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 Introduction

The second half of the twentieth century was a time of
pid social transformation. Nowhere were the changes
ore radical than in women’s participation in society and
ork. Women increasingly claimed a fuller and more
tive position in all societal functions. Though all parts of
rope and all social strata were affected, this process was
evenly distributed over time and space and was driven

 a variety of influences. Such influences could have been
uctural changes in production, transformations in the

nction of the family, values and attitudes in what
oman’s position ought to be. This period of rapid change

corresponds to the lifetime of individuals in the SHARE
survey. When today’s (50 plus) female population were
young girls, the world they were entering was very
different from today. These long term social changes
correspond to lived experience of women in the SHARE
sample. The women in SHARE were witnesses to the
foundation, flowering and retrenchment of the Welfare
State. According to a hopeful reading of history this period
may start with ‘Three (or more, but separate) Worlds of
Welfare Capitalism’ and corresponds to the construction of
the ‘European Social Model’. Social policy stances towards
maternity and family policy as well as labour market
institutions were defining fissures between certain forms
of the so-called ‘European Social Model’. This paper is a
first attempt to explore how these factors – labour and
social policy transformation – are imprinted in the lives
of women in the SHARELIFE sample as reflected in
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A B S T R A C T

This paper uses the retrospective questionnaire of the SHARE survey of Europeans aged

50+ to document the career dilemmas faced by women in Europe over the last fifty years.

It charts how social transformation was directly experienced by survey respondents:

First, it documents career differences of two cohorts in four geographical regions. Second,

it compares outcomes faced by career women who had ‘gone against the flow’ in

countries where they were in a minority, with women who had taken the same decision

where career was, already, a majority choice. Third, it examines how far individual career

choice was affected by the operation of the welfare state. To do that, we employ a

multivariate econometric model that treats entry into the labour market and career

choice as linked decisions, which are affected by individual circumstances, macroeco-

nomic conditions but also by social policy parameters. We conclude that the same degree

of past social policy effort appears to operate differently in different places. This is

broadly consistent with the existence of distinct kinds of welfare state in the different

parts of Europe.
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icro-data.1 The data covers the five most important
omains of the life course: children, partners, housing,
mployment and health in a way that is comparable across
urope (Börsch-Supan & Schröder, 2011). Thus the way is
pened to approach a number of research questions
ossibly for the first time.

This paper utilizes the device of examining groups
hose characteristics place them in a minority in their own

ountry (women going against the flow), yet who are very
imilar to majorities in other countries in the SHARE
ample. Thus family-centred women who have never
orked are the exception in Scandinavia, yet are strongly

epresented in the South. Conversely career women in the
outh are uncommon, yet are the majority in the North.

These types of comparisons are useful for fixing ideas
nd for representational purposes. They can also be used to
ose complex questions with clarity (approximating in
gic to a controlled experiment): given that the kind of

bstacles to employment which are held responsible for
w labour participation in the South (child care facilities,
come support) were patently available in the North, yet
e minority chose traditional roles, what were the factors

till placing obstacles to their participation?
The questions that this comparison motivates are

ider: was it limited availability of service infrastructure
.g. due to location), a question of values, a reflection of ill

ealth or can we discern vestiges of sex discrimination and
sufficiency of financial incentives? Conversely, given
at the shortcomings of social services are deemed

ufficient to explain persistence of traditional roles for
e majority in the South, how did career women cope with
e pressures of balancing work and family? Did they have
wer children, did they have access to child care from
mily resources, or were they forced to work by financial

ressure? How did women’s own (socially conditioned)
references affect their choices? What are the outcomes of
imilar choices in contexts characterised by different social
orms? Once we try to control for other factors, did social
olicy lead or follow developments?

In order to be able to disentangle this many separate
ffects, it is important to employ a carefully structured
ultivariate model. The last section of the paper

pproaches these questions by embedding them in a
odel explaining labour force entry and length of career as

nked decisions. This enables us to examine whether social
olicy parameters had added effects having allowed for the
fluence of individual characteristics.

2. Identifying the groups: dominant and atypical
patterns

Patterns of female paid work vary hugely in Europe, as
do work-care models. Evolving ‘models of family’ (i.e. the
shift away from the male breadwinner model in the
direction of dual-earner families – Lewis, 2001) and
‘preferences’ (home-, work-centred or adaptive – Hakim,
2000, 2004, chap. 1) have been ways of analysing complex
trends. At the same time, economists have noticed the
existence of two ideal-types which may be rationalized as
the result of two equilibria in Europe regarding women’s
work patterns: a high labour force participation, good
social infrastructure and high fertility rates equilibrium
characterising Northern countries, and a low participation,
low fertility and missing social infrastructure equilibrium
characterising Southern economies (Bettio & Villa, 1998;
Boeri, 2003; Boeri, Del Boca, & Pissarides, 2005, chap. 1).
This brings the welfare state into the discussion as an
important influence. Esping-Andersen’s welfare state
typology (Esping-Andersen, 1990, chap. ix, expanded by
Ferrera, 1996 to add the Mediterranean as a distinct type)
leads one to expect that patterns of female paid work
observe the boundaries of the ‘Worlds of Welfare Capital-
ism’. The exact typology of Esping-Andersen has been
questioned in the context of gender (Crompton & Lyonette,
2006; Hobson, 2004; Lewis, Campbell & Huerta, 2008).
However, this criticism leaves the geographical division
unaffected. The effect of the type of welfare state can be
seen indirectly as the underlying cause of inter-country
differences, or might be included explicitly through
modelling specific areas of intervention of major impor-
tance, such as family policies (Ferrera, 2005; Goodin,
Headey, Muffels & Dirven, 1999, chap. 1). As Daly (2002)
states in reviewing the current state of knowledge,
evidence on direct links between policies and particular
female labour profiles is still inconclusive (also, Jaumotte,
2003).

The original rise in women’s labour force participation
took place in times when both dominant gender roles,
workplace structures or the family division of labour were
not supportive (O’Rand & Henretta, 1999, chaps. 3, 7–9).
However, since that time gender roles and expectations
have adapted. Hence, the present circumstances of today’s

older people may only be understood by reference to their
prior life course (Arber, Davidson & Ginn, 2003). As Morgan
and Kunkel (2007, chap. 2) point out, older cohorts of
women are more likely to have to depend on survivor
benefits, whereas their younger counterparts are more
likely to have built up their own social insurance rights.2

The SHARELIFE sample of people aged 50+ includes data
on 14,859 women. The majority (85%) had some work
experience in the past (one third had just one job during
their careers); but at the time of the interview only 23%
were still working. Almost 14,000 had been married at

1 This paper uses data from SHARELIFE release 1, as of November 24th

010 & SHARE release 2.5.0, as of May 24th 2011. The SHARE data

ollection has been primarily funded by the European Commission

rough the 5th framework programme (project QLK6-CT-2001-00360 in

e thematic programme Quality of Life), through the 6th framework

rogramme (projects SHARE-I3, RII-CT-2006-062193, COMPARE, CIT5-

T-2005-028857, and SHARELIFE, CIT4-CT-2006-028812) and through

e 7th framework programme (SHARE-PREP, 211909 and SHARE-LEAP,

27822). Additional funding from the U.S. National Institute on Aging

01 AG09740-13S2, P01 AG005842, P01 AG08291, P30 AG12815, Y1-

G-4553-01 and OGHA 04-064, IAG BSR06-11, R21 AG025169) as well as

2 The shift towards own pensions is often accompanied by an intra-

generational redistribution (in actuarial terms) from those who work
om various national sources is gratefully acknowledged (see http://

ww.share-project.org for a full list of funding institutions).

longer towards the pensions of those who have shorter or no working

careers (Timonen, 2008, chap. 5).

http://www.share-project.org/
http://www.share-project.org/
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st once (more than 8% have married again) while 82%
d more than one child. SHARELIFE, by providing data on
e entire life of respondents (rather than synchronic
formation) allows us to introduce a time dimension. The
ta collection utilized a life grid or calendar to help
spondents recall major events about their family or work
ckground. If one seeks information pertaining to distant
ents that shaped older individuals’ lives in Europe, the
ly realistic alternative is retrospective data collection,

hich depends on respondent’s recall. This type of data
ay be problematic especially if the period of recall spans
cades (e.g. Bound, Brown, & Mathiowetz, 2001). SHARE-
E attempted to minimize recall bias by using devices

ch as computerized Life Calendar Modules, which
owed for top-down retrievals and recalls within a
eme and also across different themes (Schröder, 2011).3

 post analysis checking for internal consistency of
ARELIFE data, as well as by comparing recall information

ith external cross-country historical information (Maz-
nna & Havari, 2011) concluded that scepticism about
ta quality is not warranted.
In defining female work patterns a number of ideal-

pes stand out; these are usually associated with the
untry groups in which they are prevalent. Hakim’s (2000,
ap. 1) work predisposes to find women distributed in
sters around these behaviour norms. Our first concern is

 identify whether such clusters exist. In doing so, the
ple expedient of comparing years worked would

troduce bias, as older respondents will include years
 work after 50 and will systematically exhibit longer
reers than 50-year olds who are still working. Moreover,
women retire earlier than men, a retirement effect will
ntaminate’ our indicator. To allow for this, the key

dicator to be analysed is years of work of each
spondent until he/she reached the age of 50 – regardless

 current age. Thus we disregard periods of work after
e 50. Fig. 1 shows the distributions of this variable for

the four geographical groups which roughly correspond to
distinct types of welfare state: The North (Sweden,
Denmark), Centre (West Germany, the Netherlands,
Belgium, France, Switzerland, Austria), South (Italy, Spain,
Greece) and East (Poland, Czech Republic, East Germany4).
These groups loosely follow the typology of Esping-
Andersen (1990, chap. ix). Given that the bulk of the
analysis refers to periods before the 1990s, the
Netherlands is included with social-insurance type sys-
tems of Central Europe.

Simple visual inspection shows the existence of two

polar types. First, the ‘full career woman’ (FCW) or work-
centred woman. In Fig. 1 we see concentrations of women
with around 30 years of work or more, which with an entry
age of 20 essentially implies uninterrupted stay in
employment (for those women with tertiary education,
a full career necessarily starts later, so the FCW category is
defined to include those with more than 26 years’ work).
Second, and at the other extreme, we find the family-
centred woman – exclusively ‘full-time career’ or ‘full
family’ woman (FFW) with no links to the labour market.
Hakim’s category of the ‘adaptive’ woman falls in between
(supplemental earner, main carer, in and out of work). This
category can be further divided according to work-
intensity (i.e. share of working years in total). For the
purposes of exposition the continuum is divided into two
groups: between 20 and 29 years ‘Adaptive Career Woman’
(ACW) and, between 1 and 19 years of work ‘Adaptive
Family Woman’ (AFW). What distinguishes the one from
the other is the different degree of continuity of employ-
ment characterising the two groups. Fig. 1 largely confirms
Hakim’s expectation and leads to the following classifica-
tion by country (Fig. 2). There is a clear difference between
North and South, but also one between West and East.

. 1. Distribution of career length to 50, by country group.

urce: SHARELIFE release 1.

4 The SHARE sample allows us to distinguish the Eastern part of

Germany; given that the career of East German older women was affected

by GDR institutions, for the purposes of examining labour force entry it

makes sense to include Eastern Germany with the Czech Republic and
We can thus see not only whether patterns exist, but also how they

read through time.

Poland. For a description of the social policy framework in Eastern Europe,

see the papers in Barr (2005, chap. 1).
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 the latter case, the distinction carries over to a difference
etween former East Germany (closer to the Czech
epublic) and West (closer to Austria).

Fig. 2 examines the groups by country. In the never

orked group, the Southern countries are the champions
over 30%, on average, with Greece reaching almost 45%),
hile only a small minority (below 7%) in six countries

Denmark, Sweden – the Nordics at 1% – Czech Republic,
ermany, the Netherlands and Switzerland), followed by
rance, Austria and Poland (around 10%). By contrast, the
ngest careers are recorded in the Nordics (Sweden and
enmark), the Czech Republic (and also Eastern
ermany), with over 60% on average of women working
nger than 31 years. Long careers are also the rule in

entral countries (ranging from 40% to 60%) – in Austria,
ermany, France, Poland and Switzerland and Belgium at

he limit. The group of adaptive women (henceforth
daptives’) is also largest in the North, signifying the

work. The Mediterranean countries and Belgium, on the
other hand, have a moderate share of working women in
long careers, and few in the intermediate category.

How does this picture change by cohort? If we examine
the career length by country group we can observe that in
all cases the group of the never-worked women shrinks in
younger cohorts. As we move cohorts we generally see a
decrease in polarisation in favour of the adaptive group –
with more than 19 years employment. We also see a
reduction of very long careers (35+), connected presum-
ably with later entry into the labour market as a result of
the raising of the school-leaving age (Figs. 3–5).

Examining these (essentially bimodal) distributions, we
may retain three crucial observations:

� The critical decision – taken early on – is whether to
enter the labour market.
� Those entering the labour market appear in many

0%
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30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

 (A) <3 months  (B) 3-12 months  (C) 1-3 years  (D) >3 years

ig. 2. Women’s career pattern by country.

ource: SHARELIFE release 1.

ig. 3. Career length by country group, 80+ cohort.

ource: SHARELIFE release 1.
ossibility of leaving and then being able to return to
 countries most likely to continue on for a full career.
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The intermediate group – those exiting and re-entering
the labour market – are less well-defined and distinct,
though their prevalence is higher in younger cohorts.

Hence it is important to take a closer look at career
terruption patterns.

 Career interruptions of women with some work
perience and children

The crucial factor in women’s working lives is
ildbearing. Here we focus only on mothers who had
en working when they gave birth, i.e. on that 63.3% of
omen in our sample who have some work experience.
e first show whether the arrival of a child affects working
tterns (Table 1). The table is derived by analyzing the
estion on interruptions, which was put to the respon-
nts for each childbirth separately and is thus reliant on
e understanding of the respondent herself. Looking at the
ble, the rule is to stop work temporarily (more than half
 working women), although the share of permanent drop
ts is substantial, especially in Central Europe. In some
ses it is twice as high as in the Southern countries, and
uld be explained by the fact that Mediterranean women,
ce they enter the labour market, appear to be more

due to children do not translate into quitting work
altogether. Overall, one in four women had no interruption
whatsoever after the arrival of their (last) child.5

The lowest rate of dropouts from work due to the birth
of a child are experienced in the Eastern European
countries, Eastern Germany, Sweden and, somehow
surprisingly, Greece (due to having dropped out at an
earlier stage – i.e. at marriage). The highest dropout rates
(over 20%) are recorded in Austria, Germany and the
Netherlands, while a cluster including both Central
(Belgium, France) and Southern countries (Spain, Italy)
but also one Eastern European country (Poland) had the
highest shares of women that did not interrupt their career
at all when they had their children.

The duration of the interruption due to childbirth is
presented in Fig. 6. As plainly illustrated, interruptions
tend to be shorter in the low female participation countries
(Southern European countries exhibiting a bipolar work
pattern for women), followed by Denmark, Belgium,
Poland, Czech Republic and Sweden. The longest career

. 4. Career length by country group, 65–79 cohort.

urce: SHARELIFE release 1.

. 5. Career length by country group, <65 cohort.

urce: SHARELIFE release 1.

5 Given our focus on career choice, we looked at return to employment
er childbearing was complete, i.e. after the last child. Interruptions

tween children are thus treated as temporary by definition.
silient compared to Central women; career interruptions
aft

be



Table 1

Career interruptions due to children.

Country Never worked

again (%)

Stopped working

temporarily (%)

No interruption (%) Women who worked at

the time of 1st childbirth (n)

SE 7.3 86.6 6.1 743

DK 14.7 69.7 15.6 754

PL 6.6 59.6 33.8 672

CZ 0.4 94.6 5.0 909

DE (E) 2.0 71.9 26.2 206

DE (W) 29.6 47.1 23.3 539

NL 30.6 54.6 14.8 633

BE 18.7 33.3 48.0 813

FR 17.5 44.3 38.2 785

CH 17.6 55.1 27.3 412

AT 23.4 57.4 19.2 316

IT 19.5 44.3 36.2 487

ES 15.6 45.4 39.0 232

GR 6.0 69.5 24.5 451

Total 17.5 54.1 28.4 7952

Source: SHARELIFE release 1, analysis of question RC029.
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 (A) <3 months  (B) 3-12 months  (C) 1-3 years  (D) >3 years

Fig. 6. Duration of interruption for females who stopped working temporarily because of a child, by country.

Source: SHARELIFE release 1.

Fig. 7. Duration of interruption for females who stopped working temporarily because of a child, by cohort and country group.

Source: SHARELIFE release 1.

A. Lyberaki et al. / Advances in Life Course Research 18 (2013) 26–45 31



in
(G

gr
M
th
ha
in
th
pr
m
w

Ta

‘‘M

F

L
S

L

F
M

M

I
R

R

C

E

E

A

H
S

E

E

F
M

S

H

S

So

95
a

b

*

*

*

A. Lyberaki et al. / Advances in Life Course Research 18 (2013) 26–4532
terruptions occur in Switzerland and the Netherlands
ermany, France and Austria follow).
Differences become more apparent when we look at

oups of countries. Almost 90% of working mothers in the
editerranean countries interrupted their career for less
an a year after the arrival of their (last) child, while about
lf of working mothers in Central Europe experience work
terruption longer than 3 years. This shorter interval in
e South could reflect the problems of maternity
otection (e.g. short maternity leaves, non-coverage from
aternity protection legislation for numerous groups of
omen, rigidity of rules excluding choice) for working

women at the time of childbearing of the SHARELIFE
group; they either had to leave altogether or get back very
soon. Fig. 7 performs the same analysis by cohort and
group of countries. It shows that there is some convergence
for younger cohorts: the incidence of very short career
interruptions (less than 3 months) declines everywhere in
consecutive age cohorts. Interruptions up to one year
increased only in the Nordic countries, declined in the East
and the South, while remained fairly stable in the Central
countries. There seems to be a general trend for the period
of absence to last between 3 and 36 months, at the expense
of both longer (>3 years) and shorter (<3 months)

ble 2

inorities’’ patterns comparison based on Exercise 1 (selected outcome).

ull career women FCW Adaptive & non-working

women (non-FCW)

Significance

levels of differences*

FCW as

rulea

FCW as

exceptionb

Non-FCW

as ruleb

Non-FCW

as exceptiona

(1) (2) (3) (4) (2)(1) (2)(3)

ife satisfaction
atisfied with life (8–10) 62.6

[59.4–65.9]

53.0

[49.2–56.8]

40.8

[37.8–43.9]

68.2

[64.5–71.6]

*** ***

ook back on life with happiness (often) 48.2

[44.9–51.4]

42.2

[38.5–46.0]

38.5

[35.6–41.5]

54.3

[50.7–57.9]

*

amily
ean number of children 2.08

[2.03–2.14]

2.49

[2.38–2.59]

2.71

[2.61–2.81]

2.32

[2.25–2.38]

*** **

ean number of marriages 1.09

[1.05–1.12]

0.98

[0.95–1.00]

0.94

[0.93–0.96]

1.12

[1.08–1.16]

*** *

nitial conditions
elative position mathematically

AT 10 (much better or better)

39.5

[36.4–42.6]

26.4

[23.3–29.7]

22.2

[19.9–24.8]

37.9

[34.7–41.3]

*** *

elative position to others language

AT 10 (much better or better)

49.9

[46.7–53.0]

33.9

[30.4–37.5]

28.8

[26.1–31.7]

52.3

[49.0–55.7]

*** *

hildhood health status

(excellent or very good)

72.6

[69.6–75.3]

66.2

[62.6–69.5]

72.0

[69.2–74.6]

71.9

[68.8–74.7]

** **

ver had period of hunger (yes) 2.4

[1.7–3.5]

10.8

[8.6–13.4]

9.3

[7.8–11.0]

3.2

[2.2–4.6]

***

ver discriminated against (yes) 6.4

[4.8–8.5]

1.4

[0.8–2.4]

1.2

[0.8–1.9]

6.6

[4.7–9.4]

***

rea of first residence (big city or suburbs) 25.9

[23.0–29.0]

16.0

[13.6–18.8]

13.4

[11.7–15.3]

23.0

[20.1–26.3]

***

ealth
PH (excellent or very good) 22.9

[20.4–25.5]

14.8

[12.4–17.7]

14.0

[12.1–16.0]

26.2

[23.5–29.1]

***

ver received gyn. check-ups reg.

over the course of years (no)

19.1

[17.1–21.2]

36.6

[33.1–40.2]

41.3

[38.5–44.2]

23.0

[20.5–25.7]

*** *

ver had mammograms regularly (no) 35.9

[33.0–38.8]

31.5

[28.2–35.0]

42.8

[39.9–45.7]

28.5

[25.8–31.4]

***

inances-work
edian income decile 5

[4–6]

6

[5–7]

5

[4–6]

5

[4–6]

** ***

atisfaction with job career 89.5

[86.8–91.7]

73.4

[69.7–76.8]

***

ad disappointing job career 21.8

[18.7–25.3]

27.5

[23.9–31.3]

*

atisfied with achievements 88.7

[85.8–91.1]

68.8

[65.0–72.4]

***

urce: SHARE Wave 1 and 2 release 2.5.0, SHARELIFE release 1.

% significance intervals are noted in square brackets.

Countries where FCW as rule: SE, DK, CZ.

Countries where FCW as exception: ES, IT, GR.

 Significant at 5%.

* Significant at 1%.

** Significant at 0.1%.
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terruptions, presumably reflecting maternity leave
egulations.6 In general, the overall impression is one of
onvergence, with the Nordic countries in the lead.

. Comparing groups of women diverging from their
ountry’s norm

Having established a number of different work-family
atterns as well as their prevalence in different countries
nd regions, we now examine women following a-typical
ork-family patterns (i.e. exceptions to what was consid-

red ‘normal’ at the time in their country).7 A group of
ioneers’ opted for a full career in environments where
at was considered unorthodox or even eccentric – chiefly

CW in the South. At the other end of the spectrum, the
roup of ‘recalcitrant women’ (henceforth ‘recalcitrants’) in
e North retained ‘traditional’ choices and roles, even

fter those had started being abandoned by the majority.
hese ‘aberrant’ choices have implications both about the
pe of women who undertook them, but also could have

ad consequences for the way their lives developed once
at choice had been taken.
A complete analysis would necessitate a fully specified

odel of career choice, whereas the study of the con-
equences of that decision could also amount to a major
ndertaking. In order to orient our intuition, a quick

pression of the factors can be gleaned by means of a
eries of simple comparisons. We can, firstly, compare

inority women’ with majority women in their country.
econdly, we may try to establish whether the decision to go
gainst the flow distinguishes them from women following
e same work-family pattern in a different environment

n which those choices were adopted by the majority).
Appendix A structures that comparison by means of
o exercises, by focusing on a wide range of variables

overing family, education, employment, finances, initial
onditions, health, housing and life satisfaction. The tables
eport average values, 95% confidence intervals and
ignificance levels of the two comparisons: the first
xercise examines the group of career pioneers in the
outh (FCW). The second shifts focus to the recalcitrant
mily-centred women in the North (FFW).

The idea is to compare women who go against the flow
ith two separate reference groups. Firstly, with other
omen in their own countries (who follow the norm).

econdly, with women in other countries who have pursued
e same strategy but as part of the norm in their country.

he tables attempt to reproduce this double comparison.
For instance, looking at full career women (pioneers),

e first comparison is between column 2 (FCW as an
xception) and column 3, which entails looking at women

 the same countries. The second comparison looks at

column 2 in comparison with column 1, i.e. compares
women who have undertaken the same decisions in
different context. To facilitate the use of Table 2 columns
referring to the same group of countries are shaded. In this
way the two sets of shaded areas show FCW (or FFW)
in each and their complements (i.e. non-FCW or non-FFW)
in the same country.

So, taking life satisfaction as an example, full career
women are more satisfied than other women in their own
country context (when pioneers), but clearly less satisfied
compared to full-career women in countries where full
career is the norm. Testing for differences shows, in general
a high level of significance for both comparisons. Though
the sharpest distinctions are (predictably) between wom-
en in different countries, we also find important differ-
ences between women who have chosen different paths in
the same country. The same is true when evaluating job
satisfaction indicators: pioneers appear to be carrying a
heavy burden.

In an (predictably) complex picture, a number of points,
nevertheless, emerge:

4.1. Exercise 1: The Full-Career-Model Women as exceptions

(Southern career pioneers)

� Compared to other women in their own countries, full-
career women (pioneers) tend to have better educational
achievement scores and tend to be richer. They report
higher scores of self-perceived health, while they tend to
have their preventive check-ups more often. In terms of
life satisfaction, they appear considerably more content
in all three life satisfaction indicators.8 In terms of life
satisfaction, ‘traditional-by-choice’ women tend to
report much higher scores in all three indicators.9

� Compared with women following the same model in
contexts where career is the norm, the ‘pioneers’ have
more children and lag in terms of educational attain-
ment, health records (both historically – as children –
and contemporary, in the time of their mature years).
What is striking, however, is that pioneers with careers
tend to report much lower job satisfaction scores, appear
to have made more sacrifices for their jobs and are less
satisfied with their achievements. The same is true for
the overall life satisfaction scores: pioneers are faced
with severe challenges and tend to be less satisfied with
their life.

To venture a generalised comment, pioneers have
invested in their choice, but nevertheless, had to pay a
price for differing from the norm.

6 In a study examining the policies and the determinants of labour force

articipation of women in the OECD, Jaumotte (2003: 93) found that

hile paid parental leave tends to boost female labour force participation,

eyond 20 weeks the marginal effect of additional parental leave on

male participation becomes negative.
7 For an analysis of work patterns which highlight the norms dominant

8 Life satisfaction is notoriously prone to reporting style effects. Those

effects could be corrected by the use of vignettes (e.g. Kapteyn, Smith, and

van Soest (2007) for a disability application). Even so, pending a more

comprehensive treatment, the ‘naked eye’ differences are large enough to

signal effects important enough to merit further, more comprehensive

examination.
9 Examining the significance levels of the two comparisons, the

differences are less sharp than for full career women. They are
 different country groups in SHARE, see Brugiavini, Padula, Pasini, and

eracchi (2011).

concentrated in the areas related to career (education, finance, etc.)

and are related to rural residence.
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. Exercise 2: The Full-Family-Model Women as exceptions

orthern recalcitrants)

Compared to other women in their own countries (i.e.
those working with full career or adaptive), ‘traditional’
women tend to have more children. They also belong to
poorer households (being lower in rank in the income
distribution by 20 points), and are less educated. As far as
self-perceived health is concerned, full family women
tend to report poorer health compared to women in their
countries, and lower incidence of various health tests. In
terms of life satisfaction, recalcitrant women (out of
choice?) report higher incidence of ‘ever having a period
of happiness in life’ compared to the rest of women in
their own country, but apart from this, the other two life
satisfaction scores (contemporary situation) do not
deviate from the norm of their own country.
Compared with ‘traditional’ women in contexts where
full family is the norm, recalcitrants have more children
and a slightly higher number of marriages, higher level
of education but lower scores in self-perceived health.
In terms of life satisfaction, ‘traditional-by-choice’
women tend to report much higher scores in all three
indicators.

An overall impression could be that the group of
calcitrant women decided to devote themselves to their
mily partly because their prospects in the labour market
ere less promising. Their decision to put family before
reer, nevertheless, appeared to be rewarded with higher
e satisfaction than their counterparts where the family
cus was the norm. In other words, traditional roles are
sociated with higher life satisfaction when career for
omen is the norm. The outcomes of Exercise 2 in detail
n be found in Appendix A, together with additional
formation on Exercise 1.

‘Going against the flow’ is not a decision without costs,
r is it symmetrical. Taking life satisfaction as shorthand

r outcomes, it appears that career pioneers suffer from
eir choice, whereas family recalcitrants feel that their
sistance paid off.

 Explaining the patterns: Does social policy and
ployment protection matter?

The ‘naked eye’ analysis so far has uncovered sea-
anges in the patterns of female employment that have
ken place in Europe over the life-span of the SHARE
mple. To start uncovering relationships and the role of
e policies, a carefully structured multidimensional
alysis must be the next step. A model must be chosen
at can explain individual career choice as a function of
dividual circumstances, macroeconomic conditions and
cial policy parameters at the time of choice. The latter in
r sample will vary by individual and will, anyway, lie in
e past; a different set of variables can be hypothesised to
fect length of career. Context variables, such as social
licy, in this framework must affect individual choice
er and above individual circumstances – a rather
manding test.
The patterns we have seen, especially, among the older

in the life of women: whether to enter the labour market or
not. Once having entered, most continue to a full career,
though some drop out. To capture this pattern, our
preliminary investigation employs a two stage analysis:

Firstly, the participation decision is modelled for the
ever-entered the labour market group of women (i.e. those
who have worked). Given that this is a decision adopted in
their 20s, care is taken to include only those variables that
would have been known at that time.

Secondly, the decision of how long to work, is conditional

on having entered. The dependent variable is years of work
to age 50, in order to avoid bias as between women with
completed working lives and those still working, and to
abstract from the effects of differential retirement choices.

The structure of decisions is essentially recursive,
where the participation and career length decisions are
separated in time. Nevertheless, the fact that the group of
women remaining in the labour market is essentially self-
selected creates a bias, implying that a simultaneous
treatment of the two decisions could be necessary.10

Exploratory tests employing a two-stage recursive
approach revealed evidence of selection bias.11 Thus, a
two stage Heckman selection model is estimated (e.g.
Maddala, 1983, chap. 8).12 The recursive-like nature of the
issue means that the variables appropriate to selection
refer to a different period in a person’s life from those
affecting the length of career. Thus the bane of Heckman-
type models, exclusion restrictions, is of little concern.13

The model proposed has clearly much in common with
the venerable discussion of women’s labour force partici-
pation (e.g. Blau, Ferber, & Winkler, 2010, chap. 4; Borjas,
2010, chaps. 2–3; Goldin, 2006; Long, 1958, chap. 7, to
mention but a few). Mincer (1962) pointed out that what
was involved was a three way choice between leisure, paid
work and unpaid family work/housework. In a European
context of small family businesses and farms, helping in
the family business would count as part of the latter.
However, the time structure of the decision, plus the fact
that the dependent variable is career length, sharply
differentiate our approach and should serve as a warning
about drawing easy parallels.

The participation decision: The effect we are trying to
capture is the ease of entry in the labour market at the time
when the women in our sample were in their 20s.14 Thus the
unemployment rate and the growth rate at the time enter
as proxies of labour market opportunities. High employ-
ment protection can be expected to make labour force
entry more difficult. The OECD Employment Protection
Index (EPI) stands in for this; its earliest available estimate

10 Procedures as OLS and probit analyses are available from the authors

upon request.
11 Interestingly for the hypothesis that social policy matters, the

selection bias evidence is much stronger once country groups are allowed.
12 The presence of selection bias can also be thought as an omitted

variable problem in the selected sample (Frees, 2004, chap. 7;

Wooldridge, 2002, chaps. 2, 4, 17).
13 Variables present in the participation decision and not in the careers

length are: age cohorts, educational levels, unemployment rate, EPI index,

maternity leave length, maternity leave replacement rate, country group
mmies.

A full description of the variables is available in Appendix B.
dividuals signal that the crucial decision is taken early on
du

14
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efers to the mid-1980s.15 It is safe to say that employment
rotection in Europe prior to that was no smaller; the
980s can be taken as the floor for the ‘true’ value. The
hildhood relative well-being index is that described in
yberaki, Tinios, and Georgiadis (2011), and is a composite
f eleven separate indicators concerning absolute child-
ood well-being or deprivation weighted according to
eir prevalence16: the presence of a fixed bath, cold and

ot running water supply, inside toilet, central heating, no
r very few books, over-crowded household, experience of
nancial hardship and hunger, poor health status and a
lass of origin indicator.

Table 3 reports selected coefficient of the participation
ecision (the full equation can be found in Appendix B). It
hows a strong cohort effect, an effect of being an orphan,
s of a large family size at childhood. The ‘mother when 22’
ariable is insignificant and positive, regardless of Goldin’s
006: 14) argumentation that it should be negative.
owever, its ‘wrong sign’ should be evaluated together
ith the large negative effect of the related ‘mother at first
b’ variable in the length of career equation. Relative

hildhood well-being has a negative effect, signifying that
articipation in many cases may have been dictated by
trained circumstances (in line with Mincer’s finding,
962). This interpretation is strengthened by the negative
ffect of elementary occupation. For some women starting

 work was an imposed necessity, for others (the well-
ducated, from more cultured families) an active choice.

Context variables attempt to encapsulate in summary
form conditions in the labour market at the time of labour
force entry for the different age groups contained in the
sample. They attempt to capture the parameters of
individual decisions that are dependent on institutional
features and macroeconomic conditions. If these effects
could be fully described, there would be no need to allow
for fixed national effects.

Looking at the effects of estimation, an interesting
pattern emerges: high national average unemployment at
the time when respondents were in their 20s is associated
with smaller entrance. High employment protection for
those at work translates very strongly for problems to
enter. Finally, high real GDP growth is associated with
smaller entry probability, which might be thought counter-
intuitive.17 It must be remembered that a large number of
important covariates are omitted; high real GDP growth
may be standing in for some of these omitted variables: the
latter part of Table 5 shows the transformation of the
variable, once country group dummies are added to this
specification. This can be interpreted as allowing for the
influence of social protection and labour protection
‘styles’.18 The addition has the effect of limiting the
influence of household size and of financial hardship. It
similarly limits the effect of unemployment, reduces the

able 3

eterminants of ‘entry’ participation decision in a simultaneous Heckman sample selection model (selected effects).

Dependent variable = Ever worked (i.e. >0 years of work) Coefficient Standard error

Demographics
Constant 2.8187*** 0.2061

Mother when 22 0.0372 0.0349

Orphan 0.4488** 0.1469

Family size when child �0.0733*** 0.0134

Initial conditions
Childhood relative well-being index: for each country ranges from 0 (complete deprivation) to 1 no deprivation �1.3260*** 0.1905

Occupation of breadwinner when 10: Legislator, senior official, manager, clerk �0.1531** 0.0579

Occupation of breadwinner when 10: Elementary agricultural or fishery worker �0.2075*** 0.0382

Number of books when 10 (>10 books) 0.3077*** 0.0413

Period of financial hardship up to age 20 �0.2934** 0.0979

Context variables when 20 (averages by cohort)
GDP real Growth rate �11.756*** 2.2174

Unemployment rate �0.0225*** 0.0054

EPI index �0.5610*** 0.0285

Maternity leave length by age cohort 0.0154*** 0.0018

Maternity leave replacement rate by age cohort 1.3943*** 0.0847

Transition country �0.6251*** 0.0822

Number of observations 11,627

Censored observations 1954

ource: SHARE Wave 1 and 2 release 2.5.0, SHARELIFE release 1.

ffects not reported of: age 65–79 and 80+ negative & significant; education positive & significant; foreign born, poor health when child insignificant.

** Significant at 1%.

*** Significant at 0.1%.

5 The EPI is an index which measures the procedures and costs involved

 dismissing individuals or groups of workers and the procedures

volved in hiring workers on fixed-term or temporary work agency

ontracts (OECD, 2012). The description of other variables appears in

17 The countries with particularly high growth in the 1960s and the

1970s were the countries starting from a low base (usually in Southern

Europe). Given the unique characteristics of social policy in the

Mediterranean Welfare States, high historical growth may be acting as

a proxy for omitted variables or errors in measurement such as unequal

implementation.
18 An alternative specification was run with a GDP ‘Southern slope
ppendix B.
6 In the spirit of Delhausse, Luttgens, and Perelman (1993).

dummy’. The latter was strongly positive, implying that the generalised

growth effects may have operated in different ways in different contexts.
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fluence of employment protection and reduces the effect
 growth. These transformations may be taken as
dicative that those variables may have opposing influ-
ce in different policy settings; once the overall effect of
untry groups is allowed for, the within-group variation is
le to exhibit itself. The weakening of public policy
riables once the influence of large country groupings is
owed for can be taken as evidence that most of the
blic policy effect comes from between country group
riation. This is as we might expect, given that the ‘three
orlds of welfare capitalism’ were at their most distinct at
e time when our sample’s participation decision was
ken – from the 1950s to the 1980s.

The career length decision: To examine the length of
reer, the dependent variable is defined as number of
ars worked until the age of 50. In this way the spurious
rrelation is avoided between age and years at work,
ven that we have both women currently working and
omen already retired. A further advantage of this
finition is to abstract from considerations relating to
nsionable age, which are bound to introduce differentia-
ns at the top end. The continuous decision on career
gth appears in Table 4.
Children and marriage: Being married and being a

other at the time of labour force entry are both very
portant, subtracting 11 years from the predicted value.
is confirms Goldin’s (2006) observation for the US that
ing in the labour force before marriage and childbearing
ments a permanently strong labour force attachment.
e magnitude of the other children variables should be

seen in this light: beyond the first child, the marginal

impact of an additional child is negative and decreasing.
Education and health: Given the cut-off at 50 the negative
effect of education is due to later entry. Poor health is
important only if the problem was sufficiently serious to
necessitate leaving a job – re-entry presumably is then
harder. Occupation: The frequency of changing jobs leads to
a lower expected length (re-entry problems). Later entry
presumably accounts for shorter careers in public admin-
istration (corrected by a positive sign for being a civil
servant). Owning a business has an effect on length of
career, as is being eligible for a pension before 50.

Context variables: A high minimum wage relative to the
average leads to reductions in careers, as returns to the
labour market after an interval of absence are more
difficult. Social protection expenditure on family policies
and mainly the replacement rate of maternity allowance
have an important influence (see Brugiavini, Pacini, &
Trevisan, 2012); those variables together may be standing
in for a more diffuse, society-wide, ‘reconciliation of family
and work effect’. Unemployment has a negative effect (as it
did in participation), implying that high unemployment
prevented labour entry and reduced careers. The EPI index
appears only to affect participation and to have no effect on
career length.

However, once the same specification is run with

country group dummies, the influence of social policy
context variables is completely transformed (Table 5). The
key differences could well be due to the differences of the
‘Mediterranean welfare states’ (to follow Ferrera (1996)

ble 4

terminants of career length in a simultaneous Heckman sample selection model.

ependent variable = Years of work to 50jwork > 0 Coefficient Standard error

onstant 27.8260*** 0.4847

emographics
umber of children (1) 1.8528*** 0.2359

umber of children (2) 0.8974*** 0.2044

umber of children (3+) 0.2064 0.2219

ivorced 1.0012*** 0.2278

arried when got first job �3.8329*** 0.2613

other when got first job �6.9623*** 0.2982

ver left job because of ill health or disability �1.3297*** 0.1945

ccupational information
umber of jobs �0.6714*** 0.0370

ver been civil servant 0.7233*** 0.2125

ot pension before the age of 50 1.4498*** 0.2199

istorical context variables when 40 (avg by cohort)
PI 1980s (Employment Protection Index) 0.0209 0.1605

nemployment by cohort �0.0498* 0.0254

ocial protection on ‘‘family function’’ as (%) of GDP by age cohort 0.3061** 0.1094

inimum wage as % of average in 1970s, 1980s, 1990s by age cohort �0.9818** 0.3106

aternity leave length by age cohort �0.0030 0.0065

aternity leave replacement rate by age cohort 2.2947*** 0.4651

ransition country 1.9062*** 0.3523

umber of observations 11,627

ensored observations 1954

urce: SHARE Wave 1 and 2 release 2.5.0, SHARELIFE release 1.

ects not reported: age 65–80 and 80+ negative & significant; education negative & significant; industry negative & significant; occupational self-

ployed status significant.

rginal effects are noted in Table B.2.

 Significant at 5%.

* Significant at 1%.

** Significant at 0.1%.
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ather than Esping-Andersen). Once the Southern Europe-
n factor is allowed for, virtually all context variables
ecome significant and have the expected signs. This
eans that the parameters of choice encapsulated in the

ontext variable explain differences within groups, where-
s differences between groups must be due to more diffuse
ystemic differences, which interact with our simple
ariables. For instance, the EPI index is large and negative,
hile social protection on the family function becomes
rge and positive.

The influence of maternity leave provisions must be
ommented on. Despite the crudeness of the indicator
context variables for that did not penetrate beyond a
ertain date) these variables are important both for the
election equation and the length of career. The complex-
y of the effects and the way they change once country
roups are distinguished, reinforce their interpretation of

 generalised ‘reconciliation of work family life effect’.
deed, in the typologies of welfare states, the Mediterra-

ean state is supposed to stand out by placing all emphasis
n pensions and little on the family function. During the
orking life of the SHARELIFE sample, in the Mediterra-
ean both social protection family policy would have been
bsent (or only applied to a small group of ‘insiders’),
hile employment protection would not be extended

o women.
Given that most of our context variables essentially

apture social policy effort, the transformation of the
ffects once a generalised ‘Southern’ effect is allowed for,

plies that the same effort in different parts of Europe had

different effects. This could be due to the same effort
(expenditure) being dedicated to pursuing different
objectives. We would observe that in those cases where
different welfare states obeyed distinct logics, these logics

permeate many omitted variables. Such would be the case in
the welfare state typology. This can be taken as an
indication that – in the period when the women in our sample

were still young – the workings of the welfare systems and
the way those related to the economy were to a large
extent distinct – at least between North and South.

6. Conclusions

The 50 years encompassed in the lives of women in the
SHARELIFE sample capture the periods of development,
apogee and consolidation of distinct ‘worlds of welfare
capitalism’ into what many call the ‘European Social
Model’. In this paper we have attempted to chart how this
social transformation was directly experienced by survey
respondents of a rich sample survey. Our analysis, despite
using methodologies not usually employed by analysts of
social administration, has shone some light on this
transformation, in at least five areas:

First, the working lives initially followed a bipolar
pattern, which is, nevertheless becoming less polarised
with time. Rather than two distinct groups, younger
cohorts contain more women with adaptive careers,
leaving and re-entering the labour market. This process
is visible everywhere, though it is still very uneven in its
geographical and social spread.

able 5

ontext variables in the Heckman regression once country groups are distinguished (selected coefficients only).

Dependent variable = Years of work to 50jwork > 0 Coefficient Standard error

Constant 27.8095*** 0.6242

Historical context variables when 40 (avg by cohort)
EPI 1980s (Employment Protection Index) �0.7489*** 0.1907

Unemployment by cohort �0.0673* 0.0265

Social protection on ‘‘family function’’ as (%) of GDP by cohort 1.4670*** 0.2060

Minimum wage as % of average by age cohort �0.2341 0.3591

Maternity leave length by age cohort �0.0383*** 0.0088

Maternity leave replacement rate by age cohort 2.0456*** 0.4276

Central �0.1602 0.3130

South 2.5553*** 0.7110

Transition 2.8567*** 0.4025

Selection equation = Ever worked
Historical context variables when 20 (avg by cohort)
EPI 1980s (Employment Protection Index) �0.2720*** 0.0495

Unemployment by cohort and 1960s, 1970s, 1980s �0.0030 0.0057

Growth rate by cohort and 1970s, 1980s, 1990s �7.5658*** 2.1407

Maternity leave length by age cohort 0.0004 0.0028

Maternity leave replacement rate by age cohort 0.7734*** 0.1123

Central �0.9603*** 0.1149

South �1.5020*** 0.1130

Transition �0.8888*** 0.1271

Number of observations 11,627

Censored observations 1954

Rho 0.5204

Sigma 6.4446

Lambda 3.3539

ource: SHARE Wave 1 and 2 release 2.5.0, SHARELIFE release 1.

* Significant at 5%.

*** Significant at 0.1%.
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Second, social norms matter: individual experiences of
omen following the same work family pattern in different

untries lead to varying outcomes. The pioneers who
ent against the flow’ and opted for work (by choice or
cessity) were burdened with some additional difficulties
ssibly connected to their minority status.
Third, the econometric analysis found some evidence

r convergence. In a multivariate model where the effect
dividual circumstances can be allowed together with key
rameters of the welfare state, we saw that social policy
peared more efficacious regarding the length of career,
ther than for participation. The latter was a decision,
hich was taken earlier and on the basis of the situation
rtaining before the 1980s.
Fourth, the further back in time we go, the more distinct

e national styles of welfare state appear to be. In any
se, that is a plausible explanation of the reversal of many
timated impacts of social policy variables once country
oup dummies are added.
Finally, all analyses seem to concur that there appear
o large fissures in Europe: one regarding the transition
untries, and another regarding the Mediterranean.
deed social policy parameters seem to change their
eaning and significance once we allow for a generalised
editerranean’ effect.
Including context variables in econometric equations,

ch as social protection as a percentage of GDP, in a linear
shion, presumes that the policy ‘effort’ is homogeneous,
d the differences quantitative: spending half as much on
cial protection is half as good. In the Mediterranean,
ough, low spending was the result of system fragmenta-

n: low overall spending was the outcome of providing
ore cover for some sections of the population, rather than
hers. The welfare state, especially in the field of pensions,
oceeded by filling gaps rather than methodically
tending universal benefits.19 In such cases, the observed
fferences between the low spending South and the high
ending North are qualitative. In other words, it is not that
erall effort social policy effort was deficient, but that the
ds to which this effort was applied may have been
stinct.

An example may help to fix ideas: in Greece or in Italy
e welfare state was held to be fragmented and also

incorporated in the mechanism of a ‘clientelistic’ state
(Ferrera, 1996). Much of social policy expenditure was
directed towards social policy ‘insiders’ with limited wider
impact. Similarly, employment protection legislation was
selectively implemented, leaving most of the labour
market effectively unregulated. Thus the same value for,
say, the EPI index or the same percentage of social
protection expenditure would have lower impact or would
even serve a different ‘logic’ than, say in Central Europe or
Scandinavia. This logic implies many contextual variables
would be devoted to serve different objectives and hence
can be expected to operate differently in different contexts.
It would also explain the apparent instability of effects
once a generalised ‘regional effect’ is allowed for; context
variables, especially when referring to past decades,
move in relatively fixed clusters according to type of
welfare state or perhaps of the level of economic
development. The process of European integration could
thus be seen as a process where the different ‘logics’
gradually merge.

Do policies matter? Our verdict is ‘undoubtedly yes’.
However, the same policies may produce very different
outcomes, while similar outcomes may correspond to very
different policies (Daly, 2002). It is interesting to hypothe-
sise on ‘functional equivalents’: if social expenditure is
devoted to objectives other than social protection, then
something (or someone) will have to be found to supply
social protection services – i.e. a functional equivalent for
‘real’ social protection. Lack of public social infrastructure
may be compensated by the market for such services or
even by quiet grannies. The European welfare state
encompasses the formal social policy apparatus in the
North, and an informal family-based support system in the
South (Lyberaki & Tinios, 2013).

The ‘big story’ the researchers should not lose out is the
steady but sure convergence of family and work patterns.
This convergence, however, still leaves much ground
uncovered. Though much of the differentiation observed
in today’s older women is the result of older discrimination
and cumulated inequities, new types of obstacles may
resume where the older ones left off. Alas, convergence of
women’s career patterns in Europe is unlikely to be
something that will be solved ‘automatically’.

In labour economics there is an appreciation that applying different
es to different parts of the population, as transition arrangements leads

an overall effect which is qualitatively different – e.g. Boeri (2011).
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See Tables A.1 and A.2.

able A.1

xercise 1: full career women.

FCW Adaptive & non-working women

(non-FCW)

Significance

levels of

differences*

FCW as

rulea

FCW as

exceptionb

Non-FCW

as ruleb

Non-FCW

as exceptiona

(1) (2) (3) (4) (2)(1) (2)(3)

Life satisfaction
Ever had period of happiness (yes) 50.8

[47.6–54.0]

51.5

[47.9–55.1]

47.7

[44.8–50.6]

55.1

[51.7–58.4]

Satisfied with life (8–10) 62.6

[59.4–65.9]

53.0

[49.2–56.8]

40.8

[37.8–43.9]

68.2

[64.5–71.6]

*** ***

Look back on life with

happiness (often)

48.2

[44.9–51.4]

42.2

[38.5–46.0]

38.5

[35.6–41.5]

54.3

[50.7–57.9]

*

Family
Mean number of children 2.08

[2.03–2.14]

2.49

[2.38–2.59]

2.71

[2.61–2.81]

2.32

[2.25–2.38]

*** **

Mean number of marriages 1.09

[1.05–1.12]

0.98

[0.95–1.00]

0.94

[0.93–0.96]

1.12

[1.08–1.16]

*** *

Initial conditions
Number of books when ten (0–10) 15.7

[13.8–17.7]

68.1

[64.7–71.3]

70.1

[67.4–72.6]

18.4

[16.1–20.9]

***

Relative position mathematically

AT 10 (much better or better)

39.5

[36.4–42.6]

26.4

[23.3–29.7]

22.2

[19.9–24.8]

37.9

[34.7–41.3]

*** *

Relative position to others language

AT 10 (much better or better)

49.9

[46.7–53.0]

33.9

[30.4–37.5]

28.8

[26.1–31.7]

52.3

[49.0–55.7]

*** *

Childhood health status (excellent or very good) 72.6

[69.6–75.3]

66.2

[62.6–69.5]

72.0

[69.2–74.6]

71.9

[68.8–74.7]

** **

Primary education 21.1

[18.9–23.6]

57.9

[54.2–61.4]

66.4

[63.5–69.1]

23.4

[20.7–26.3]

*** ***

Secondary education 57.4

[54.3–60.4]

33.4

[30.1–37.0]

29.4

[26.7–32.1]

55.1

[51.7–58.4]

***

Tertiary education 20.5

[18.2–23.0]

8.5

[6.7–10.6]

3.6

[2.6–4.9]

20.6

[18.2–23.3]

*** ***

Ever had period of financial hardship (yes) 30.7

[27.8–33.8]

30.3

[27.1–33.8]

28.9

[26.3–31.6]

36.3

[33.1–39.6]

Ever had period of hunger (yes) 2.4

[1.7–3.5]

10.8

[8.6–13.4]

9.3

[7.8–11.0]

3.2

[2.2–4.6]

***

Ever discriminated against (yes) 6.4

[4.8–8.5]

1.4

[0.8–2.4]

1.2

[0.8–1.9]

6.6

[4.7–9.4]

***

Area of first residence (big city or suburbs) 25.9

[23.0–29.0]

16.0

[13.6–18.8]

13.4

[11.7–15.3]

23.0

[20.1–26.3]

***

Area of first residence (large or small town) 35.8

[32.9–38.8]

40.3

[36.8–43.8]

43.4

[40.6–46.3]

39.9

[36.7–43.3]

Area of first residence (rural area or village) 37.7

[34.8–40.7]

43.6

[40.1–47.3]

43.2

[40.4–46.1]

35.9

[32.9–39.1]

*

Health
Ever had physical injury to disability (yes) 12.1

[10.2–14.4]

12.9

[10.8–15.4]

12.3

[10.6–14.3]

19.8

[17.3–22.6]

Ever had period of stress (yes) 53.5

[50.4–56.7]

54.3

[50.7–57.9]

48.9

[45.9–51.8]

55.6

[52.2–58.9]

*

Ever had period of poor health (yes) 44.2

[41.1–47.4]

42.9

[39.4–46.6]

40.3

[37.6–43.2]

48.3

[44.9–51.6]

SPH (excellent or very good) 22.9

[20.4–25.5]

14.8

[12.4–17.7]

14.0

[12.1–16.0]

26.2

[23.5–29.1]

***

Ever received gyn. check-ups reg. over

the course of years (no)

19.1

[17.1–21.2]

36.6

[33.1–40.2]

41.3

[38.5–44.2]

23.0

[20.5–25.7]

*** *

Ever had mammograms regularly (no) 35.9

[33.0–38.8]

31.5

[28.2–35.0]

42.8

[39.9–45.7]

28.5

[25.8–31.4]

***

Finances-work
Median income 9.404

[7942–10,864]

10.437

[9661–11,211]

8.866

[8424–9307]

15.954

[15,006–16,901]

***



Table A.1 (Continued )

FCW Adaptive & non-working women

(non-FCW)

Significance

levels of

differences*

FCW as

rulea

FCW as

exceptionb

Non-FCW

as ruleb

Non-FCW

as exceptiona

(1) (2) (3) (4) (2)(1) (2)(3)

Median income decile 5

[4–6]

6

[5–7]

5

[4–6]

5

[4–6]

** ***

Ever taken out a life insurance policy (yes) 28.8

[26.2–31.5]

10.0

[8.1–12.3]

9.7

[8.0–11.8]

36.3

[33.2–39.5]

***

Ever been the owner of a business (yes) 4.1

[3.3–5.2]

1.6

[0.9–2.9]

3.4

[2.4–4.8]

4.8

[3.7–6.1]

*** *

Type of private residence (owner) 47.5

[44.4–50.7]

51.7

[48.0–55.3]

62.9

[60.0–65.7]

48.1

[44.7–51.5]

***

Satisfaction with job career 89.5

[86.8–91.7]

73.4

[69,7,76,8]

***

Had disappointing job career 21.8

[18.7–25.3]

27.5

[23.9–31.3]

*

Satisfied with achievements 88.7

[85.8–91.1]

68.8

[65.0–72.4]

***

Sacrificed too much for job 35.8

[32.3–39.5]

31.7

[28.1–35.7]

Health has suffered at work 31.0

[27.7–34.6]

26.9

[23.4–30.8]

Ever left job because of ill

health or disability

14.1

[12.2–16.3]

10.2

[8.1–12.9]

*

Source: SHARE Wave 1 and 2 release2.5.0, SHARELIFE release 1.

95% significance intervals are noted in square brackets.
a Countries where FCW as rule: SE, DK, CZ.
b Countries where FCW as exception: ES, IT, GR.

* Significant at 5%.

** Significant at 1%.

*** Significant at 0.1%.

Table A.2

Exercise 2: full family women.

FFW All working women

(non-FFW)

Significance

levels of

differences*

FFW as

rulea

FFW as

exceptionb

Non-FFW

as ruleb

Non-FFW

as exception a

(1) (2) (3) (4) (2)(1) (2)(3)

Life satisfaction
Ever had period of happiness (yes) 45.3

[41.5–49.3]

52.2

[38.2–65.9]

45.6

[43.1–48.1]

51.0

[48.2–53.8]

Satisfied with life (8–10) 39.1

[35.2–43.2]

64.7

[50.2–77.0]

64.0

[61.3–66.5]

48.9

[46.0–51.9]

***

Look back on life with happiness (often) 36.4

[32.6–40.4]

54.4

[39.6–68.4]

54.1

[51.5–56.7]

41.7

[38.8–44.6]

*

Family
Mean number of children 2.87

[2.73–3.01]

3.19

[2.70–3.68]

2.31

[2.25–2.37]

2.49

[2.41–2.58]

***

Mean number of marriages 0.96

[0.95–0.98]

1.06

[0.97–1.15]

1.09

[1.06–1.11]

0.96

[0.94–0.97]

*

Initial conditions
Number of books when ten (0–10) 77.9

[74.7–80.7]

47.8

[34.5–61.3]

28.1

[25.8–30.5]

65.2

[62.6–67.8]

*** **

Relative position mathematically

AT 10 (much better or better)

15.3

[12.7–18.3]

25.7

[15.7–39.1]

32.4

[30.1–34.7]

27.9

[25.5–30.5]

Relative position to others language

AT 10 (much better or better)

22.1

[18.7–25.9]

36.2

[23.9–50.7]

44.5

[42.0–46.9]

34.8

[32.1–37.6]

*

Childhood health status

(excellent or very good)

71.6

[67.9–75.0]

62.1

[48.4–74.1]

54.0

[51.5–56.5]

68.7

[66.0–71.2]

Primary education 78.5

[75.1–81.5]

17.1

[10.2–27.3]

7.2

[6.3–8.0]

55.5

[52.7–58.3]

*** *
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Table A.2 (Continued )

FFW All working women

(non-FFW)

Significance

levels of

differences*

FFW as

rulea

FFW as

exceptionb

Non-FFW

as ruleb

Non-FFW

as exception a

(1) (2) (3) (4) (2)(1) (2)(3)

Secondary education 20.5

[17.7–23.8]

80.6

[69.9–88.2]

70.0

[67.7–72.2]

35.9

[33.3–38.7]

*** *

Tertiary education 0.0 0.0 22.1

[20.0–24.3]

8.2

[6.8–9.8]

***

Ever had period of financial hardship (yes) 28.6

[25.1–32.3]

29.6

[18.8–43.3]

37.4

[35.0–39.9]

29.9

[27.4–32.5]

Ever had period of hunger (yes) 11.3

[9.1–13.8]

12.6

[5.4–26.8]

14.5

[12.5–16.7]

9.3

[7.7–11.1]

Ever discriminated against (yes) 1.3

[0.7–2.3]

7.6

[3.0–18.1]

7.0

[5.7–8.5]

1.3

[0.9–1.9]

Area of first residence (big city or suburbs) 12.0

[9.9–14.5]

16.4

[7.8–31.2]

24.9

[22.8–27.1]

15.6

[13.8–17.6]

Area of first residence (large or small town) 45.3

[41.5–49.2]

17.5

[9.3–30.5]

33.3

[31.0–35.6]

40.6

[38.0–43.4]

*** **

Area of first residence (rural area or village) 42.7

[38.9–46.5]

66.2

[51.6–78.2]

41.6

[39.1–44.1]

43.7

[41.0–46.5]

** ***

Health
Ever had physical injury to disability (yes) 12.2

[9.8–15.0]

11.5

[5.2–23.8]

9.4

[8.0–10.9]

12.7

[11.0–14.6]

Ever had period of stress (yes) 44.6

[40.7–48.6]

36.8

[24.6–51.1]

58.6

[56.1–61.0]

54.0

[51.2–56.8]

**

Ever had period of poor health (yes) 39.6

[35.9–43.5]

54.3

[40.8–67.3]

51.2

[48.7–53.7]

42.2

[39.5–45.0]

*

SPH (excellent or very good) 11.2

[9.2–13.5]

4.5

[2.6–7.5]

17.5

[15.9–19.1]

15.8

[13.8–18.0]

*** ***

Ever received gyn. check-ups regularly

over the course of years (no)

48.6

[44.8–52.5]

48.4

[35.1–61.9]

23.4

[21.4–25.6]

35.1

[32.4–37.8]

*

Ever had mammograms regularly (no) 53.5

[49.7–57.4]

58.8

[45.4–71.1]

44.4

[41.9–47.0]

31.0

[28.4–33.7]

*

Finances-work
Median income 8.031

[7636–8390]

13.830

[10,168–17,490]

16.606

[15,861–17,350]

10.533

[10,013–11,070]

***

Median income decile 4

[3–5]

4

[2–6]

5

[3–7]

6

[5–7]

**

Ever taken out a life insurance policy (yes) 5.4

[3.8–7.7]

27.6

[17.1–41.3]

41.3

[38.9–43.8]

11.9

[10.2–13.9]

*** *

Ever been the owner of a business (yes) 2.9

[1.7–4.9]

2.0

[1.0–4.2]

2.4

[1.8–3.1]

2.6

[1.8–3.7]

Type of private residence (owner) 63.9

[60.0–67.7]

63.0

[48.6–75.4]

39.8

[37.4–42.2]

55.7

[52.9–58.5]

***

Satisfaction with job career 84.0

[81.4–86.3]

72.1

[69.2–74.9]

(3)(4)**

Had disappointing job career 19.2

[16.9–21.7]

28.4

[25.7–31.4]

Satisfied with achievements 85.3

[82.8–87.5]

68.7

[65.7–71.5]

(3)(4)***

Sacrificied too much for job 23.1

[20.8–25.5]

34.1

[31.2–37.2]

(3)(4)***

Health has suffered at work 28.3

[25.7–31.0]

28.4

[25.6–31.3]

Ever left job because of ill

health or disability

14.9

[13.2–16.9]

11.0

[9.3–13.0]

(3)(4)**

Source: SHARE Wave 1 and 2 release 2.5.0, SHARELIFE release 1.

95% significance intervals are noted in square brackets.
a Countries where FFW as rule: GR, IT, ES.
b Countries where FFW as exception: SE DE, NL, DK, CH, CZ.

* Significant at 5%.

** Significant at 1%.

*** Significant at 0.1%.
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pendix B. A recursive ‘‘participation-length of career
odel’’

See Tables B.1 and B.2.

ble B.1

terminants of participation decision and career length in a simultaneous Heckman sample selection model.

One country group Country groups are allowed for

Coefficient Standard error Coefficient Standard error

ependent variable = Years of work to 50jwork > 0
onstant 27.8260*** 0.4847 27.8095*** 0.6242

emographics
ge cohort (�64) F F

ge cohort (65–79) �0.8245*** 0.1829 �1.2964*** 0.1945

ge cohort (�80) �1.7845*** 0.2998 �2.5194*** 0.3222

umber of children (0) F F

umber of children (1) 1.8528*** 0.2359 1.7966*** 0.2351

umber of children (2) 0.8974*** 0.2044 0.8431*** 0.2037

umber of children (3+) 0.2064 0.2219 0.1859 0.2209

ivorced 1.0012*** 0.2278 1.0422*** 0.2287

arried when got first job �3.8329*** 0.2613 �3.8326*** 0.2611

other when got first job �6.9623*** 0.2982 �7.0180*** 0.2978

ducation and health
rimary education or lower F F

econdary education �0.3426*** 0.1027 �0.2684** 0.0996

ertiary education �0.3150*** 0.0986 �0.2704** 0.0939

eriod of poor health 0.2216 0.1352 0.2469 0.1351

ver had physical injury to disability 0.2236 0.2081 0.2054 0.2082

ver left job because of ill health or disability �1.3297*** 0.1945 �1.2637*** 0.1948

ccupational information
umber of jobs �0.6714*** 0.0370 �0.6551*** 0.0378

ver been civil servant 0.7233*** 0.2125 0.6852*** 0.2131

ot pension before the age of 50 1.4498*** 0.2199 1.3874*** 0.2191

ast job before 50 (legislator, senior official or

manager or professional or clerk)

0.0522 0.1648 0.0472 0.1653

ast job before 50 (elementary or agricultural

or fishery worker)

0.7204*** 0.1706 0.6259*** 0.1701

ast industry before 50 (public administration or defense) �1.0743*** 0.2723 �1.0322*** 0.2725

ast industry before 50 (education or health or social work) �1.6248*** 0.1663 �1.5778*** 0.1666

een the owner or co-owner of a business which you

did not work in

0.8002* 0.3479 0.8049* 0.3488

istorical context variables when 40 (averages by cohort)
PI 1980s (Employment Protection Index) 0.0209 0.1605 �0.7489*** 0.1907

nemployment by cohort �0.0498* 0.0254 �0.0673* 0.0265

ocial protection on ‘‘family function’’ as (%) of

GDP by age cohort

0.3061** 0.1094 1.4670*** 0.2060

inimum wage as % of average in 1970s, 1980s,

1990s by age cohort

�0.9818** 0.3106 �0.2341 0.3591

aternity leave length by age cohort �0.0030 0.0065 �0.0383*** 0.0088

aternity leave replacement rate by age cohort 2.2947*** 0.4651 2.0456*** 0.4276

ordic F

entral �0.1602 0.3130

outh 2.5553*** 0.7110

ransition 1.9062*** 0.3523 2.8567*** 0.4025

election equation = Ever worked (i.e. >0 years of work)
onstant 2.8187*** 0.2061 3.4269*** 0.2679

emographics
ge cohort (�64) F F

ge cohort (65–79) �0.2545*** 0.0433 �0.2859*** 0.0449

ge cohort (�80) �0.3712*** 0.0639 �0.5694*** 0.0672

other when 22 0.0372 0.0349 0.0045 0.0355

rphan (yes) 0.4488** 0.1469 0.3878** 0.1499

oreign-born (yes) 0.0343 0.0727 �0.0379 0.0735

ousehold size as a child �0.0733*** 0.0134 �0.0346* 0.0139

nitial conditions
ell-being index �1.3260*** 0.1905 �1.0841*** 0.1931
hildhood health status (poor or fair) 0.0760 0.0652 0.0633 0.0661



Table B.1 (Continued )

One country group Country groups are allowed for

Coefficient Standard error Coefficient Standard error

Occupation of main breadwinner when ten:

legislator, senior official or manager or

professional or clerk

�0.1531** 0.0579 �0.1303* 0.0589

Occupation of main breadwinner when ten:

elementary or agricultural or fishery worker

�0.2075*** 0.0382 �0.1956*** 0.0390

Number of books when ten (more than 10) 0.3077*** 0.0413 0.2243*** 0.0420

Period of financial hardship (<20s) �0.2934** 0.0979 �0.1941* 0.0993

Primary education or lower F F

Secondary education 0.1873*** 0.0190 0.1591*** 0.0194

Tertiary education 0.2997*** 0.0237 0.2540*** 0.0247

Context variables when 20 (averages by cohort)
GDP real Growth rate �11.7560*** 2.2174 �7.5658*** 2.1407

Unemployment rate �0.0225*** 0.0054 �0.0030 0.0057

EPI index �0.5610*** 0.0285 �0.2720*** 0.0495

Maternity leave length by age cohort 0.0154*** 0.0018 0.0004 0.0028

Maternity leave replacement rate by age cohort 1.3943*** 0.0847 0.7734*** 0.1123

Nordic F

Central �0.9603*** 0.1149

South �1.5020*** 0.1130

Transition �0.6251*** 0.0822 �0.8888*** 0.1271

Number of observations 11,627 11,627

Censored observations 1954 1954

rho 0.3744 0.5204

sigma 6.3526 6.4446

lambda 2.3783 3.3539

Source: SHARE Wave 1 and 2 release 2.5.0, SHARELIFE release 1.

F: reference variable for a group variable.

* Significant at 5%.

** Significant at 1%.

*** Significant at 0.1%.

Table B.2

Average marginal effects of determinants included in the Heckman sample selection model.

Selection equation = Ever worked (i.e. >0 years of work) One country group Country groups are allowed for

Average

marginal effects

Standard

error

Average marginal

effects

Standard

error

Demographics
Age cohort (�64) F F

Age cohort (65–79) �0.0423*** 0.0072 �0.0452*** 0.0071

Age cohort (�80) �0.0617*** 0.0106 �0.0901*** 0.0105

Mother when 22 0.0062 0.0058 0.0007 0.0056

Orphan (yes) 0.0746*** 0.0244 0.0613** 0.0237

Foreign-born (yes) 0.0057 0.0121 �0.0060 0.0116

Household size as a child �0.0122*** 0.0022 �0.0055* 0.0022

Initial conditions
Well-being index �0.2205*** 0.0315 �0.1715*** 0.0305

Childhood health status (poor or fair) 0.0126 0.0108 0.0100 0.0105

Occupation of main breadwinner when ten:

legislator, senior official or manager or

professional or clerk

�0.0255*** 0.0096 �0.0206* 0.0093

Occupation of main breadwinner when ten:

elementary or agricultural or fishery worker

�0.0345*** 0.0063 �0.0309*** 0.0061

Number of books when ten (more than 10) 0.0512*** 0.0068 0.0355*** 0.0066

Period of financial hardship (<20s) �0.0488*** 0.0163 �0.0307* 0.0157

Primary education or lower F F

Secondary education 0.0311*** 0.0031 0.0252*** 0.0030

Tertiary education 0.0498*** 0.0039 0.0402*** 0.0039

Context variables when 20 (avg by cohort)
GDP real Growth rate �1.9548*** 0.3681 �1.1968*** 0.3384

Unemployment rate �0.0037*** 0.0009 �0.0005 0.0009

EPI index �0.0933*** 0.0046 �0.0430*** 0.0078

Maternity leave length by age cohort 0.0026*** 0.0003 0.0001 0.0004

Maternity leave replacement rate by age cohort 0.2318*** 0.0137 0.1223*** 0.0177
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Definitions/sources of context variables

� Growth rate: Source OECD (http://stats.oecd.org/),

rate of gross domestic product computed as an

average of a ten-year period corresponding to the

period the respondent was at the reference age.

� Unemployment rate: Source OECD (http://stats.oecd.

org/), rate of unemployment as % of the labour force

computed as an average of a ten year corresponding

to the period when the respondent was at the

reference age.

� Minimum wage: Source OECD (http://stats.oecd.org/),

minimum relative to average wages of full-time

workers computed as an average of a ten year period

corresponding to the period when the respondent

was at the reference age.

� Social protection on ‘‘family/children function’’ as % of

GDP: Source Eurostat (European system of integrated

social protection statistics ESSPROS database: http://

epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/portal/page/portal/

social_protection/introduction), computed as an

average of a ten-year period corresponding to the

period the respondent was at the reference age.

� Maternity leave length: Maternity/parental leave

duration in weeks: Source SHARELIFE welfare state

context variables (http://share-dev.mpisoc.mpg.de/

index.php?id=162) computed as an average of a ten

year period corresponding to the period when the

respondent was at the reference age.

� Maternity leave replacement rate: Maternity/parental

leave benefits expressed as a percentage of women’s

wages in manufacturing Source SHARELIFE welfare

state context variables (http://share-dev.mpisoc.

mpg.de/index.php?id=162), computed as an average

of a ten year period corresponding to the period when

the respondent was at the reference age.
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