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Overview

e Criteria for an assessment of family policy
— Focus of family policy
— Scope of family policy
— Empirical perspectives on family policy
— Modes of aggregation

e Data sources
 Family policy assessment. Examples



Focus of family policy assessment

e Family
— Parents and (young) children
— Elderly parents and children
— Adults and children (kin and non-kin)
— Siblings
 Focus
— Family-centered
— Child-centered
— Parent-centered



Scope of family policy assessment

e Programmes
— parental leave
— early childhood education and care
— family benefits
— employer/firm level policies

 mode of delivery
— In-cash
— In-kind
— In-time



Empirical perspectives on family policy |

e Expenditure perspective
— data cover total expenditure for all programmes
— Increasingly disaggregated
— high expenditures=high coverage, high replacement
rates/quality of services?, high social needs?
e Social rights perspective
— detailed description of programmes
— direct link to policy changes

— generalisation to total population often not possible
(,model families")



Empirical perspectives on family policy Il

e QOutcome perspective

— take-up perspective, e.g. percentage of families
receiving family benefits

— In combination with social rights perspective: offers
possibility of analysis of non take-up

— reflects what people do but not necessarily what they
could do



Modes of aggregation

* Indices

— selection of measures

— directionality

— standardisation of measures, weighting
* Typologies

— Clustering

— Principal components analysis

e Scorecards
— qualitative categories
— graphical approaches



Data sources

e EXxpenditure
— SOCX
— ESSPROS
—~ILO

e Social Rights
— SCIP (family policy not yet in public domain)
— Family benefit packages (Jonathan Bradshaw)
— Indicators in reports and other publications

e« Combined
— OECD Family Database
— Comparative Family Policy Database (Anne Gauthier}



Examples



Family policy index

FIGURE 81 Index of Performance of Policies Regulating Family

Leave, Working Time, Early Childhood Education
and Care, and School Scheduling
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Comparison of rankings from different indices

KO G3 G6 G35 MS BA  SIA %) g SD  SD*
SWE 1 3 3 4 1 1 1 2.0 2.2 1.3 1.3
DK 2 2 2 3 2 3 4 2.6 2.3 0.8 0.5
FIN 3 4 1 S 4 4 2 3.3 3.5 1.4 1.4
F 5 1 5 1 6 5 9 4.6 3.8 2.8 2.2
B 6 5 4 6 5 8 11 6.4 5.7 2.4 1.4
N 4 10 6 11 3 2 3 5.6 6.0 3.6 3.7
I'T 8 6 8 2 7 9 12 7.4 6.7 3.0 2.5
GER 7 7 7 7 10 7 10 7.9 7.5 1.5 1.2
NL 9 9 10 8 8 6 13 9.0 8.3 2.2 1.4
CAN 11 8 9 9 11 10 6 9.1 9.7 1.8 1.2
UK 10 11 11 10 9 11 7 99 103 1.5 0.8
AUS 12 12 12 13 13 12 8 11.7 12.3 1.7 0.5
USA 13 13 13 12 12 13 5 11.6 12.7 2.9 0.5

Notes: KO) Korpi 2000 (Dual-earner support), G3) Gornick et al. 1997
(children < 3 years), G6) Gornick et al. 1997 (children < 6 years), G35)
Gornick et al. 1997 (children 3-5 years), MS) Mandel/Semoynov 2003, BA)
Bambra 2004, SIA) Siaroff 1994 (female work desirability), *) without SIA,

° 11
n=13. Lohmann 2009: 114



Country clusters

FIGURE 3 OECD countries by type of family policies as gauged by first two principal components
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Categorical scorecards (OECD ,traffic lights®)

Table 1: Key Work and Family outcomes across countries compared to the OECD average

Childcare
Employment Employment enrolment
Total fertility rata population ratio population ratio (aged under 3) Child poverty Gender pay gap
2005 Women, 2008 Lole parents, 2005 or 2004 or latest year around 2000 2004
lafest wear
OECD Average
(intervals) 1.63 (+/-0.16) 56.8% (+/- 5.73) 70.5% (+/- 7.00) 22 0% (+/- 8.21) 12% (+/- 3.19} 18.5% [+/- 4.07)
Australia @ (] [ ] (@] @ @
Austria [ ] (] (@] [ ] o O
Belgium O O @ @ @ @
Canada (@] @ (@] (@] (9] O
Czech Republic . O . . . O
Denmark 0] ® @ @ (0] o
Finland (0] @ O @ @ O
France . O O O . .
Germary @ o @ [ o @
Greecs @ ® @ @ o @
Hungary . O - '. O .
Iceland o (9] [ o .
Ireland () () ® o ® (]
Italy @ @ @ @ ®
lapan @ O @ O o @
Korea ® @] - O - @
Luxembourg O O @ ® - -
Mexico . . - . . -
Netherlands O @ [ ] (@] (9] O
Newr Zealand (0] @ [ ] @ @ @
Norway . . O . . -
Polznd [ ] ® . [ ] [®] o
Fortugsl @ © ) o ® o
Slowvak Republic [ ] ()] . o . -
Spain [ ] o @ @ @ O
Sweden Q @ @ @ @ o
Switzerland [ ] (] (] - [ ] (]
Turkey @ [ ] - - [ ] .
United Kingdom (] @ @ (@] [ ] (@]
United States (@) @ O (@] ® (@)
. Better than the OECD averzge O Argund the OECD average . Worse than the OECD average

Countries are categonsed 1n “better” or “worse” groups if they are half a standard deviation above or below the OECD average.
OECD Babies and Bosses — A Synthesis of Findings across QECD countries. mcludes detailed information on data sources,
definitions and reference years. 13

http://www.oecd.org/document/55/0,3343,en_2649 201185 39699821 1 1 1 1,00.html
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Graphical scorecards (Lohmann et al. 2009)

« graphical representation of country spepcific
values

e uses about 60 indicators from OECD Family
Database and other sources for 38 OECD/EU
countries

e Scaling Technigue: z-scores, mean=0, standard
deviation=1

e comparison against OECD mean and standard
deviation

15



Scorecards: Example
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Child care

+5 5D —

Family policy: Child care (Denmark)

max émin — Child-staff ratio: pre-school programmes (0-6 years) (B C)
l@nax | min = Average opening hours (3-6 year olds) (B C G)
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@ max | min — Public expenditure ECEC (B C G)
| magx | min — Enrolment daycare (3-6 year olds) (B C G)
@max | min — Enrolment daycare (0-2 year olds) (B C G)
| gax | min — Full time child care (3-6 year olds) (B C G)
| @ax | min — Full time child care (0-2 year olds) ( B C G)
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Country Snapshots (OECD Family DB)

e |nteractive web-tool

e uses 20 indicators from OECD Family Database
for 38 OECD/EU countries

e Linear Scaling Technique (x-min)/(max-min),
range of values=0 through 1

e comparison against OECD mean and standard

deviation (and second comparison group, e.g.
EU-27)

18



Country Snapshots (OECD Family DB)

|

Denmark 557 4 Ev-27 267 @
Childcare Enrolment rates
for -2 year olds - 2008 2 Hil— _“_ — 4 +ﬁﬁ
OECD Average 30.3 ‘, 112 =td dev —_-
h|
Denmark 915 4 Eu-27 797 @

Enrolmemnt rates for 3-5

year olds - 2008 24 A . B ’ 100

OECD Average 77 B ,‘, 102 =td dev —-

http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/30/51/45583023.xls
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Recommendations



Recommendations |

 An assessment of family policy needs to start off

from well-defined policy aims. If policy aims
differ across countries this has to be taken into
account in the assessment.

 An encompassing assessment of family policy
Includes a child- as well as parent-oriented
perspective.

« Assessments may use different empirical
perspectives. However, the advantages and
disadvantages of each perspective need to be
taken into account.

21



Recommendations Il

 The availabllity of indicators differs across
countries. A framework for an assessment of
family policy needs to be flexible to deal with the
problem of missing information.

« Assessments as presented may inform policy
makers about the general features of national
policy in a comparative perspective. However,
such approaches are not suited for the
evaluation of single programmes or the
establishment of causal relationships between
family policy and family outcomes.

22
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Scorecards: Legend

country specific value (z-
score=-0.03, PISA Score

496) minimum value over all

maximum value over all
countries (z-score=1.96,

PISA Score= 563)
/ countries (z-score=-2.57,
PISA Score=410)
| max | min — Education: Pisa Scores
| max Q min — Young people not in education (females)
4
- - -
)] 7] :1:
© S E o country spec. valus minimum value over all
+
maximum value over all (z-score=-0.68 countries (z-score=-0.69,
N share=2.1%)

countries (z-score=4.25, share=2.3%)
share=47.1%)

15 standard deviation over all mean over all countries (z-

countries (z-score=0.5, PISA Score=0, PISA Score=497,
Score=16.9, share not in share not in education=8.5%)

education=4.5%) o4
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