs are scarce, men should have more
right to a job than women’ (own calculations basaedthe European Social Survey (ESS) of
2008; missing values are replaced by the ESS 2608£2@10).

The relation of vertical gender inequalities widmales’ (overall) labor force participation

(Hypothesis 5) is measured by the female—male gmmat ratio (own calculation based on
Eurostat 2015). Values below 1 indicate that moen than women are employed; values
above 1 indicate that more women than men are gmgloFor Hypothesis 6 regarding
females’ full-time (compared with part-time) empi@nt the percentage of employed women
working 40 weekly hours or more (compared with thesrking less weekly hours) is used

(own calculations based on the LFS 2009).

To account fofamily policies(Hypothesis 7), three indicators are taken intmaat: first, the
length of paid parental leave (in weeks); secomel réspective benefit level for this period (in
percentage of the country’s median income) (CouatiEurope 2005; Moss 2011, 2013;
European Union 2013; MISSOC 2014; OECD 2015; mof@rmation about the construction
can be found in Section 2.3.2.1); and third, thepprtion of children below the age of 3
attending formal childcare (OECD 2015). The thmedidators were modeled into one factor
by principal component factor analysis (see Se@idrfor a justification and a description of
this approach). A higher proportion of childrencinildcare encourages females’ continuous
and full-time labor force participation, whereasdoparental leave length and high parental
leave benefits have the opposite effect. Hence, tthe parental leave indicators were
reversely recoded before performing the factorysmsl Higher values of the factor for family
policies indicate that family policies support fdeg continuous and full-time labor force

participation®®

The values of all institutional characteristics dheir correlations can be found in Appendix
Table A4 and A5, respectively. For the analysisythave been standardized (means of zero
and standard deviations of one) in order to hargetheir measurement scales and simplify

their interpretation.

% The Eigenvalue for the family policies factor igl@, indicating that the indicators used to bulié factor
constitute a latent concept. | calculated the fastores to obtain a standardized variable witheamof 0 and a

standard deviation of 1 among all countries. Tisalts of the analysis are available upon request.

73



Chapter 4 — Gender differences at labour marketyent

Finally, to examine whether gender differences \anpngregime types, distinguish among
following five regime types(see Chapter 2): (1) Nordic countries (Denmarkqléfid,
Norway, Sweden); (2) Central European countriess{da, Belgium, Germany, France,
Luxembourg, the Netherlands); (3) Liberal countrigeeland, the UK); (4) Southern
European countries (Cyprus, Spain, Greece, ItadytuBal); and (5) Post-Socialist countries
(Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungarytviaa Lithuania, Poland, Romania,

Slovenia, Slovakia).
4.2.3 Methods

Given the hierarchical data structure with indiatiunested in countries, | applytvao-step
multilevel approach In the first step | estimate the individual-leyghrameters for each
country separately and use them in the secondastéependent variables (see Section 3.3 for

more information on the two-step multilevel method)

For horizontal gender differences in the first step, | run multinomial logistic negsion
models for each country (i.e., 24 countries) on rebability of entering service,
administration, or production occupations (cf. Bleéd 1987) while controlling for the
individual independent variables described abovee eta coefficients for gender are the
outcome of interest. | constructreet’ Duncan indexXrom the predicted marginal effects of
the multinomial regression models. The ‘normal’ Dan index indicates the proportion of
women (or men) who would have to change occupaiimsder to achieve an even gender
allocation across occupations — it ranges from Omdete similarity) to 1 (complete

dissimilarity) and is calculated as follows (Duneard Duncan 1955):

J
1 F, M;
D= — J_J
ZZ|F M
J=1
with

F =total number of females in employment

M = total number of males in employment

F, = number of employed females in occupation/sector j
M; = number of employed males in occupation/sector j

] = number of occupations/ sectors

The net Duncan can be interpreted as the propoafiamomen (or men) who would have to
change occupations in order to achieve an evenegabbcation across occupations under
the condition that women and men do not differmportant individual characteristics that

were controlled for (see Kalter 2000 for methodadal details). The values of this net
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Duncan index are used in the second step of tHgsamas the dependent variable in order to
test in ordinary least square (OLS) regressions lowntry-specific characteristics are
associated with the horizontal gender differences of the individual characteristics

controlled for in the first step.

To examine whether women are disadvantaged in tefwertical gender inequalities | run
logistic regression models for each country (R&.,countries) on the probability ehtering
high-status occupationghile controlling for the individual characteristiclescribed above.
In the second step, | use the calculated beta icmeffs (from the first step) for females,
weighted by their standard errors (feasible geimdlleast squares approach (FGLS) of
Lewis and Linzer 2005), as dependent variable,rdeioto test the relationship of vertical

gender inequalities with country-specific charasteas.

4.3 FINDINGS
4.3.1 Descriptive findings

Table 4.1 provides a first descriptive overviewgainder differences at labor market entry
among the 27 European countries in this study. Asimalicator of horizontal gender

differences, the distribution of female and malelamarket entrants into production, service,
and administration occupations is presented. TétetWao columns refer to the gender-specific

share of entrants into high-status occupationsderato assess vertical gender inequalities.

Beginning with production occupations, all courgrghow a clear pattern of more male labor
market entrants working in these occupations aspeoed with female entrants. Averaging
across countries, about 20 percent of women emtetuption occupations, whereas this rate
is 60 percent for men. The share of entrants wgrkinproduction occupations is highest in
the Post-Socialist countries. Overall, approximat) percent of females enter service and
administration occupations, whereas among males, amounts to around 20 percent. In
Nordic countries, the percentage of women entesgrgice occupations is comparably high,
while it is notably lower in Southern European amfbst-Socialist countries. For

administration occupations, this pattern is rewdrdéordic countries are characterized by a
comparably small share of women entering these patmns, and Southern European and
Post-Socialist countries are characterized by &dnighare. | find less variation among
countries in the share of men working in serviceupations. The percentage of men in

administration occupations is particularly low etPost-Socialist countries.
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Coming to vertical gender inequalities, the laso teolumns indicate that on average, 18
percent of female labor market entrants enter Bighis occupations, while this figure is 14
percent for males. | find a consistent patternrobeaerall female advantage in entering high-
status occupations. The female advantage is mosbpnced among Post-Socialist countries
and least pronounced among Nordic and Central Earopountries.
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Table 4.1Descriptive overviewMen and women entering the labor market in differen
occupations

Horizontal gender differences Vertical gende
inequalities
% in % in % in % in high-status

production service administration
Women MenWomen Men Women Men Women Men
Nordic® 17.7 57.€ 53.7 241 28.€ 18.: 19.2 17.2
Denmark 20.2 56.9 535 21t 26.3 21t 19.5 16.8
Finland 19.1 674 495 18z 314 14: 20.5 20.2
Norway 122 479 606 327 27.1 19/ 154 13.1
Sweden 19.2 581 51.0 23¢ 298 18.1 21.6 19.0
Central Europeah 14.¢ 56.7 42.1 18.7 42 .4 24.t 22.€ 20.5
Austria 129 644 37.7 15¢ 494 19.7 9.3 10.0
Belgium 148 53.2 415 20.€ 43.7 26.2 33.8 22.7
Germany 205 73.7 426 12¢&¢ 369 13 15.6 13.2
France 21.1 58.0 356 20.Z 433 21.t 115 11.8
Luxembourg 7.7 36.7 519 23 404 39.C 45.8 45.1
Netherland 125 544 469 19.¢ 406 26.C 19.7 20.3
Liberal® 12.¢ 51.¢ 42¢€ 227 44t 25.% 21.t 19.2
Ireland 12.7 55.0 415 21.: 458 23.7 26.6 20.7
UK 13.1 488 437 241 432 27.c 16.4 17.7
Southern Europedn 16.¢ 53.2 354 26 477 20.C 15.€ 11.3
Cyprus 115 470 321 321 565 20.¢ 19.9 14.0
Spain 19.2 558 38.0 25 428 18.t 17.0 12.7
Greece 11.3 46.8 384 30¢ 503 22:° 17.6 11.3
Italy 20.1 59.2 315 20.C 484 20. 10.1 9.7
Portugal 220 57.6 372 241 408 18:c 135 8.9
Post-Socialist 29.6 69.6 291 20.1 41z 10.z 15.¢ 9.7
Bulgaria na. na. na. n.a n.a. n.a 187 7.1
Czech Republic 25.7 66.0 311 24z 432 9.E 99 8.0
Estonia 343 789 254 12<4 403 8.7 15.3 8.7
Hungary 256 713 33.7 18.C 40.7 10.7 16.5 12.2
Lithuania 33.2 747 26.2 14t 40.6 10.t 18.8 14.9
Latvia 22.4 727 312 20t 464 6.5 11.2 4.6
Poland n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a n.a. n.a 146 9.4
Romania 369 589 288 27z 343 13.¢ 21.3 17.0
Slovenia n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a n.a. n.a 234 9.1
Slovakia 29.0 65.0 272 23¢ 438 11.1 8.1 6.4
Average® 19.¢ 59.t 39.C 22.(C 411 18.t 18.2 14.2

Notes: LFS 2009; own calculations. n.a. = not applicaBlayerage across countries in the respective gfbup.
average across all countries.
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4.3.2 Horizontal gender differences: Individual-level findings

The following presents the multivariate findings thre allocation of male and female labor
market entrants into service, production, and adstmation occupations and on how
individual characteristics shape this allocatioiguFe 4.1 depicts the mean point estimates of
females’ beta coefficients of the 24 country-spearfultinomial regression analyses (with 95
percent confidence intervals) when controlling ddferent sets of individual-level variables.
Countries are ordered regarding their regime t§gaevice occupations are the base category,
and because gender is coded as 1 for females,ittv@dseta coefficient indicates a female

advantage in entering administration or productiompared with service occupations.

The upper panel of Figure 4.1 demonstrates thaaleentrants are less likely than males to
enter production compared with service occupationgll countries (Model 1) and that
controlling for further individual characteristitgrdly leads to any changes in the general
pattern (Models 2 and 3). It is only when (addiéiy) controlling for the educational field
(Model 4) that the female ‘disadvantage’ in entgriproduction compared with service
occupations is reduced in all countries and evesores non-significant in Romania and

Cyprus.

The lower panel reveals some variability among toes regarding gendered entrance into
administration compared with service occupationsnéarly all Post-Socialist and Southern
European countries (and independent of the inausfoindependent variables), women are
more likely than men to enter administration coregawith service occupations. In turn, in
most Central European, Nordic, and Liberal welfst@es, there are no significant gender
differences in entering administration comparechveiervice occupations. When controlling
for educational level (Model 3) and educationaldfi@Model 4), only female labor market
entrants in Luxembourg are significantly more hkdlb enter service compared with

administration occupations.
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Figure 4.1 Multinomial regression models: Females’ probabitifyentering administration or
production versus service occupations (referentegoay) (conditional coefficients and 95
percent confidence intervals)

Production vs. service occupations

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
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Notes: LFS 2009; own calculations. Model 1 controls femfles; M2 = M1 + control for labor market entry
cohort; M3 = M2 + control for educational level; MdM3 + control for educational field (see Appenéik for
the full Models (M4)).
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4.3.3 Horizontal gender differences: Comparison of the nieand the normal Duncan

index

To assess the role of individual characteristicexplaining country differences in horizontal
gender differences, Figure 4.2 compares the nethandal Duncan index for each country,
sorted by regime type. The net Duncan index isutaled on the basis of the multinomial
regression results of Model 4 from the previoudise@nd can be interpreted as the extent to

which women and men enter different occupation®hetdividual characteristics.

As expected, the net Duncan index is lower thamtenal one in all countries. Notably, it is
mainly the Central European and Nordic welfareestah which the Duncan index most
strongly decreases when controlling for individugtharacteristics. Nevertheless, once
individual characteristics are controlled for, womand men still differ in the types of

occupations they enter into in each country.

Regarding the distribution of countries in termdladir net Duncan index, horizontal gender
differences are moderate in Nordic and Southerrofigan countries (Denmark and Spain:
low), while they are relatively high in Liberal auies. Three Central European countries
(Luxembourg, France, and Belgium) are characterlzgdow net Duncan indices, but the
remaining countries in this group (Germany, thehddands, and Austria) show relatively
high values. Post-Socialist countries differ nogahlthe extent of their net horizontal gender
differences: While they are low in Romania and Hamyg horizontal gender differences are

particularly high in Latvia.
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Figure 4.2 Comparison of the normal and net Duncan indexdbot market entrants
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Notes: LFS 2009; own calculations. The net Duncan indexcalculated on the basis of theultinomial
regression results of Model 4 in Figure 4.1 (sepéexulix B1 for the full models (M4)).

4.3.4 Horizontal gender differences: Country-level findings

Is the extent of countries’ net horizontal gendéfetences related to country-specific
characteristics? First, Figure 4.3 graphically exe® the bivariate relation between the net
Duncan and (1) the percentage of women workindhédublic sector, and (2) the gender
culture, by using scatter-plots and regressionslifrem simple OLS regressions. The left
panel indicates that in countries with more womearking in the public sector, horizontal
(net) gender differences are higher (corr = 0.81}urn, the indicator for the gender culture

shows nearly no correlation with the net Duncamr(sec0.07).
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Figure 4.3 Scatterplot of countries: Bivariate relation betweset Duncan and country-
specific characteristics
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Notes: LFS 2009; own calculations. The net Duncan indexakulated on the basis of tlmultinomial
regression results of Model 4 in Figure 4.1 (sepekglix B1 for the full models).

Second, Table 4.2 displays the results of the wariaite analysis in order to examine whether
the country-specific characteristics are (stillJated to the net Duncan once the other
institutional characteristic is controlled for (M1Both coefficients are not statistically

significant, which might, however, be a resultfoé fow case number (N = 23). The bivariate
results are supported: In countries with a higlhare of females working in the public sector,
horizontal gender differences are more pronountkd.gender culture does not contribute to

the understanding of countries’ variation in hontad gender differences (coefficient is zero).

M2 tests whether regime types differ significantly the extent of horizontal gender
differences. Horizontal gender differences seenbddiigher in all country groups than in
Nordic countries (reference group) and most prooednin Liberal and Post-Socialist
countries. However, none of the coefficients reacltenventional levels of statistical

significance.
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Chapter 4 — Gender differences at labour marketyent

4.3.5 Vertical gender inequalities: Individual-level findings

Following a similar approach to that applied toibhontal gender differences, Figure 4.4
presents the mean point estimates of females’ tmt#ficients for the 27 country-specific
logistic regressions (with 95 percent confidenderiwals) on the probability of entering high-
status occupations. Since gender is coded asférfales, a positive beta coefficient indicates

a female advantage in entering these occupations.

Models 1 and 2 show that women are more likelynterehigh-status occupations than men in
several Post-Socialist and Southern European desntis well as in Belgium and Ireland.
However, when controlling for educational level (&b 3) and for additional characteristics
(Model 4), this female advantage fades. Only in ispare women still statistically
significantly more advantaged in entering hightsabccupations than men. In contrast,
women (compared with men with the same individdadracteristics) are disadvantaged in
two Post-Socialist countries (the Czech Republid &tungary), and in the two Nordic
countries (Finland and Sweden) (Model 4). Apartrfroot having reached conventional
levels of significance, most countries demonstraggative coefficients, indicating that

females are less likely to access high-status @tauys.
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Figure 4.4 Logistic regression models: Females’ probability eftering high-status
occupations (conditional coefficients and 95 percenfidence intervals)
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Notes: LFS 2009; own calculations; Model 1 controls female; M2 = M1 + control for labor market entry
cohort; M3 = M2 + control for educational level; M4M3 + control for educational field + control famhether
worked before finishing education (see Appendixf@2he full Models (M4)).

4.3.6 Vertical gender inequalities: Country-level findings

This section investigates the relationship betweemical gender inequalities and country-
specific characteristics and whether and how va@rgender inequalities differ significantly
among regime types. Therefore, the mean point astgnof females’ beta coefficients of the
27 country-specific logistic regressions serve las dependent variable. Figure 4.5 first
displays the bivariate relation between verticahdgr inequalities and (1) the female—male
employment ratio, (2) the percentage of women wayKull-time, and (3) family policies by
using scatter-plots and regression lines from QLS regressions.

In countries with higher female labor force papation (compared with that of men),
females’ disadvantage in entering high-status caops is greater (corr = -0.31). In turn, the
low correlation of 0.01 for females’ full-time (cquared with part-time) employment

indicates no relation with vertical gender ineqtiedi. A moderate correlation of 0.39 suggests
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that in countries with family policies supportingniales’ continuous and full-time labor force
participation, females’ disadvantage in enterirghkstatus occupations is lower.

Figure 4.5Scatterplot of countries: Bivariate relation betweertical gender inequalities and
country-specific characteristics
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Source: LFS 2009;0wn calculations. The beta coefficients of femades obtained from logistic regression
analyses for each country separately (see alsod-#gd and Appendix B2).

Second, Table 4.2 (M3 to M7) depicts the findingsvbether vertical gender inequalities are
(still)

characteristics. Results are in line with the hatarfindings: The higher females’ (compared

related to macro characteristics once aahtrg for the other institutional
with males’) labor force participation, the greatiee female disadvantage in entering high-
status positions is (M3, M4, M6). In turn, vertiggnder inequalities seem to not be linked to
females’ full-time (compared with part-time) labfmrce participation, which is indicated by
the relatively low and non-significant coefficierstisd the lack of contribution to the variance
explanation (M3, M5, M6). Finally, in countries witfamily policies supporting females’
continuous and full-time labor force participatighe female disadvantage in entering high-
status occupations is less pronounced (M4, M5, M6).

As final step of the analysis, M7 indicates thatLiberal and Southern European countries

women are statistically significantly advantagedewhentering high-status occupations
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compared with women in Nordic countries. Althougile ttoefficients for the other country
groups do not reach conventional significance Ewsbmen seem to be least likely to access

high-status occupations in Nordic countries.

4.4 DISCUSSIONS

This chapter has examined horizontal gender diffege and vertical gender inequalities in
the first significant job in up to 27 European ctyigs and how these differences are related to
individual and country-specific characteristics.

Regarding horizontal gender differences, two masults stand out: First, women and men
segregate into different occupations already atrlaarket entry in all countries (supporting
Hypothesis 1), with women being more likely to wonk service and administration
occupations and men more likely to enter productioaupations. Second, | find no strong
support for a link between countries’ variationhiorizontal gender differences and country-
specific settings. More specifically, my analysesealed only non-significant results for
higher horizontal gender differences in countriéth \greater share of women working in the
public sector (though, in terms of the directiomporting Hypothesis 3). The gender culture
seems to not be related to horizontal gender eiffegs (contradicting Hypothesis 4). In turn,
| conclude that horizontal gender differences aseniy driven by educational orientation.
Accordingly, during education, students are ‘preaexti into different fields of study, which
are then translated into gendered occupationahtatiens at labor market entry (Borghans
and Groot 1999; Smyth 2005; Smyth and Steinmet8R0rhis is supported by the finding
that once the educational field is controlled fexisting gender differences diminish notably
or even vanish in several countries. Moreover, tieiduction is greatest in the Central
European and Nordic welfare states — countries dhatcharacterized by particularly high
institutional linkages between educational cerifés and occupations (e.g., Muller and
Shavit 1998; Bernardi et al. 2004).

Regarding vertical gender inequalities, the firgtimfinding is that although most countries
demonstrate a female disadvantage in entering s$tafias occupations, this disadvantage is
not statistically significant in most countries.€fefore, Hypothesis 2 finds tentative support
only. This finding contrasts with studies on theoleghworking population, which report a

statistically significant female disadvantage ihauntries (Schéfer et al. 2012; Steinmetz
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2012). We might interpret this as evidence forwdofemale disadvantage at labor market
entry compared with later career stages.

The second main finding is that the female disathgain entering high-status occupations is
clearly related to country-specific settings. lgi®ater in countries with higher female labor
force participation (supporting Hypothesis 5) aonavér in countries with family policies
supporting females’ full-time and continuous labance participation (supporting Hypothesis
7). Moreover, | find women in Liberal and SoutheBuropean countries to be more
advantaged in entering high-status occupationswamnen in Nordic countries. How can we
interpret these findings? It seems that — in lirih Wakim’s preference theory (2006) — with
rising female employment the labor market is insmegly joined by women who are not
primarily career-oriented but rather more interéstea suitable combination of family and
work tasks (‘adaptive women’). Nordic countries htigherefore show a higher share of
‘adaptive’ women in the labor market who are lasdbiious to enter top positions and prefer
to opt for a suitable combination of work and famih turn, women in Southern European
and Liberal countries might either decide on a@aoe a family, thereby resulting in a higher
share of primarily career-oriented women enterimg labor market (see also Section 3.4).
Nevertheless, the findings indicate that familyigieb supporting females’ full-time and
continuous labor force participation can lower fégsadisadvantage in entering high-status
positions. Finally, females’ full-time (comparedtivpart-time) employment is not associated

with vertical gender inequalities (rejection of Hypesis 6).

One limitation of this study is the impossibility disentangling age, period, and cohort
effects. The result of a lower female disadvantagentering high-status occupations might
be interpreted as lower vertical gender inequaliielabor market entry compared with later
career stages. However, this finding might alsodbe to a reduction in vertical gender
inequalities for younger cohorts because | focuy on 25-to-34-year-olds. Moreover, the

data | used restricts the choice of indicators Vvfertical gender inequalities. As Triventi

(2013) showed, female labor market entrants a@ddantaged in terms of wages. Hence, it
might be that women are disadvantaged in some lataoket outcomes already at this early

career stage, whereas they are not disadvantagehdars.
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5 GENDER DIFFERENCES IN HOLDING SUPERVISORY
POSITIONS AND THE ROLE OF HORIZONTAL GENDER
SEGREGATION %4

This chapter presents a comparative analysis oflegedifferences in holding supervisory
positions for 26 European countries, with a paléiciiocus on the role of horizontal gender
differences in terms of men and women working ffedent types of occupations (referred to
simply as ‘gender segregation’ in the following)er@er differences in holding supervisory
positions are an important dimension of verticaldgr inequalities for at least two reasons.
The first is that these jobs incorporate direct ppwver other employees and seem to be
related to higher income (Wright et al. 1995; Rdslkehet al. 1998; Abendroth et al. 2013). It
is often emphasized that women are disadvantagebauing positions in which they
‘control’ or ‘supervise’ men. Analyzing gender d@fences in supervisory positions can
therefore help to understand whether these gemagualities still exist (Rosenfeld et al.
1998). Second, examining gender differences inrsigoey positions offers a comprehensive
picture of gender inequalities at all levels of tbecupational distribution, because also
simple jobs require some kind of supervision. Thieicational variation of individuals
holding supervisory positions is therefore highwart e.g. for managerial positions (Elliott
and Smith 20043°

Several studies have found women to be disadvastagdnolding supervisory positions
(Abendroth et al. 2011; Rosenfeld et al. 1998; Wrigt al. 1995). It is less clear, however,
how the female disadvantage in holding supervigasitions is related to horizontal gender
segregation — both at the individual and at thentrgulevel. The few country studies
examining this question report contradictory result Israel, working in occupations with a
high share of females has been found to be disséayanus for women to hold supervisory

positions (Kraus and Yonay 2000); in turn, womemhi@ US seem to be more likely to hold

2 This chapter is joint work with Hans-Peter BlodsfeA slightly different version is under ‘revisené
resubmit’ in the journal ‘Acta Sociologica’.
% In my sample, 13.08 percent from those individwel® have the lowest educational level (ISCED Gyalyl

supervisory positions, but only 1.24 percent ofrtieold managerial positions.
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supervisory positions when working in occupationghva high female share (Huffmann
1995). The comparative studies dealing with thati@h between gender differences in
holding supervisory positions and horizontal gensiegregation have found no significant
relation between these two gendered labor markebmes (Wright et al. 1995; Rosenfeld et
al. 1998). However, as | will argue in the folloginthis missing link might be due to the

measurement of horizontal gender segregation, aniluse a more fine-graded measure.

Using comparative data from the LFS 2013, this tdrapddresses the following research
questions: (1) Do gender differences in holdingesuisory positions exist in European
countries? Do these gender differences vary basegiooking in male-dominated, mixed, or
female-dominated occupations? (2) How are gendierehces in holding supervisory
positions related to horizontal gender segregatibrthe macro level? Can work-family
arrangements (i.e., family policies and maternabpleyment) and conventional country
classifications contribute to explaining countriggriation in gender differences in holding

supervisory positions?

5.1 EXPLAINING GENDER DIFFERENCES IN HOLDING SUPERVISOR Y
POSITIONS

Positions with supervisory responsibility often ugg overtime and time flexibility
(Abendroth et al., 2013) and are characterized byentomplex tasks and longer training
periods compared to positions without supervis@gponsibility (Tomaskovic-Devey and
Skaggs, 2002).

According to the human capital theqBecker 1985), employers favor men over women for
demanding supervisory positions because of femdtesér amounts of human capital.
Women accumulate less (firm-specific) human capitaing their careers because they still
assume the main share of household and family slitienost societies (Hofacker 2006;
Sayer 2010). As a result, they often work shortarrs than men, participate less often in on-
the-job training, and (due to more frequent cararruptions) have fewer years of work
experience (Becker 1985; Yaish and Stier 2009)tubm, theories of discrimination and
gender stereotypes, beliefs, and norms argue thatew are kept away from supervisory
positions due to beliefs that they lack importaharacteristics and are too emotional or
because men are considered more status-worthy ethel Isuited for supervisory positions
(Charles 2005; Kanter 1977).
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However, females’ disadvantage in holding superyigmsitions might also stem from their
own choices: Because of their double burden of wamld family life, employed women
might self-select jobs that require less commitn{émeory of self-selection; Polachek 1981;
Becker 1985), and/or offer a higher work-life balar{preference theory; Hakim 2006). Due
to the demanding character of supervisory positfiamsmen might hence opt to forgo
accessing them. Following all these theoreticaliargntations, | expe¢hat women are less

likely to hold supervisory positions (Hypothesis 1)

5.1.1 The relationship between gender differences in holdg supervisory positions

and horizontal gender segregation

The relationship between gender differences inihgldupervisory positions and horizontal
gender segregation is less straightforward. Orotleehand, it has been argued that women
have higher chances of holding supervisory posstishen their share in an occupation is
high (i.e., female-dominated occupations) or simitathat of men (i.e., mixed occupations)
compared with occupations with a low female shaee, (male-dominated occupations). One
reason for this is that women possess more relgtiveer to combat against discrimination
and stereotyped occupational allocation when thieyirathe numerical majority (Kraus and
Yonay 2000). Vice versa, in male-dominated occupati men are better able to ‘protect’
their privileged and monopolized positions and tacfice social closure due to their greater
numerical presence (Tomaskovic-Devey and Skagg®)28mother reason to expect higher
female chances in holding supervisory positions wia@rking in female-dominated or
mixed occupations is the claim that women are nli@edy to supervise other women than
men (Yaish and Stier 2009; Wolf and Fligstein 1978) these arguments lead to the
expectation thathe disadvantage of women in holding supervisorsitpms is higher in
male-dominated occupations compared with femalehtlbed and mixed occupations

(Hypothesis 2a)

On the other hand, there are also arguments leadititge opposite expectation, i.e, titiae
disadvantage of women in holding supervisory pms#tiis lower in male-dominated
occupations compared with female-dominated and dmeupations (Hypothesis 2@)hree
argumentations support this hypothesis: First, woma&orking in male-dominated
occupations might constitute a more ambitious amkear-oriented group of females that
more actively aims to enter supervisory positidngurn, a high female share might indicate
‘women-friendly’ occupational environments (e.gccopations with a high share of part-time
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or flexible work arrangements). These settings miglre strongly attract less ambitious
women who are less likely to self-select jobs vgitipervisory responsibilities and grant them
to men (Yaish and Stier 2009). Second, men workirfgmale-dominated occupations might
fear the risk of cultural disapproval and loosihgit ‘masculinity.” Hence, they might more
ambitiously and aggressively try to enter the ‘bgsisitions — including those with

supervisory responsibilities (Kraus and Yonay 2000hird, as female-dominated

occupations are often characterized by lower inc@né lower prestige (Gronlund and
Magnusson 2013), men might opt for the most adgmaas positions within these

occupations to improve their labor market status.
5.1.2 Cross-national differences

Although women seem to be disadvantaged in holdmgervisory positions throughout
Europe, there is considerable cross-national vanah the extent of females’ disadvantage,
which might stem from different country-specificathcteristics (Abendroth et al. 2013;
Yaish and Stier 2009; Rosenfeld et al. 1998). FHoguen three theoretically important
factors, in the following, | discuss the relatiohgender differences in holding supervisory
positions with (1) horizontal gender segregatiod) family policies and (3) maternal

employment.

Comparative studies have not found any statisyicsignificant relation between gender
differences in holding supervisory positions andizantal gender segregation at the macro
level. To the best of my knowledge, however, forrempirical examinations have all used
the Duncan index as measure of horizontal gendiereinces (Wright et al., 1995; Rosenfeld
et al. 1998). The Duncan index is a summary indrcagflecting the proportion of women (or

men) who would have to change occupation in ordesichieve an even gender allocation
across occupations (Duncan and Duncan 1955). Aguled in the last section, the relation
between gender differences in holding supervisopsitpns and horizontal gender

segregation might be more complex than describedthdy overall index: Females’

disadvantage in holding supervisory positions kelyi to vary between male-dominated,

mixed, and female-dominated occupations.

Similarly, it is likely that the country’s overaktxtent of gender differences in holding
supervisory positions is related to its share olerg@minated, mixed, and female-dominated

occupations. Hypothesis 2a expects greater geriifieretices to the disadvantage of women
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in male-dominated occupations (compared with ferdal@inated and mixed occupations).
Applying this argumentation to the country level uld mean that proportionally more
women face disadvantages in holding supervisorytipns in case of a high share of male-
dominated occupations. It follows thtite disadvantage of women in holding supervisory
positions is higher in countries with a higher shaf male-dominated occupations compared
with female-dominated and mixed occupations (Hygm¢h 3a). Contrarily, following
Hypothesis 2b leads to the expectation thatdisadvantage of women in holding supervisory
positions is lower in countries with a higher shafemale-dominated occupations compared

with female-dominated and mixed occupations (Hygsth3b).

Family policies aiming to reduce time conflicts ween work and family life (most
importantly leave arrangements after childbirth ahididcare provision) might also be related
to gender differences in holding supervisory posgi On the one hand, females’ long leave
times (with sufficient monetary benefits) after Idbirth reduce their career experience,
resulting in smaller amounts of accumulated humapital, which is likely to amplify
females’ disadvantage in holding supervisory posgi(Abendroth et al. 2013). Empirical
examinations, however, have not found a statisyicgsignificant relation between gender
differences in holding supervisory positions antepgal and/or maternal leave figures (Yaish
and Stier 2009; Abendroth et al. 2013; though seseRfeld et al. 1998 for tentative
evidence)® On the other hand, childcare provision facilitates compatibility of work and
family life and has been found to increase femdksor force participation (Jaumotte 2003;
Ruhm 1998). Higher childcare provision might thowér employers’ discrimination against
women because gender differences in human cajitahaulation to females’ disadvantage
are smaller. Moreover, as childcare enables woraeteticate more time to their careers,
women’s reluctance to work in supervisory positiomght be reduced. | hence expect that
the disadvantage of women in holding supervisositpms is lower in countries with family
policies that support females’ continuous and fufle labor force participation (Hypothesis
4).

Women’s employment patterns (particularly afterldthirth) should also been driven by

economic reasons; for example, women might re-etiter labor market because one

% Rosenfeld et al. (1998) find a greater disadvantagwomen in countries with longer (unpaid) maitgrn
leave. However, they only analyze 9 countries aisguss their finding as possibly caused by oneieyutl

country (Australia, which has the longest unpaaléeof one year).
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household income is not sufficient to allow foraiglly acceptable living standard. Another
reason for labor market re-entries after childbimight lie in gender-cultural norms and
expectations, which emphasize women'’s employmenhastandard, while not working is
perceived negatively. Both situations are likelyrésult in a higher labor force participation
of mothers. However, a good share of these workinthers might more likely search for a
balance between work and family life than strivgragsively for career success and might
thus have lower ambitions to hold supervisory pasg (Hakim 2006). In turn, when mothers
have no monetary or cultural pressure to (re-)etiterdabor market, less ambitious women
might more often stay at home to focus on childeare household chores. Consequently, |
expect thathe disadvantage of women in holding supervisositipms is higher in countries

with higher mothers’ employment rates (Hypothekis 5

In order to examine the ‘sum’ of country-specifitamgements, | also investigate whether
gender differences in holding supervisory positidiffer betweernregime typesFollowing
the predominant literature about welfare statesdiaations, | distinguish Nordic, Liberal,

Central European, Southern European, and PostilSoeialfare states (see Chapter 2).

5.2 DATA AND METHODS

The analyses are based aata from the LFS from the year 2013 (see Section 8tInfore
information on the LFS). Theampleconsists of employed individuals aged 20 to 64nf&26
countries’’ Due to missing information on ISCO-08 3-digit daBalgaria, Malta, Poland,
and Slovenia are excluded from the analyses, &sittisa due to small case numbers for
individuals holding supervisory positions. Indivas in the armed forces, self-employed
individuals and family worker€ and individuals who were students or apprentioesgular
education during the 4 weeks prior to the intervigw excluded from the analysis. After
listwise deletion of missing cases in the varialemterest, the sample comprises 1,242,424

individuals from 26 countries (632,671 men and 889,women) (for more information on

%" These are Austria, Belgium, Croatia, Cyprus, CzRepublic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Geeec
Germany, Hungary, Ireland, Iceland, ltaly, LithumniLuxembourg, the Netherlands, Norway, Portugal,
Romania, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, Slovakia,thedJK. Norway and Croatia had to be excluded ftben
country-level analysis because of missing valughérindependent country-specific characteristics.

% The question of holding a job with supervisoryifios was not directed at self-employed individuarsd

family workers.
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the sample selection, see Appendix Table Al; sgeeAgix Table A3 for the case numbers

in each country).

The outcome of interesis gender differences in holding supervisory posg, meaning
positions that are characterized by the formal apsibility of directly supervising other
employees (or apprentices). A person who has awjtib supervisory responsibility ‘takes
charge of the work, directs the work and seesishsdtisfactorily carried out’ (Eurostat 2006:
9).2°

| apply atwo-step multilevel approachn the first step, | estimate gender differenaes
holding supervisory positions for each country sefgdy (i.e., in 26 countries). In the second
step, the country variation in these estimatesseduas dependent variables and related to
country-specific characteristics (see Section 2B rhore information on the two-step

multilevel method).
5.2.1 Individual level approach

To examine Hypothesid (whether women are disadvantaged in holding stigmay
positions) and Hypothes@s and Hypothesigb (whether this disadvantage varies depending
on working in female-dominated, mixed, or male-doateéd occupations), | run logistic
regression models for each country separately. dependent variable is holding jobs with
supervisory responsibilities (1 = yes; 0 = n@ender(1 = female; 0 = men) is the central
independent variable for answering Hypothdsigo test Hypotheseza and 2b, | introduce
interaction effects between gender and working emdle-dominated (more than 69%
women), mixed (31-69% women), and male-dominatesis(than 31% women) occupations.
This classification is based on ISCO-08 3-digitadaind is calculated for each country

separately?

| further control for the following covariates, whi are likely to affect gender differences in
holding supervisory positions and vary by genddighest educational levednd the
respective educational field because higher-educated individuals and indiveluaho

attended more technical or business-oriented eiduehtfields are more likely to hold

% See Rose and Harrison (2010: 153) for a discussiont the possibility of different connotationstioé term
‘jobs with supervisory responsibilities’ in differecountries and languages.
391 only consider occupations with more than 10 epeés in the respective country because an oconpiati

which only few individuals work changes ‘categomuch faster due to outliers.
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supervisory positions (e.g., Rosenfeld et al. 199&ndroth et al. 2013pge and marital
statussince married and older individuals should behewen more gender-typically in the
labor market due to increasing traditional workisions after marriage (Grunow et al. 2012,
Rosenfeld et al. 1998Y; labor market experiencand its squared term and whether the
individual worksfull- or part-timebecause both longer labor market experience amkiirgp

in full-time employment increase the probabilitylafiding a supervisory position (Rosenfeld
et al. 1998; Abendroth et al. 2013). More inforraatabout the construction of the dependent
and independent variables can be found in Appendbie A2.

5.2.2 Country level approach

In order to examine the relation of gender diffeesnin holding a supervisory position with
macro characteristics, | run OLS regression analydéh the b-coefficient for females from
the country-specific logistic regression analysss dependent variables and include the

country-level variables of interest.

The error term of the dependent variable consiste@ components: first, the sampling error
that arises due to the fact that the dependenablaris estimated rather than observed, and
second, the residual variance from the step-2 ssgyes (macro-level error term). To
account for heteroskedasticity, the b-coefficieate weighted by their standard errors,
following Lewis and Linzer’s feasible generalizesh$t square approach (FGLS) from 2005
(e.g. Dieckhoff and Steiber 2012; Heisig 2011).

To test the relation of gender differences in haddsupervisory positions withorizontal
gender segregatiofHypotheses8a and 3b), | use the LFS 2013 data to calculatariable
indicating the countries’ share of female-dominatacked, and male-dominated occupations
(with the same thresholds for defining the occugregias above). | contrast male-dominated
occupations with the other two types by calculatimg ratio of male-dominated occupations
compared with female-dominated and mixed occupstibligher values of the ratio indicate

a higher share of male-dominated occupations.

31 Unfortunately, in several countries (Switzerlandenimark, Finland, Iceland, Norway, and Sweden) no
information about the existence of children in tieusehold is provided. | run robustness checks tith
inclusion of this information for the countrieswhich the information is provided. The main conabns are

robust.
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For Hypothesist, referring tofamily policiessupporting females’ continuous and full-time
labor force participation, | use three indicatdfs: the proportion of children aged below 3 in
formal childcare (Eurostat 2015), (2) the lengtlpaid parental leavén weeks), and (3) the
level of parental leave allowance for this perieadpressed as percentage of the countries’
median income) (Moss 2011, 2012, 2013; more inftionaabout the construction of these
indicators can be found in Section 2.3.2.1). Pgakicomponent factor analysis is used to
model the three indicators for family policies intme factor (see Section 3.4 for a
justification and a description of this approachd &ection 4.2.2 for more details on the
operationalization of this factor). Higher valudstwe factor for family policies indicate that

family policies support females’ continuous and-firhe labor force participatioff

The relation between gender differences in holdsougervisory positions andiothers’
employment rategHypothesis5) are tested by using the ratio of female employneoé all
women to women with children aged below 15 yearsn(e@alculations based on OECD,
2014). The higher the values, the higher the sbaremployed mothers to all employed

women.

All country-specific variables have been standadigmean of 0 and standard deviation of 1)
in order to harmonize their measurement scale anilithte the interpretation. Appendix
Table A3 displays the values of the country-specifariables, and Appendix Table A4
displays the correlations between dependent andtigespecific independent variables.

Finally, | examine whether gender differences ifdimg supervisory positions differ among
the followingregime typegsee Chapter 2): (1) Nordic countries (Denmarh|dfid, Iceland,

Norway, Sweden); (2) Central European countriess{da, Belgium, Switzerland, Germany,
France, Luxembourg, the Netherlands); (3) Liberalntries (Ireland, the UK); (4) Southern
European countries (Cyprus, Greece, Italy, Portug§akin); (5) Post-Socialist countries

(Croatia, Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, LithagRomania, Slovakia).

%2 The Eigenvalue of the factor is 1.60, which regehht all variables used to build the factor iattica latent

concept.
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5.3 FINDINGS
5.3.1 Descriptive findings

Table 5.1 provides descriptive information aboytesuisory positions in each country. As
the second column indicates, the cross-nationahtiam of supervisory positions is high: It
ranges between 9 percent (Romania) and 49 peréegiar{d). The Nordic and Liberal
countries show the highest share of supervisorjtipns, with more than 20 percent of all
occupations having supervisory responsibilitiesifwhe exception of Denmark). In turn, in
Post-Socialist countries, the percentage of superyipositions is below 21 percent in every

country.

The next three columns refer to the distributionabbfsupervisory positions among male-
dominated, mixed, and female-dominated occupatidst countries display the highest
proportion of supervisory positions in mixed occumas, followed by male-dominated ones.
In turn, on average, only 19 percent of all sume™ positions can be found in female-

dominated occupations.

Women are disadvantaged in all countries in terfnbodding supervisory positions (last
column). This female disadvantage seems to be mastounced in Central European
countries, where the percentage of females workirsgipervisory positions does not exceed
37 percent in any country. In the two Liberal coig#, females display the highest share,
followed by the Nordic and Post-Socialist countriegland and Lithuania show a nearly
equal gender share in holding supervisory positianth 48 percent of women working in

these advantageous positions.
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Table 5.1Descriptive statistics about holding supervisorgipons, by country

% of all SUP in

Regime type / % of % of women
country SUP MDO FDO MXO working in SUP
Nordic® 30.9¢ 38.0¢ 22.22 39.6¢ 39.46
DK 15.11 30.04 19.40 50.56 36.43
IS 49.14 36.11 27.81 36.08 43.65
Fi 20.20 45.71 20.57 33.72 36.96
NO 38.96 41.18 15.76 43.07 36.78
SE 31.55 37.40 27.58 35.02 43.49
Central Europeah 27.24 38.2¢€ 17.93 43.81 34.79
AT 26.29 38.68 25.62 35.70 32.85
BE 21.72 38.34 17.55 4411 35.06
CH 34.61 34.17 17.78 48.05 35.05
DE 27.46 38.19 20.35 41.46 36.51
FR 19.30 39.55 16.75 43.69 35.00
LU 35.63 28.59 11.02 60.40 36.63
NL 25.64 50.33 16.44 33.23 32.42
Liberal® 32.48 26.9¢ 25.24 47.7€ 46.80
IE 27.20 26.53 27.41 46.06 48.47
UK 37.75 27.44 23.07 49.50 45.12
Southern Europeah 20.23 37.2C 15.34 47.45 37.56
CY 21.49 42.14 12.02 45.84 34.31
ES 17.14 36.70 9.21 54.08 36.31
GR 12.14 40.33 8.20 51.47 29.99
IT 25.22 37.67 15.06 47.27 40.88
PT 25.16 29.18 32.22 38.59 46.29
Post-Socialisf 14.1¢ 40.02 19.5¢ 40.3¢ 40.69
Cz 16.25 44.81 16.19 39.00 37.76
EE 20.87 32.28 25.18 42.54 48.38
HR 13.31 38.01 17.34 44.65 37.18
HU 12.78 34.89 16.15 48.96 39.25
LT 15.74 36.86 22.27 40.87 48.09
RO 9.24 47.14 16.34 36.52 35.65
SK 11.17 46.20 23.66 30.15 38.51
Total® 23.5C 37.62 19.27 43.1C 38.73

Notes: LFS 2013; own calculations. SUP = supervisory timss; MDO = male-dominated occupations; FDO =
female-dominated occupations; MXO = mixed occupatiBaverage across countries in the respective gfoup;
average across all countries.
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5.3.2 Multivariate findings: Individual level

Figure 5.1 displays the mean point estimates off¢eingale beta coefficient of the logistic
regression analyses on the probability of holdiagesvisory positions (under control of the
individual independent variables) for every coungsgparately (sorted by the respective
regime type)> A negative beta coefficient indicates that womendisadvantaged in holding
supervisory positions; accordingly, in every countexcept Lithuania, women are
significantly less likely to hold supervisory pasits compared with men. Regarding country
patterns, the figure indicates a lower female diaathge in Liberal and Post-Socialist
countries, while several Nordic, Central, and SettHEuropean countries show a relatively

high disadvantage of women.

In order to test whether the female disadvantagé@aiding supervisory positions varies
depending on working in male-dominated, mixed, emdle-dominated occupations,
interaction effects between gender and the varialassifying occupations regarding their

female share are introduced (see Figure .2).

Gender differences in holding supervisory positieasy depending on working in male-
dominated, mixed, and female-dominated occupatioktre specifically, females’

disadvantage in holding supervisory positions weio when working in male-dominated
occupations compared with female-dominated and dnixees in most countries. In four
countries (Spain, Greece, Luxembourg, and Portugnul) statistically significant gender
differences between men and women exist, and ithangeven countries (Czech Republic,
Estonia, Hungary, Ireland, Lithuania, the Nethettgnand Slovakia), women are even
advantaged compared with men in holding supervigmsitions when working in male-

dominated occupations. In turn, females are sigpuifily less likely to hold supervisory
positions compared with men when working in femddesinated occupations (except in
Croatia and the UK: non-significant gender differes) and mixed occupations (expect in

Lithuania: non-significant gender differences).

3 The full models are provided in Appendix B1.
% The results are presented in a graphical formaforeasier interpretation. The full models are mtesiin

Appendix B2. Appendix C1 provides an additive sfigaince test.
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Figure 5.1 Logistic regression models: Probability of femateshold supervisory positions
(conditional coefficients and 95 percent confideimtervals)
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Notes: LFS 2013; own calculations. Individual-level regg®ns: logistic regression analyses. Model cositrol
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models). Filled dots indicate significant coeffitis, empty dots non-significant coefficients.
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Notably, women (independent of the female sharthefoccupation they work in) always
face disadvantages in holding supervisory positianke four Nordic countries of Finland,
Iceland, Norway, and Sweden, which are well-knowntheir traditional high female labor

force participation and marked gender-egalitarigores.>°
5.3.3 Multivariate findings: Country level

The following examines whether gender differenaesholding supervisory positions are
related to country-specific characteristics and tivbe they vary among different regime
types. First, Figure 5.3 graphically depicts therabate relationship between gender
differences in holding supervisory positions (xsgxand the macro characteristics (y-axis),
by using scatter-plots with regression lines frommpme OLS regressions. The dependent
variable is the b-coefficients for females from fivst step of the analysis. A positive (or
negative) relationship indicates lower (or highgender differences to the disadvantage of

women with rising values of the respective macrhdator.

% When applying different thresholds for the cldsaifion of occupations into female-dominated, mixadd
male-dominated categories, the general patternsirestable. The thresholds | additively tested &emale-
dominated (more than 79 / 75% women), mixed (21-Z9-75% women), and male-dominated (less than 21 /
25% women). As further robustness check, | useditirelex of Charles and Grusky (2004, p.42). Theegel

patterns remain stable.
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The first scatter plot indicates that the highee ttountry’s share of male-dominated
occupations is, the lower the disadvantage of womdrlding supervisory positions is (corr
= 0.15). Females’ disadvantage in holding superyigmsitions is furthermore higher in
countries in which family policies support femalesintinuous and full-time labor force
participation (corr = -0.22) and in countries inigthmore women with children aged below

15 are employed (compared with all employed wonfeoir = -0.26).

Figure 5.3 Scatterplot of countries: Bivariate relation betwegnder differences in holding
supervisory positions and country-specific chanasties
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Notes: LFS 2013; own calculations. The beta coefficientdemnales are obtained from logistic regression
analyses for each country separately (see alsod-fgt and Appendix B1).

Second, Table 5.2 shows the results of OLS regnesqiFGLS approach) testing whether
gender differences in holding supervisory positiars (still) related to macro characteristics
once the other institutional characteristics aratmdled for (M1 — M4). None of the

coefficients gains statistical significance, whiolight, however, be due to the small number

of countries that are included in the analysis (=2
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Table 5.20LS regressions (FGLS approach): Gender differeimckslding supervisory
positions and their association with country-speaharacteristics

M1 M2 M3 M4 M5
Male-dominated occupation (ratio) 0.01 0.02 0.02
Family policies (factor) -0.03 -0.02 -0.01
Maternal employment (ratio) -0.04 -0.04 -0.04
Regime type (Ref.: Liberal)
Nordic -0.25**
Central European -0.26**
Southern European -0.28**
Post-Socialist -0.07
Constant -0.38*** -0.38*** -0.38** -0.38*** -0.19*
N 24 24 24 24 26
R2 0.05 0.08 0.08 0.09 0.39

Notes: LFS 2013; own calculations. The beta coefficieotfemales are obtained from logistic regression
analyses for each country separately (see alsad-yd and Appendix B1). *** p < 0.01; ** p < 0.05;p <
0.1;° Norway and Croatia missing.

Looking at the direction of the relationships, thwariate findings are supported: The
disadvantage of women in terms of holding superyigmsitions is lower the higher the
share of male-dominated occupations in a countrfMs$, M2, M4). The coefficient for

family policies is negative, meaning that the feendisadvantage is higher in countries
providing family policies that support women’s dombus and full-time labor force

participation (M1, M3, M4). Finally, the negativeoefficient of maternal employment
indicates that in countries with higher employmehimothers (compared with the overall

female employment rate), the female disadvantag®eig pronounced.

As the final step of the analyses, | examine whethe female disadvantage in holding
supervisory positions differs among regime typesb{é 5.2, M5). Liberal and Post-Socialist
countries display the lowest female disadvantadelding supervisory positions. Compared
with the Liberal countries (reference group), feesal disadvantage is statistically

significantly more pronounced in Nordic, Centratié&8outhern European countries.

5.4 DISCUSSIONS

This chapter has analyzed gender differences idifgplsupervisory positions among 26
European countries, with particular focus on thée rof horizontal gender segregation.
Supervisory positions incorporate direct power owdrer employees and are related to
higher income (Wright et al. 1995; Rosenfeld et 3098; Abendroth et al. 2013);
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consequently, they constitute an important dimensad vertical gender inequalities.
Studying gender differences in holding supervispogitions can hence contribute to the
understanding of further gendered inequalities e tabor market, such as income
differences, and how they might be reduced.

The first main finding is in line with previousdnature results: Women are disadvantaged in
holding supervisory positions in every country @xcLithuania) compared with men with
similar characteristics, supporting Hypothesis dcéd, the female disadvantage is lower in
most countries when working in male-dominated oetiops compared with female-
dominated and mixed occupations: In seven countfesales (compared with males) are
advantaged in holding supervisory positions, anarnother four countries, non-significant
differences between men and women exist in malextlied occupations. Conversely, in
female-dominated and mixed occupations, women a@ddantaged in holding supervisory
positions (with the exception of three cases). Tonger female disadvantage when working
in male-dominated occupations is in line with Hypasdis 2b (and contradicts Hypothesis 2a).
It might be caused by a positive selection of mamebitious women in male-dominated
occupations, whereas female-dominated occupatiagktrimdicate more ‘woman-friendly’
environments where less-ambitious women work. Aeioteason might lie in men’s greater
efforts to access the best positions in female-dated occupations due to their fear of
loosing their masculinity and due to their greag#iorts to receive better occupational

rewards.

| conclude that overall, women fare better in nddeninated occupations, but also that —
depending on the country — different mechanismskwegarding females’ chances of

holding supervisory positions among male-dominatetixed, and female-dominated

occupations. With the data at hand, | unfortunatdynot test which of the theoretical

arguments discussed can explain countries’ pattefns varying female (dis-)advantage
depending on the female share of an occupatiomneidre, the findings encourage studying
this relationship more in-depth with data providingther details about females’ and males’
employment situation as well as their ambitions prederences.

Third, at the country level (and similarly to thest mentioned result), it seems that the
female disadvantage in holding supervisory pos#tisnower the greater the countries’ share
of male-dominated occupations is compared with ferdaminated and mixed occupations

(tentatively supporting Hypothesis 3b). Moreovee female disadvantage seems to be lower
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the higher mothers’ labor force participation isr(ared with all women). | expected this
pattern (Hypothesi§) because with rising maternal employment, morenei are likely to
re-enter the labor market due to economic necessibtir predominant gender-cultural
pressure instead of pronounced career ambitiores §s® Section 3.4). These ‘adaptive’
women (Hakim 2006) should be more oriented towardsasible combination of work and
family than towards career success. Contrary toothgsis4, the female disadvantage in
holding supervisory positions seems to be higheoumtries with family policies supporting
females’ continuous and full-time labor force papgation.

However, the finding that women are least disachged in Liberal and Post-Socialist
countries is related. These states are charaaldoizeery low social benefits that cover only
minimum standards and hence by an individualizatérrisks (Esping-Andersen 1990;
1999). This overall uncertainty and the fact thainvwen cannot rely on the state in case of
career interruptions might constitute one reasoy wbmen in Liberal and Post-Socialist
countries are more ambitious about entering superyipositions and thereby stabilizing
their employment positions. Moreover, the use ofk@@aprovided childcare is more popular
in Liberal countries (Hofacker 2006), which mightbypide women with extra motivation to
gain an irreplaceable position in the firm (apadnf compensating for the relatively low
coverage of state-provided childcare). In turn, dilorcountries have encouraged high
females’ labor force participation for decades tigto advanced family policies. In these
countries, women indeed re-enter the labor market ahildbirth more often than in other
countries. Nevertheless, as the findings indicdieiy higher labor force participation comes
at the expense of having lower chances of acces&nnding supervisory positions, which
is in line with findings for other dimensions ofrtieal gender inequalities (Charles and
Grusky 2004; Mandel and Semyonov 2006).

In conclusion, the findings suggest that the refatbetween gender differences in holding
supervisory positions and country-specific changsties is driven by the combination of
different framework conditions set by the state fordhed by the labor market. The striking
result of a negative relationship of family polgigvith gender differences in supervisory
positions might be driven by the fact that thederef are still primarily orientated to pave
the way for females to participate in the labor keabut not to improve their ‘qualitative’
position in the labor market. Hence, these effortsease societies’ awareness of females’
difficulties of combining work and family, but threain burden of family responsibilities still
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remains in the hands of women without men beingeraged to take part to a sufficient
extent. Most family policies are only targeted la time immediately following childbirth
and have an ‘additive’ character, meaning that si@nolvement is not seen as a substitute
for women’s involvement, but rather only as (tengwgror additive) complement. The
‘daddy quotas’, which are leave times after chittbexplicitly reserved for men, serve as an
example. Although such efforts are valuable foriedhg more gender equality, the daddy
guotas’ length of only a few days clearly evindas only ‘supplementary’ character of men’s
involvement in childcare duties. By relieving wonmmre of their home duties and bringing
men more into these tasks, women who formerly ofdegositions without a supervisory
function might see a possibility to combine theaamily life with such a demanding job

position.
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6 GENDER DIFFERENCES IN JOB-RELATED NON-
FORMAL TRAINING 3¢

This chapter presents a comparative analysis adegetifferences in job-related training for
20 contemporary societies. Job-related non-fornaa@hing (referred to simply as ‘training’ in
the following) is the main instrument of employeasd employees for adapting skills to
changing labor market demants=or employers, training makes employees more mtbak
and provides a competitive advantage. Employeesfibdrom training as it increases their
job rewards, e.g., in terms of wages (Conti 2005g3 et al. 2011). However, training usually
involves monetary investments, which have to benbamther by the employer (employer-
sponsored training) or by the employee (non-emplspensored trainingf And these
training investments appear to differ among men&achen, with a higher participation of
men in employer-sponsored training (Albert et abl1@ Georgellis and Lange 2002;
Gronlund 2011; though, see Albert et al. 2010; Bass et al. 2005, who find no significant
gender differences). In turn, women seem to padiei more in non-employer-sponsored

training (Bassanini et al. 2005; Dammrich et all20

By drawing on most recent comparative data for @t@mporary societies from the PIAAC,
this chapter addresses the following research mmsstFirst, do men and women with
comparable characteristics differ in their part@tipn in employer-sponsored and non-
employer-sponsored training? How does this gendén@ding participation vary among
countries? Second, can country-specific charatiegis and conventional country

classifications contribute to explaining this cayntvariation in gendered training

% A slightly different version is published as: Danich, J., Kosyakova, Y. & Blossfeld, H.-P. (201&ender
and job-related non-formal training: A comparisoh 20 countries. International Journal of Compamtiv
Sociology, Published online before print January2(4 6.

%" Three different main types of adult learning candistinguished: Formal, non-formal, and informedrhing
activities. Non-formal training refers to organiziedrning activities that are taught by specialipedsons and
do not lead to a formal education qualificationcbmtrast, formal activities differ from non-formahes as they
lead to recognized certificates. Informal actistiare self-directed and lack organization (Kilpkaleen et al.
2014).

% The state could be another possible financierraihing. | ignore state-financed training due tdfedient
incentive mechanisms for employers and employeesqged in the following; moreover, the PIAAC ddtzes

not offer information about training financed b tétate.
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participation? More specifically, | focus on thraestitutional characteristics: employment
protection legislation, family policies (parentahle and childcare), and the gender culture.

The knowledge of gender differences in employemspoed and non-employer-sponsored
training can enhance our understanding of furthardgr inequalities in the labor market.

Employer-sponsored training mainly strengthenserachances with the same employer (in
terms of wages or promotion possibilities), whereas-employer-sponsored training more
likely improves opportunities to find new and/otttee jobs (Evertsson 2004). Hence, gender
differences in the participation in both trainingés might be an important mechanism for
the emergence and maintenance of gendered labdemiaajectories and related gender
inequalities. Moreover, studying these gender diffees among countries and connecting
them to their country-specific setups contributetir understanding of which institutional

frameworks foster gender equality. This is evenaraucial since evidence for the gendered
participation in employer-sponsored and non-emplsp®nsored training — and for their

relation with country-specific characteristics particular — is still scarc®.

6.1 EXPLAINING GENDER DIFFERENCES IN TRAINING PARTICIPA TION

In order to develop hypotheses regarding gendérdiices in employer-sponsored and non-
employer-sponsored training participation | begiithwa discussion of the gender bias in
skills acquisitions. Afterwards, the role of ingtibnal arrangements is addressed by relying

predominantly on the Varieties of Capitalism apptoand welfare regime classifications.

Employers are more likely to invest in training whié develops firm-specific skills. These
skills are not transferable to other firms and leelbind employees to employers. In turn, non-
employer-sponsored training is likely to developrengeneral skills, which are useful for a
large number of employers. This type of ‘genera8lirting thus improves the overall
gualification profile of participants and facilie®# employees’ movement between firms
(Becker 1962; Estevez-Abe 2005).

% To the best of my knowledge, only two publicatiensne by Dieckhoff and Steiber (2011) and one mzky
and Schneider (2014) — have examined gender diiferein training participation among countriesao Both
studies provide evidence for cross-national vamatin gender differences in training participatiamd
emphasize the importance of country-specific instihal settings; however, neither distinguisheswben

employer-sponsored and non-employer-sponsoredriggactivities.
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Participation in both employer- and non-employesngwred training is likely to differ among

women and men. The major reason is that womem) @sume the main share of household
and childcare duties in most societies (Hofacked62@Bayer 2010). These responsibilities
make them more likely to interrupt, quit, or charigeir careers compared with men. This, in

turn, should influence both employers’ and (femal®ployees’ training investments.

The human capital theory (Becker 1985) claims #raployers invest in training based on
(rational) cost-benefit considerations. As emplsybave imperfect information about the
(future) productivity of employees, they rely onogp characteristics such as gender as
proxies for individuals’ productivity (Arrow 197Fhelps 1972). Since women (compared
with men) tend to have more unstable career patingloyers might consider investing in
their training as less profitable (Estevez-Abe 906fence, | expect thatomen are less likely

to participate in employer-sponsored training thaen (Hypothesis 1).

Due to the higher volatility of females’ careerpaays and the fewer training opportunities
provided by employers, women — who want to stay mefitive on the labor market — should
be more motivated to invest in the acquisition efgral skills. These skills are transferable to
other employers and hence facilitate job changesadlow for less loyalty to a particular
employer. Women’s demand for training might beHartstrengthened as a consequence of
growing women’s career orientation due to e.g., dbasire for self-realization on the labor
market and financial independence (Gornick and Me@®09). Men, in turn, are likely to
participate less in non-employer-sponsored traifiegause their greater opportunities to get
employer-sponsored training should cause themdosfanore on their current careers on the
one hand and limit their capability in terms of éirand efforts for non-employer-sponsored
training on the other hand. This leads to the etghen thatwomen are more likely to

participate in non-employer-sponsored training thaan (Hypothesis 2).
6.1.1 Cross-national differences

Comparative studies claim that country-specifidciitnBons may shape gender differences in
training participation, and these differences awmnfl to vary from country to country (Albert
et al. 2010; Dieckhoff and Steiber 2011; Wozny &uthneider 2014). Until now, however,
only limited frameworks have explained this countayiation (Wozny and Schneider 2014).
In the following, | draw on gendered versions of (e Varieties of Capitalism approach
(Hall and Soskice 2001) and (2) welfare regime sifesitions that are based on Esping-
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Andersen’s seminal work (1990; 1999). The focusors three country characteristics
conceived in order to shape gender differencesramihg participation: unemployment

protection, family policies, and the gender culture

The Varieties of Capitalism approach connects dspek social protection with skill and
production formation and distinguishes two main keareconomies. The first type is
coordinated market economies (CMEs, e.g., Germdapan, the Netherlands, Belgium,
Sweden, Norway, Denmark, and Finland), which restomplex production strategies that
demand high levels of specific skills acquired tlylo training and long-term reciprocal
relationships between employers and employeesai@adristitutional settings, such as rigid
employment protection, foster these long-term commaints. In contrast, Liberal market
economies (LMEs, e.g., the US, the UK, Ireland) abaracterized by less complex
production strategies, higher market competitiong kess importance of long-term employer-
employee commitments. Coupled with low employmentgxtion, job changes and poaching
occur more frequently. Company training serves tgaia train workers in firm-specific
skills since the formal educational system is dedrtowards general skills. However, due to
the higher risk of poaching of trained workersinfispecific training is less intensive than in
CMEs (Hall and Soskice 2001; Dieckhoff, Jungblul &iConnell 2007).

How are these institutional characteristics related gender differences in training
participation? | expect that in CMEs (characterized strong employment protection),
employers are more reluctant to invest in the inginof women compared with LMEs
(characterized by low employment protection). Siangployers in CMEs base their product
strategies heavily on the firm-specific skills akwowledge of their workers, employment
interruptions and/or employer changes are detriabend their profit. Family-based
employment interruptions — which are more freqdentvomen — are hence more costly for
employers in CMESs. In particular, costs for theruéging and training of new employers are
higher (Estevez-Abe et al. 2001). In contrast, MHBs, employment interruptions — and
females’ discontinuous careers in particular — pdayninor role as the labor market is
generally more volatile and intensive, specifidlskare less important. Moreover, the costs of

replacing a worker, including firing and hiringeatomparatively lower. Altogether, | expect
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thatin countries with stronger employment protectiosu@ily CMES), the disadvantage of

women in employer-sponsored training participatismore pronounced (Hypothesis*3).

In turn, | expect the female participation advaetagnon-employer-sponsored training to be
more pronounced in CMEs compared with LMEs. In thantext, strong employment
protection and a lack of active state support €dr émployment — which is the case in e.g.,
the Southern European countries (ltaly, Spain,ugaf} — create the so-called insider-outsider
labor markets. In these labor markets, employees aditen allocated into two groups:
‘insiders’ with good and secure jobs and high iragrprovisions and ‘outsiders’ with bad and
insecure jobs and fewer training opportunities dbieck and Snower 1986). Since women
more often belong to the latter group (Esping-Asdarl999), they might try to improve their
chances to access ‘insider’ jobs by investing @aintng on their own (Kilpi-Jakonen et al.
2014). Additionally, the anticipated female disatkege in employer-sponsored training in
CMEs (see Hypothesis 3) might compel women to inwesre in non-employer-sponsored
training, leading to the following expectatioin countries with stronger employment
protection (usually CMESs), the advantage of womemaon-employer-sponsored training

participation is more pronounced (Hypothesis 4).

Apart from labor market characteristics, family ip@s such as childcare and leave
arrangements after childbirth are likely to shapadgr differences in training participation
(Wozny and Schneider 2014). In countries with ngererous formal childcare facilities and
shorter parental leave phases, females’ labor feackcipation is higher (Jaumotte 2003; see
An 2013 for a literature review}. Higher labor force participation of women suggegts
turn, a higher female attachment to the labor ntateder these circumstances, employers’
expected risk of losing returns to investmentseimdiles’ training is lower; hence, employers
should be less deterred to invest in women’s tngitfiDieckhoff and Steiber 2011). Empirical
support comes from Germany, where extensions anpalr leave have been found to lower
females’ participation in employer-sponsored tragnfhere defined as employers’ initiative to
arrange the training) (Puhani and Sonderhof 20Thgrefore, |1 expect thah countries

offering family policies that support females’ doobus and full-time labor force

% The expression ‘(dis-)advantage of women’ onlyerefto the level of training participation of femsland
males and should not be interpreted in a normatigener.

“! Guaranteed parental leave of shorter duratiorr afiédbirth has been found to be accompanied Igpéni
female labor force participation but longer parttgave (more than 20 weeks) with lower female ratooce

participation (Jaumotte 2003).
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participation, the disadvantage of women in empi®ponsored training participation is less

pronounced (Hypothesis 5).

Gender differences in non-employer-sponsored trgipiarticipation might also be related to
family policies. First, the longer that employmeimiterruptions are, the higher the
depreciation of skills and knowledge is, resultinga stronger need for women to update
skills and knowledge (Dieckhoff and Steiber 20IMh)erefore, women should be more likely
to participate in non-employer-sponsored trainimgauntries with longer parental leave and
less generous formal childcare. Second, in ordecampensate for the disadvantage in
employer-sponsored training (following Hypothes)sahid to stay competitive in the labor
market, (career-oriented) women might invest inntrgy on their own in countries where
family policies discourage females’ labor force tgfpation. Tentative evidence for this
pattern has been found for Germany (Puhani and &bafi2011). In sum, | expect thiat
countries offering family policies that support tdes’ continuous and full-time labor force
participation, the advantage of women in non-em@legponsored training participation is

less pronounced (Hypothesis 6).

A country’s gender culture — that is, country-sfiedbeliefs and norms about women’s and
men’s role in society and about their share of @aid unpaid work 4s also likely to impact

on gender differences in training participationmore gender-egalitarian countries, women’s
role is not primarily focused on family and childeaesponsibilities, but is extended to paid
work in the labor market. Employers’ discriminatiagainst women — for instance, regarding
wages — has been found to be lower in these cesnfiiriventi 2013), suggesting that
employers rest their decisions less on ascripthagacteristics such as gender. In line with
this observation, | expect that employers in themetries are also less likely to discriminate
against women with regard to training investmemisgared with more traditional societies:
In countries with a more gender-egalitarian cultutiee disadvantage of women in employer-

sponsored training participation is less pronoung¢egpothesis 7)

In a similar vein, in more gender-egalitarian sbege men and women are more equal in
terms of labor market participation (Clark, Ramslaeygl Adler 1991) and thus might have
more similar incentive structures. This impliesosger female career attachment to the
current job with less available time to invest @xternal’ training activities. Hence, | expect
that in countries with a more gender-egalitarian cultutee advantage of women in non-

employer-sponsored training participation is lessmpunced (Hypothesis 8).
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6.1.2 Regime type differences

Based on the Varieties of Capitalism approach &edwelfare regime classifications (see
Chapter 2), the 20 countries included in this chiapte grouped into six regime types: (1) the
Liberal, (2) the Nordic, (3) the Central Europeé), the Southern European, (4) the Post-
Socialist, and (6) the Asian regime. This countrgugping, together with indicators used for
the respective institutional arrangements (employrpeotection, family policies and gender

cultural orientation), is presented in Table 6.1.

LMEs (Ireland, UK, US) are a quite homogenous coumroup with low employment

protection, low social benefits, and a minimizeterof the state. The state does not provide
paid parental leave after childbirth. Individuads@ women, in particular) are often forced to
stay in employment in order to maintain adequatidi standards (Esping-Andersen 1990;
1999). These characteristics, together with widesphigender-egalitarian values, are likely to

convert into low gender differences in trainingtpapation.

The countries covered by the CMEs can be dividéd fiwe groups. The Nordic countries
(Norway, Sweden, Finland, Denmark) are unique @irtbxtensive state policies that focus on
universalism and the equalization of employmentncka, particularly regarding women’s
labor market participation. These countries shogremt emphasis on gender egalitarianism
with high levels of public childcare that reducemen’s double burden of combining paid
and unpaid work. Compared with the other CMEs, emmpknt protection is quite low.
Altogether, | expect small gender differences aining participation for this regime type,

which is in line with previous research (Dieckhaffd Steiber 2011).
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Table 6.1Country-specific characteristics

Firing . Strictness of Length of Parental Percgntage
costs (in parental of children Gender
employment : leave ;
weeks of . leave (in under 3in culture
protection allowance ,

salary) weeks) childcare
Liberal 15.3 0.9 0.0 0.0 34.3 11.1
Ireland 24.0 1.3 0.0 0.0 30.8 10.5
UK 22.0 1.2 0.0 0.0 40.8 17.1
us 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 314 5.8
Nordic 16.3 2.3 47.9 84.0 48.1 6.2
Denmark 0.0 2.1 32.0 100.0 65.7 5.1
Finland 26.0 2.2 31.6 70.9 28.6 9.5
Norway 13.0 2.3 46.0 100.0 51.3 8.2
Sweden 26.0 2.6 82.0 65.0 46.7 2.0
Central EU 33.5 2.5 32.5 45.9 41.0 16.1
Belgium 16.0 2.0 24.0 41.1 48.4 19.6
Germany 69.0 2.9 48.0 67.0 17.8 15.6
France 32.0 2.4 32.0 33.6 42.0 21.5
Netherlands 17.0 2.8 26.0 42.1 55.9 7.7
Southern EU 33.5 2.6 20.0 15.0 334 16.9
Spain 56.0 2.4 0.0 0.0 37.5 12.4
Italy 11.0 2.8 40.0 30.0 29.2 21.4
Post-Socialist 20.0 2.5 96.4 54.6 12.7 26.6
Czech Republic 22.0 3.1 96.0 74.9 2.2 27.4
Estonia 35.0 1.8 62.0 100.0 175 17.9
Poland 13.0 2.2 96.0 23.9 7.9 26.6
Russia 17.0 3.1 72.0 40.0 33.0 29.1
Slovakia 13.0 2.2 156.0 34.5 3.0 31.9
Asian 47.5 1.9 52.0 32.6 33.0 32.3
Japan 4.0 1.4 52.0 50.0 28.3 32.2
South Korea 91.0 2.4 52.0 15.2 37.7 32.3

Notes: Parental leave allowance is measured as a pegeenfahe countries’ median income; gender culisire
measured as percentage of agreement with the statetwhen jobs are scarce, men should have mgha t©

a job than women.’

Sources:Firing costs from World Bank, 2009; strictnessafployment protection from OECD 2013b; parental
leave indicators from An, 2013, from Lee, 2009, &aen Moss, 2011, 2012, 2013; percentage of chilérged

below 3 in formal childcare from OECD, 2011; 2018ander culture from European Social Survey (ESS) o
2010 and from World Values Survey (WVS) of 2010201
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The next two country groups include the Centralogean (Belgium, France, Germany, the
Netherlands) and Southern European (Italy, Spasahtries. Both of these groups are still
oriented towards the male breadwinner model wilditional gender values. However, this
orientation is fading in both regime types, witke thumber of childcare facilities increasing
and traditional beliefs and norms declining, butrenso in Central European countries.
Moreover, Southern European countries have rigidrlanarkets with pronounced insider-
outsider structures, disadvantaging women (Kiljiedeen et al. 2014). For both of these
country groups (but particularly for the Southeurdpean one), greater gender differences in

training participation compared with the Liberatladordic welfare regimes can be expected.

Post-Socialist countries (the Czech Republic, EatorWoland, Russia, Slovakia) are
characterized by their common socialist past inciWwhgender equality was a central
ideological goal. Since the fall of the Iron Cuntahowever, the combination of work and
family obligations has been becoming increasingffycdlit. Today, these countries show the
lowest coverage of childcare and a pronounced tenydéor long career interruptions after
childbirth. Furthermore, Table 6.1 implies thatrthés a high agreement that males should
have the privilege of getting work when jobs ararse. Along with moderate employment
protection, these countries might retain high gendiéferences in training participation
compared with the other regime types.

Finally, Asian countries (Japan, South Korea) dwaracterized by a strong family orientation,
with a very traditional gender culture and a siitiderdeveloped family policy that does not
support women’s gainful employment. These countoiésr a quite lengthy parental leave,
and childcare coverage is among the lowest compaitbcthe other regime types. This leads
to the expectation that gender differences in imgiparticipation are quite high, similar to the

Post-Socialist countries.

6.2 DATA AND METHODS

The analyses are based data from the Survey of Adult Skills (Round 1) carriedt
between August 2011 and June 2012. The survey it gdathe Programme for the
International Assessment of Adult Competencies &7 coordinated by the OECD. The
PIAAC data are particularly suitable for the follony analyses because it provides rich and

most recent information about different types @afrkeng activities (Kirsch and Thorn 2013).
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The target population is 16-65-year-old individuel24 OECD countries (for more detalils,
see OECD, 2013c).

The analysis includes only 20 countries due to @afailability*? The PIAAC sampleis
restricted as follows: First, it is restricted todividuals aged below 55 because training
participation strongly decreases in late adulth@d., Becker 1962). Individuals aged below
20 are excluded as well as their training particgracan often be considered a part of initial
education (e.g., the dual system in Germany, sessiild and Stockmann 1999). Second, to
ensure that the analyses include only adult lear(ard not those who participated in on-the-
job training as part of the initial education pregg | account for the age and the year when
the highest educational level was attained. Thgiice | aim to consider employers’
investments in training, the analysis is limitedthiose exposed to their employer’s training
investments, i.e., employed individuals. In ordeatcount for such exposure, individuals are
considered (1) who did participate in training amdre employed at any time of training
participation; (2) who did not participate in treig and are currently employed or have been
employed in the last 12 months (the reference geioo training participation is the last 12

months prior to the interview dat&).

After listwise deletion of missing cases in the efegent and independent variabléthe final
sample includes 39.3% of the original PIAAC sam(86,156 men and 29,810 women).
Details on the sample selection and the case nwribereach country can be found in

Appendix Table A1 and A2, respectively.

2 The following countries are studied: Belgium, tBeech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France,
Germany, Ireland, Italy, Japan, South Korea, theh&ltands, Norway, Poland, Russia, Slovakia, Spain,
Sweden, the UK, and the US. Austria and Canadaxieded from the analysis due to missing infororatn
important job characteristics. In the case of Betgithe PIAAC data only cover the region of Flasgevhile

the UK data only cover England and Northern IrelaFite data for Russia do not include the populatibthe
Moscow municipal region (Kirsch and Thorn 2013). the Russian data were under discussion regartiig t
reliability, | ran robustness checks excluding Raisand the main conclusions remained stable. Tidiquse

file (updated on the"7of November, 2013), which does not include dataostralia and Cyprus, was used.

“3] ran robustness checks defining employed indiaislonly on the basis of the interview time. Result
remained robust.

4| additionally exclude individuals who did not cplete the questionnaire, or who suffer from languag
problems, reading and writing difficulties, or Iaarg and mental disabilities (information giventie data; less

than 1 percent of PIAAC respondents).
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| use atwo-step multilevel methodn the first step, bhssess gender differences in training
participation among countries (Hypotheses 1 anby2iitting logistic regression models for

each country separately, with the dependent vasabéing the three training types. Analyses
are weighted with the sample weights provided by @ECD. In the second step, | test
whether the country variation in gender differenaedraining participation is related to

institutional settings, by fitting ordinary leasguare (OLS) linear regressions with the
inclusion of the country-specific variables. Thepéledent variables are the estimated b-
coefficients (from the first step) for females (&ection 3.3 for more information on the two-

step multilevel method).
6.2.1 Individual level approach

The dependent variables in the individual levelrapph are the training types. | consider
only training activities that were reported to bainty job-related and/or undertaken for job-
related reasons, and constructed three binary blasia (1) on-the-job-training (OJT,) (2)
employer-financed training (EFT)and (3)non-employer-sponsored training (NESDOJT
consists of training, instruction, or practical ekpnce organized by supervisors or co-
workers. EFT refers to open and distance learnsegninars and workshops, courses, or
private lessons that are fully or partly paid bypémgers. Hence, OJT and EFT are considered
employer-sponsored training. NEST also refers tenopnd distance learning, seminars and

workshops, courses, or private lessons, albeitouitny employers’ monetary investments.

The key independent variabfemale (coded one for women and zero for men) is used to
measure gender differences in training participatiofurther include several confounding
covariates that are likely to affect training pagation and vary by genddtducational level
accounts for the higher tendency of higher educaigigiiduals to participate in training (e.g.,
Albert et al. 2010) and for recent positive devebents in females’ educational attainment.
Similarly, | control for abilities measured esmpetencies in literacy. Cohabitatiandsmall
children are likely to affect the training participation ofen and women differently (e.g.,
Dieckhoff and Steiber 2011). Participation in traghdecreases with increasiage due to
shorter time horizons to recoup training investradBecker 1962)age as a proxy for labor
market experience further accounts for differenaesthe career behavior of men and

women?® Furthermore, the following job characteristics aomtrolled for:working hours,

“> Direct control of labor market experience was possible due to the restricted availability of tleéevant

information in the data.
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firm-size,andsector as these variables have been reported to shapag participation and
vary by gender (e.g., Albert et al. 2010; O’Hallora008). More information about the

construction of the dependent and independenthlagacan be found in Appendix Table A3.
6.2.2 Country level approach

In order to test whether the country variation @nder differences in training participation is
related to institutional settings, OLS regressianth weighting of standard errors (FGLS
approach, Lewis and Lizer 2005) were carried ouhwhe inclusion of the country-specific
variables. | modeled selected country-specific gatbirs in one factor, by using principal
component factor analysis, (see Section 3.4 foustification and a description of this
approach}®

In order to test the hypothesesamployment protectiofHypotheses 3 and 4), two indicators
are combined into one factor: (1) the strictnessrployment protection legislation from the
OECD (OECD 2013b) and (2) the firing costs (WorldnR 2009). The first indicator is
composed of eight different aspects of strictndgadividual dismissals. It ranges from 0 to
6, with higher values indicating stricter employrmprotection. The indicator on firing costs
accounts for costs of advance notice requiremeseigrance payments, and penalties arising
when a redundant worker is terminated. These iteave been transformed into weeks of
salary. Higher values of the factor for employmprdtection indicate stronger employment

protection.

To test the relation of gender differences in trajnparticipation withfamily policies
(Hypotheses 5 and 6), the following three indicaitare modeled together as a single factor:
(1) the proportion of children aged below 3 in fatnshildcare (OECD 2011, 2013), (2) the
length of paid parental leaya weeks), and (3) the level of parental leavevadince for this
period (expressed as percentage of the countrysaméncome)’ (An 2013; Lee 2009; Moss
2011, 2012, 2013; more information about the caoiesivn of these indicators can be found in

Section 2.3.2.1; see Section 4.2.2 for more detailgthe operationalization of the factor).

“ The Eigenvalue’s indicate a latent concept for ktbth variables used to build the factor for fanplylicies
(1.64), and for employment protection (1.30). Ressaf the factor analysis are available upon refques
“”When running the analysis with maternity leavedad of parental leave indicators, the main reseltsain

stable.
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Higher values of the factor for family policies iodte that family policies support females’

continuous and full-time labor force participation.

Hypotheses 7 and 8 referring to tpender cultureare tested by the percentage of individuals
having agreed or strongly agreed with the statemfiten jobs are scarce, men should have
more right to a job than women’ (own calculatiorzsdéd on ESS 2010 and WVS of 2010-
2014; missing values replaced by previous waveb@®ESS and WVS). The correlations of

the institutional characteristics can be found ppéndix A4 *

Finally, to examine whether gender differencesraintng participation vary acrosgegime
types countries are classified into six country grouf$ie values of the factors for
employment protection and family policies as welltlae respective regime type can be found
in Appendix Table A2.

6.3 FINDINGS
6.3.1 Descriptive findings

A first descriptive overview about overall partiatppn rates and the percentage of women
among all participants in the three different typestraining provides Table 6.2. The
countries are ordered according to their regime.typ general, the highest participation rates
can be found in on-the-job training (OJT, with 3&qent of employed individuals having
participated during the last 12 months), followed dmployer-financed training (EFT, 34
percent), while participation is the lowest (atdefcent) in non-employer-sponsored training
(NEST).

Participation rates in employer-sponsored traifi@dT and EFT) appear to be the highest in
the Nordic and the lowest in the Southern Europeamntries. For NEST, the highest
participation rates can be found in the Asian coest while participation is the lowest in the

Central and Southern European countries.

Overall, the results do not indicate a consistegrndle participation disadvantage in

employer-sponsored training. While women tend tdigipate less than men in employer-

“8 The Eigenvalue of the factor for family policies1.64, and it is 1.30 for employment protectioentk, in
both cases, these values point out that all vastabsed to build the factors indicate a latent eptid calculated
the factor scores for each factor, resulting imgtaidized variables with a mean of 0 and a standewdtion of

1 among all countries. The results of the fact@lysis are available upon request.
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sponsored training (both in OJT and EFT) in CertEalopean, Southern European and Asian
countries, they seem to participate more than ar gimilar rate to men in Liberal countries.
The same is true for the two Post-Socialist coastof Estonia and Russia; the remaining
countries in this group show in turn a quite strongle participation advantage. Nordic
countries have the highest variety in genderedqgiaation, depending on the country and the
training type. The findings for NEST indicate ti@imost countries, women’s participation is
higher in this type of training compared with medverall, gender differences (to the
advantage of females) are lowest in the Nordic,ti8a European and Asian countries and

highest in Post-Socialist countries.
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Table 6.2Participation rates in different types of trainiaugd percentage of women among all
participants

oJT EFT NEST

All Females All Females All Females
Liberal 43.47 55.00 33.73 53.00 20.27 57.00
Ireland 39.83 52.41 30.51 49.90 19.54 54.16
UK 45.31 58.39 37.79 56.36 17.20 60.55
UR 44.84 52.50 29.95 48.75 27.54 54.68
Nordic 46.18 50.00 50.03 48.00 16.10 52.00
Denmark 46.96 52.17 53.04 51.61 11.51 48.70
Finland 55.70 50.74 51.80 4759 16.83 55.41
Norway 40.47 45.45 51.64 46.29 13.21 48.62
Sweden 40.16 50.11 41.44 4590 25.46 52.17
Central European 39.39 49.00 38.96 47.00 13.37 56.00
Belgium 37.88 48.31 37.45 47.34 13.49 55.67
Germany 45.70 47.54 40.91 44.63 16.23 58.18
France 24.85 50.00 30.12 46.20 8.42 55.41
Netherlands 53.70 49.73 50.07 47.74 16.89 54.68
Southern European 28.62 45.00 24.29 44.00 13.29 52.00
Spain 34.58 45.44 29.36 44.83 14.59 52.81
Italy 21.16 45.60 17.93 42.16 11.66 51.79
Post-Socialist 33.77 50.00 26.41 47.00 15.24 58.00
Czech Republic 46.91 45.18 38.42 43,58 14.91 56.48
Estonia 43.43 58.22 34.35 54.06 19.12 62.83
Poland 26.65 42.79 20.60 40.06 13.73 48.62
Russia 17.05 67.04 10.09 65.82 13.09 72.68
Slovakia 25.61 43.88 19.86 43.22 13.59 52.88
Asian 35.90 43.00 26.00 39.00 23.09 52.00
Japan 35.78 43.00 29.08 38.79 19.39 53.72
South Korea 35.99 42.94 23.44 38.78 26.16 50.29
All countries 38.63 49.83 34.34 47.49  16.53 54.85

Notes: PIAAC 2012; own calculations. OJT = on-the-jobtiiag; EFT = employer-financed training; NEST =
non-employer-sponsored training.
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6.3.2 Multivariate findings: Individual level

Figure 6.1 presents the estimated net gender eéifées in training participation, i.e., the
mean point estimates of females’ beta coefficieftdhe country-specific logistic regressions
(with 95 percent confidence interval), given tha tndividual characteristics are statistically
controlled for. A positive beta coefficient indieat a female advantage in training
participation, whereas a negative beta coefficrarins a female disadvantage. Filled dots

denote significant coefficients, empty dots nomiigant ones*°

Figure 6.1 Logistic regression models: Probability of femaieparticipate in OJT, EFT, and
NEST (conditional coefficients and 95 percent coerfice intervals)
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Notes: PIAAC 2012; own calculations. Filled dots indicaignificant (p < 0.1), empty dots non-significaptx(
0.1) coefficients. All models control for educatihevel, age, cohabitation, small children, firines working
hours, and sector. The full models can be foundippendix Tables B1, B2, and B3.

The findings in Figure 1 suggest that in half af tountries, no statistically significant gender
differences in OJT participation exist. In Irelamdrway, Spain, Italy, the Czech Republic,
Poland, Slovakia and Japan females are disadvahtag@JT participation; while in Russia

“9 The full models can be found in Appendix Table B2, and B3.

124



Chapter 6 — Gender differences in non-formal tragnparticipation

they are advantaged. In turn, in none of the casjtifemales seem to be (statistically)
significantly more likely to participate in EFT thanen. Taken together, the results imply
gender differences to the disadvantage of womdeHn participation, while participation in

OJT is more gender-neutral.

Women are statistically significantly more likelyalh men to participate in NEST in seven
countries. In the remaining countries, the femaleffoicient — although pointing out a female
advantage in participation in almost all countriegloes not reach conventional levels of

statistical significance.
6.3.3 Bivariate findings: Country level

Figure 6.2 displays the bivariate relationship ket countries’ gender differences in training
participation (x-axis) and the country-specific ttas (y-axis) through scatter-plots and
regression lines from simple OLS regressions. Tépeddent variables are the b-coefficients
for females from the first step of the analysis.nek® a positive (negative) relationship
between the country-level characteristic and the types of employer-sponsored training
(OJT and EFT) indicates lower (higher) participatidisadvantages of women for rising
values of the macro indicator. A positive (negativelationship between the country-level
characteristic and NEST means higher (lower) ppdton advantages of women for rising

values of the macro indicator.

First, the bivariate relationship between gendéfedinces in both OJT and EFT (the two
upper rows) and employment protection is very smvah a correlation of 0.03 and -0.02,
respectively. Hence, employment protection seem$idb correlate with gender-specific
participation in employer-sponsored training. Co@st with family policies supporting
females’ continuous and full-time labor force papation show a lower participation
disadvantage of women in both OJT (corr = 0.43) BR@ (corr = 0.52). Further, negative
correlations of the gender culture with OJT and H#dicate a higher female disadvantage in
training participation in more traditional coungsierhis is even more pronounced for EFT
with the Pearson correlation coefficient amountmg0.43 compared with that of OJT (corr =
-0.30).

Second, for NEST, | find moderate correlationsdtbithree indicators. Countries with higher
employment protection show even higher trainingipigation for women (corr = 0.45). In
countries with family policies supporting femalesontinuous and full-time labor force
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participation, the female training advantage is Ilpponounced (corr = -0.28), while a more
traditional gender culture seems to be associaifd vigher female participation in NEST
(corr = 0.33).

Figure 6.2 Scatterplot of countries: Bivariate relation betwegender differences in
participating in OJT, EFT, and NEST and countryesiieecharacteristics
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Notes: PIAAC 2012; own calculations. The conditional effeof females are obtained from logistic regressio
analyses for every country separately (see alsor&i§.1 and Appendix B1, B2, and B3). Filled dotdi¢cate
significant (p < 0.1), empty dots non-significapt«0.1) coefficients.

6.3.4 Multivariate findings: Country level

Table 6.3 displays the results of the multivariatealysis that examines the relationship
between gender differences in training participatamd the country-level variables, net of

other country-level covariates.

For OJT, most of the coefficients do not reach emtional levels of statistical significance —
which might be a result of the low case numbers2Meountries). In terms of directions, the

findings from the bivariate examination are supgdrtCountries with higher employment
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protection (M1, M2, M4), countries with family poles oriented towards females’ labor
force participation (M1, M3, M4), and countries wless traditional gender culture (M2, M3,
M4) show lower participation disadvantages for wami@ OJT. The coefficients for
employment protection and the gender culture amyelrer, not significant (neither
statistically nor substantially) and the variane@lanation of these two indicators is fairly
low (see M2: R = 0.09). Moreover, when controlling for family jés, the coefficient for
the gender culture reduces even more (M3, M4). gitber, it seems that family policies
matter most for gender differences in OJT partiogoa (note statistically significant

coefficient in M1).

Small, insignificant coefficients for employmentopection also indicate the low importance
of this macro characteristic for gender differenaesEFT participation (M1, M2, M4).
However, when controlling for employment protectidhe coefficients for both gender
culture and family policies become statisticallgrsficant (M1, M2). It seems that the
disadvantage of females is lower in countries withre advanced family policies and less
traditional gender culture. In Model 3 and 4, iniethboth of these variables are included,
neither of the coefficients is statistically sigo#nt. However, this might be due to the high
correlation between both variables, which genemiguades researchers from controlling for
both of them. The overall high gains in variancelaxation in the full model (M4) on EFT
participation compared to OJT participation implibat gender differences in EFT might be

particularly contingent on institutional set-ups.

For NEST, the bivariate results are supported: tuntries with higher employment
protection (M1, M2, M4), with family policies noupporting women’s continuous and full-
time employment (M1, M3, M4), and with more tradital gender culture (M2, M3, M4),
women participate even more in NEST than men. Trength of the coefficients and the
variance explanation further suggest that employrestection matters more for explaining
gender differences among countries compared withlyapolicies and the gender culture
(though, none of the coefficients reaches statissignificance)’

*® The main conclusions are maintained when runnire rhodels with the more detailed country-specific

characteristics | used to build the factors.
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Finally, Table 6.4 indicates that — compared with Nordic countries — Southern European
and Asian countries exhibit a higher participatdisadvantage of females in OJT, while
Liberal and Central European countries show lowarels. In turn, the participation

disadvantage of females in EFT is notably higheSauthern European, Post-Socialist and
Asian countries compared with Nordic ones. Overallseems that Nordic and Central
European countries are characterized by the logester differences compared with the
other regime types. For NEST, it is the Post-Satiatountries (followed by Central

countries) that display the highest gender diffeesnin training participation compared with
the Nordic countries. Latter ones, together withdral countries, are characterized by the
lowest gender differences. Nevertheless, high st@hcrrors do not allow any firm

conclusion but more a description of trends.

Table 6.4 OLS regressions (FGLS approach): Gender differentgzarticipating in OJT,
EFT, and NEST among country groups

OJT EFT NEST

Nordic (Ref.)

Liberal 0.01 -0.07 -0.00

Central European 0.08 0.03 0.17

Southern European  -0.15 -0.18 0.04

Post-Socialist -0.07 -0.15 0.24**

Asian -0.13 -0.22 0.07
Constant -0.06 -0.14* 0.12
R2 0.17 0.32 0.35

Notes: PIAAC 2012; own calculations. The conditional effeof females are obtained from logistic regression
analyses for every country separately (see alsor&if.1 and Appendix B1, B2, and B3). * p<0.1; ®(}05;
*** n<0.01.

6.4 DISCUSSIONS

Using most recent comparative data for 20 conteargosocieties from the PIAAC study,
this chapter aimed to explore (1) gender differsniceparticipation in employer-sponsored
and non-employer-sponsored training and (2) vamatin these gendered training
participation patterns among regime types and ¢laion of country-specific characteristics
— employment protection legislation, family polgjeand the gender culture — with these

gendered training participation patterns.

| assumed employers to be more likely to investnale employees’ training because

employer-sponsored training is designed to traim-Bpecific skills that bind employees to
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the company, whereas women, due to their more émigcareer interruptions, imply a less
secure investment in this regard (Hypothesis 1)th&awomen seem to have higher
incentives and/or a greater demand to invest inr@moployer-sponsored training, due to their
more volatile career pathways that make generisskore important to find new/better jobs
(Hypothesis 2). The findings reveal that gendeeHjge participation varies notably

depending on the training type, with women beirgs lekely to participate in EFT overall

(supporting Hypothesis 1) but more likely to papate in NEST (supporting Hypothesis 2).
For OJT, however, no consistent female disadvantege found. While EFT is usually

organized as distance or external training, OJuisisally organized as in-house or internal
training. Women hence only seem to experienceitrgidisadvantages in the more costly,

external training type.

Moreover, | found notable country variation in pendered training participation. Countries
with family policies supporting females’ continuoard full-time labor force participation

and countries with more gender-egalitarian cultlemonstrate a lower female participation
disadvantage in OJT (albeit not statistically digant) and EFT (supporting Hypotheses 5
and 7). This pattern is further supported when ilogkat different regime types: Nordic

countries (which seek to increase women'’s labarefqrarticipation and are characterized by
a pronounced gender-egalitarian culture) imply keest female disadvantage in EFT
participation. In turn, this disadvantage tends&notably higher in Southern European,
Post-Socialist, and Asian countries. These thrgeme groups are characterized by more
traditional gender cultures and less developedljapalicies. The gender differences in OJT
participation by regime type are similar, with gest disadvantage of women in Southern

European and Asian countries.

Not found was the expected higher female disadgania employer-sponsored training
participation in countries with higher employmembtection (no support for Hypothesis 3).
Rather, there seems to be nearly no associatioempiloyment protection with gendered
training participation in OJT and EFT. Due to thighhimportance of specific skills in

countries with high employment protection (usu&liyEs), employers might tend to invest
in the training of all of their employees, indepentlof their ascriptive characteristics, such
as gender. Another possible reason might lie in teereasing length of females’

interruptions due to childcare during the last desa(Del Boca and Pasqua 2005). Hence, the
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returns to females’ training in case of employmiemérruptions might merely be slightly

postponed, but not completely lost.

Regarding gender differences in NEST participatibe, findings (although not statistically
significant) indicate that women invest even mardraining participation on their own in

countries with strong employment protection, prdpdiecause they seek to improve their
chances of accessing ‘insider’ jobs (supporting dlgpsis 4). Countries with less traditional
gender culture show a more equal training parttmpaof men and women (supporting
Hypothesis 8). In line with that, | found that Narcind Liberal countries incorporate the
lowest gender differences in NEST — and these cmsntare characterized by low
employment protection and a pronounced gendertagah culture. In turn, Post-Socialist
countries show the highest gender differences, mgahat women participate in NEST even
more often — probably to compensate for their pumeed training participation disadvantage
in EFT. Further a lower female advantage was faar@buntries with more advanced family

policies, supporting Hypothesis 6.

From this summary of findings, we may conclude thamen face a double disadvantage in
most countries. First, they are disadvantaged imgeof their participation in more costly
EFT, which is oriented towards specific skills fatmon and might be particularly valued by
the (current) employer. Second, women — maybe ypattle to their disadvantage in
employer-sponsored training participation — invaste in their own training (i.e., to acquire
more general skills) compared with men. Consequenten are likely to have better career
prospects with their current employer because ahdri accumulated specific skills.
Nevertheless, women’s higher participation in NE&W thus their higher investments in
general skills might improve their opportunitiesfiofding new and/or better jobs with other
employers (Evertsson 2004). However, this also methat women’'s careers are more
precarious, with lower individual labor market segu Finally, the finding that family
policies supporting women’s employment and lesditicmal gender culture are linked to
lower female disadvantage in employer-sponsoreditigh indicates that strengthening
women’s labor market participation and reducingirthEmployment interruptions after

childbirth may lessen gender inequalities in thm®tamarket in a broader serde.

®1 Such policies may be oriented at e.g., the extensi the coverage and of opening hours of chilelcar

facilities (particularly for small children) andettencouragement of men to participate more in palr&ave.
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This study has several limitations. First, the lssare limited to the 20 countries under study
and cannot be easily generalized to further coemtidowever, by including countries from
different welfare state regimes (e.g., Esping-Asdrr1999) and from the West to the East,
the analyses cover a broad heterogeneity of corranp societies. Second, because | am
restricted to the use of cross-sectional datanhetidentify causal effects between country-
specific institutional arrangements and genderediffices in training participation (which
would require longitudinal data at the micro andcrodevel). Third, while participation in
training has been found to improve other labor redutcomes such as wages (e.g., Gronau
1988; Tomaskovic-Devey and Skaggs 2002), it woddomising to study the differences
in employers’ rewards between employer-sponsordchan-employer-sponsored training. In
this regard, | highlight the importance of emplagyenvestments associated with the specific
skills formation, which would apparently increasag® returns. In turn, general skills are less
likely to lead to such benefits, thereby resultinga further accumulation of labor market

disadvantages for females.
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7 SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

7.1 KEY FINDINGS

This thesis was guided by the following main reskeajuestions: First, do gender differences
exist for labor market entrants and for the whoteking population? And does the extent of
gender differences vary from country to country@d®e, can conventional country groupings
and country-specific characteristics — family pel; the gender culture, and labor market
related setups — contribute to the explanatiomigf¢ountry variation?

In order to offer a comprehensive picture of gendiferences and inequalities, | have
examined several dimensions: For the first phasdheflabor market career, | studied
horizontal gender differences in terms of the (ri&tncan index based on the (gendered)
allocation into production, service, and administra occupations; and | studied vertical
gender inequalities in terms of entering high-satacupations. For the whole labor market
population, | addressed vertical gender inequalitieterms of holding supervisory positions

and participation in three types of job-related4fiamnal training.

In the following, | review the central findings ttis thesis along two main lines: gender
differences (1) over the life course and among triees) and (2) among regime types and

their relation to country-specific characteristics.

7.1.1 Gender differences of labor market entrants and thewhole labor market

population among countries

Are gender differences less pronounced among ladaoket entrants compared to the whole
labor market population? And how do gender diffeemnvary from country to country?
Figure 7.1, which summarizes the empirical findiggsChapters 4, 5, and 6, provides an

answer to these questions. Countries are ordereedaye type.

The upper-left graph shows the countries’ net Danat labor market entry, with higher

values indicating greater horizontal gender diffiees (i.e., the percentage of women or men
who would have to change occupations in order toeae an even gender allocation across
occupations, while individual characteristics amnteolled for). There are notable gender

differences in all countries, with the net Duncanmoanting to a minimum 30 percent (the
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only exception being Romania). The net Duncan instAa, Germany, and Latvia is
particularly high with over 50 percent. In turn,iRania, Luxembourg, and the three Southern
European countries of Greece, Cyprus, and Portligplay relatively low horizontal gender
differences (between 22 and 35 percent). The pcesen horizontal gender differences
already at the beginning of the labor market caieéar line with theories about socialization:
Because children are confronted with gender-spesiéreotypes and norms from parents and
educators, they choose educational pathways theatlader translated into occupational
pathways in a gender-specific manner. Women mighthér strengthen these initial
educational choices by selecting certain occupatianorder to have better possibilities of
combining family and work and due to their high&erest in female-typical work. Moreover,
employers might contribute to horizontal gendefedénces by hiring women for female-

typical occupations due to beliefs that women atéeb suited for these occupations.

The remaining graphs concern vertical gender inges The dots are the beta-coefficients
for being female from the country-specific regreasanalyses, and the dependent variable is
the respective labor market outcome (under cownfrohportant individual characteristics). A
negative coefficient indicates a female disadvasitam positive one indicates a female

advantage. Filled dots denote significant coeffitseempty ones non-significant coefficients.

Comparing men and women with similar charactegsticomen seem to be less likely than
men to enter high-status occupations at labor nhamkiey in most countries (upper graph in
the middle). However, the female disadvantage iy statistically significant in the two

Nordic countries of Sweden and Finland and in the Post-Socialist countries of the Czech
Republic and Hungary. In turn, Spain actually dagpl an advantage for women, while the
same is true for Denmark, Ireland, Greece, andHhiez Post-Socialist countries of Bulgaria,

Slovenia, and Slovakia, although they do not reagkbnventional levels of significance.
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Figure 7.1 Summary of findings for gender differences in thiedr market
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LME = labor market entry; OJT = on-the-job trainingFT = employer-financed training; NEST = non-
employer-sponsored training.

For the whole labor market population, the resulticate that women are disadvantaged in
entering supervisory positions in every country (timly exception being Lithuania, with non-
significant gender differences; upper-right gragbpmpared with the findings for the other
vertical gender inequalities, females’ disadvantggupervisory positions seems to be most
recurrent. One possible explanation is that superyipositions incorporate direct ‘control’
over (male) workers. Hence, the allocation of med women into these ‘power positions’
might be even more dependent on gendered beliefs &pmen’s and men’s characteristics,
l.e., that women lack important characteristics amd too emotional or that men are
considered as more status-worthy and better simtedupervisory positions (Charles 2005;
Kanter 1977).
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In eight out of 20 countries, women are statisiycsilgnificantly disadvantaged in on-the-job
training participation (lower-left graph), whil@ ithe remaining countries, no statistically
significant differences exist (Russia being theyoekception, with women more likely to
participate than men). For employer-financed tragniparticipation, women face a
disadvantage in 12 out of 20 countries (lower grapihe middle). In turn, for non-employer-
sponsored training, the lower-right graph indicatestatistically significant female advantage

in seven countries.

Although the different vertical dimensions of gendsequalities examined are not directly
comparable, it seems that — when looking at thelevladoor market population — women face
higher disadvantages than the subgroup of labokeha&antrants in the majority of countries.
This is particularly true for working in superviggpositions. One explanation is that family
responsibilities that conflict with paid employmeare relatively negligible within the group
of labor market entrants, making women more likely}choose higher and more demanding
positions. Moreover, employers’ reluctance to prtamaomen might be less pronounced
because of a lower risk of females’ career intdromg or lower females’ labor market

attachment.

Regarding country differences, it is difficult tdentify any consistent pattern across the
different labor market outcomes. Overall, it se¢had in all vertical dimensions, women face
relatively low disadvantages in the UK and in thetiérlands, while these disadvantages are
high in the Czech Republic and Slovakia. In Belgiudermany, and Denmark, women are
not statistically significantly less likely to pampating in the two types of employer-
sponsored training; however, their disadvantagearking in supervisory positions is quite
pronounced. An important conclusion is hence tlegiedding on the respective dimension of
gender differences in the labor market, women’sitjpos differs notably, even within
countries. The findings of women’s position in odienension of gender differences are

therefore not generalizable to another dimension.

7.1.2 Gender differences among regime types and their ralion with country-specific

characteristics

The following summarizes the empirical findings @hapters 4, 5, and 6 on how gender
differences and inequalities differ among regimgetyand how they are related to country-
specific characteristics. Beginning with regimeeygifferences, women in Liberal and Post-
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Socialist countries experience statistically sigaintly lower net disadvantages for entering
high-status positions at the beginning of theirolalnarket career and for working in
supervisory positions (compared with the Nordicrdaes). These states are characterized by
low social benefits that cover only minimum stam$aand hence by an individualization of
risks (Esping-Andersen 1990; 1999). This overaltartainty (and particularly the fact that
women cannot rely on the state in case of carderruptions) might constitute one reason
why women in Liberal and Post-Socialist countries more eager to enter these demanding
positions and thereby stabilize their employmerditns. Moreover, the lower replacement
costs in these countries might reduce employetsictance to hire women in demanding

positions.

It is also worth mentioning the particular pattémnSouthern European countries: They are
characterized by the lowest female disadvantagentering high-status positions at labor
market entry (statistically significantly from tiNordic countries), but by pronounced female
disadvantages in all other vertical dimensions erfidgr inequalities when measured for all
labor market phases (although they do not stadibfisignificantly differ from the Nordic
countries). This might offer further evidence thaiployers base their hiring decisions on the
possibility of women’s (costly) employment intertigms, which disadvantages women
particularly in these countries due to (still) urdksseloped family policies. Alternatively, the
more traditional gender culture might explain feesalpronounced disadvantages in later
career stages by resulting both in women’s lowgearaambitions and employers’ higher
reluctance to support women’s career progressnmilai argument can be made for the high
female disadvantage in employer-financed trainiadigipation found in the Asian countries.

Table 7.1 summarizes the findings regarding thaticei of country-specific characteristics
with gender differences in the labor market. Inrdoes with advanced family policies (i.e.,
parental leave after childbirth and childcare ps@mn encouraging females’ full-time and
continuous labor market participation), women fémeer disadvantages in entering high-
status positions and in participating in both tym#semployer-sponsored training. Both
shorter leave and higher childcare provision redtiee length of females’ employment
interruptions, which also lessen human capitaledéiices between men and women. As
result, employers might more likely invest in wondre to the lower risk of loose returns in
these countries (both in terms of longer-term cotm@ant to high-status positions and in

terms of training participation). Moreover, femalesuctance to enter high-status positions is
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likely to be reduced as childcare gives them thesimility of dedicating more time to their
careers. However, the result that women are evamlileely to work in supervisory positions
in countries with advanced family policies is puagl As mentioned before, supervisory
positions are special insofar as they corporatectlicontrol’ over other (male) workers and
might therefore even depend more on gendered balfeivomen’s and men’s characteristics
(Charles 2005; Kanter 1977). In countries with fignpolicies supporting women'’s full-time
and continuous labor market participation, theselge beliefs and stereotypes might be even
more pronounced because these policies increasetiesc awareness of females’ double
burden of combining work and family. Moreover, thepolicies still primarily aim at
increasing women'’s labor force participation anddgemight only marginally help improve

women’s status in vertical dimensions in the |lamerket.

A more gender-egalitarian culture is beneficial fsomen’s participation in employer-
sponsored training and related to lower particgratlifferences in non-employer-sponsored
training between men and women. This result wase&epd because in more gender-
egalitarian countries, women’s role is not only used on family and childcare
responsibilities but is also extended to paid wank the labor market. Employers’
discrimination against women might therefore bedow these countries, and women might
also be more career-oriented. In turn, the gendéiure does not seem to be linked to

horizontal gender differences.

Horizontal gender differences are greater in coemtwith a higher proportion of women
working in the public sector, which might be expkd by the greater attractiveness of these
jobs to females: They are closer to females’ trawgtl responsibilities and offer more
convenient working conditions compared with jobs tire private sector. Employment
protection seems to matter only for non-employamspred training participation in

increasing females’ participation compared with tifamen.
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Chapter 7 — Summary and conclusion

With rising female employment rates, females’ disadage in entering high-status positions
increases, while the same pattern is found for matemployment and women’s chances of
accessing supervisory positions. These findingsraliee with Hakim (2006), who stated that
with rising female labor market participation, mevemen enter the labor market who are not
primarily career-oriented but instead opt for aale combination of family and work tasks
(‘fadaptive women’). These women are hence lesdylitee enter high-demanding positions,
because they make it more difficult to combine eyiplent and family (see also Section 3.4).
Females’ part-time vs. full-time employment seem$¢t be related to entering high-status
occupations. Finally, women fare better in termsactessing supervisory positions in

countries with a higher percentage of male-domahatzupations.

Summing up these findings, | have found support tfeer argument that very different
country-specific characteristics are related todks (dis-)advantage in the labor market.
However, it also seems that the relationship depemdthe respective labor market outcome;
hence, one should be very careful when generalitivgg relationship between country-

specific factors with one dimensions of genderadéhces to that of another dimension.
7.2 THEORETICAL IMPLICATIONS

After more than 70 years of Europe’s promoting geretjuality’> women indeed outperform

men in terms of educational attainment and aresasingly participating in the labor market
in most contemporary societies. However, as Steinf®)12) has noted, gender equality is
often treated as only a ‘quantitative’ problem Ilgferring to sheer numbers of male and
female students or the percentage of females (cadpeith males) participating in the labor
market. In this regard, Nordic countries (and cdestunder the socialist regime) would be
characterized by the highest gender equality. Hewethis perspective overlooks the
‘gualitative’ dimension of paid work, meaning gendiferences in horizontal (e.g., Where
do women and men work?) and vertical (e.g., Do maad women differ in terms of

hierarchical outcomes such as entering high-stataspations?) labor market outcomes.

Since women now indeed participate to a similaeeixas men in paid employment in most
countries, the qualitative dimensions of paid wark becoming more and more important

benchmarks for gender equality. In this contexis particularly important to understand that

%2 This promotion began around 1957 with the TredtiRome, initiating the principle of equal pay fogual
work.
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countries with high female labor force participatiare not necessarily the ones with the
lowest vertical gender equalities. By examiningedignt ‘qualitative’ indicators for men’s
and women’s labor market situations, this thesistrdautes to the understanding of overall

gender equality in the labor market.

The finding that women (with comparable charactiessto men) are still disadvantaged in
several dimensions of gender differences in therlafarket in most contemporary societies,
particularly in entering supervisory positions gatticipating in employer-financed training,

is discouraging. Nevertheless, | have also foundesevidence for a more optimistic forecast.

First, the female disadvantage seems to be lowengrtabor market entrants compared to
the whole labor market populatidh.This can be interpreted as evidence that (time-
consuming) family responsibilities are one reasmrfédmales’ disadvantage, either by making
employers more reluctant to promote women to thmesaxtent as men or by modifying
women'’s preferences: Since they have to combiné and family life, particularly women
with childcare responsibilities might be less mated to work in highly demanding positions.
| have found the potential of family policies (suah higher childcare provision and shorter
parental leave) to decrease females’ disadvantagiesms of entering high-status positions
and participating in employer-financed training.nide, countries might further decrease the
level of gender inequalities by improving childcgpeovision and encouraging men to
participate more into household and childcare resjilities. The fact that a more traditional
gender culture seems to impede progress in gemgatity is no less important (in countries
with more gender-traditional gender culture, fersaldisadvantage in employer-sponsored
training is higher). Hence, the implementation fitent policies as well as the promotion of
a more gender-egalitarian climate through publiatiens might have the potential to

improve women'’s qualitative labor market situation.

Second, | have found a high women’s disadvantagearticipating in employer-sponsored
training in the Asian countries compared with othelfare states. This strengthens the
aforementioned argument about the possible beakfffects of advanced family policies
and gender-egalitarian culture. Compared with tlsga countries, the spread of gender-

egalitarian attitudes and the developments of fafmiéndly policies in most other welfare

%3 However, it should be noted that | examine diffi¢iabor market outcomes for labor market entranis the
whole labor market population due to data condsgigee also Section 7.3).
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states have been more pronounced. Therefore, wit roanclude that both macro factors
contribute to a more favorable labor market sitrator females.

Third, the female disadvantage differs dependingthan labor market outcome examined.
This attests that gender equality is a multifacetedstruct that cannot be reduced to one
dimension. When relying on what is probably the npmpular indicator for women’s labor
market disadvantage (i.e., earnings), women seerbetalisadvantaged in an unchanged
manner (e.g., Triventi 2013; Christofides et al20Mandel and Semyonov 2005). However,
as this thesis has been able to demonstrate, @xaeountries, women do not suffer in terms
of other dimensions of gender inequalities, suclthasentrance into high-status occupations
or participation in on-the-job training. These dma®ns have received less attention until
now, but they constitute important dimensions &f tiverall gendered labor market situation
and also seem to be connected to gender differeimcemarnings (Jones et al. 2011;
Tomaskovic-Devey and Skaggs 2002; Yaish and Stiegp

Finally, there is no ‘exemplary country’ with lowegder differences in all dimensions.
Rather, it seems that the reduction of gender rdiffees in one dimension might be
accompanied by an increase in another dimensiois ihdicates that the road to greater
gender equality is a long and rocky one and thatit only be managed step by step. For
example, Nordic countries are characterized by Feghale labor force participation, but this

comes at the cost of relatively high vertical geridequalities.

Another issue arises when thinking about the qaestf what society (or women) actually
want(s). As the theoretical part of this thesisardgng the gender culture has shown, it is
indeed not the case that men and women are sesjuakand that even when there is a high
agreement with female labor force participations tls often also coupled with a high
agreement with traditional gender roles. It is #iddally important to note that this agreement
with traditional gender roles is not only what nmepect from women but also results from
women'’s own ideas about their roles. Moreover, @fer (2003) emphasizes, the family will
always remain the most important care providerc&iwmomen — and not men — give birth and
breastfeed children, they will always have a doddieden of work and family, at least for a
limited time period, but more probably for a longiene span as a good share of women also
want to spend more time with their children, everileey grow up. Altogether, women’s (and
men’s) own preferences and choices are likely @y @ very important role, and more
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research is needed to understand how these preésrempact on different dimensions of
gender differences and how and why they differ agnuntries.

7.3 LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH

There are several limitations to the current redeésee also Sections 3.4, 4.4, 5.4, and 6.4).

The following describes the main limitations ancheamplications for further research.

First, given the cross-sectional nature of all daga | use, | cannot disentangle any causal
effects. All that this thesis aims to describe geadered patterns and their association with

country-specific institutional settings and polgie

Second, also due to the cross-sectional naturbeotiata | use, | cannot clearly disentangle
whether the female disadvantage in vertical gemdequalities is indeed lower for labor
market entrants and higher for the whole labor mtagopulation. Or whether females’
disadvantage has decreased over time, meaningtiteatohorts | examine for the first
significant job (which are, on average, youngemtlad the cohorts covered by the whole

labor market population) would also experience logender inequality in their later lives.

Third, the data on the labor market entry (LFS ad module) is very limited. However, to
the best of my knowledge, there is no other cr@dsnal data available that offer
information on the first career phase for the whmeulation. Regarding the measurement of
vertical gender inequalities, | was required to tiee ISCO-classification and to rely on the
entry into ISCO-1 and ISCO-2 occupations (highustaiccupations) since other information
on vertical dimensions is not provided. It is pbssithat the finding of lower vertical gender
inequalities in the first career stage comparedh \\ater stages is due to this measurement.
Hence, it would be promising to examine with paoelevent history data how gender
differences develop over the labor market careeoreldver, it would be interesting to
compare the development of different dimensiongesfder differences over the life course
because, as this thesis has demonstrated, findargene labor market outcome are not
generalizable for other outcomes. Further reserameeded to shed more light on these

topics.
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Appendix

9 APPENDIX

9.1 APPENDIX FOR CHAPTER 2

Table Al. Operationalization of gender norms, values antudts. Items, factors and rotated
factor loadings

Factor Items: to what extent do you agree or Factor Factor Factor Uni-
name disagree...? 1 2 3 gueness
(5 = strongly agree, 4 = agree, 3 =
neither agree nor disagree, 2 = disagree,
1 = strongly disagree)

A working mother can establish just
warm and secure a relationship with |
children as a mother who does not wt
(recoded reversely)

0.49 0.04 0.24 0.69

A pre-school child is likely to suffer i

his or her mother works 0.73 0.21 0.07 0.42

All in all, family life suffers when the

woman has a full-time job LI 0.25 0.06 0.40

paid employmet

A job is all right, but what most women

really want is a home and children 0.40 0.54 -0.01 0.55

Being a housewife is just as fulfilling as
working for pay 0.19 0.44 0.12 0.76
A man’s job is to earn money; a

woman'’s job is to look after the home 0.46 0.49 0.11 0.54

Support for Traditional gender rolt Consequences of womer

and family
" E Both the man and woman should
o 2 contribute to_Ithe household income ~ -0.18 -0.12  -0.34 0.84
o
85

Notes:ISSP 2012; own calculations. Grey shaded fieldgate belonging to this factor.
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Table A2. Definition of occupations for the calculation oetBuncan index

Occupations

©O© 00 ~NOoO Oo1Th WDN PR

NNNNMNNNNNRPRPRERPRRERRRRR
~NOoO DN WNRPOOONOOUDNWNIERO

Armed force

Legislators and senior officials

Corporate managers

Managers of small enterprises

Physical, mathematical and engineering

Life science and health professionals
Teaching professionals

Other professionals

Physical and engineering science associates
Life science and health associate professionals
Teaching associate professionals

Other associate professionals

Office Clerks

Costumer service clerks

Personal and protective services worker
Models, salespersons and demonstrators
Skilled agricultural and fishery worker
Extraction and building trades workers
Metal, machinery and related trades worker
Precision, handicraft, craft printing a

Other craft and related trades workers
Stationary plant and related operations
Machine operators and assemblers

Drivers and mobile plant operators

Sales and services elementary occupations
Agricultural, fishery and related laborers
Laborers in mining, construction, manufacturing
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9.2 APPENDIX FOR CHAPTER 4

Appendix A. Information on sample and variables

Table Al. Information about excluded cases from the origirke 2009 sample

Drop Description All Men Women
Original sample LFS 2009 1,146,145 553,219 592,926
Individuals without first Only individuals who had taken 53,698 27,941 25,757
significant job part in the ad-hoc module

Only individuals who had a job

that lasted at least 6 months
Individuals born before Only individuals born between 44,006 22,344 21,662
1975 and after 1984 1975 and 1984
Individuals who enteredOnly individuals having entered 34,518 17,174 17,344
labor market before  the labor market between 1995
1995 or after 2008 and 2008
Implausible cases and Only individuals who have 31,903 15,812 16,091
adult learners correct information and are not

adult learners
Missings in independent 31,290 15,546 15,744
variables
Horizontal gender differences 31,290 15,546 15,744
Missings in dependent Only individuals with information 26,609 13,069 13,540
variable about working in production,

service, administration
Island Not enough case numbers 26,52913,031 13,498
Final sample horizontal gender differences 26,529 13,031 13,498
Vertical gender inequalities 31,290 15,546 15,744
Missings in dependent Only individuals with information 30,258 14,934 15,324
variable about high-status jobs
Island, Malta Not enough case numbers 30,07714,837 15,240
Final sample vertical gender inequalities 30,077 14,837 15,240

Notes: LFS 2009; own calculations.
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Table A2. Classification of occupations into service, adnimaison, and production

Name of occupation ISCO-88 Activity
Major group 1: Legislators, senior officials and managers
Legislators 111 Administration

Senior officials of special organizations

Directors and chief executives

Production and operations department managers
Other department managers

General managers

Major group 2: Professionals

Physicists, chemists, and related professionals
Mathematicians, statisticians, and related profesds
Computing professionals

Architects, engineers, and related professionals

Life science professionals

Health professionals (except nursing)

Nursing and midwifery professionals

College, university, and higher education teaclprajessionals
Secondary education teaching professionals

Primary and pre-primary education teaching protesss
Special education teaching professionals

Other teaching professionals

Business professionals

Legal professionals

Archivists, librarians, and related information f@ssionals
Social science and related professionals

Writers and creative or performing artists

Religious professionals

Major group 3: Technicians and associate professiais
Physical and engineering science technicians
Computer associate professionals

Optical and electronic equipment operators

Ship and aircraft controllers and technicians

Safety and quality inspectors

Life science technicians and related associateepsadnals
Modern health associate professionals (exceptmgiysi
Nursing and midwifery associate professionals
Primary education teaching associate professionals

114 Adrsiration
121 Administration
122 dmirdstration
123 Administration
131 Administration

21Production
212 Production
213 Production
4 21 Production
221 Production
222 Service
223 Service
231 Service
232  icgerv
233 Service
234 Servic
235 Service
241 Administration
242 Service
243 Service
244 Servic
245 Rerv
246 Service

311 oduetion

312 Production

313 iServ

314 rodBction

315 Service
321 Production
322 Service

323 ervie

331 Service
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Table A2. Continued (1)

Pre-primary education teaching associate profeakion
Special education teaching associate professionals
Other teaching associate professionals

Finance and sales associate professionals

Business services agents and trade brokers
Administrative associate professionals

Customs, tax, and related government associategwiohals
Police inspectors and detectives

Social work associate professionals

Artistic, entertainment, and sports associate ggybmals
Religious associate professionals

Major group 4: Clerks

Secretaries and keyboard-operating clerks
Numerical clerks

Material-recording and transport clerks

Library, mail, and related clerks

Other office clerks

Cashiers, tellers and related clerks

Client information clerks

332 Service
333 Service
334 Service
341 Agtraiton
342 mMgtration
343 Admiatgin
344 Administration
345 Service
346 Service
347 Service
348 Service

411 Adtrarion
412 Administration
413 Proidunct
414 Administratio
419 Administration
421 Admirtisina
422 Service

Major group 5: Service workers and shop and markesales workers

Travel attendants and related workers

Housekeeping and restaurant services workers
Personal care and related workers

Other personal services workers

Protective services workers

Fashion and other models

Shop salespersons and demonstrators

Stall and market salespersons

Major group 6: Skilled agricultural and fishery wor kers
Market gardeners and crop growers

Market-oriented animal producers and related warker
Market-oriented crop and animal producers

Forestry and related workers

Fishery workers, hunters, and trappers

Major group 7: Craft and related trades workers
Miners, shotfirers, stone cutters, and carvers
Building frame and related trades workers

Building finishers and related trades workers

511 Service

512 rvicBe
513 Service
514 Service

516 Service
521 Administration
522 Admirostrat
523 Service

611 Production
612 Production

613 Retoolol
614 Production
615 Proolucti
711Production
712 Pecodn

713 rodBction
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Table A2. Continued (2)

Painters, building structure cleaners and relatstes workers 714 Production
Metal molders, welders, sheet-metal workers, stmatt metal 721 Production
Blacksmiths, tool-makers and related trades workers 722 Production
Machinery mechanics and fitters 723 Production
Electrical and electronic equipment mechanics étets$ 724 Service
Precision workers in metal and related materials 1 73 Production
Potters, glass-makers and related trades workers 2 73 Production
Handicraft workers in wood, textile, leather, apthted materials 733 Production
Printing and related trades workers 734 Production
Food processing and related trades workers 741 uBtiod
Wood treaters, cabinet-makers and related tradesenso 742 Production
Textile, garment, and related trades workers 743  odirstion
Pelt, leather, and shoemaking trades workers 744  oduetion
Major group 8: Plant and machine operators and assablers

Mining- and mineral-processing-plant operators 811 Production
Metal-processing-plant operators 812 Production
Glass, ceramics, and related plant operators 813 oduetion
Wood-processing- and papermaking-plant operators 4 81 Production
Chemical-processing-plant operators 815 Production
Power-production and related plant operators 816 odution
Automated-assembly-line and industrial-robot opmsat 817 Production
Metal- and mineral-products machine operators 821 rodirttion
Chemical-products machine operators 822 Production
Rubber- and plastic-products machine operators 823 Production
Wood-products machine operators 824 Production
Printing-, binding-, and paper-products machinerajoes 825 Production
Textile-, fur-, and leather-products machine opmsat 826 Production
Food and related products machine operators 827  duPtion
Assemblers 828 Production
Other machine operators and assemblers 829 Producti
Locomotive-engine drivers and related workers 831 erviBe
Motor-vehicle drivers 832 Service
Agricultural and other mobile-plant operators 833  rodection
Ships' deck crews and related workers 834 Productio
Major group 9: Elementary occupations

Street vendors and related workers 911 Production
Shoe cleaning and other street services elemeotarypations 912 Service
Domestic and related helpers, cleaners and laursdere 913 Production
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Table A2. Continued (3)

Building caretakers, window, and related cleaners
Messengers, porters, doorkeepers, and related vgorke
Garbage collectors and related laborers

Agricultural, fishery and related laborers

Mining and construction laborers

Manufacturing laborers

Transport laborers and freight handlers

14 9  Production
915 Service
916 Prmotuct
921 Rrctcbn
931 Production
932 Production
933 Praaoloict
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Table A3. Information about coding of variables

Variable name and coding  Construction from originalLFS variables

Dependent variables
Horizontal: Working in Production, service, or adistration occupations

=1 Production Individual works in production ocetipn
= 2 Service Individual works in service occupation
= 3 Administration Individual works in administi@a occupation

Vertical: Working in high-status jobs

=1Yes Individual works in high-status occupat{®CO 1 and 2)

=0 No Individual does not work in high-status occupafit8CO 3-
9)

Independent individual variables

Female

=0No Male

=1Yes Female

Labor market entry cohort
=1 1995-2000 Individual entered labor market bew&995 and 2000
=2 2001-2008 Individual entered labor market betw2001 and 2008

Educational level

=1 low Highest attained education is ISCED 0 (prerary
education) ISCED 1 (primary education or first stagf
basic education) or ISCED 2 (lower secondary owoieé
stage of basic education)

= 2 medium Highest attained education is ISCED 3 ((upper) sdaoy
education) or ISCED 4 (post-secondary nertary
education)

=3 high Highest attained education is ISCED 5 (first stafjeertiary

education) or ISCED 6 (second stage of tertiarycation)

Educational field

= General programs

= Social sciences

= Natural sciences

= Engineering, manufacturing, and construction
= Agriculture and veterinary

= Health and welfare

= Services

= Unknown

Job while being in education

=0 No Individual entered labor market after finrgheducation
=1Yes Individual entered labor market while beimgducation

Notes: LFS 2009.
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Table A4.Case numbers and values of the country-specifiamas, by country

N % womenin Gender Female— % women Family

the public culture male working factor
sector employ- full-time
ment ratio

Nordic
DK 508 71.1 57 0.9 7.5 0.2
Fi 565 71.9 9.1 0.9 26.4 -0.1
NO 720 48.0 6.0 0.9 5.9 -0.6
SE 1,566 73.0 5.9 0.9 45.2 -0.5
Central European
AT 1,391 40.6 18.9 0.8 40.4 -0.8
BE 597 55.9 24.8 0.8 18.4 0.8
DE 489 51.8 18.3 0.8 33.8 -0.5
FR 1,866 55.0 21.5 0.8 24.0 0.7
LU 763 47.4 27.0 0.7 51.8 -0.1
NL 1,542 51.0 17.1 0.8 11.2 0.9
Liberal
IE 3,073 71.8 18.8 0.7 15.3 14
UK 737 65.3 20.5 0.8 28.5 1.7
Southern European
CY 502 49.1 37.7 0.8 45.8 1.5
ES 1,719 54.4 23.8 0.6 48.1 1.2
GR 1,585 36.2 46.5 0.6 67.0 1.2
IT 1,413 69.7 n.a. 0.6 39.2 0.3
PT 1,014 56.4 30.9 0.8 61.6 0.6
Post-Socialist
BG 760 70.2 33.4 0.9 95.7 1.0
Cz 1,853 67.9 32.2 0.8 78.4 -1.6
EE 482 72.0 27.5 0.9 81.3 -1.1
HU 1,744 58.8 48.3 0.8 89.9 -1.1
LT 443 71.2 23.5 0.9 81.2 -0.8
LV 283 69.8 19.7 0.9 85.2 -0.5
PL 1,989 56.9 33.6 0.8 79.7 -0.9
RO 846 51.8 36.2 0.8 90.1 -0.8
Sl 489 68.8 20.8 0.9 85.6 -0.4
SK 1,138 45.1 31.0 0.8 73.5 -1.9

Notes: n.a. = not applicable; gender culture is measa®eéo of agreement to the statement: ‘When
jobs are scarce, men should have more right tdoahjan women’; the family factor is build out of
three indicators: (1) the length of paid parergavie (in weeks); (2) the respective benefit legetklis
period; and (3) the proportion of children below ttige of 3 attending formal childcare.
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Table A5. Correlations between the country-specific varigble

% women in Gender Female-male % women Family
the public culture employment working factor
sector ratio full-time
1) (2) 3) (4) (5)
(2) -0.36 1.00
3 0.45 -0.54 1.00
4) 0.11 0.66 0.06 1.00
(5) -0.04 -0.03 -0.39 -0.46 1.00

Notes: own calculations.

172



€LT

8€'0 620620 TAl0) TAl0) TAl0) G20 9€0 9€0 ¢d opnasd

L8V S¥8T G¥8T A0 A0 1,69 1,659 L8ET L8ET suolfeAlssqQO

€90 TIT0 *»xC9°0- PE 0 xxxCV'T- xxxG8°0 xxG8°0- 700~ «xx82'T- jueisuod

0,0 8.0 umouxun

xxxCL T-%xxx08'€~  %xxG9' T~ »xxGE'C~ xxxl0 T~ xxxT6' T~ 89°0- ¥9/2°0- ET'T- »xxlT ¢ xxx98°0- SaJINIBS
xxx0G € 4xxCL'E" xxxTEC™ xxxC9°C- xxx80°C- xxx8C°C- ST T=xxG0°€E- €0'T- »xEG V- 90'T- aJej|]am pue ylesH

xxx90°C xxx0€°C-

OT'T L9°0- xxx60°C Vr'T- 960 LZT-%xx88'T wZV'T- xxxGE'C Areulalan pue ain)noLby
uonoNISU0d ‘Buniny

*«.*Nw.._” **«.._Vw.ol *«&._VO.N **«.HM.H-«.**O@.H Nm.Oux&«.mm.N **«.._”._”.._”- *«&@._V.N -O.@—JC@E .DCC@@C_@CM

T, 0-xx+82°C €8'0 GL'0- «ELT GT 0%xxGZ2'C OT'0 »GT'C  +86'T xSV HOUBIDS [elnjeN
T9'0-4x,9°0- /¥'0 G6'0- 9€T- 850 »8L'T +«=GS'T-  G0O0- swelfoid [essusn
Ammocm_om [e10os “.u_mw_v PIal jeuonednp4g
w89 T xuV'T 080 CT'0 %G 0 T2 0xxxT60 OF'0- P70 xB6ET +xx0S'T alelspoN
T6'T 980 18T TZT  9£9T wGET- 2.0 06T xxT9°E MO
(Ubly :"ya1) uoreonp3
GE'0€'8S GT'0- €20 €00 0£'0- 920- 000 8T°0- 80-T00Z
(0002-S66T :"19d) Hoyo2 Anus 19)sew Joge]
xxx0C T xxxLT'T xxxlV'0- xxx80°'T LE°0- TO'O xxxOT'T- *xI€0 xxx,C'T- O_GEGH_
Oold wpy old wpy old wpvy old wpy old
3a Z0 Z0 AD AD 3d 39 1v 1v

(sjepow uaiBed [ellouninw) suoiedndd0 92IAI8S SNSIaA uquart Jo uoneisiuiwpe Buldua Jo) s|apow Anuno) 19 ajgel

S|ISpo "g Xipuaddy

Xlpuaddy



1ZA"

6T°0 T€0 T€0 120 12°0 12°0 120 ¢d opnasd

G8GT ST 68 SELT GELT 199 199 80.T 80LT 8LV 8.V suolfeAlssqQO

xxx0L T~ xxxV/ 0" xxxEC T-5xx66"0 .00 xxC8°0 ST°0- 92 ' @x6."0- L€0 650 Juejsuo)
98'BECT- G80- 9T 8TET 961 99'0- LT0- umourun

xxx06/L°0- xxxCCC- xCL'0~ xxxB6T'C- xCV'0- xxx68'T- 820" »x9V'T- xT90-xxx09°'T- ¢c0 SaJINIBS
sxxVV' T~ xxxET'T- xG8'0- xxx0GC- xxx88'0- xxxEB'E-xxxTG T~ xxx66 T~ xxxGE TzxxTT ¢~ ¢C'T- m._.mu_._®>> _ucﬁwv r_u_mm_l_

**mm:—” k.k.*.vm.N

TV O-xxxLT1°C LY'0 xxx¥G'E 2G::06°¢C 160 €91 Areuus1an pue aimnouby

uoIldNJIsuod
«.N._V.Ol *«&Nm.._” wxx 1V’ T- *«&wm.._” xxxC L' T *«&,wm.._” xxx L0 T-xxx9.°C LT T- **«.Nm.._”.mc_._juo.@_JCmE .DCC@@C_@CM
»x08°0- x«G9°0 ETT-%x98T  xx09°0%4x,9'T ¢¢0- G0'T IUBIDS [einieN
x»LE'QxxTO'T G0'T- 820 PT°0- «GT'T €060 c00 €L0 swelboid [elsua9
Amwocw_ow [e10os “.u—ww_v PIal jeuonednp4g
»#xGC'T »xx88°0 x*GC'01&0 PT°0- €90 ¢C’'0- 0G0 TT°0- 8€0 Slelspo
W' @xLET v1'0- L0 LED- G990 xGL0xxx10'T 00°0- »09°T Mo
(UBIH :"Jay) uoneonp3
¥0°0-80°0- 82°0- xx29°0- gT’0- L00 ¥'0- 8€0- 80-T00¢
(0002-G66T :'§2d) Hoyod Anus 19xrew Joge]
%920 xxx00°T- 90°0 »+xG8°0- L0°0 xxxC0'T- xxxVG0 %xxCL°0- xxT6 0xxxT6°0- 9lewa
wpy  0id Wwpy  Oid Wwpy  Old  wpy oid
44 d4 = = S3 S3 EE EE

(T) penunuod 19 8l0eL

Xlpuaddy



VA

€¢o €20 ¥Zo0 ¥¢020 L Lc0 8¢°0 820 LT°0 LT°0 6T°0 6T°0 ¢d opnasd
ovvl 0]474" 6.¢ 6.¢ 991 96/, 14747 14747 AN’ AN4" T.0€ T.0€ suolfeAlssqQO
»x78'0  xGE'0 x80'T- ET'0- xx/V'0 «Ixb- €00 xE6'0- 0Z0 ¢0'0 xxxCS'0 60°0- Juelsuo)d
G/°0- 60GT 1590 V. G¥«x/8'T- AN0) €9'1T- €EE¢I- umouxun
*«&M@.H-***M0.0- *«.w._”.Nu 00'T-xxxCG'T- WNou MAS T ._VOO *«&@N.H- «&._VN.O#«&mm..._”- *«.mm.ol m®0_>‘_®m
»#xGC CxxxCG' T~ TOC- 86 VT-xxxLLE- GO9'GT-+xxE0°C- LT GT- xxxCE'E- O0T'0- xx«0E€ C24x¥8°0- olej|am pue yiesH
»8V'T x80 9CE€T 6.LV1 76°0- x«8L°¢C e9vT 6291 220 IV k€T T- 87T AJBULSISA pUE 3INYNOLBY
uoIldNJIsuod
TV OzxxV6'T 19°0- G€0 TO'0-xxx09°€ VP00 xexdV'C  xxx98°0- xxxG0'T +xxTO'T- *«&@@.r@C_._SHO.@—JC@E .DCC@@C_@CM
959 0xx99°C G0°0- LL°ET- 99'0-xxx8¥°C 6T 0x«x06°C 80°0- xx66°0 700 xx«89°T IUBIDS [einieN
x»/80- TG0 €9°0- 02'0- 80'0xxx6T°C 600 «0C TsxxlL0- 62°0- xEE'0- xxx,8°0 swelboid [elsua9
Amwocw_ow [e10os “."—ww_v PI=l jeuonednp4g
L00 €00 Tv'0 *E€ Txxx¥80 120 TOO»#xG9'T »xxL8'0 xxx96°0 ¢T°0 «x¥¥°0 Slelspo
8T°0 ¢9'0 68'0 «xEE'E V0 «vT'T €0'T- »,6'T 6T0 «xxVT°¢C 8T°0- x«xx86°0 MO
(UBIH :"Jay) uoneonp3
9T'0- €20 Ge0 ¥0°0- 700 92'0- €en0- 000 9T °0- »«xG¥°0- €0'0-xxx0€°0- 80-T00¢
(0002-G66T :'§2d) Hoyod Anus 19xrew Joge]
OT 0 xxx9G' T~ xxxG'T %xx9E' T~ xxx0L'0-xxxCV ' T- xxx60°'T xxT8°0- G2 0xxxTT'T- 90 OxxxTL'T- O_GEGH_

wpy  0ld Wwpy  Oid WPy  Oid Wpy  Old WpYy  Oid  wpy oid

TN IN N N ni ni 1 11 1l 1l El Ell

Xlpuaddy

(2) penunuodTg 9|qeL



9.1

‘1°0>d « ‘50°0>d s30'0>d 4yx ‘UONRASIUILPY = WPY ‘UONONPOId = 0id :SBI10N

9T'0 910 G20 ST /A0 ¥Z0 12°0 120 v1°0 v1°0 8T°0 8T°0 ¢d 0pnasd

vEL vEL 9ETT 9ETTGST L LSST GP8 Gv8 ¢10T ¢10T A YA A YA suoneAlssqoO

6T 0 xxE9°0- CV'0- x«xE0'T- xx05°0 L2°0- xx+8G 4,9 T- 8E'0- x«0.°0- 12°0- 0€0 Jueisuo)d

144d% LGS0 x»xC06°0- 620 umoudun

»¢xCG' T~ BT 0 »xCG'C~ »xL0'T-+xxE0°C- »xxxV8'Ox8V'T- EV'O GG°0- G000 ¥S0- LL°0- S9JIMBS

*»x88'T- 190" xxx89°E- xxET €-4xx98°C~ »xx,E'T- OT'LT- xxlC'C- xxx8E'C- 690~ xxxCC Cxxxl9°C- aJej[eM pue yjesH

16°0- €80 V90~ «xxCT'T 080~ «xxxET°C L) Ox46V'C 90°0- [AWA) YT'0  x«Ib'CBULSISA puR 8IMINoLBY

uoIldNJIsuod

‘Burinjoejnuew

TO'0 #xx6G°C »xx0L'0- »xx08'T TV'0- «xx¥Z'C CT 0xxxEV'C CT0- xxxC6'T T'0- x*6G°0 .@CC@@E@CM

V0 «xx8V'T LT0- »xxTL'T «18°0- %xx/8'T C90xxV6'T €T'0 x«280 6E°0- xxxC0'T IUBIDS [einieN

OTT- «PTT vC0- 8€'0 @GZY «05°0 A 6T°0 8¢€°0- T2°0- swelboid [elsua9

Amwocm_ow [e1oos “."—mm_v PIal jeuonednp4g

V0 xxxG6'0 xx/9°0 »xOT'T ET0 /80 xxxTG'T xx+E8'0 xxxC9'0xxxV6°0 1T°0 AN 9lelspo

€eo x€0'T 8L°0- xI2°¢C ET0 8T C6'T «xx69F P70 xx68'T 97’0 «00T MO

(UBIH :"}ay) uoneanp3

9T°0 81°0- TT°0 V2’0 xxEE0xCT0- rAN0) T0O°0 6T°0- ¥Z0- 0T'0- «6E°0- 80-T00¢

(0002-G66T :'§2d) Hoyod Anus 19xrew Joge]

000 x99 T-+xx0C'T € 0- ST0- »xOT'T- »9T'T G000 »x9V'0 »x/0'T- CT0 xexPV'T- 9lewa
wpy 0id  wpy oid  wpy oid  wpy 0ld  wpy 0ld  wpy oid
AN AN AS NS ER) ER) Ood Ood ld ld ON ON

(€) panunuodTg 9|qeL

Xlpuaddy



LLT

0 LT 92°0 v€0 8¥°0 ¥E0 82°0 ¢ro 620 Al ¢d opnasd
6T.LT [AS1% 0S5 8 GOV 2181 1431% A L6S T6ET SuoneAlssqO
x»xxEC' T~ ¢0°0- ¥1°0- ¢0°0- T6°0- xxx89'T- ¢5°0- LT°0 9G°0- jueisuod
»6¥°0- 8G°0- 290~ 0T  xSGP'1T G.0 L2°0 12°0- A0 uoiednps sjiym qor
87°0- v1°0 umouxun
»06°0- 00°T- ev'1- V7' C- »9G9°¢C- 66'0- «8C'T- »xVV7 T~ S8JIAIBS
*17'0 11740 x»xC1'C" ¥9°0- 8¥'0- 12°0 €8 Txxx09'T 65°0- alej|am pue yiesH
»x8V'T 9.0 1G9 T- 980 6T 99°0 G.°0 90T S9°0- Areunalan pue ainynouby
uoIl1onNJIIsuod
*»LE0 GG'0- PE0-  «T6°0- xxxVP'T- 9€0 9T'0- 890 LEO- ‘Bunnyoejnuew ‘buussuibug
*V7°0 1740) 8L°0 900 9%°0 »V0'T 68°0 ¢c¢o 0T0 IULBIDS [edneN
TT°0- 6€°0- 6L1sLL°¢C 0¢'0- L0 S0°0 8T 0- sweiboid [essuag
Awwocm_ow |eroos ”.%wﬁ_v Pl leuolednp4g
»x8T C- »x8T°C- »xEE'E- xxB6C V- *»xxC8'C" »xGG - xxxl TV~ xxx8€°C- xxCC ' C" 9JeIspoN
»#x8€'C- »xTC°E- 9/°T- xx0C V- »068'T- MO
(UBIH :"joy) uoneonp3
*»G€0 ‘ao x18°0 83°0 6T°0 Tv°0 GZ'0- G0°0 »x79°0 80-T00¢C
(0002-G66T :§2d) Moyod Anua 183rew Joge
x0€'0 ‘0ET c0°0 7€ 0- 44 S0°0- 140 T0°0- 6T °0- olewsS
S3 33 A1d 34 ZD AD od dd 1V

(sjopow uoissalbal onsKiop)rednaso snieis-ybiy Bulsiua 1oy sjppow Anunod - zg ajgel

Xipuaddy



8.1

0 v€ 690 S0 ¥Z0 1¢°0 8’0 8¢0 8T0 0€0 ¢d opnasd
vlic €9/, O0O1v TVt €.0¢€ 899T ¢8ST 998T 799 suollenlssqO
6T 0- ¢6'0 V€0 xVO'T- x»19°0- €50 »E€C'C »xC9'T- 0.0 jueisuod
200 v.0 80°0 08T’ Gco 9€'0 x0T°¢- T00- v o- uomneadnps a|iym qor

80°0- 0€0 €.0 umouxun

00 xxxE6°C- x00°¢- ¢D xxxGE' T~ wxxVC' T~ xxx9T°C- TO'0- ¥G6°0- m®0_>._wm

ITT +»90'T- ¢0°0- 6170 .04 €T 0 x»xVT T- 920 »8T'T- aJej|lam pue yleaH

*»x/G'E 0€0- 89°0- x»x6.°0- 09°0- GE0- €00 70°0- Areuusian pue ainnoLby

uondNASU0D

Zvo- S xx9E'T- xx¢9°0 GT'0- xG9°0- x779°0- LE0 00°0- ‘Bunnioejnuew ‘Huussuibug

¥Z0 099 €50 800 000 .TO0 »x[0'T ¢.'0 S92uaIds [einleN

T~ xb6'C B8T'E€T  «IC xS0 xx80°C- 86°0T- «€C'T sweiboid [essuag

(s@oualos [e100S :°Joy) p|al [euoneanp3

«.**NO.N- *«&m_w.wu m.._\.N._Hu «&,«.mw.Nl **«.._V._”.Nl wxxlV V- **«.M@.N- ***._Vm.Nl ***Nm.mu mﬁm._w_uo_\/_

mONu *«.*m._”.wu **«,mo.._wu ***N@.N- ***WN.M- m._”w «.**@@.M- >>O|_

(UBIH :"Joy) uoneonp3

¥0°0- Qo €T0 670 600 9T0- ¢T0- »xGV7°0 8T0 80-T00¢

(0002-S66T :"18d) 10oYyod Anus 19xIew Joge

12°0- T0'0- /S0- ¢¢0- 00 *»CG90- S0°0 €0°0- x»1/.°0- 9ewsa
A N7 11 1l 3| NH lal9) 44 14

(T) penunuod 'zg a|qeL

Xipuaddy



6.7

'1°0>0 & ‘S0°0>0 4« ‘TO'0>d xxx:S9ION

0 ¢T" Oov0
869 [AAN)
9T1°0- ¢ 0
09°0-
820
€L°0- x08T-
12°0- TT°T-
LO'T-
8¢€0- 8¢€0-
920 69°0
8.0

«&,«.Ow.._”- ***OO.._Vu
x xx1C'C-

LT°0 GQG°0-

L20- 050

N NS

ev'o Iv¥o 9T0 €¢o ¢4 opnasd

0ToT Yv6T 0¢. ¢vst suoneAlssqo

TO'0-  xxxE8'0-xxx90°C- 60°0- JueISU0)D

0€0 280 9¥°0 L0°0- uoneonps s|iym qor

0S'T- umoudun

x66°0- x06'0- ¢€0 *»#x80°T- S9JINIBS

*¥¥MN.M.\.

14740 xC9°0- »¢x06°0- alejjom pue yljesH

900 00°0- £G°0- Areulalan pue ainynouby

uonNdNISU0D

050 ¢T0- /LS0 9Z°0- ‘Buumoejnuew ‘Buussulbugy

LE0 »G9°0  ¢g€0- *x€G°0 IUBITS [einteN

€0'0- 690 LSO 6G°0 sweiboid [eiausn

(s@oualos [e100S :°Joy) p|al [euoneanp3

«.**mm.mu «.*«.@N.._Vu**«.om.Nl ***@._\.Nu mﬁm._OUO_\/_

xxx0T'9- xxxET°E- xxx90'17- MO

(UBIH :"Joy) uoneonp3

S¥'0- GT'0+«6.°0 0T0 80-T00¢

(0002-S66T "}9d) HoYyod Anus 19xew Joge

€°0- €T0- E€TO0- 2¢’0- ajewo
1d 1d ON N

(2) penunuod ‘zg a|qeL

Xipuaddy



Appendix

9.3 APPENDIX FOR CHAPTER 5

Appendix A. Information on samples and variables

Table Al. Information about excluded cases from the origieh sample

Drop Description All Men  Women
Original sample LFS 2013 4,648,262,240,323 2,407,937
Drop BG, PL, MT, SI, Information on ISCO-08 3 digit 4,098,039 1,977,486 2,120,553
LV is missing or small case numbers

Drop individuals Focus on core members of the 2,463,392 1,201,656 1,261,736
younger than 20 and labor market
older than 64

Drop individuals not Only employed individuals 1,666,591 882,049 784,542
employed

Drop full-time student 1,601,803 852,521 749,282
or apprentices

Drop individuals In order to build female- 1,600,502 851,683 748,819
working in an dominated, mixed and male-

occupation with less dominated occupations
than 10 employees

Drop missings in Final sample 1,242,424 632,671 609,753
dependent and
independent variables
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Appendix

Table A2. Information about coding of variables

Variable name and coding Construction from origita6 variables
Dependent variable

Jobs with supervisory responsibilities
=0 No Job without supervisory responsibilities
=1Yes Jobs with supervisory responsibilities

Independent individual variables

Female

=0 No Male

=1Yes Female

Educational level

=1 low Highest attained education is ISCED 0 (priesary
education), ISCED 1 (primary education or firstgsetaof
basic education) or ISCED 2 (lower secondary oomiséc
stage of basic education)

= 2 medium Highest attained education is ISCEDuUpér) secondary
education) or ISCED 4 (post-secondary non-tertiary
education)

=3 high Highest attained education is ISCED 5s{fistage of
tertiary education) or ISCED 6 (second stage diaier
education)

Educational field

= General programs

= Social sciences

= Natural sciences

= Engineering, manufacturing, and construction
= Agriculture and veterinary

= Health and welfare

= Services

= Unknown

Age

=1 20-24 Individuals aged between 20 and 24
=2 25-29 Individuals aged between 25 and 29
=3 30-34 Individuals aged between 30 and 34
=4 35-39 Individuals aged between 35 and 39
=5 40-44 Individuals aged between 40 and 44
= 6 45-49 Individuals aged between 45 and 49
=7 50-54 Individuals aged between 50 and 54
= 8 55-59 Individuals aged between 55 and 59
=9 60-64 Individuals aged between 60 and 64

Marital status

= Widowed, divorced, or legally separated
= Single

= Married
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Table A2. Continued

Appendix

Occupation

=1 Male-dominated

= 2 Female-dominated

= 3 Mixed

Labor market experience
= rangel0; 677]

Working part-time

=0No

=1 Yes

Individual works in occupatioithifemale share <31%
Individual works in occupatioth female share >69%
Individual works in occupation with fefashare 31-69%

Months since person started working

Individual works full-time
Individual works part-time
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Table A3. Case numbers and values of the country-specifiggaddent variables, by
country

Case Share of male- Family policies Maternal
numbers dominated (factor) employment
occupations (ratio)
Nordic
DK 37,343 0.42 1.01 0.42
IS 5,782 0.50 0.99 0.35
FI 8,998 0.62 0.96 -0.16
NO 9,642 0.53 n.a. -0.43
SE 135,078 0.53 0.98 -0.38
Central European
AT 68,804 0.49 0.92 -0.77
BE 32,635 0.49 0.96 0.58
CH 31,324 0.44 0.90 1.17
DE 146,415 0.51 0.86 -0.41
FR 153,762 0.45 0.95 0.65
LU 5,655 0.36 0.93 0.00
NL 29,682 0.53 0.98 0.80
Liberal
IE 57,865 0.42 0.88 1.11
UK 26,598 0.38 0.86 1.39
Southern European
CY 12,963 0.49 0.94 1.15
ES 27,932 0.53 0.95 1.46
GR 42,380 0.47 0.98 1.07
IT 148,771 0.59 0.94 0.21
PT 45,874 0.43 1.02 0.70
Post-Socialist
Cz 14,403 0.62 0.77 -1.63
EE 9,439 0.57 0.85 -1.14
HR 9,055 0.55 n.a. -0.78
HU 73,818 0.53 0.78 -1.20
LT 22,963 0.47 0.95 -0.93
RO 52,267 0.76 0.99 -1.13
SK 32,976 0.58 0.81 -2.09

Source: See text.
Notes: MDO = male-dominated occupations; FDO = female-thated occupations; MXO = mixed
occupations; n.a. = not applicable.
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Table A4. Correlations between gender differences in holdimgervisory positions
and the country-specific variables

Gender Share of male- Family policies Maternal
differences in dominated (factor) employment
SUP occupations (ratio)
(1) (2) (3) (4)

Q) 1.00

(2) 0.15 1.00

3) -0.22 -0.57 1.00

(4) -0.26 -0.14 0.50 1.00

Notes: SUP = Supervisory positions.
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Appendix

Appendix C. Additive tests

Table C1.The gender gap in holding supervisory positionsniaye-dominated,
mixed, and female-dominated occupations

MDO FDO MXO
Female P>|z| Female P>|z| Female P>|z|
APE APE APE

AT -0.37 0.000 -0.54 0.000 -0.67 0.000
BE -0.21 0.007 -0.72 0.000 -0.44 0.000
CH -0.30 0.000 -0.42 0.000 -0.51 0.000
CY -0.40 0.001 -1.40 0.000 -0.56 0.000
Cz 0.24 0.025 -0.81 0.000 -0.54 0.000
DE -0.18 0.000 -0.61 0.000 -0.49 0.000
DK -0.54 0.000 -0.70 0.000 -0.54 0.000
EE 0.42 0.003 -0.42 0.009 -0.42 0.000
ES 0.07 0.392 -0.76 0.000 -0.48 0.000
FI -0.49 0.000 -0.88 0.000 -0.51 0.000
FR -0.33 0.000 -0.78 0.000 -0.40 0.000
GR -0.12 0.132 -0.75 0.000 -0.65 0.000
HR -0.68 0.002 -0.27 0.174 -0.39 0.000
HU 0.29 0.000 -0.80 0.000 -0.24 0.000
IE 0.40 0.000 -0.36 0.000 -0.32 0.000
IS -0.34 0.027 -0.30 0.032 -0.32 0.001
IT -0.07 0.019 -0.09 0.037 -0.39 0.000
LT 1.06 0.000 -1.11 0.000 -0.04 0.581
LU -0.31 0.132 -0.09 0.695 -0.72 0.000
NL 0.14 0.030 -0.38 0.000 -0.17 0.002
NO -0.39 0.013 -0.31 0.013 -0.44 0.000
PT 0.11 0.107 -0.65 0.000 -0.52 0.000
RO -0.12 0.091 -0.43 0.000 -0.41 0.000
SE -0.19 0.000 -0.37 0.000 -0.36 0.000
SK 0.51 0.000 -0.63 0.000 -0.53 0.000
UK -0.24 0.003 -0.06 0.378 -0.21 0.000

Notes: MDO = male-dominated occupations; FDO = female-thated occupations; MXO = mixed
occupations; APE = Average partial effect of intti@ens between female and working in male-
dominated, mixed or female-dominated occupations.
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9.4 APPENDIX FOR CHAPTER 6

Appendix A. Information on samples and variables

Table Al. Information about cases excluded from the orighl&AC sample

Stages of  Definition All Men Women %
sample

selection

Original PIAAC data 152,514 72,241 80,271
samplé

Austria and Country’s exclusion due to missing 31,813 14,972 16,84120.86
Canada information on important job

characteristics (working hours)

Literacy non-Individuals who did not complete the 1,503 766 737 0.99
response  questionnaire or who suffer from langus

problems, reading and writing difficulties,

or learning and mental disabilities;

information given in the data

Aged <20 Individuals aged below 20 years 9,791 4,852 4,939 6.42
Aged>55 Individuals aged above 55 years 25,2671,809 13,45716.57
Non-adult- 1. Among individuals aged between 20 14,660 6,751 7,908 9.61
learners and 25: those attained highest educational

level at the age of 16 and above if this
attainment was after 2007 (at least four
years before the interview) or if the year
of attainment is missing

2. Among individuals aged between 25
and 29: those attained highest educational
level at the age of 20 and above if this
attainment was after 2007 (at least four
years before the interview) or if the year
of attainment is missing

Not Individuals not exposed to their 3,639 1,275 2,264 2.32
employed  employers’ training investments, i.e. not

employed individuals (for definition of

employed individuals, see Section 6.2)

Missings in Information on training participation is 48 19 29 0.03
DVs missing

Missings in Information on control variables at 5,927 1,641 4,286 3.89
IDs individual level is missing

= Analysis  Adult learners 59,996 30,156 29,81039.34
sample

Notes PIAAC (2012); own calculations; DVs = Dependeimiriables, IDs = Independent
variables? For two cases in the full sample gender couldoeatientified.



Appendix

Table A2. Case numbers and values of the country-specifiepeddent variables, by

country

Country N males N females Factor employ- Factor family  Gender

ment protection policies culture
Liberal
IE 1,649 1,733 -0.82 0.91 -0.73
UK 2,152 2,754 -0.94 1.20 -0.06
us 1,175 1,229 -2.37 0.93 -1.21
Nordic
DK 1,682 1,653 -0.71 0.81 -1.28
FI 1,465 1,334 0.02 -0.07 -0.83
NO 1,451 1,289 -0.19 0.19 -0.96
SE 1,186 1,080 0.41 -0.23 -1.59
Central European
BE 1,463 1,346 -0.40 0.81 0.19
DE 1,364 1,347 1.80 -0.59 -0.21
FR 1,863 1,759 0.37 0.56 0.39
NL 1,398 1,384 0.35 0.99 -1.01
Southern European
ES 1,759 1,538 1.00 1.11 -0.54
IT 1,428 1,204 0.14 0.10 0.38
Post-Socialist
Cz 1,357 1,540 0.69 -1.78 0.98
EE 1,681 1,906 -0.05 -1.01 0.02
PO 1,801 1,374 -0.28 -1.28 0.90
RU 577 989 0.57 -0.32 1.16
SK 1,500 1,436 -0.28 -2.35 1.44
Asian
JP 1,432 1,343 -1.28 -0.23 1.47
KP 1,773 1,572 1.96 0.27 1.48

Notes Data comes from the following sourc€ECD (2011, 2013a, 2013b), World Bank
(2009), An (2013), Lee (2009), Moss (2011; 201230 Esping-Andersen (1990; 1999).
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Appendix

Table A3. Information about coding of individual-level varlab®

Variable name and

coding

Construction from original PIAAC variables

Dependent variables

Employer-financed training

=0 No

=1Yes

No participation in job-related employer-financeairning in
the last 12 months.

Participation in job-related employer-financedrtrag in the
last 12 months. Employer-financed training includpsn and
distance learning, seminars and workshops, coussels,
private lessons. Only training that was mainly jelated is
taken into account. The activity is considered aygil-
financed when the employer or prospective emplpwéd fully
or partly for tuition or registration, exam feezpenses for
books, or other costs resulting from the partiégrain this
activity.

Non-employer-sponsored training

=0 No

=1Yes

On-the-job training
=0 No

=1Yes

No participation in job-related non-emploggonsored
training in the last 12 months

Participation in job-related non-employpoissored training in
the last 12 months. Non-employer-sponsored traimaolgides
open and distance learning, seminars and workslkopsses,
and private lessons. Only training that was maoiyrelated
is taken into account. The activity is considered-employer-
sponsored when (1) the employer or prospective eyepldid
not pay for tuition or registration, exam fees, exges for
books, or other costs resulting from the partiégrain this
activity, (2) there were no such costs, or (3)rspondent had
no employer or prospective employer at that time.

No participation in job-related on-the-jolihing in the last 12
months

Participation in job-related on-the-job trainingtire last 12
months.

On-the-job training is defined as ‘any organizeskgans for
on-the-job training or training by supervisors orworkers’
and is usually organized by the employer. It ‘iaretterized
by planned periods of training, instruction, orgtial
experience, using normal tools of work.’

No separate question if the activity was job-relateif the
employer or prospective employer paid for expenskeded to
the training activity. However, as on-the-job tragis
organized by the employer, it can be assumed ttieajdb-
related and employer-supported.
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Appendix

Table A3. (continued)

Independent variables

Age
=1 20-34 Individuals aged between 20 and 34
=2 35-44 Individuals aged between 35 and 44
=3 45-54 Individuals aged between 45 and 54
Cohabitation
=0 No Individual lives without partner
=1Yes Individual lives together with partner

Competencies in literacy

= range [0, 500]

Educational leve!

Ten continuous variables indigatime level of literacy
competencies; Use of plausible values providechbyQECD
to account for missing individual information

=1 low Highest attained education is ISCED O (priesary education),
ISCED 1 (primary education or first stage of basiacation)
or ISCED 2 (lower secondary or second stage otbasi
education)
= 2 medium Highest attained education is ISCEDuBér) secondary
education) or ISCED 4 (post-secondary non-terteghycation)
= 3 high Highest attained education is ISCED S{(fatage of tertiary
education) or ISCED 6 (second stage of tertiarycation)
Female
=0 No Male
=1Yes Female
Full-time work®
=0 No Individual works below 30 hours a week
=1Yes Individual works 30 or more hours a week
Large firm®
=0 No Individual works in firm with 1 to 50 emplegs
=1Yes Individual works in firm with more than Bthployees

Missing on firm sizé
=0 No

Information on firm size is available

=1Yes Information on firm size could not be idbed
Sector”
= 0 private Individual works in private or non-pitcfector
=1 public Individual works in public sector
Small children
=0 No No (step-)child aged 5 years or below
=1Yes At least one (step-)child aged 5 yeatsetow

& For survey instruments, see PIAAC Background gaestire MS version 2.1 d.d. 15-12-
2010 (available online at:
http://www.oecd.org/site/piaac/Background%20Questanre%2015DEC10.pdaccessed on
11" July 2014)” Educational level does account for educationalrattent achieved both in
the home country and abroddConcerns either the current or the previous joldse the
previous job was held when participation in tragntook place.
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Appendix

Table A4. Correlations between the country-level variables

Factor employment Factor family
protection policies

Factor employment protection 1.00
Factor family policies -0.21 1.00

Gender culture 0.24 -0.54

Notes PIAAC (2012); own calculations.
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