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Abstract 

This working paper focuses on central issues in relation to the reconciliation of work and family 
life in four selected EU member states representing different kinds of welfare and gender policy 
regimes. The analysis shows that there has been an increase in the level of formal childcare in 
these welfare states. This is in line with most citizens’ expectation that the state should play the 
central role in the provision of day care services. 

Given the fiscal constraints on the welfare states, one could expect that strategies for reconciling 
work and family policy to a larger degree would have been left to the labour market partners. 
This is a reason for not only looking into the role of the state but also that of firms. The 
empirical data, however, does not suggest that the role of firms has increased. The main issue 
for companies seems to be flexibility in working time arrangements, including the option of 
working part-time. 

The conclusion is that state welfare policies to combine work and family life centre mainly on 
day care for children. These policies have improved in recent years. Despite the changes, this 
working paper shows that the countries still represent different welfare regimes. Yet looking at 
gender policy frameworks, there have been changes, and with the exception of Denmark 
(whose model is still a clear example of an individual or dual-earner gender regime), the 
countries have moved towards various care policies that do not necessarily reflect one specific 
regime but demonstrate diverse approaches to combining work and family life. 

 

NEUJOBS Working Documents are intended to give an indication of work being 
conducted within the NEUJOBS research project and to stimulate reactions from 
other experts in the field. Texts published in this series are ultimately destined for 
academic publishing. The views expressed in this paper are those of the author and 
do not necessarily represent any institution with which he is affiliated. See the back 
page for more information about the NEUJOBS project. 
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RECONCILIATION OF WORK AND FAMILY LIFE IN 
FOUR DIFFERENT WELFARE STATES 

BENT GREVE∗ 
NEUJOBS WORKING PAPER D. 5.5/JULY 2012 

1. Introduction 

Recent years have seen a growing interest in whether, and if so how, families can 
combine work and family life. The focus of this working paper is on which policies can 
make this possible. There are both company and state measures that can support this 
goal, sometimes in reinforcing ways. Examples include the availability of day care for 
children, the option of statutory leave and the ability to change working time. A caveat 
remains that perceptions about gender roles remain highly relevant for families when 
deciding whether women and men can combine work and family life. 

Here, the work–family life balance is analysed by presenting available comparative 
data on core issues, such as care policies, especially for children. This presentation 
includes a discussion on how different options influence the ability of families to 
reconcile work and family life, and how these options have an impact on the potential 
to work full- or part-time. The possibility for families to choose how to combine work 
and family life, and perceptions of what is the best way to achieve the balance, varies 
across countries.  

The analysis is related to the question of how and to what degree policies (especially 
public and occupational) and options pertaining to different kinds of leave might have 
an impact on labour market participation. Furthermore, it presents information on the 
situation in four countries, particularly in relation to the following aspects: 

a) the degree of coverage concerning care, leave, etc.; and 

b) gender equality in participation in the labour market, and implicitly the ability to 
combine work and family life. 

Affordable and high quality day care is seen as a central instrument to help ensure that 
families can make decisions on how they can best combine work and family life. At the 
same time, care for other dependent family members might also have an impact. 
Therefore data on coverage is presented. A high coverage rate indicates policies 
making reconciliation possible. 

Policies at the workplace related to flexible working hours are also included, as some of 
the issues in combining work and family life are linked to working time flexibility, 
given that higher flexibility increases options for both work and care for children.  

The analysis presented here relates not only to how and to what degree options are 
available to reconcile work and family in different welfare regimes, but also to where 
public opinion stands on how family responsibilities should be divided among family 
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members. The reason for integrating opinion into the analysis is that it can be expected 
to influence how different welfare regimes will respond and develop their systems. 

A simple measure indicating whether change has taken place, all other things being 
equal, is the trends in the employment rates for men and women. A reduction in the 
overall difference in the labour market participation rate of men and women can be 
seen as an indicator that opportunities to reconcile work and family life have increased. 

The paper is structured as follows. Section 2 presents a short overview of how, in terms 
of theory, it can be expected to influence work and family life and what we know in 
relation to this. Section 3 presents methodological considerations, including the choice 
of the four countries. Section 4 gives empirical, quantitative information related to the 
coverage of central issues, as indicated above, on day care for children, statutory leave 
and part-time work. This is combined with data explaining why people work part-
time, and revealing opinions about who has the main responsibility for care (e.g. the 
state or other actors) and about whether childcare is seen as being affordable. 
Households’ opinions on working time and care responsibility are provided as an 
indicator of whether it is easy to combine work and family life.  

Developments in the labour market participation rate are used as an indicator of 
changes in the possibility of combining work and family life for both men and women. 
Section 5 examines the role of companies and section 6 examines national policies and 
argues for changes in four different kinds of welfare states. In appendix 4 some 
delimitations of the study are presented. 

Finally, the paper interprets the data in relation to how recent changes in the four 
countries now place them on a ‘breadwinner scale’ in terms of gender policy 
approaches, and by doing so indicates whether there has been movement towards 
greater uniformity with respect to the type of care regime. 

2. What do we know? 
Welfare regimes look differently upon the role of families. This is reflected by their 
different approaches to the structure of familialistic or defamialistic systems. A 
familialistic system is “one in which public policy assumes – indeed insists – that 
households must carry the principal responsibility for their members’ welfare. A 
defamiliazing regime is one which seeks to unburden the household and diminish 
individuals’ welfare dependent on kinship” (Esping-Andersen, 1999, p. 51). 

The focus in recent years has especially been on access to the labour market for both 
men and women. Having a job can be a necessary precondition for resolving a work–
family life imbalance. However, precarious employment, unsociable working hours 
and low-paid jobs might also entail their own problems for families.  

A reason for looking at the state’s role is that the public sector has been central in the 
delivery of care in many welfare states, but occupational welfare can act as a possible 
supplement or substitute indicator (Greve, 2007) for the impact on the ability to 
reconcile work and family life. The implication is that the welfare states have several 
options to influence reconciliation. These are depicted in Figure 2.1. The distinctions 
are used as a structuring device. Quadrants 1 and 4 are shown to be especially 
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important. These types of approaches and discussions thereof are part of the reason for 
the choice of data in section 4. 

One could argue that civil society should also be included in the analysis, given the 
possibility of taking care of children at home. This is implicitly touched upon by 
looking at the number of children taken care of by day care institutions. Indirect 
support, quadrant 2 in Figure 2.1, is often labelled fiscal welfare (Greve, 2007; Howard, 
1997) based upon Titmus’s original distinction among various ways to achieve welfare. 

Figure 2.1 The direct/indirect approach to reconciliation of work and family life 
 Direct Indirect 
Public sector (state) Public provision and financing, 

for example,  
of care 
 
(1) 

Tax support for 
companies/families related, 
for example, to care or leave 
 
(2) 

Workplace policies 
(both private and 
public) 

Direct support of services – 
voluntary and compulsory – for 
example, higher benefits on 
leave 
(3) 

Change in working 
time/flexibility 
 
 
(4) 

 

There are even, within the distinctions in Figure 2.1, different ways of providing 
welfare services, and the type of provision will then depend on cost, availability, etc. of 
the needed service. In principle it is possible that private organizations supply child 
support, childcare, administration and other services of importance for families 
(Winston et al., 2002). 

There are not only diverse approaches to welfare as shown in Figure 2.1, but also these 
are embedded in a variety of family and gender policy regimes. Gender policy regimes 
are used to describe, using a gender perspective, different policy approaches in relation 
to reconciliation. Gender policy regimes are thereby an indicator of the choices in 
various types of state interventions and policies. Table 2.1 shows four gender policy 
regimes with a focus on reconciliation and care. 

The typology in Table 2.1 justifies the choice of the four countries. This being given, 
they represent different regimes, e.g. the UK (separate gender roles), Germany (male 
breadwinner), Denmark (individual or dual earner) and the Czech Republic (family). 
Further arguments for the choice of countries are given in section 3. Central to the 
analysis is the desire to see whether they have changed at least in some areas over the 
last approximately 10 years. 

Historically, welfare systems have been built around the male breadwinner model as in 
Table 2.1 above. The EU’s role in relation to reconciliation has concentrated largely on 
ensuring equality between men and women. Furthermore, discussion of the work–
family balance, as in the European Employment Strategy, has been clearly integrated in 
EU debates since Amsterdam (Lewis, 2006a). 
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Table 2.1 Gender policy regimes and reconciliation focus 
 Male 

breadwinner 
Separate 
gender roles 

Individual or 
dual earner 

Family 

Conciliation 
model 

Combination of 
state support, 
long leave time 
and male 
workers as 
central 

Choice of paid 
work and 
family 

Continuity and 
ability to 
combine work 
family life 

Choice of paid 
work without 
state support 

Employment 
policy 

Priority on 
main provider 

Segmented, 
full-time/part-
time 

Aimed at both 
sexes, full-
time/part-time 

Dualistic, 
core/periphery 

Female labour 
force 
participation 

Middle/low, 
short/part-
time 

Middle/high 
 

High, 
high degree of 
continuity 

Low, 
full-time 

Sphere of care Partial state 
involvement 

Weak state 
involvement 

Strong state 
involvement 

Weak state 
involvement 

Caring work Paid 
component for 
caregivers in 
the home 

Paid 
component for 
caregivers in 
the home 

Paid 
component for 
caregivers in 
and outside 
the home 

Unpaid 

Typical 
location 

Continental 
Europe 

Anglo-Saxon 
countries 

Social 
democratic 

Mediterranean, 
Europe/Eastern 
Europe 

Note: Choice here implies a choice between work and family.  
Source: Derived and amended from Borja (2002). 

The integration of these policies, at the EU and national levels, has been a way of 
addressing several types of problems related to reconciliation of family life and the 
labour market. The focus has often been on ensuring affordable and high quality day 
care and equal treatment of men and women, which have been principal issues from 
the Lisbon strategy to the Europe 2020 approach. 

Since 2000, reconciliation has been seen as a vital concern in order to promote 
employment, especially of women. This has revolved around gender equality policy, 
equal treatment at work, parental leave, childcare, work organization and employment 
policy in general. There have been directives (on equal opportunities, on services in the 
internal market and on equal treatment), communications on a better work balance, 
council conclusions (employment rates for women and childcare) and the allocation of 
more money to the European social fund (Jacquot et al., 2011). This underlines the 
active approach by the EU in relation to policies aimed at reconciliation. The impact on 
the various EU countries has varied. 
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Thus, several interrelated issues are included in the discussion on reconciliation. For 
this reason, it is important to define carefully which policies help enable individuals to 
combine work and family life. 

Based upon Evans (2002), a systematization of policies having an impact could be as 
follows: 

1) Family-friendly working arrangements by firm. This is leave from work for family 
reasons (including a sick child, maternity/paternity, parental leave, a career 
break, care for an elderly relative) (discussed in section 5). 

2) Changes in work arrangements for family reasons. This includes a variety of changes 
in working time (reduced working hours, flex-time, term time, switching from 
full-time to part-time work (and the reverse), job sharing, working at home) (data 
and issues related to this are presented in Tables 4.4, 4.6 and 4.10-4.12).  

3) Practical help with childcare and elder care. This includes welfare service enabling 
reconciliation (workplace or nursery, financial help including vouchers, 
breastfeeding facilities, childcare provision in holidays and telephone at work to 
use for family reasons) (the main issues are covered in sections 4 and 6). 

4) Relevant information and training. This includes measures enabling individuals to 
make informed choices and to continue being in the labour market after having 
used other options to reconcile work and family life (maternity packs, 
information concerning available benefits, refresher courses for re-entering the 
labour market). 

These elements, especially 2 and 3, have relevance in relation to both the ability to 
combine work and family life, and how they are divided between the public and 
private sector in relation to financing and delivery.  

Another way to analyse the combination of work and family life concerns how one 
interprets the different possible paradigms of welfare states and their approach to the 
role of the welfare state. 

Knijn and Smit (2009) has argued that there are three different welfare paradigms that 
could have an impact on the ability to resolve work–life imbalances: 

1) the social investment approach (social democratic, broaden opportunities, 
investing, good quality public childcare and education, parental leave, lifelong 
learning); 

2) the transitional labour model (corporatist, focused on combining flexibility with 
protection, flexicurity, lifelong learning, activation and time policies); and  

3) the individual life-course approach (liberal, avoiding a waste of human capital, 
schemes for individual private saving). 

Of these, the social investment approach is given primary attention in the analysis in 
combination with the three elements presented above and the typology in Table 2.1. 

The social investment approach suggests that for families, public sector investment in 
high quality, available and affordable day care is important if both men and women 
are to have equal access to the labour market. A high payment for day care can in 
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economic terms be understood as an extra marginal tax on users, and for this reason 
we look more closely at perceptions of whether the provision is affordable (cf. Table 
4.8). For society, investment in childcare can be a way of ensuring higher economic 
growth by increasing the size of the labour force. This is thus a win–win situation for 
society.  

Inequalities in relation to access to different measures and services further depend on 
whether supporting measures are obligatory or voluntary; as Evans (2002, p. 206) has 
argued, there is a risk that “voluntary family-friendly arrangements, especially those 
liable to cause significant costs, may be granted only to relatively well-placed women 
employees”. This implies a need for probing into the role of the companies (cf. section 
5). 

Equality in access is a classical welfare state problem, e.g. whether services are 
universal or targeted especially at the most vulnerable groups in society. Universal 
delivery of childcare services avoids many of these targeting problems. A study by the 
OECD argues that from an efficiency point of view, one should focus on the children’s 
first years, e.g. from conception until entry into compulsory schooling (OECD, 2009). 
This reduces inequality and could in the longer run raise productivity, sustaining the 
view that it is an investment approach (cf. Knijn and Smit, 2009). 

The cost of childcare and access to services are central for reconciliation. Furthermore, 
“purchasing childcare services needs to be analyzed in conjunction with other social 
and fiscal policies that affect family incomes. While fees for full-time childcare can be 
very high, high prices do not necessarily impede employment if tax-benefits systems 
incorporate well-balanced provisions that help parents pay for these services” 
(Immervoll and Barber, 2005), p. 5). The important question, at least at the outset, is not 
who is providing the care, but more the cost and quality of the services (cf. also 
perceptions of this in Table 4.8). 

A high level of payment, either alone or in combination with the tax system, can have 
adverse work incentives, as it decreases net income when moving from outside the 
labour market to joining it. This is seen in such countries as the UK, Ireland and 
Switzerland, and in the combination of the tax and benefit system even before 
accounting for childcare costs, as in Slovakia and France.  

The cost of childcare is not the only factor influencing people’s ability to take up a job. 
Workplace practices, parental leave arrangements, informal care and care in extended 
family networks (grandparents, neighbours, etc.) additionally have an impact. At the 
same time, parents do not always see the birth of a child as reducing their living 
conditions (Abrahamson et al., 2005), the main reasons being that money spent on 
leisure is now used for the family and that men often increase their working time or 
finish education and then move from living on state educational grants to having a 
regular wage income.  

If one cannot afford to pay for care, it might be undertaken by families, which is 
termed unpaid work. The definition of unpaid work production by household members 
focuses on the work not being sold, and also relates to the so-called ‘third-person 
criterion’, e.g. if a third person could be paid this will be unpaid work, whereas leisure 
is when someone else cannot do the activity, e.g. enjoy nature, play tennis or watch 



RECONCILIATION OF WORK AND FAMILY LIFE IN FOUR DIFFERENT WELFARE STATES | 7 

 

television/movies. Across the OECD countries, people on average spend 3.4 hours per 
day on unpaid work, 20% of which is spent on leisure and approximately the same on 
work (the calculations include holidays, weekends, etc.), e.g. on normal workdays the 
time allocated for work can be higher, but need not be so on a yearly average. Unpaid 
work is lowest in Belgium, Denmark and Germany, and highest in Portugal, Japan and 
Mexico. Women still spend more time on unpaid work than men, with a gender gap on 
average across OECD countries of approximately 2.5 hours per day, but only around 1 
hour in the Nordic countries (Miranda, 2011). 

Part of the reason for women’s high share of unpaid work is that on average they work 
less time in paid work than men, e.g. more often in part-time jobs than men, and this is 
thus one of the ways families decide to reconcile work and family life (cf. also Tables 
4.3 and 4.13). 

An implication may be that working time regulations, family policies and gender 
equality initiatives can influence women’s position in relation to unpaid work. 
Childcare helps gender equality in relation to labour market participation, whereas 
long leave arrangements seem to have the opposite effect, as they are mainly used by 
women. 

No normative judgement is made here about whether this kind of distribution of work 
is caused by different social constructions of gender. It is only necessary for this 
analysis to be aware that there are various ways of juggling work and family life. 

3. Methodological considerations 

This working paper is a desktop study based upon already published research 
combined with quantitative data and official documents. 

Published articles were found by using searches with key words, such as social 
services, childcare, and reconciliation of work and family life, and combining these 
with country name searches conducted in databases (such as Ebscohost, ABI Inform 
via Proquest, Scopus, JSTO and Google Scholar). This provided the main literature on 
which this paper is based. The relevance of articles was then narrowed down on the 
basis of their abstracts. These articles sometimes contained references to other articles 
or policy documents, resulting in a kind of snowball method. Furthermore, there was a 
search for policy documents in the chosen countries, although this was difficult, 
especially for the Czech Republic.  

This paper, as later discussed, uses quantitative data, and different types of 
quantitative data to provide information on the development and present structure of 
differences in work–life policies. This is done by presenting data in section 4 on public 
efforts (Table 4.1. and 4.2), labour market participation (Tables 4.3, 4.4. and 4.12) and 
people’s perceptions of who is or should be responsible for various care-related 
activities and whether it is actually possible to change working time (Tables 4.5 to 
4.11). For the main part of the analysis, the four countries discussed below and the EU-
27 are used as a reference background. Regarding labour market participation, 
information on part-time work and childcare has been included for all member states 
in appendices 1-3. The data in this section improves our understanding and lays the 
groundwork for the case study analysis of the four countries presented in section 6. 
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Finally, this paper can be seen as a small n-scale comparative case study by focusing on 
four countries, based upon a classical use of Esping-Andersen’s three worlds of welfare 
(plus an Eastern European country). This is done despite the many criticisms and 
recent discussion of how to use and interpret typologies and welfare regimes 
(Abrahamson et al., 2005; Arts and Gelissen, 2002; Powell and Barrientos, 2011). The 
selection covers the UK (liberal), Germany (Continental), and Denmark (Nordic). We 
then widen the geographical scope by adding the Czech Republic, which is interesting 
not only as a newcomer to the EU but also because of the recent developments in its 
welfare model (Sirovatka and Saxonberg, 2009). 

The data come predominantly from Eurostat and the European Social Survey. These 
data sources are useful because they offer a comparable collection of data. Also data on 
leave schemes and the way companies deal with the work–family balance has been 
taken from international surveys. Data refer to recent years. 

In this way, the approach is a classical way of combining existing knowledge with new 
information, with the aim of contributing to knowledge on the ability to reconcile work 
and family life in different welfare states. The data will be used to interpret whether 
the four countries have changed position on some or more dimensions in the gender 
policy regimes, such as those depicted in Table 2.1. 

4. Empirical information concerning work–life policies 

This section presents data on childcare and leave schemes, on labour market 
participation and changes therein, and also on perceptions concerning who is or 
should be responsible with regard to policies to combine work and family life. In Table 
4.13 an attempt is made to sum up the information compared with the structure of 
gender policy regimes as depicted in Table 2.1. 

A central question is how many children are being taken care of in different kinds of 
day care. A specific problem in international analysis has been that the borderline 
between care and pre-school is not always clear-cut (Abrahamson et al., 2005). 
Furthermore, in recent years the ability to care not only for children but also for the 
elderly and/or a spouse has raised new problems in relation to how to combine work 
and family life. Nevertheless, the main focus here is on care for children. Table 4.1 
shows the percentages of the population in each age group in formal day care for the 
EU-27 and the four countries. 

Table 4.1 shows that there are clear differences in the degree of coverage as well as the 
number of hours children are taken care of in the formal care system. The number of 
hours is important in order to grasp the possible impact and options for both men and 
women to be in the labour market. These statistics emphasize that despite more 
attention to the issue of care in several countries, such as the UK, Czech Republic and 
Germany (cf. also section 6), most countries provide less than 30 hours per week of 
care, whereas the Danish approach involves more than 30 hours per week. The Danish 
system therefore to a larger degree than the other countries makes it possible for both 
parents, if they so wish, to work full-time. Since 2005 only Germany has increased 
childcare for children above the age of three. Denmark exemplifies the model of an 
individual income earner, whereas the other three countries have partial state 
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involvement and a more male/separate gender role model (c.f. Table 2.1, and the 
summing up in Table 4.13). 

Table 4.1 Percentages in formal childcare by age group and duration (2009) 
 Less than 3 years old Between 3 years old and the 

compulsory school age 
 Between 1 and 

29 hours a week 
30 hours or 

more a week 
Between 1 and 

29 hours a week 
30 hours or 

more a week 
Denmark 10 63 .. 72 
Germany 7 12 18 40 
UK 31 4 41 21 
Czech Republic 3 0 39 36 
EU-27 14 13 24 44 

Source: EU, SILC Note: In appendix 1 is the data for all EU-countries. 

The degree of coverage for those above the age of four reflects the level of coverage 
with some accuracy.1 The calculation of coverage is done by using the number of 
children in the different years; this might underestimate coverage, as starting school 
may take place in the middle of the year and thereby reduce the need for day care. For 
those below the age of three there is a substitution effect with regard to the way the 
leave system works and how the systems in different countries remunerate parents for 
taking care of children, as when on leave there is no need for a day-care institution. A 
substitution in delivery between the state and civil society is thus obvious here, albeit 
the financing might be a complete mix of state, market and civil society, and in the 
market especially due to collective or individual agreements topping up the public 
sector benefits. In Table 4.2, an overview of total statutory leave is shown, because this 
also influences the ability to combine work and family life. 

Table 4.2 Length of statutory leave in the four countries (2011) 
 Total length of post-natal leave available 

to two-parent families (months) 
Total of which: Paid 

Father only leave 
(months) 

CZ 72 (although max 36 
for both parents) 

36 36 – although see 
also first column 

DK 14.3 14.3 7.9 
DE 36 15.3 No entitlement 
UK 18.5 9.5 3.5 

Source: http://www.leavenetwork.org/. 

                                                      
1 Coverage is used as the main term, as it depicts how many have a place in day care, instead of 
the take-up rate, because use of the take-up rate would indicate the available and not used 
institutions, and furthermore would not sufficiently reflect the option of substitution with the 
leave system, the educational system and purchase of private childcare, whether in the open or 
hidden economy. 
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There are various and, as shown in Table 4.2, very different types of leave systems with 
regard to length and flexibility (for and between spouses), along with a trend towards 
a clearer emphasis on parental leave, although maternity leave was still the most 
central as of April 2011.2 The difference also implies that in some countries there is a 
gap between the entitlement to leave and access to day care. This gap is especially clear 
in the UK, where it is 18 months, and depending on whether it is formal leave and 
taking into consideration the amount of the benefit, it can be argued to be 35 months in 
the UK, 20 months in Germany and 0 in Denmark (with no information for the Czech 
Republic).3 This gap will have an impact on the options for reconciling work and 
family life. 

The implications are that there are several routes to reconciliation, particularly when 
children are below the age of six, and that the way to combine work and family life 
might have a negative impact on the families’ finances, making it difficult for some to 
ensure or choose the preferred combination. This implies that it might be important to 
look at how the people of the different countries perceive central issues in relation to 
who has the responsibility for providing care (cf. also Tables 4.6 to 4.9). 

However, while there are the formal rules, there can and might still be a gender 
difference in the use of available care and leave, as one study has shown, such that in 
the UK for example, fathers commonly only take one week of paid leave (Kaufman et 
al., 2010). Reconciliation can also be achieved through at least one person working 
part-time. In Table 4.3, the proportion of persons aged between 20 and 64 working 
part-time is shown by gender. 

Table 4.3 Part-time employment for persons aged 20-64 as a percentage of total employment, 
by gender 

 All Men Women 
GEO/TIME 2000 2005 2010 2000 2005 2010 2000 2005 2010 
EU-27 16.2 17.8 19.2 6.5 7.4 8.7 28.9 30.9 31.9 
Czech 
Republic 

5.3 4.9 5.9 2.2 2.1 2.9 9.3 8.6 9.9 

Denmark 21.3 22.1 26.5 10.2 12.7 15.2 34.1 33.0 39.0 
Germany 19.4 24.0 26.2 5.0 7.8 9.7 37.9 43.8 45.5 
UK 25.1 25.2 26.9 8.9 10.4 12.6 44.4 42.6 43.3 

Note: Appendix 2 has data for all EU-countries. 
Source: Eurostat (lfsa_eppga).  

Table 4.3 offers a clear reminder that a higher proportion of women work part-time. 
The tendency has been towards a higher proportion of both men and women working 
part-time, albeit only slightly for women in the Czech Republic and a slight decline for 

                                                      
2 See http://www.leavenetwork.org/.  
3 See http://www.leavenetwork.org/. 
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women (from a high level) in the UK. In both Denmark and Germany, a substantial 
increase has taken place for both men and women.4  

A possible reason for these trends, besides the financial crisis, could be that for 
reconciliation to take place there is a need for at least one member of the family to 
reduce working time in order to care for children or incapacitated adults. Table 4.4 
upholds this interpretation by showing that many people in fact work part-time due to 
care responsibilities.  

Table 4.4 Main reason for working part-time was looking after children or incapacitated adults 
 All Men Women 
GEO/TIME 2010 2010 2010 
EU-27 22.8 4.1 28.1 
Czech Republic 20.1 1.3 26.2 
Denmark 3.2 : 4.3 
Germany  23.6 3.9 27.5 
United Kingdom 33.7 6.8 41.8 

Source: Eurostat (lfsa_epgar). 

Table 4.4 further reinforces the view that there is a gender divide concerning who has 
the main responsibility for care and who reduces participation in the labour market the 
most in order to do the care work. Denmark is an exception, although this is because 
access to day care for more than 30 hours per week is possible (cf. Table 4.1) and in 
reality there is no gap between leave and having an option for a place in a day care 
institution. 

The first tables have shown the availability of day care, the leave systems and use of 
part-time day care. The following tables look at opinions regarding issues concerning 
who has responsibility for care and whether care obligations reduce the ability to work. 
They are integrated into the analysis because these opinions must be expected to 
influence policies in the different countries. Even if there is access to a day care system, 
this does not necessarily imply that there is support for equality in the access to and 
use of the system among citizens in general, e.g. women are often perceived as those 
who shall be responsible for taking care of the family. Table 4.5 shows how opinion 
differs in the chosen countries on this issue. 

The table shows a much stronger belief that care is primarily the responsibility of 
women in the Czech Republic compared with the case of Denmark, while Germany 
and the UK are in between. A generally strong approach to gender equality in 
Denmark could also be envisaged through the description of Denmark as a more 
female-friendly welfare state. 

  

                                                      
4 This paper does not focus on why an increase in part-time work has taken place, but the 
financial crisis might have had an impact – for example, an increase in the use of working time 
arrangements to cope with lack of demand for labour. 



12 | BENT GREVE 

 

Table 4.5 Women should be prepared to cut down on paid work for the sake of family 
  Czech 

Republic 
Germany Denmark United 

Kingdom 
Total 

Agree strongly 15.4 5.6 1.8 6.4 7.4 
Agree 32.9 33.5 10.3 32.6 28.8 
Neither agree 
nor disagree 

27.5 24.5 16 20.7 22.6 

Disagree 18 27.9 44.5 32.9 30 
Disagree 
strongly 

6.1 8.5 27.5 7.4 11.2 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 
N= 1,989 2,732 1,597 2,341 8,659 

Source: European Social Survey, 2008. 

The following tables look at the expected role of the welfare states in relation to care of 
sick family and children, and whether the welfare state fulfils the goal of affordable 
day care. Table 4.6 shows data on attitudes related to whether paid leave from work to 
care for sick family is the government’s responsibility. 

Table 4.6 Paid leave from work to care for sick family, a government’s responsibility 

 A 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 B Total N= 

Czech Republic 0.8 1.1 1.5 3.1 3.7 11.1 9.5 12 16.4 14.6 26.3 100 1,994 

Germany 1.4 0.5 0.9 3.4 2.7 11.7 9.2 16.2 21.6 9.7 22.7 100 2,710 

Denmark 0.5 0.1 0.4 1.1 1.4 4.9 5.3 12.3 25.5 20.7 27.7 100 1,579 

United Kingdom 1.5 0.3 0.9 2.1 3.3 13 11.5 19.4 22.6 10 15.4 100 2,320 

Total 1.1 0.5 0.9 2.5 2.8 10.6 9.2 15.4 21.4 12.9 22.5 100 8,603 

A) Not the government’s responsibility at all 
B) Entirely the government’s responsibility 
Source: Based upon data from European Social Survey, round 4. 

More than 20% find that it is entirely the government’s responsibility. Denmark is the 
country where most people find that paid leave is the government’s responsibility and 
more than one in four believe that it is entirely the government’s responsibility. In the 
UK the support for this viewpoint is less clear or strong. One can interpret the data as a 
clear indication that the welfare state is expected to play an important and systematic 
role in issues related to caring, and not only caring for children. This interpretation 
additionally implies that there is less expectation regarding the role of companies (cf. 
section 5 on the actual role). However, in all countries there is high general support for 
the view that paid leave from work is mainly the government’s responsibility. It is 
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striking that the support is so strong, also given that this has not historically been one 
of the core activities of the welfare states.  

Table 4.7 Childcare services for working parents, the government’s responsibility 

  
Czech 

Republic Germany Denmark 
United 

Kingdom Total 
Not government’s 
responsibility at all 0.5 0.3 0.6 0.8 0.5 
01 1.1 0.1 0.2 0.5 0.5 
02 1.6 0.7 0.7 1.5 1.1 
03 2.6 1.6 1.1 3.2 2.2 
04 4.4 2.1 1.4 5.3 3.4 
05 11.8 7.4 6.3 14.8 10.2 
06 11.3 6.6 5.1 12.8 9.1 
07 12 12.9 12.9 18.3 14.1 
08 15.6 24 27.7 19.5 21.5 
09 13.8 13.6 19 9.4 13.5 
Entirely government’s 
responsibility 25.2 30.7 25.1 13.9 23.9 
Total 100 100 100 100 100 
N= 2,000 2,726 1,583 2,304 8,613 

Source: Based upon data from European Social Survey, round 4.  

There seems to be a connection between the level of existing coverage and the view 
that it is the state’s responsibility to ensure childcare services for working parents, 
although Germany is a latecomer in coverage despite a high level of support, with less 
support in the UK and the Czech Republic. In all four countries there is clear support 
for the view that childcare provision is mainly the state’s responsibility. This data 
might help to explaining why it has been possible in the UK and Germany to expand 
policies in these areas in recent years.  

At the same time, parents do not find that the provision of affordable childcare services 
is in place (see Table 4.8). A majority in all countries finds costs too high. In Denmark 
and the Czech Republic, there are roughly equal numbers of people who believe and 
do not believe that day care is affordable, whereas in both Germany and the UK there 
are slightly more people with a negative opinion (around 45%). Naturally, what can 
and will be understood as affordable varies. The results might also reflect that fact that 
provision is low in some countries and thus the answers reflect a combination of a lack 
of provision, and when available, high costs.  
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Table 4.8 Provision of affordable childcare services, viewpoints of working parents 

 Czech Republic Germany Denmark 
United 

Kingdom Total 
Extremely bad 2.2 2.3 0.9 3.4 2.3 
01 4.5 3.7 2 4.1 3.7 
02 9.4 11 5.6 10.6 9.5 
03 12.1 19.2 12.1 15.8 15.3 
04 12.6 16.5 10.5 15.8 14.3 
05 17.9 20.3 20.8 23 20.5 
06 11.9 10.3 13.3 10.6 11.3 
07 10.8 9 15.7 8.8 10.6 
08 11 5.2 13.3 5.6 8.2 
09 4.9 0.9 4 1 2.4 
Extremely good 2.7 1.5 1.8 1.2 1.8 
Total 100 100 100 100 100 
N=  1,838  2,535  1,484  2,066  7,923 

Source: European Social Survey, 2008 

The following tables focus on people’s perceptions with regard to whether the need for 
an individual to provide care reduces labour supply, and whether working times have 
an impact on the ability to combine work and family life. That family members are 
available to care for other family members, and not necessarily institutionalized 
solutions, is implicit in Table 4.9, as very few people in all four countries expect that 
they will have less time for paid work due to obligations to take care of family 
members. 

Table 4.9 How likely is less time in paid work because of the need to care for family in the next 
12 months? 

  Czech Republic Germany Denmark United Kingdom Total 
Not at all likely 40.3 40.5 52.4 47 44.7 
Not very likely 37.6 47.7 41 39.5 41.8 
Likely 16.4 8.8 4.9 9.2 9.8 
Very likely 5.7 3 1.6 4.3 3.7 
Total 100 100 100 100 100 
N= 1,557 2,018 1,375 1,957 6,907 

Source: European Social Survey, 2008. 

Another recent survey used in Tables 4.10 and 4.11 reveals information about the 
ability to combine work and family life or social commitments outside work in 2010. In 
Table 4.10, the focus is on working hours and how they can be combined with family 
or social commitments. 
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Table 4.10 How were working hours compatible with family or social commitments outside 
work in 2010? 

 Very well Well Not very well Not at all well 
Czech Republic 24.8 54.0 18.3 3.0 
Denmark 57.9 35.6 6.0 0.5 
Germany 27.3 55.2 13.9 3.6 
UK 48.3 38.9 9.4 3.5 
EU-27 30.1 51.4 14.4 4.1 

Source: Eurofound Survey (www.eurofound.europa.eu/surveys). 

In both Denmark and the UK, the working hours were compatible with non-work 
commitments, whereas compatibility was less common in the Czech Republic and 
Germany. In these two countries, men had the most difficulty in combining work with 
other commitments. This might reflect the labour market structure, with more men 
working in traditional industrial workplaces. 

Another question that touches on the issue of labour market flexibility is whether 
individuals are able to take one or a couple of hours off work for personal or family 
reasons. Some information on this issue is shown in Table 4.11. Again, the results 
indicate more difficulties in the Czech Republic and Germany, and fewer difficulties in 
Denmark, with the UK being in between. Flexibility is slightly higher for men in 
Denmark and the Czech Republic, but overall the variations are not large given that the 
difference between not difficult and not too difficult can be marginal. 

Table 4.11 How difficult is it to take an hour or two off during working hours for personal or 
family reasons? 

 Not difficult at 
all 

Not too 
difficult 

Somewhat 
difficult 

Very difficult 

Czech R. 15.6 29.2 25.9 29.4 
Denmark 65.6 16.7 7.9 9.8 
Germany 18.4 29.0 26.1 26.5 
UK 42.5 32.3 14.9 10.3 
EU-27 33.2 31.7 20.6 14.5 

Source: See Table 4.10 

Overall these two tables paint a picture of considerable cross-national variation, 
although this variation does not follow standard regime typologies. More important is 
the employment structure. Other things being equal, some types of jobs make it easier 
to have flexibility on the job, including to care for children or other relatives.  

As argued at the beginning of this section, a change in the employment rate could, 
other things being equal, be an indicator of changes in the ability to combine work and 
family life, or at the least whether a more equal approach to combining work and 
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family life has been taken. Table 4.12 shows the employment rate trend for those aged 
20-64 since the year 2000. 

Table 4.12 Development of the employment rate for persons aged 20-64 since 2000 
 All Men Women 
GEO/TIME 2000 2005 2010 2000 2005 2010 2000 2005 2010 
EU-27 66.6 68.0 68.6 76.0 76.0 75.1 57.3 60.0 62.1 
Czech 
  Republic 

71.0 70.7 70.4 80.2 80.1 79.6 61.9 61.3 60.9 

Denmark 78.0 78.0 76.1 82.9 82.3 79.0 72.9 73.7 73.1 
Germany 68.8 69.4 74.9 76.5 75.6 80.1 60.9 63.1 69.6 
UK 74.0 75.2 73.6 81.4 82.0 79.3 66.8 68.5 67.9 

Note: Appendix 3 shows data for all EU member states. 
Source: Eurostat (lfsi_emp_a).  

Table 4.12 shows that at the aggregate level, an increase in the employment rate has 
taken place, especially in the German case. Also, in three out of four countries, the 
difference between the men’s and women’s employment rate has decreased over the 
last 10 years, indicating that there has been a tendency towards greater gender 
equality, and thereby presumably an improvement in the options available to combine 
work and family life has taken place. In the Czech Republic, the difference has slightly 
increased. 

Table 4.13 is based upon an interpretation of the data shown in the tables above. It 
sums up how countries can be placed with regard to four different areas of family 
policy related to the gender policy regimes as depicted earlier in Table 2.1. 

Table 4.13 The four countries on a breadwinner scale, in four areas of family policy 
Area/family 
types 

Male 
breadwinner 

Separate 
gender roles 

Individual or 
dual earner 

Family 

Reconciliation 
model 

Czech Republic UK Denmark Germany 

Female labour 
force 
participation 

UK, Germany  Denmark Czech 
Republic 

Sphere of care Germany, UK, 
Czech Republic 

 Denmark  

Caring and 
work, combined 

Germany, Czech 
Republic 

UK Denmark  

Note: Placement is based upon interpretation of previous tables (cf. especially Tables 4.1, 4.3, 4.4, 
4.8, 4.10 and 4.12). The focus is on the ability to combine work and family life. 

The indication and implication of the summary presented in Table 4.13 is that the 
countries no longer necessarily follow a specific gender-policy regime as depicted in 
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Table 2.1, and that they can have diverse approaches on how to combine work and 
family life. This is the case with Germany and the Czech Republic, since there is still 
only partial state involvement in care and additionally because only more limited care 
is available from the state. The UK has shifted from little state involvement in care to 
partial state involvement (cf. also the next section). The UK has moved from a low rate 
of female participation in the labour market to the middle range, especially because of 
the high number of women working part-time (cf. Table 4.3). This contrasts with 
Germany, where a substantial increase in the female participation rate has taken place 
(cf. Table 4.12), while at the same time the part-time rate has increased. There has been 
a slight decrease in participation in the Czech Republic, which still has a low rate of 
female employment with mainly full-time employment as depicted by the family 
model. Denmark is in all areas placed where (from Table 2.1) one should expect a 
Nordic welfare state. 

Denmark is thus still closest to an individual or dual-earner model. The Czech 
Republic increasingly has the characteristics of a male breadwinner model, i.e. it no 
longer mainly looks like the family model. Germany now has a combination of a male 
breadwinner model with a family approach and the UK’s position seemingly varies 
between the male breadwinner model and separate gender roles, depending on the 
policy area. 

The data suggest that the ability to reconcile work and family life is to a large degree 
the responsibility of the welfare state (and is expected to be so by the population), more 
than a task to be taken care of by companies. The role of the state is especially 
important in relation to day care and leave systems. This is also in line with the 
expectations and perceptions of the population of the role of the welfare state (cf. 
Tables 4.6 to 4.8). Companies might still play a role, as indicated by the fact that flexible 
working hours for most (cf. Table 4.10) are important in order for work to be 
compatible with family commitments. Occupational welfare (by topping up the 
benefits available in the case of leave or a child’s sickness) can have some impact on the 
reconciliation of jobs and family life (cf. also section 5). The next section probes into the 
possible role of firms in ensuring this reconciliation. 

5. Firms’ policies and the impact of occupational welfare on the ability to 
reconcile work and family life 

The reconciliation of work and family life is in principle not only the duty of the state, 
although citizens, as shown in section 4, to a large degree find that it should play a 
central role. Companies could in principle also play a role, as for example Table 4.11 
shows that for most people it is possible to take an hour or two off work for personal 
and family reasons, and Table 4.10 shows that working is compatible with family 
commitments. This section examines the debate on the role of companies. 

The OECD (in Babies and Bosses, 2007) defines family-friendly workplace arrangements 
“as those practices that facilitate the reconciliation of work and family life, and which 
firms introduce to complement statutory requirements”. In this way, these are 
complementary to the welfare state’s support and policies related to how individuals 
can combine work and family life. They include “extra-statutory leave from work 
arrangements; employer provided childcare, OSH-care, and elderly care support and 
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flexible working time arrangements”. However, it is often the combination of support 
and the way that company and state policies support and interact with each other that 
is important. 

A few years ago it seemed that “the most common types of family-friendly measures 
are part-time work, flexible workplaces, granting days to care for sick children, and to 
a lesser extent employer provided parental leave support”(OECD, 2007 p. 24). How 
and to what degree collective agreements more generally support the policies and how 
this is included in the OECD analysis is less clear. 

Countries like Sweden, Finland, Austria, Germany and Denmark have the most firms 
providing flexibility in working time. This can take a variety of forms, from working 
time set by a company, to the ability to choose between various fixed working 
schedules and to adapt working time within certain limits or to fully and freely set 
working times.5 The main information on this issue comes from national surveys. It is 
thus not always clear that comparison is fully possible. 

One way to make it possible to combine work and family life would be for individuals 
to have the ability to influence or decide how the working time should be distributed. 
Table 5.1 shows how working time arrangements were set in the four countries in 2010. 

Table 5.1 How were working times set in 2010? 
 Set by employer Choice between 

several fixed 
working 

schedules 

Working hours 
adaptable within 

certain limits 

Working hours 
entirely self-
determined 

CZ 60.0 7.0 13.8 19.3 
DK 40.8 7.0 35.4 16.8 
DE 54.7 9.6 21.6 14.1 
UK 58.3 9.9 16.5 15.3 
  59.2 7.6 15.8 17.3 

Source: Eurofound (www.eurofound.europa.eu/surveys). 

The way working arrangements are fixed implies that for many individuals, working 
time is a hindrance to and might pose problems connected with how one can reconcile 
work and family life, although the data are somewhat contradictory to the survey data 
in Table 4.10. Men do have slightly better options to regulate their working time than 
women, and the self-employed a higher degree of freedom than the employed. 
Furthermore, the degrees of freedom are narrower for jobs in industry than in the 
service sector. The data indicate a slight movement towards better possibilities to make 
choices since 2005. 

The combination of one family member/parent working full-time and one working 
part-time seems to be one way to ensure that reconciliation is possible. At the same 
time, it is one of the ways companies find that they can support it (cf. also the data in 
                                                      
5 This is based upon the database from the OECD, the LMF2.4: Family-Friendly Workplaces 
Practices. 
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section 4 indicating that many, especially women, only work part-time (Table 4.3) and 
that part of the reason for this is the need for care). 

It is important to know what help families would prefer from the companies. The 
preferred initiatives among families to ensure a better work–life balance are the 
following: 

a) introduction or extension of working time accounts (26%), 

b) a general reduction in weekly working hours (19%), or 

c)  phased or early retirement (22%). 

Today, most employees find it possible to combine work and family life. Thus 70% of 
employee representatives view the possibilities of combining work and private life as 
being quite or very easy. Furthermore, only 1% of companies with more than 10 
employees offer day care (Riedmann et al., 2006). 

These data indicate that the role of companies, especially in relation to reconciliation, 
involves flexible working time for ensuring a good and easy way to combine work and 
family life, but also topping up welfare benefits by making it possible to take leave 
with a full or close-to-full wage income.  

The role of the social partners still remains, however, within a relatively narrow scope, 
implying that the role of the state is still central to ensuring not only formal but also 
real options for deciding how to combine work and family life. Increases in a person’s 
options for adjusting working time so that he or she could fit work around meeting 
family responsibilities could be an important issue. 

The data in section 4 and citizens’ perceptions of who has this role confirms this 
assessment, and therefore it is important to show how national policies have 
developed in this area (cf. the next section). 

6. National policies  
This section looks at four countries (the UK, Germany, the Czech Republic and 
Denmark) and the changes that are taking place within them. 

In welfare states, there has been an increased awareness of the need for care, especially 
for children. Furthermore, there has been an increasing demand for a greater range and 
quality of public sector social services. In social services, a large number of those 
undertaking care are women (Gottschall, 2008). There is an ongoing discussion about 
how much more state intervention there should be, as it can be seen as a social 
investment. These findings are in line with people’s belief that welfare is the 
responsibility of the state. However, the role of the voluntary sector in welfare states 
has also been discussed. Thus, it has been argued that the welfare states will have to 
deliver services that are more in line with the classical market mechanism. Service 
provision will have to become more efficient and economical with scarce resources 
(Möhring-Hesse, 2008). 

Care policies in most welfare systems are relatively new. This is also the case for the 
four countries discussed here. Care policies have been widespread and have a long 
history in Denmark, which is in line with the categorization of Nordic welfare states as 
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service welfare states, whereas the Bismarckian welfare states have focused more on 
financing transfers and less on delivery of services, and in countries having a liberal 
welfare state, the market has been expected to deliver the service. 

The work–family balance has changed (cf. again Tables 2.1 and 4.13). For example, the 
male breadwinner model was part of the post-war settlement, which assumed regular 
and full male employment and stable families, but this model has been eroded by the 
changing family structure and more women contributing to family income (Lewis, 
2006b). Recent years have seen shifts towards individual or dual-earner models; yet 
despite that, “the goals of governments in promoting work–family balance are diverse, 
but gender equality in and for itself is rarely a priority outside Scandinavia” (Lewis, 
2009, p. 18). As discussed below, changes have taken place in the four case countries. 

6.1 The UK 
The UK family model was historically based on the male breadwinner model and the 
belief that the market should be the main provider of care, especially in relation to 
children. The implication was that the cost of care services was very high and 
consequently very few families could afford both parents working, as the combination 
of taxes and user charges often implied an economic loss as a result of working, except 
for high-income earners. 

Changes in recent years have included early education and care, services to stabilize 
and improve the quality of family relations and greater flexibility in work and family 
life. Still, changes and innovation “mask deep-seated continuities” and have “not 
[been] sufficiently profound to constitute a change of policy paradigm” (Daly, 2010, p. 
434). 

The changes in the UK imply that the policies contain both new and old elements. 
There has been a move towards affordable childcare through the childcare voucher 
scheme and childcare tax credit. There has also been an extension to paid maternity 
leave from 18 to 26 weeks and since April 2003 parents have had the right to apply for 
work flexibility. Thus it can be argued that innovation in the UK has included paternity 
leave, the universal guarantee of childcare and early education. The reconciliation of 
work and family life has consequently been more clearly on the agenda, although the 
UK continues to have a market-oriented family policy model. Gender equality in the 
option for and access to the labour market has been part of the agenda, although still 
no strong increase in the female labour participation rate can be observed. 

To sum up, “Britain has now a mixed family policy, partly institutional, partly 
functional” (Daly, 2010, p. 442). The state is now more actively involved in family 
policy, and has seemingly recognized that the provision can also be seen as an 
investment in economic development. 

6.2 Germany 
In Germany, the patterns of reform in the welfare systems are new and share the same 
kind of logic and trajectories as they have historically. They have to a large degree in 
recent years been connected to employment strategies, including those aimed at raising 
female employment rates. This partly reflects a low level of fertility. It also reflects a 
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long history of supporting the traditional family role: the “family policy therefore 
offers generous financial transfers to families to support them in their role of primary 
welfare providers but little in terms of substitutive social services” (Morel, 2008, p. 84). 
The low level of benefits and lack of care have had implications for fertility in 
Germany, as they have not made it a question of work and family life, but more a 
question of having children or not. However, this is changing (Dorbritz, 2008). That 
fertility in addition to labour market attachment might have had a role in the changed 
focus on family policy (Klammer and Letablier, 2007) indicates how complex the issues 
of fertility are and what variety of arguments might be used in relation to work–life 
balance.  

Differences in financial assistance also explain why reconciliation has been easier in 
France than in Germany (Luci, 2010). In Germany, until recently mothers with children 
below the age of three were not expected to work and it is only of late that there has 
been greater focus on developing childcare services. Support for women in the higher 
income groups has mainly focused on tax exemptions, to make use of the personal 
service sector cheaper. Such initiatives include using tax expenditures instead of direct 
services. 

Germany has moved towards a modified male breadwinner model with greater focus 
on women’s labour market participation. In 1998, it was part of the Social Democratic 
Party’s election strategy to promote more childcare. As recently as January 2007, 
Germany introduced a system of parental leave benefits in line with the Scandinavian 
model. Thus, changes have taken place and “the principle of subsidiarity has thus 
become weaker, and has been replaced instead by the idea of promoting ‘free choice’” 
(Morel, 2008, p. 98). 

Family policy in Germany has additionally witnessed a shift with the implementation 
of the Alliance for Families, and by 2005, 130 local Alliances for Families had been 
created, including increased day care and the ability for both parents to have a job. It 
thus seems that “nearly all parents make use of and combine elements of state family 
policy (parental leave, public childcare facilities, etc.), company-level services and 
options (above all in the area of flexible working time arrangements), and private 
support networks to create their own individual welfare mix” (Lewis, 2006b, p. 224). 

The long-term trend in Germany in the area of elderly care seems, since 1990, to be an 
increase in the transfers to the families and publicly provided services (Blome et al., 
2009). It is also argued that “[w]ith its poorly coordinated mix of measures, Germany 
tends instead to drive women from the labour market” (Blome et al., 2009, p. 238). This 
is especially the case given the option to be away from the labour market for up to 
three years through the long parental leave and the poor provision of childcare for 
children below the age of three, albeit improved in recent years. However, it is still the 
case that opening hours are not fully compatible with working time arrangements in 
the labour market (cf. also the table in section 4). 

Recent changes thus indicate more emphasis on day care. Changes in Germany show 
that path dependency need not to be the case and several factors can have an impact on 
the ability to reconcile work and family life, including, in Germany’s case, reunification 
and new cultural constellations (Ostner, 2010).  
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6.3 Denmark 
Denmark has seen fewer changes in recent years than other welfare states. The focus 
on full-time, high quality, affordable day care has been on the agenda for a long time. 
Therefore, as shown in the tables in section 4, there is high coverage, implying that in 
reality the care of children is normally not an issue with regard to balancing work and 
family life. The exception has been day care institutions closing for one or more weeks 
during the summertime, making it difficult for parents to ensure that they can have a 
holiday with their children, all together. It also causes problems in relation to choosing 
holidays, as institutions are now often closed during the Christmas period and some 
public holidays during the spring. This is particularly problematic for lone mothers. 

For many years state involvement has been the same, with high coverage of day care. 
Parents pay up to 25% of the costs of running the day care institutions, although with 
no or reduced charges for income earners, as the payment depends on household 
income.  

Therefore, it can still be argued that Denmark, in this area, is a universal welfare state, 
making access to and the possibility of combining work and family life possible, 
although it has been debated whether there should be more emphasis on how to 
ensure a higher degree of equality between men and women, and whether there 
should be better options for working less when children are very young and more 
when children are older. 

In 2007, a commission suggested (Familie- og arbejdslivskommisionen, 2007), among 
other things, that the work–life balance should be part of all company policies to 
ensure a good working environment and also that by law all parents should have the 
right to stay at home on the child’s first day of sickness (which is already included in 
many collective agreements). 

6.4 Czech Republic 
The trend in the Czech Republic has been different due in part to historical legacies 
going back to before the fall of the Berlin Wall. In this case there has been a belief that 
both men and women should work and therefore kindergartens and nursery schools 
existed prior to EU membership. A relatively well-developed family benefit system 
was also in place. 

The trend has been to move towards a more conservative model, albeit with liberal 
elements. This means that around 90% of children aged 3-5 now have access to care, 
and there has additionally been an increase in access to care (Sirovatka and Saxonberg, 
2009). This high level coverage is not confirmed in the most recent data from Eurostat 
(cf. Table 4.1). 

Thus, it is argued that a gradual erosion of the value of the benefits and the focus on 
work generally has moved the system in a more market-liberal direction (Sirovatka 
and Saxonberg, 2009). Furthermore, the Czech Republic seems, despite the rhetoric, to 
have moved towards “refamilisation, in opposition to the recommendations of the EU 
and OMC” (Sirovatka and Bartakova, 2011, p. 169). 
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6.5 Summing-up 
It appears that the vision in these countries overlaps with the Nordic approach of 
generous care provision, a strong universal approach and minimal work left to 
informal carers.  

Despite some convergence in approaches to childcare and an ambition to reconcile 
work and family life, differences can be seen. These include differences in coverage, in 
the depth and generosity of leave systems and in the gap between formal leave and 
opportunities to take care of a child (cf. the tables in section 4). 

An increase in the level of care for children seems to a large degree to have been 
pursued in recent years, being driven by an ambition to help reconciliation and also to 
ensure an increase in the labour force, given the expected demographic changes in the 
years to come with more people leaving the labour market and hopes of being able to 
increase the fertility rate.  

Finally, one can argue that it has been possible to increase the likelihood of combining 
work and family life, and the data show that the expectation has been that this is 
mainly the state’s responsibility, and thereby to a lesser degree the market and 
companies’ responsibility. Furthermore, despite the ambition of a gender-neutral 
approach to reconciliation there is still a tendency for women to work part-time, and 
they are often those who help to ensure a balance between work and family life. 

7. Conclusions 
There has been a tendency towards a more flexible working life. There has also been a 
growing understanding of social policy as an investment, and especially of using care 
for children as a way of promoting more equal access to the labour market, although 
full equality in terms of access for men and women has not been achieved. 

The analysis indicates that the ability and approach to combining work and family life 
to a large degree depends on the role of the state, while companies have a less 
important role. Occupational welfare does not play a prominent role. Flexible working 
time, however, is an important issue for families. Changes in recent years, particularly 
in the UK and Germany, show clear indications that the ambition, also at the EU level, 
to have affordable and high quality day care seems to have been pursued. There have 
been national characteristics that have pushed policy towards more flexible and 
structured support for measures enabling families to combine work and family life 
better. Policies and the delivery of services have changed, but not very greatly or 
profoundly in all countries. 

Still, for many people it is a problem to combine work and family life, and it continues 
to be (although less so than earlier) women who take the main responsibility by, for 
example, working part-time. An increase in the female participation rate and declining 
differences between men and women are indications of change. Approaches to 
combining work and family life differ among families and with different opportunities, 
but these have changed in such a way that it is to a large extent more possible than 
earlier to find ways of combining work and family life.  
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It appears that facilitating the ability to combine work and family life has been a way to 
foster an increase in the labour force, and that national policies for more day care 
places have helped in this process. This is at the same time in line with the expectation 
by citizens that this is the state’s responsibility. Companies have a role in relation to 
flexibility, but besides that only a more limited role. Employment policies to reconcile 
work and family life thus seem to cluster around ensuring affordable day care and 
flexibility in working time arrangements. 

The four countries still vary in their gender policy regimes, but the distinctions and 
differences have changed over time, with only Denmark clearly having one regime 
type. The other three countries have traces of other regime types. 
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Appendix 1. Percentages in formal childcare by age group and duration as a 
share of the relevant age group (2009) 

Table A1. Percentages in formal childcare by age group and duration as a share of the relevant 
age group (2009) 

  Less than 3 years 
From 3 years to minimum 

compulsory school age 

  
 From 1 to 29 

hours 
 30 hours or 

over 
 From 1 to 29 

hours  30 hours or over 
EU-27 14 13 40 44 
Belgium 17 16 30 69 
Bulgaria 1 7 7 48 
Czech Republic 3 0 28 36 
Denmark 10 63 12 72 
Germany 7 12 48 40 
Estonia 4 21 9 84 
Ireland 15 5 74 13 
Greece 4 7 33 25 
Spain 18 18 50 44 
France 16 25 48 47 
Italy 9 16 20 73 
Cyprus 8 14 40 41 
Latvia 2 13 7 67 
Lithuania 1 9 4 51 
Luxembourg 22 12 46 26 
Hungary 2 5 17 57 
Malta 4 4 30 47 
Netherlands 43 6 75 12 
Austria 7 2 58 21 
Poland 0 2 8 31 
Portugal 2 34 8 73 
Romania 4 1 44 19 
Slovenia 4 27 16 73 
Slovakia 1 2 13 63 
Finland 6 21 20 57 
Sweden 26 37 29 65 
UK 31 4 70 21 

Source: EU, SILC. 
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Appendix 2. Employment rate for persons aged 20-64, all, men and women 
since 2000 

Table A2.1 Employment rate for persons aged 20-64, all, men and women since 2000 

 Total Males Females 

GEO/TIME 2000 2005 2010 2000 2005 2010 2000 2005 2010 
EU-27 66.6 68.0 68.6 76.0 76.0 75.1 57.3 60.0 62.1 
Belgium 65.8 66.5 67.6 75.5 74.3 73.5 56.0 58.6 61.6 
Bulgaria 55.3 61.9 65.4 60.2 66.8 69.1 50.7 57.1 61.7 
Czech 
Republic 71.0 70.7 70.4 80.2 80.1 79.6 61.9 61.3 60.9 
Denmark 78.0 78.0 76.1 82.9 82.3 79.0 72.9 73.7 73.1 
Germany 68.8 69.4 74.9 76.5 75.6 80.1 60.9 63.1 69.6 
Estonia 67.4 72.0 66.7 72.4 75.4 67.7 62.9 69.0 65.7 
Ireland 70.4 72.6 64.9 82.8 82.8 69.4 57.9 62.4 60.4 
Greece 61.9 64.6 64.0 78.8 79.8 76.2 45.5 49.6 51.7 
Spain 60.7 67.2 62.5 76.9 79.9 69.1 44.5 54.4 55.8 
France 67.8 69.4 69.1 75.6 75.3 73.7 60.3 63.7 64.7 
Italy 57.4 61.6 61.1 72.8 74.8 72.8 42.2 48.4 49.5 
Cyprus 72.3 74.4 75.4 86.4 85.5 82.5 59.0 63.8 68.5 
Latvia 63.5 70.3 65.0 68.2 75.4 65.1 59.3 65.7 64.9 
Lithuania 65.6 70.6 64.4 67.4 74.9 63.6 63.9 66.6 65.1 
Luxembourg 67.4 69.0 70.7 80.7 79.4 79.2 53.8 58.4 62.0 
Hungary 61.2 62.2 60.4 68.9 69.2 66.0 53.9 55.6 55.0 
Malta 57.2 57.9 60.1 80.9 80.6 77.8 33.2 35.1 41.6 
Netherlands 74.3 75.1 76.8 84.3 82.4 82.8 64.1 67.6 70.8 
Austria 71.4 71.7 74.9 80.6 78.5 80.2 62.3 64.9 69.6 
Poland 61.0 58.3 64.6 68.0 65.1 71.6 54.2 51.7 57.7 
Portugal 73.5 72.3 70.5 82.3 78.7 75.4 65.1 66.0 65.6 
Romania 69.1 63.6 63.3 75.4 70.4 70.8 63.0 56.9 55.9 
Slovenia 68.5 71.1 70.3 73.2 75.8 74.0 63.6 66.2 66.5 
Slovakia 63.5 64.5 64.6 70.0 72.5 71.9 57.2 56.7 57.4 
Finland 71.6 73.0 73.0 74.9 75.1 74.5 68.2 70.8 71.5 
Sweden 77.7 78.1 78.7 80.1 80.7 81.7 75.3 75.5 75.7 
UK 74.0 75.2 73.6 81.4 82.0 79.3 66.8 68.5 67.9 

Source: Eurostat (lfsi_emp_a). 
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Appendix 3. Part-time workers (aged 20-64) as a percentage of total 
employment 

Table A3.1 Part-time workers (aged 20-64) as a percentage of total employment  

  Total Males Females 

GEO/TIME 2000 2005 2010 2000 2005 2010 2000 2005 2010 
EU-27 16.2 17.8 19.2 6.5 7.4 8.7 28.9 30.9 31.9 
Belgium 18.9 22.0 24.0 5.5 7.6 9.0 37.4 40.5 42.3 
Bulgaria : 2.1 2.4 : 1.7 2.2 : 2.5 2.6 
Czech Republic 5.3 4.9 5.9 2.2 2.1 2.9 9.3 8.6 9.9 
Denmark 21.3 22.1 26.5 10.2 12.7 15.2 34.1 33.0 39.0 
Germany 19.4 24.0 26.2 5.0 7.8 9.7 37.9 43.8 45.5 
Estonia 8.1 7.8 11.0 5.3 4.9 7.1 10.9 10.6 14.5 
Ireland 16.4 : 22.4 6.9 : 11.8 30.3 : 34.7 
Greece 4.5 5.0 6.4 2.6 2.3 3.7 7.8 9.3 10.4 
Spain 7.9 12.4 13.3 2.8 4.5 5.4 16.8 24.2 23.2 
France 16.7 17.2 17.8 5.3 5.8 6.7 30.8 30.3 30.1 
Italy 8.4 12.8 15.0 3.7 4.6 5.5 16.5 25.6 29.0 
Cyprus 8.4 8.9 9.3 4.5 5.0 6.5 13.9 14.0 12.7 
Latvia 11.3 8.3 9.7 9.7 6.3 7.8 12.8 10.4 11.4 
Lithuania 10.2 7.1 8.1 9.2 5.1 6.7 11.1 9.1 9.3 
Luxembourg 10.4 17.4 17.9 1.7 2.5 4.0 25.1 38.2 36.0 
Hungary 3.5 4.1 5.8 2.0 2.7 3.9 5.2 5.8 8.0 
Malta 6.8 9.6 12.5 3.0 4.5 6.0 15.5 21.1 25.0 
Netherlands 41.5 46.1 48.9 19.3 22.6 25.4 71.0 75.1 76.5 
Austria 16.3 21.1 25.2 4.1 6.1 9.0 32.2 39.3 43.8 
Poland 10.5 10.8 8.3 8.2 8.0 5.7 13.4 14.3 11.5 
Portugal 10.9 11.2 11.6 6.4 7.0 8.2 16.4 16.2 15.5 
Romania 16.5 10.2 11.0 14.6 10.0 10.6 18.6 10.5 11.4 
Slovenia 6.5 9.0 11.4 5.3 7.2 8.6 7.8 11.1 14.7 
Slovakia 2.1 2.5 3.9 1.1 1.3 2.8 3.1 4.1 5.4 
Finland 12.3 13.7 14.6 8.0 9.2 10.0 17.0 18.6 19.6 
Sweden 19.5 24.7 26.4 8.2 11.5 14.0 32.3 39.6 40.4 
UK 25.1 25.2 26.9 8.9 10.4 12.6 44.4 42.6 43.3 

Source: See appendix 2. 
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Appendix 4. Delimitations 

Issues relating to economic support for families with children are not presented here 
despite the fact that there is or can be a connection between economic support for 
families in cash and/or as a service. A high level of income transfers might be a reason 
families are able to afford to buy services, making it possible to be in the labour market. 
This is also implicitly related to the demand for high quality and affordable day care 
for children. The quality of day care is not included in the analysis, among other things 
due to a lack of data and differences of opinion over what quality is.  

Further delimitations relate to the possible impact of gender differences on wages. 
Gender differences are not discussed (cf. instead Evans, 2002). However, the implicit 
consequences of such differences for labour market participation are discussed. An 
example includes part-time work, which helps in the reconciliation of work and family 
life, while it simultaneously risks putting women on a special women’s track of lower 
wages and reduced career prospects if they use the leave breaks and work part-time. 

Whether companies benefit from having a specific focus on the relation between work 
and family life, for example linked to corporate policies on social responsibility, is also 
left out of the analysis. The impact of labour market policy on a work-first basis is not 
part of the analysis either, even though active labour market policy has a work-first 
dimension and there is a need for day care if such policies are to be successful for 
families. The negative impact on the working environment and possible stress-related 
issues are not part of the analysis.  

Whether women or men have different preferences for the breadwinner model is not 
incorporated into the analysis. The dual nature of care, e.g. one that can be marketized 
and one that can be seen as kinship/affection, is not discussed at length because 
marketization can imply differences in working conditions. There are differences 
ranging from the relatively well-paid workers in Scandinavia to poorly paid workers, 
including illegal migrants in other countries and those “paid through cash-for-care 
vouchers in Ireland, Italy, Spain and Austria” (Knijn and Smit, 2009, pp. 494-495). An 
implication is that different types of care might have different impacts on the ability to 
combine work and family life, e.g. using illegal migrants, for example, would increase 
the risk of having a more uneven care situation. 

The term reconciliation can be interpreted as harmonization of paid and unpaid work 
rather than equal sharing between men and women in households. However, the 
normative aspects of how to combine work and family life are not the focus here.  
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