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Abstract

This paper provides novel evidence on the effect of family-friendly firm policies on satisfaction and
working time of parents. The focus of this study is on two specific firm policies: Childcare support
and flexible working schedules. We exploit the fact that since the mid 2000s an increasing share of em-
ployers react to their employees’ needs by offering a family-friendly work environment. These changes
over time allow us to identify causal effects of the two family-friendly policies. Identification is based
on a difference-in-differences strategy in a panel dataset on families with young children in Germany
(FiD). The model is combined with matching to decrease potential bias arising from observable factors
correlated with the offer of family-friendly policies and the change in the considered outcomes. We find
that for mothers, childcare support strongly increases satisfaction related to childcare and additionally
raises life and job satisfaction. Particularly middle and lower educated mothers increase their working
time when childcare support is offered. The effects are mainly driven by immediate use of childcare sup-
port. Flexible working schedules only affect mothers’ job satisfaction, but do not seem to change family
related satisfaction and working time. Fathers show nearly no reactions to either childcare support or
flexible working schedules. Childcare support seems to be a truly family-friendly practice and valued by
mothers, while this is not so clear for flexible working schedules.
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1 Introduction

Labor force participation of women with children has been increasing steadily over the past years in most

industrialized countries (OECD 2013). This development goes hand in hand with the challenge of reconcil-

ing work and family. Individuals in most countries report problems with work-life balance (e.g. Kotowska

2010; Lenain et al. 2014) and achieving the double goal of family and career is shown to be related to lower

well-being than only realizing one of these goals (Bertrand 2013).1 Unfavorable working and childcare con-

ditions force parents, particularly mothers, to reduce working hours, change to less demanding jobs, or to

exit the labor market in order to meet their children’s needs. However, these discontinuous work histories are

disadvantageous for their labor market and financial prospects (Beblo and Wolf 2002; BMFSFJ 2006; Boll

2012). Nowadays in Germany, as well as in other countries, a growing number of employers responds to

their employees’ changing requirements by offering family-friendly firm policies as fringe benefits, aiming

either to retain or to attract parents as qualified employees.2

So far the success of family-friendly firm policies (FFPs) in influencing parental working decisions and

easing the work-family conflict has not extensively been examined. There only exists limited, and almost

no causal, evidence on how FFPs, such as childcare services and flexible working times or places, are

perceived by employees and whether they actually support the reconciliation of work and family life. The

present paper helps to filling this gap by analyzing the effects of two specific FFPs. These FFPs have a

strong potential to decrease the burden for families with young children. Firstly, we consider the possibility

to rely on easy accessible professional childcare while working. Secondly, we explore the effects of work

schedules that are designed to provide the possibility to arrange working time flexibly and so to fulfill both

work and family requirements.

The main contribution of the analysis is the estimation of causal effects stemming from the introduction of

these FFPs on parental well-being. Well-being is captured by a broad set of satisfaction measures that allows

an investigation into whether work as well as family related areas benefit from the provision of FFPs. These

measures are satisfaction with life, job, family, and childcare, and the perception of time pressure. Further, it

is addressed whether there is an accompanying effect on working behavior by analyzing the impact of FFPs

on the time spent on work-related activities on weekdays as well as on agreed and actual working hours per

week. The focus is set on mothers but in addition comparable estimates are provided for fathers.

The escalation of the introduction of FFPs in German firms since the mid-2000s allows us to identify causal

effects of these policies based on the change over time. The analysis relies on a representative German panel

dataset (“Families in Germany”, FiD) that focuses on families with young children and captures parents

with diverse living and occupational backgrounds. In addition to a vast amount of information on objective

1See also OECD (2007: Chapter 2) on problems of reconciling work and family in OECD countries.
2Germany faces a shortages of skilled workers in several industries. This problem may not be solvable by solely relying on

immigration (Bauer and Kunze 2004). Policies that enable mothers to participate in the labor market would release required skill
reserves (Smeeding 2014).
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and subjective characteristics of parents and children, this dataset contains information on the existence

of FFPs at the parent’s workplace. The panel structures allows the investigation to deal with unobserved

heterogeneity by comparing differences over time and by conditioning on lagged dependent variables. After

identifying the factors influencing the introduction of FFPs, this information is exploited in a matching

approach to create an appropriate comparison group for the treated parents.

In line with the existing evidence, we find that socioeconomic background, occupation, and firm size are ma-

jor determinants of whether a parent is offered the FFP. The estimation reveals reasonable and robust positive

effects of childcare support on maternal satisfaction with childcare as well as on life and job satisfaction. Es-

pecially mothers with medium or lower education devote more time to work if childcare support is offered.

Flexible working schedules only increase job satisfaction for mothers, but do not affect family-relevant ar-

eas. After controlling for other occupational changes, there are no robust effects of either childcare support

or flexible working schedules found for fathers.

Germany is an interesting case to study family-friendly workplaces. Support for families provided by the

German state is quite generous in international comparison.3 However, by setting disincentives to employ-

ment, particularly for mothers, these public policies deteriorate the position of females in the labor market

(Datta Gupta et al. 2008; Bertrand et al. 2010) and interlock valuable productivity potential (Smeeding

2014). In the 2000s the German government changed the focus of its family polices to support concepts

that facilitate the reconcilability of labor market participation and parenthood (see BMFSFJ 2006). Major

changes include the introduction of a new parental leave policy, an increase in publicly subsidized daycare

provision for children before the age of three, and a stronger emphasis on the role of employers in reducing

the work-family conflict for their employees. In autumn 2006 the Federal Ministry for Family Affairs, Se-

nior Citizens, Women and Youth introduced the programs Erfolgsfaktor Familie (Success Factor Family) and

Familienbewusste Arbeitszeiten (Family-conscious Working Hours) that provide support for employers in

becoming more family-friendly. In addition, the program Betriebliche Kinderbetreuung (On-site Childcare)

promotes the creation of daycare slots within a firm by paying e400 for each newly created full-time slot.

By raising public attention and financial support, these programs seem to successfully stimulate positive

attitudes towards family-friendliness in firms.4

However, evidence on the effects of such policies is still scarce. While childcare provision is generally found

to have a positive impact on female employment and well-being (e.g. Spieß 2011; Schober and Schmitt

2013), there is limited evidence on the effects of daycare provided by firms. Apart from part-time work,

which is also shown to be positively related to job satisfaction for mothers, but without having much of

an effect on life satisfaction (e.g. Booth and Van Ours 2008), the effects of flexible working schedules are

3Since the 1980s parental leave schemes with relatively high compensation rates and long leave periods allow parents to take a
considerable amount of time off (see Spieß 2011).

4An increasing number of firms began to participate in the Success Factor Family network since 2007 (see Figure A1). By
becoming a member they show interest in family-friendliness and most of them also agreed to a general statement about supporting
family-friendliness in their firm.
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also not well analyzed. Particularly, economic studies identifying causal effects of FFPs for parents in

representative settings are missing (see Section 2). Hence this study provides a valuable contribution by

addressing several of these aspects.

The remainder is structured as follows. Section 2 gives an overview of the existing literature. Section 3

describes the dataset, sample selection, and the definitions of the outcomes and the treatments. Section

4 elaborates on the identification strategy and Section 5 provides the empirical results and the sensitivity

analyses. Section 6 concludes with a discussion of the main findings.

2 Related Literature

Three strands of literature are relevant for the present analysis. The first strand investigates the factors

facilitating the introduction of FFPs. These findings are incorporated in our identification strategy. Family-

friendly firms are found to be larger, have a higher share of female workers and skilled workers; in a sim-

ilar vain, employees receiving FFPs have higher occupational positions and qualifications (see Konrad and

Mangel 2000; Sharpe et al. 2002; Gray and Tudball 2003; Budd and Mumford 2006; Heywood et al. 2007;

Bloom et al. 2011). Furthermore, at the firm level, FFPs are positively associated with the number of vacant

positions (Fakih 2014) and performance (Heywood et al. 2005).5 At the individual level, tenure (Gray and

Tudball 2003; Fakih 2014) and having young children (Sharpe et al. 2002; Heywood et al. 2007) are also

positively related to FFP offers. Gerlach and Schneider (2012) confirm a positive relationship of firm size

and also region (East/West) with family-friendliness in Germany.

The second strand of literature explores the relationship between FFPs and different aspects of well-being.

Ezra and Deckman (1996) and Saltzstein et al. (2001) analyze the relationship of FFPs and satisfaction.

Their sample includes a very specific group of government employees in the US and they have no setup to

identify causal effects. Ezra and Deckman (1996) reveal a positive correlation of on-site care and flexible

schedules with childcare satisfaction for mothers. Similar to the present study there is no effect of on-site

childcare for fathers. Saltzstein et al. (2001) estimate a positive association between job satisfaction and

childcare support for mothers and single fathers. There is no such positive relationship for flex-time or

part-time schedules.6

There are some studies that can more plausibly claim causality of the estimated effects. Possenriede and

Plantenga (2014) and Artz (2010) estimate the effects of FFPs using fixed effect strategies. However, their

studies are limited in making statements about work-life conflict, as they only investigate the effect on

job satisfaction and neglect other aspects of parental well-being. Based on a Dutch Labor Supply Panel,

Possenriede and Plantenga (2014) show that flexible work schedules are positively related to job satisfaction

5Some studies argue that productivity was affected by FFPs, but it is questionable whether these studies can claim causality (see
Konrad and Mangel 2000; Bloom et al. 2011).

6Fiksenbaum (2014) also find a reduction of work-life conflict if family-friendly benefits are available . Work-life conflict is
shown to be related to well-being, but also to physical health and productivity (see e.g Duxbury and Higgins 2003).
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for both women and men, independent of whether they have children.7 Similarly, based on the US-American

NLSY data, Artz (2010) reveals a strong positive effect of flexible working schedules and a smaller positive

effect of childcare support on job satisfaction. The effect for childcare only exists for parents, while in line

with Possenriede and Plantenga (2014) flexible working schedules affect job satisfaction of employees with

and without children. Kelly et al. (2014) provide causal evidence on the effect of family-friendly workplaces

on well-being based on a randomized control intervention. Their treatment differs from our definition of

FFPs, since it relates to a change in the work practice (e.g. training supervisors in demonstrating support

for employees’ private lives). These work practice interventions modestly reduce work-life conflict and

improve family time adequacy.

The third related research area focuses on employees’ behavior. This literature provides evidence for

stronger commitment, e.g. a lower absenteeism rate, higher worker loyalty, and positive work attitudes

if family-friendly firm policies are offered (see OECD 2007; Butts et al. 2013). Still, most of these estimates

do not clearly imply causality. Baughman et al. (2003) try to capture causal effects by arguing that the

estimates are less prone to bias if more time has passed since the introduction of the FFP. Analyzing a large

set of policies, they find lower turnover rates and lower wages in firms, which offer childcare referrals and

sick leave.8 There is no direct evidence for working time.

3 Data

The analysis is based on the “Families in Germany” dataset (Familien in Deutschland, FiD). This is a unique

dataset on households with children in Germany. It was collected from 2010 through 2013. The dataset is

exceptional in two ways: First, the largest part of the data consists of a “cohort-sample” of families with

children born between 2007 and 2010. Second, the dataset includes detailed questions about the employer’s

FFP offers. Questions about family-friendliness at the workplace are designed in the style of the questions

in the IAB Establishment Panel, the leading German survey on firms.9 FiD is a study related to the German

Socio-Economic Panel Study (SOEP). Therefore, it adheres to the high standards set by the SOEP.10 In total

more than 4500 households were sampled. All participating households filled out a household questionnaire,

including information on all children in the household. Each household member of age 17 or older filled

7Possenriede and Plantenga (2014) further find that particularly part-time work raises “working-time fit” for mothers, but does
not raise job satisfaction for mothers or fathers.

8There is some more evidence on the effect on wages. Heywood et al. (2007) identify negative earnings differentials for flexible
working schedules, but not for childcare support and working at home. They argue that childcare and working at home dedicate
attention to work and hence pay for themselves. On the contrary (Fakih 2014) finds a negative impact of childcare support on wages
in Canada. As for many individuals wages are determined by collective agreements in Germany, FFPs could only have an impact
on hourly wages in the long-run. The present study focuses on the short-run perspective.

9Even though the two datasets cannot directly be linked, the similarities in the questions facilitate the comparison between the
results of the FiD analysis and findings in the IAB Establishment Panel. The IAB Establishment Panel is used in an accompanying
paper by the authors.

10From 2014 on, the FiD-samples are integrated into the main SOEP for the data collection. For further details see Schröder
et al. (2013).
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out a personal questionnaire that includes a set of questions about their working behavior and workplace

characteristics. In addition, the dataset includes information on life course events, labor market history

and general work- and family related attitudes. Consequently, the FiD data is very well suited to analyze

the effect of family friendliness on parents with young children. To our knowledge, there are very few

international and no other German panel surveys of this size on families with children in pre- and primary-

school age that include questions on family-friendly firm policies.

The present study focuses on households with two parents and at most four children.11 Biological and

social parents are not distinguished. The sample only includes employed parents, as only these parents can

be offered FFPs.12 Effect are estimated for families with a youngest child aged zero to eight years. By

proceeding this way, families are captured for which reconciling work and childcare is most challenging,

as children in this age bracket have to be cared for all day. Given the specific design of FiD with its

focus on families with young children, a large share of the FiD data can be used for the present analysis.

Most observations in our sample are made for families with a youngest child aged two to five. There are

fewer observations for younger children because few mothers are employed with children under two years.

Observations are excluded if there is a newborn child in the household because these families experience a

major change which is unrelated to the workplace. Since most mothers do not work if they have a newborn

child this adjustment mainly affects the sample size in the analysis of fathers.13

To make sure that the actual parent is captured and to rule out that unusual parents drive our results, mothers

have to be, at most, 45 years older than their youngest child. In the case of fathers it is a less restrictive,

they should not be more than 55 years older than the youngest child in the household. As common in the

literature teenage parents, who make less than 0.5 percent of our sample, are excluded.14

3.1 Outcomes

The aim is to provide a broad picture of parental subjective well-being.15 It is captured by satisfaction in

several work and family related areas:

• Life satisfaction: Satisfaction with your life.

• Job satisfaction: Satisfaction with your work/job.

• Family satisfaction: Satisfaction with your family life.

• Childcare satisfaction: Satisfaction with the existing childcare options/possibilities.

11Single parents are excluded, as they are likely to react to FFP with different magnitudes. Despite oversampling, the group of
employed single parents in the FiD data is too small for a separate analysis. There are few parents with more children. Therefore
this group is difficult to balance.

12The partner is allowed to work zero hours.
13By proceeding this way, we do not exclude any treated observation for Childcare Support and only six treated observations

for Flex Schedule in the analysis of mothers. For fathers it is eight treated observations for Childcare Support and 72 treated
observations for Flex Schedule.

14These are defined by being less than 20 years older than the youngest child.
15A measure of experienced utility.
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• Time Pressure: Experiencing time pressure.

Time pressure is measured on a five point scale with higher values indicating more time pressure experienced

in the last for weeks. All other satisfaction items are measured on a 11-point Likert scale from 0 (absolutely

unsatisfied) to 10 (absolutely satisfied).

Objective behavioral changes in working time are measured as:

• Time for Job: Hours devoted to work per average weekday (including travel, preparations, second

job, overtime, work taken home...).

• Agreed Hours: Agreed working hours per week.

• Actual Hours: Actual working hours per week.

For the working time measures only ‘reasonable’ information is included, thus observations of zero hours

are excluded.

3.2 Treatments

Identification is given by individuals for whom the status of being offered the respective FFP at their work-

place changes in the observation period. This status is identified by the answer to the following question:16

“In some firms family-friendly policies are supported. How is it at your workplace: Are the following

support policies offered by your employer?”

Childcare Support

– Tick either box: “Workplace childcare facilities (e.g. daycare (in-house kindergarten, crèche,

day nursery), homework supervision in the company, slot in non-in-house daycare center).”

– Or tick box: “Sponsoring childcare.”

Flex Schedule

– Tick box: “Flexible organization of working hours (e.g. part-time, working time account (flex

time), save working time to a long-term account).”

In addition to the availability of Childcare Support it is observed whether parents actually use the provided

support. This information is exploited to disentangle the effect of the usage of this FFP from the effect of

the provision, as provision as well as usage are found to yield benefits for work attitudes (see Butts et al.

2013).17

16The answer “I do not know” is coded as “no provision” because the individual can not be affected by provision. Only one
percent of all individuals do not know whether an FFP is provided by the employer.

17Provision could also capture the possibility to make use of the FFP in the future if necessary and accompanying changes in the
work environment and attitudes towards parents. See Section 5.3.1.
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It is assumed that the individual has no direct impact on whether it is offered the FFP by the firm. Parents

who could clearly influence the introduction, i.e. self-employed, are excluded from the analysis (see Section

4.3) and managers only represent a very small fraction of the remaining sample. Furthermore, the main

effects are not driven by this group, but by parents with lower education (see Section 5.2.3). Selection into

firms is also not the driving force as results remain stable when parents who switch employers are excluded

(see Section 5.3.3). Other correlations of parental characteristics and whether a FFP is offered are addressed

in the estimation strategy (see Section 4).

While both FFPs have the potential to raise satisfaction levels by easing the reconciliation between paid

work and family, the expectations for the change in working time are not unambiguous. Childcare Support

can be assumed to enable parents, particularly mothers if they are the main caretakers, to increase the time

they devote to the job. However, a flexible scheduling of working time does not have to be accompanied by

a higher amount of working time. Flex Schedule, as defined in the survey question, also includes part-time

work, therefore the opposite could actually be the case.

4 Estimation Approach

If working in a firm that introduces the treatment FFP was assigned randomly, simple comparison of mean

outcomes between treatment and control group could be interpreted as the average treatment effect. How-

ever, literature shows that firms with family-friendly working environments and the employees who work

in these firms systematically differ from those without such policies. This is also true for our sample (see

Section 5.1). Consequently, without any adjustments, the group of individuals in firms without FFP does

not provide a valid counterfactual comparison group for the group with FFP.

The problem of unobserved heterogeneity is countered by combining two established identification ap-

proaches. To capture unobservable individual factors, the FiD panel dataset is exploited by applying

difference-in-differences (DiD) and lagged dependent variable (LDV) specifications. Identification in the

DiD model is based on the common trend assumption. In the LDV model unconfoundness given lagged

outcomes is assumed. Combining these models with matching on a set of individual characteristics XM

overcomes problems of observed heterogeneity by creating a valid control group and relaxes the common

trend assumption by assuming that it holds conditional on XM, but not necessarily unconditionally.

The general idea behind these estimators is to compare individuals who received the FFP from one period

to the other with nearly identical individuals who did not receive the FFP and to analyze how well-being

and working time changed between these two groups. Heckman et al. (1999: chapter 8) characterize three

sources of selection bias in evaluation studies. With matching we target the first and the second source: The

lack of common support and differences in explanatory variables. The DiD and LDV specifications address

the third source, the differences in unobservable characteristics.

It is essential to note that compared to the cross-section matching estimator, the identification assumptions
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are weaker in the present panel setting. In the DiD model, causality does not hinge on the assumption that

there are no unobserved factors connecting the level of the outcome to the treatment, but relies on the weaker

assumption that the treatment status does not predict the change in the outcome conditionally on the set of

observable characteristics. In the case of the LDV model, it is assumed that, conditional on XM and the

lagged outcome variable, confounding unobservable factors are irrelevant (Lechner 2011). It can be argued

that controlling for lagged outcomes also captures part of the time-invariant as well as relevant time-variant

confounding factors. Hence the DiD- and LDV-matching estimators have the advantage of eliminating un-

observed differences between treated and non-treated individuals which cross-section matching estimators

fail to eliminate (see Smith and Todd 2005; Lechner 2011)18

We are interested in whether the offer of a specific FFP has any effect for parents compared to the situation

in which they were not offered the FFP. Therefore, the control group consists of individuals who do not

receive a FFP offer in any of two consecutive observation periods (post-treatment and pre-treatment period

in the following). Consequently, the treatment group consists of individuals who receive the FFP offer in the

post-treatment period, but were not offered the FFP in the pre-treatment period. Individuals are excluded if

they lose access to the FFP from one period to the other.

In a robustness check, individuals who receive the FFP in the post-treatment as well as in the pre-treatment

period are added to the control group. These individuals do not have a status change, because they always

receive the treatment. For the main specification it is assumed that parents who do not have the FFP in the

beginning are most comparable. It could also be argued that the group of parents who already received the

FFP is more similar to those who start to receive the offer at some point in the observation period. The

results are robust to this variation of the control group (see Table D1 and Table D2). We prefer our main

specification for two reasons. Firstly because the estimated effect has a clear-cut interpretation. Secondly, if

the FFP has a long-term effect, the group of ‘always-treated’ is not an appropriate comparison.

Three periods of change are observed in the data: 2010 to 2011, 2011 to 2012 and 2012 to 2013. However, in

2011 only individuals who changed their employer were asked about family-friendly policies. For parents

who did not change their employer in 2011, only changes from 2010 to 2012 and 2012 to 2013 can be

identified. Hence, if t refers to the post-treatment period, for most observations the pre-treatment period

refers to (t − 1). For observations in 2012 which belong to individuals who did not change their job in

2011, the pre-treatment period refers to 2010, hence (t−2). This applies to treated as well as to untreated

individuals. A control is added for different time spans between two observation points.

The analysis proceeds in three steps. First, the propensity score is estimated. Second, matching is performed

based on the propensity score. Third, a weighted regression is computed to estimate the average treatment

effect on the treated.
18Famous implementations of similar DiD-matching estimators are Heckman et al. (1997) and Smith and Todd (2005).
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4.1 Propensity Score Matching

The main analysis is conducted based on a sample that is weighted using matching weights. Since direct

matching on a large set of covariates is difficult, the analysis proceeds with propensity score matching

(PSM).19 PSM is a semi-parametric approach that allows for arbitrary heterogeneity related to the control

variables. Conventional parametric regression methods can be sensitive to minor changes in the specification

because of their heavy reliance on extrapolation. Therefore the matching estimator is particularly beneficial

if the covariate distributions differ substantially between treatment and control group (Imbens 2014). Ho

et al. (2007) argue that matching should be used as a data preprocessor for subsequent analysis to reduce the

bias and to increase efficiency.

The conditional probability to participate in the treatment (the propensity score), i.e. the probability to be

offered the FFP, is estimated based on a probit model.20 The set of variables XM included in the estimation of

the propensity score contains only variables that are either time invariant, measured before the treatment took

place or are otherwise not affected by the treatment. Weights are derived based on the estimated propensity

scores and are placed on the observations for the non-treated when computing the treatment effect.

Given the set of variables XM, it is assumed that the conditional independence assumption holds:

EP(XM)|D=1[∆Y NT |P(XM),D = 1] = EP(XM)|D=1[∆Y NT |P(XM),D = 0]. (1)

D= 1 indicates that an individual received the treatment FFP. ∆Y NT =Y NT,post−Y NT,pre indicates the change

in the outcome in absence of the treatment (T =treated, NT =non-treated). P(XM) refers to the propensity

score. The estimates should be interpreted as the average treatment effect on the treated (ATT) because the

observations for the non-treated individuals are weighted such that they provide an appropriate comparison

group for the treated individuals. This estimate is given by:

βAT T = E[∆Y T −∆Y NT |D = 1,P(XM)] = E[∆Y T |D = 1)−E[∆Y NT |D = 1,P(XM)] (2)

=
1

nT
∑

i∈GT

[
∆Y T

i − ∑
j∈GNT

ω(i, j)∆Y NT
j

]
where nT is the number of cases in the treatment group GT . The observation for an individual i in the

treatment group is matched to a counterfactual observation that is created using a weighted average of

observations j in the control group GNT . The weights ω are constructed using the well-established procedure

of kernel matching.21 Unlike pair-wise matching, kernel matching does not only rely on the one nearest

neighbor for the match, but uses kernel-weighted averages over multiple observations in the comparison

19This phenomenon is also known as the ‘curse of dimensionality’ (Rosenbaum and Rubin 1983).
20The results are robust to using a logit model.

21 In case of kernel matching the weights take on the following form: ω(i, j) =
K
[

Pi−Pj
b

]
∑ j K

[
Pi−Pj

b

]
where b refers to the bandwidth and K[.] to the kernel function.
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group.22 The main results are based on an epanechnikov kernel with a bandwidth of 0.06 as chosen by

Heckman et al. (1997).23 In line with Smith and Todd (2005), our results are robust to slight variations in

the bandwidth.

A further requirement in the matching procedure is common support, given that the estimated treatment

effects are only defined in the region of common support.24 Implementing the common support condition

ensures that any combination of characteristics observed in the treatment group can also be found in the con-

trol group. Figure 1 for mothers and Figure E1 for fathers depict a kernel density estimate of the propensity

scores for the treatment and the control group. The graphs are based on the main specification including the

controls described in Section 4.3. The estimates show that there exists a large region in which observations

with the same propensity score are observed in the treatment and the control groups, this is referred to as

overlap region.
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Figure 1: Overlap of Propensity Scores for Treated and Non-Treated - Mothers

In the main analysis, overlap is imposed by dropping treated observations whose propensity score is higher

than the maximum value or lower than the minimum value in the control group. This mainly affects the

analysis of Flex Schedule (see Figure 1). In some regions the propensity score density is rather low, even

if there exist observations in the treatment and the control group. This is not uncommon (see Caliendo and

Kopeinig 2008). Sensitivity of the results is tested using ‘trimming’. With trimming two percent of the

treated observations at which the propensity score density in the control group is lowest are dropped. The

results are robust to this adjustment.25

In order to compare the covariate distribution across the matched groups and to test whether the groups

are adequately balanced, the two-sample t-test proposed by Rosenbaum and Rubin (1985) is conducted.

In addition, the quality of the matching is verified by analyzing the standardized percentage bias. This

22Asymptotically, all matching procedures produce the same results because they reduce to exact matching in infinite samples
(Caliendo and Kopeinig 2008).

23The bandwidth is the smoothing parameter, its choice is analogous to the choice of the number of neighbors. A smaller
bandwidth implies higher variance and lower bias.

24Theoretically, in case of the ATT it is sufficient to assume P(D = 1|XM)< 1.
25Results are available on request.
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standardized percentage bias is defined as the difference of the sample means in the treated and non-treated

subsamples as a percentage of the square root of the average of the sample variance in the treated and in the

non-treated group (see Rosenbaum and Rubin 1985).26

The robustness of our results to the weighting procedure is tested by applying a different approach to calcu-

late the weights, called entropy balancing (Hainmueller 2012). This optimization procedure derives weights

such that the reweighted treatment and control group satisfy a pre-specified balancing condition. In our case

this condition is the sample mean. Consequently, by imposing equality of the means in the treatment and

control group, the essential criterion that is usually applied to judge the success of matching is automatically

fulfilled.27 The results are robust to this change in the weighting procedure (see Table C1 and Table C2).

4.2 Specification of the Regression Model

The model estimated based on the weighted sample can be formalized as follows:

∆Yi,t︸︷︷︸
Y post

i,t −Y pre
i,t

= α +β∆FFPi,t + γXi,t +ηt + εi,t t = 2011,2012,2013 (3)

where the change in well-being or working time within a person is explained by changes in the treatment

FFPi,t between the post-treatment period t and the pre-treatment period. If only individuals with FFPpre
i,t = 0

are compared it follows that ∆FFPi,t = FFPpost
i,t . The coefficient β measures the treatment effect. Year fixed

effects ηt are included, because changes in the treatment status are observed over a period of three years.

In the present panel setting, this DiD approach corresponds to the first differences fixed effects model

(Wooldridge 2010: section 10.6.3).28 This leads to unbiased estimates if the introduction of FFP is a func-

tion of time-invariant characteristics. This assumption may not be reasonable for all outcomes. Therefore,

an LDV specification is estimated in addition, assuming unconfoundedness given lagged outcomes (Imbens

and Wooldridge 2009). In this approach it is assumed that the omitted variable bias does not arise from

a time-invariant individual specific factor, but from pre-treatment trends. Hence, Y pre
i,t would be correlated

with the error term (Imbens and Wooldridge 2009).29 In repeated cross-section analyses, DiD is often the

only option, but in panel data more information is available and can be exploited in the LDV approach

(Imbens and Wooldridge 2009).

The difference in the specification between the DiD and the LDV model is that the LDV model includes

Y pre
i,t as a control variable and Y pre

i,t is also included in the estimation of the propensity score. However, as

described, identification is based on different assumptions (e.g. Lechner 2011). The LDV model can be

26The matching weights and the test statistics are derived using the user written package psmatch2 in Stata (see Leuven and
Sianesi 2014).

27See Marcus (2013) for an implementation of this procedure.
28It is controlled for individual not group fixed effects, which increases precision.
29If, for example, FFPs are introduced in firms with a good work environment, such that even in absence of the treatment

employees are highly satisfied, the DiD may underestimate the true treatment effect because starting from a high level, there may
only be a small increase in satisfaction possible in this group.
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formalized as:30

∆Yi,t = α +β∆FFPi,t + γXi,t +δY pre
i,t +ηt + εi,t t = 2011,2012,2013 (4)

Under reasonable assumptions, the two approaches have a nice property (see Guryan 2001; Angrist and

Pischke 2008): If the treatment is positively selected on lagged outcomes, the DiD or fixed effects model

produces negatively biased estimates. If the treatment is positively selected on fixed characteristics, the LDV

estimator, that controls for lagged outcomes, produces positively biased estimates of the treatment effect. It

is the other way around for negative selection on fixed effects or lagged outcomes. Hence the two estimates

may be seen as bounds for the true estimate.31

In the simple DiD and LDV specifications, presented in this paper, the vector of variables Xi,t is empty and

the treatment and control group are also not matched based on XM
i,t . In the main specification it is matched

on and linearly controlled for XM
i,t . This combination of matching with regression adjustment is shown to

reduce problems of misspecification and to improve precision of the estimates (Stuart 2010; Kreif et al.

2013).32

An extended specification includes ∆Xi,t = Xpost
i,t −Xpre

i,t for a subset of XM
i,t as linear controls to ensure that

the results are not driven by changes that took place at the same time as the introduction of the FFP. If the

FFP was introduced at the same time, as for example, a promotion, the positive effect of the promotion

would mistakenly be attributed to the FFP.33 However, we are careful not to include characteristics that were

themselves affected by the change in the FFP under consideration (Angrist and Pischke 2008).

4.3 Balancing Observable Characteristics

To ensure a good balancing of the treated and the control group, two adjustments are made. Firstly, it is

controlled for major factors that are correlated with the introduction of the FFP and the change in well-being

or working time. Three groups of variables are included: i) family, individual, and partner characteristics; ii)

workplace characteristics; and iii) regional characteristics (see Table B1 for details). Secondly, the sample

is adjusted by excluding some observations with zero probability of receiving the treatment from the control

group.

Family composition is captured by the individual’s, the partner’s and the children’s age as well as by the

number of children. Individuals are also balanced according to their socioeconomic status by controlling

30Sometimes the following expression is used instead, which leads to the same β estimator:
Y post

i,t = α +β∆FFPi,t + γXi,t +(δ +1)Y pre
i,t +ηt + εi,t . Consequently, β can be interpreted as the value added by the treatment to

a given level of the outcome under consideration.
31It is not reasonable to combine both approaches because in this case much stronger assumptions and dynamic panel data models

are necessary (see e.g. Angrist and Pischke 2008).
32The hybrid procedure of combining regression adjustment with reweighting methods is also referred to as ‘double-robust’

(Bang and Robins 2005). This approach leads to consistent estimates if either the propensity score, i.e. the estimation leading to
the weights, or the outcome equation is correctly specified.

33This is similar to the classic first differences or fixed effects setting, where all left- and right-hand variables are included as first
difference or deviation from the mean.
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for pre-treatment information on education, household income, net hourly wage, whether the individual

possesses a high occupational position, tenure, the individual’s unemployment record (unemployment expe-

rience), and full-time-work experience. In order to capture further restrictions, pre-treatment information on

the partner’s education, whether the partner participated in the labor market, whether the partner possesses

a high occupational position and his or her unemployment experience are added. Parents with five or more

years of unemployment are excluded because there is no observation the treated group with such a high

unemployment record.34

To measure the attitudes of the parents, the specification includes whether the mother agrees that women

should have a stronger focus on children than on their careers and whether the father agrees that men and

women should contribute equally to housework and family responsibilities. This should, for example, cap-

ture whether substituting parental care with daycare is perceived as positive or negative.

The availability of FFPs may depend on the employee’s occupational function. A researcher might, for

example, be allowed to work more flexibly than a janitor. The main specification is based on the ISCO88

codes, that capture occupational differences, but also industrial aspects.35 The results are robust to control-

ling for industry based on the NACE coding instead.36 In addition, working in the civil service sector is

included and it is controlled for firm size and whether other FFPs are offered in the pre-treatment period.

Hence the treatment and the control group are balanced by the overall family-friendliness of the firms.

To further ease balancing, industries and occupations without changes in the considered FFP over the ob-

servation period are excluded. These are the agricultural and mining sectors (about 2 percent of the sample)

and individuals working as soldiers (less than 0.5 percent) or individuals in training (about 1 percent) in the

pre-treatment period.

Parents who are self-employed are also excluded.37 The argumentation behind this restriction is that the

introduction of FFPs in the owned firm is most likely to be endogenous and impacted by the parent’s needs

and preferences.

Binary controls for city size capture differences arising from living in a city rather than in the countryside

(e.g. commuting longer distances) and indicators for East and West Germany capture general differences in

the availability of publicly subsidized daycare and the parent’s attitudes towards maternal employment and

daycare usage.38

Changes occurring simultaneously with the introduction of the FFP are captured in the extended model by

controlling for changes in hourly wages, in the occupational position, in the occupational function (ISCO88),

in the overall family-friendliness measure and for whether there was a change of the employer.

34We lose less than 4 percent of the sample.
35E.g., machine operators are more likely to work in the automobile sector than in the media sector.
36Results are available on request.
37The partner is allowed to be self-employed.
38The results are robust to including information on the availability of subsidized daycare for children under three years at the

county level. Results are available on request.
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5 Empirical Results

In this section the estimated effects of Childcare Support and Flex Time are discussed with a focus on

mothers. Mothers often face more challenges reconciling work and family life because children are still

mainly a mother’s duty in many families (see e.g. Wall and Arnold 2007). However, we provide and discuss

comparable estimates for fathers.

5.1 Mean Differences and Balancing

The mean values of the control variables for mothers are examined separately for the treated and the control

groups for Childcare Support and Flex Schedule, respectively (see Table E1 and Table E2 ).39 Column three

in these tables displays the mean differences between the treated and the control group in the unmatched

(raw) sample. As expected, given the existing evidence, the characteristics of the treatment and control

groups differ significantly in the raw sample.

There are three groups of factors that are clearly related to the introduction of a FFP and are similar for

Childcare Support and Flex Schedule. Firstly, in line with previous research, there are differences in so-

cioeconomics status, hinting to higher socioeconomic status in the group of the treated. This is indicated

by differences in household income, the individual’s education and wages, and the partner’s unemployment

record, education and position. In the case of Flex Schedule, the partner’s characteristics play a stronger role

than for Childcare Support. Secondly, we can confirm that tenure plays a role for receiving FFPs. Finally,

larger firms offer FFP more frequently.

There are also occupational differences. Regarding Childcare Support, mothers who are professionals or

work in the civil service sector receive this FFP more often, the opposite is true for service and sales workers.

Firms that were more family-friendly in the past are more likely to offer Childcare Support. The offer of

Flex Schedule is slightly more frequent among managers. Parents in elementary occupations are less often

offered FFPs.

For fathers, similar factors determine whether FFP is offered and most differences are even more pronounced

(see Table E3 and Table E4). Most described differences are also found in the multivariate probit estimation

of the propensity score, but the patterns are weaker, as some of these variables capture similar aspects (not

shown).

The last row in Table E1 reveals that 71 mothers are observed in the treatment group for Childcare Support.

The number of non-treated observations to draw from is large, which allows us to construct appropriate

counterfactual observations for the treated. In the case of Flex Schedule, the treatment group is larger with

131 mothers (see Table E2). For fathers, the treatment group consists of 90 observations for Childcare

Support and 147 for Flex Schedule. The control group in the case of Childcare Support is larger than for

39Corresponding results for fathers are shown in Table E3 and Table E4.
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Flex Schedule as more individuals are already offered Flex Schedule in the beginning, i.e. to them applies

FFPpre 6= 0.

Columns four in Table E1 and Table E2 display the difference in the means between treated and control

groups in the matched sample. Based on the two-sample t-test, there exist no significant differences in the

covariates between the two groups after matching on the propensity score, anymore (compare columns three

and four of Table E1 and Table E2).

−40 −20 0 20 40
Standardized % bias across covariates

Standardized Percentage Bias  − Childcare Support − Mothers

Unmatched
Matched

(a) Balancing Childcare Support

−40 −20 0 20 40
Standardized % bias across covariates

Standardized Percentage Bias − Flex Schedule − Mothers

Unmatched
Matched

(b) Balancing Flex Schedule

Figure 2: Standardized Percentage Bias before and after Matching - Mothers

The last column in these tables displays the distribution of the standardized percentage bias in the matched

sample. To abbreviate the documentation, the means of the standardized percentage bias before and after

matching are calculated (last row of Table E1 and Table E2). For mothers, the overall bias before matching

is 19.6 for Childcare Support and 14.5 for Flex Schedule. A significant reduction can be achieved for both

groups so that the average standardized percentage bias after matching is 2.3 in the case of Childcare Support

and 2.6 for Flex Schedule. This enormous reduction shows that the matching procedure is able to balance

the characteristics in the treatment group and the matched comparison group. Table E1 and Table E2 further

reveal that in the matched sample the standardized percentage bias for all variables is far below ten percent

and in nearly all cases around the five percent level. The gain in balance becomes even more apparent in the

graphical representation in Figure 2, which depicts the standardized percentage bias in the matched and the

raw sample. The differences in the unmatched samples diverge much further from zero than in the matched

sample.

A similar reduction in the differences between treatment and control groups is reached for fathers (see Table

E3 and Table E4). It is particularly important that factors related to the socioeconomic background are well

balanced because these variables are highly suspected to be correlated with well-being and working time.

A large part of the differences will be captured by the DiD and LDV setting and as matching is combined

with regression adjustment, the variance is further reduced in the main analysis. As mentioned, estimates

based on entropy balancing reveal that the results are very similar when a weighting procedure is applied

16



that explicitly equalizes the means in the treatment and the control group (see Table C1 and Table C2).

5.2 Results for Well-Being and Working Time

5.2.1 Main Effects of Childcare Support

Table 1 shows the results for the effect of Childcare Support for mothers. The estimated effects reveal that

the provision of Childcare Support strongly raises satisfaction with the childcare by 0.46 to 0.72 points

depending on the estimator. The LDV estimation leads to smaller effects than the DiD estimation, but the

effects are still very pronounced. The LDV model takes into account that the treatment group experienced

a lower level of care satisfaction in the pre-treatment period (see Table F1). Our estimations reveal for all

outcomes that the higher the level of the outcome in the pre-treatment period, the smaller is the change in the

outcome on average. Conditioning on the pre-treatment level of the outcome hence reduces the treatment

effect in the case of care satisfaction. The overall positive effect on care satisfaction is a plausible result

and indicates that public daycare provision does not sufficiently meet the demand of working women - this

could be in terms of quantity, quality or flexibility.

All specifications show that Childcare Support offered by the mother’s employer positively affects her life

satisfaction. Particularly the LDV specification also reveals a positive effect on job satisfaction. The DiD

estimates for job satisfaction are weaker but lead to the same qualitative conclusion. Different than for

care satisfaction, the introduction of Childcare Support is more frequent among individuals experiencing a

relatively high level of job satisfaction in the pre-treatment period, implying that the job was already rather

enjoyable before the treatment took place (see Table F1). This explains that the LDV estimate exceeds the

DiD estimate. There is no clear effect on time pressure.

Overall our findings suggest that mothers benefit in work, life and family relevant areas when their employer

provides childcare support. This suggests a reduction of work-family conflicts. These positive effects are

in line with previous research showing that on-site care is related to higher childcare satisfaction (Ezra and

Deckman 1996) and job satisfaction (Saltzstein et al. 2001; Artz 2010).

There could be two underlying effects: A general increase in the availability of affordable high-quality day-

care and the additional benefits of on-site childcare, e.g. by being more adaptable to parental working hours

or being of higher quality than daycare by other providers. Thus to reveal the extent of the second mech-

anism, future research may aim at analyzing the effect of on-site childcare in countries with an extensive

supply of public daycare, e.g. the Scandinavian countries. In countries such as Germany and the US the

childcare market is restrictive, in terms of prices in the US and because of limited availability in Germany.

Hence, both mechanisms may play a role in these settings.

Further estimates show that the increase in well-being is accompanied by an increase in working time.

Column six in Table 1 reveals that on average there is a significant effect of 0.45 to 0.67 additional hours

spent on work related activities per weekday. There is also a positive, but much smaller, tendency for actual
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Table 1: Effects of Childcare Support - Mothers
Well-Being Working Time

∆ Satisfaction with... ∆Time ∆Time ∆Agreed ∆Actual
Life Job Family Care Pressure Job Hours Hours

DiD
∆ Childcare Support 0.28∗∗ 0.24 0.10 0.65∗∗ −0.09 0.54∗∗ 0.05 0.52

(0.14) (0.23) (0.15) (0.30) (0.13) (0.24) (0.84) (0.95)

Observations 993 965 993 800 993 938 993 986

LDV
∆ Childcare Support 0.26∗∗ 0.46∗∗∗ 0.09 0.49∗∗ −0.07 0.67∗∗∗ 0.59 1.10

(0.12) (0.17) (0.13) (0.19) (0.10) (0.22) (0.78) (0.88)

Observations 993 965 993 800 993 938 993 986

DiD plus Matching
∆ Childcare Support 0.27∗∗ 0.17 0.03 0.79∗∗∗ −0.03 0.59∗∗∗ 0.01 0.47

(0.11) (0.22) (0.14) (0.28) (0.12) (0.22) (0.67) (0.77)

Observations 877 859 877 718 877 831 878 872

LDV plus Matching
∆ Childcare Support 0.19∗ 0.37∗∗ 0.02 0.46∗∗ −0.02 0.54∗∗∗ −0.05 0.39

(0.10) (0.16) (0.12) (0.19) (0.09) (0.19) (0.60) (0.69)

Observations 877 859 877 718 877 831 878 872

DiD plus Matching plus Changes
∆ Childcare Support 0.50∗∗∗ 0.36∗ 0.10 0.72∗∗∗ −0.10 0.50∗∗ −0.19 0.18

(0.11) (0.18) (0.13) (0.27) (0.14) (0.21) (0.61) (0.74)

Observations 877 859 877 718 877 831 878 872

LDV plus Matching plus Changes
∆ Childcare Support 0.36∗∗∗ 0.56∗∗∗ 0.07 0.53∗∗∗ −0.11 0.45∗∗ −0.29 0.20

(0.10) (0.15) (0.11) (0.20) (0.11) (0.19) (0.55) (0.66)

Observations 877 859 877 718 877 831 878 872

Note: Standard errors in parentheses are clustered at the individual level. ∗/ ∗∗/ ∗∗∗: significance at the 10-/5-/1-percent
level. All models include year-fixed effects. Matching: Matching on and regression adjustment for XM (see Table B1).
Changes: Regression adjustment for ∆X (see Section 4.3). The number of observations varies, because after matching
not all observations are in the support.
Source: FiDv4.0.

weekly working hours. The effect for time devoted to the job might be stronger as individuals have to assess

the time in hours per day. This is a relatively rough measure. However, it could also indicate that actually

more work is done during the week as, unlike the other two measures, this variable does not count the

working time on weekends. There is no significant increase in agreed working hours. Hence, if there is a

change in working time it seems to be driven by supplementary work during the week, e.g. work at home,

overtime or travels, but not the working time stipulated by the contract. The findings become clearer once

analyzing effect heterogeneity with respect to education (see Section 5.2.3).

Childcare Support leaves well-being and working time of fathers mainly unchanged. The basic models

suggest that the provision of Childcare Support raises job satisfaction for fathers. However, this result is not

robust. When controlling for other changes taking place at the same time, this effect disappears (see Table

G1). The effect of Childcare Support seems to be confounded with other changes, such as an increase in
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wages or a change to a more satisfying occupational position. More research is needed to determine whether

this policy is not suitable to reduce work-family conflict for fathers or whether such a conflict does not exists

for the majority of fathers because childcare is still mainly a mother’s duty.40

5.2.2 Main Effects of Flex Schedule

In contrast to Childcare Support, Flex Schedule does not seem to affect work-life balance, but has only an

effect on work related satisfaction. The estimates show a robust increase of job satisfaction by 0.41 to 0.54

points (see Table 2). However, there is no spillover to life satisfaction and also no accompanying change in

satisfaction with family or childcare. There even seems to be a slight increase in perceived time pressure,

but this effect is not statistically significant in all specifications. Controlling for the fact that the group of

treated has experienced less time pressure before the treatment (see Table F2) reduces the effect.

Table 2: Effects of Flex Schedule - Mothers
Well-Being Working Time

∆ Satisfaction with... ∆Time ∆Time ∆Agreed ∆Actual
Life Job Family Care Pressure Job Hours Hours

DiD
∆ Flex Schedule −0.07 0.54∗∗ −0.03 0.12 0.17∗ −0.04 −0.36 −0.15

(0.14) (0.22) (0.13) (0.25) (0.09) (0.21) (0.74) (0.77)

Observations 471 453 471 395 471 435 471 466

LDV
∆ Flex Schedule −0.04 0.54∗∗∗ −0.12 0.03 0.10 −0.04 −0.34 −0.16

(0.12) (0.18) (0.12) (0.21) (0.08) (0.19) (0.68) (0.71)

Observations 471 453 471 395 471 435 471 466

DiD plus Matching
∆ Flex Schedule −0.13 0.42∗ −0.01 −0.12 0.16∗ 0.01 −0.77 −0.55

(0.17) (0.22) (0.13) (0.28) (0.09) (0.22) (0.76) (0.74)

Observations 463 443 463 371 463 423 463 459

LDV plus Matching
∆ Flex Schedule 0.09 0.51∗∗∗ −0.08 0.02 0.04 −0.17 −0.69 −0.85

(0.14) (0.19) (0.12) (0.21) (0.07) (0.19) (0.66) (0.67)

Observations 463 443 463 371 463 423 463 459

DiD plus Matching plus Changes
∆ Flex Schedule −0.13 0.41∗∗ −0.06 −0.34 0.18 −0.18 −0.84 −0.43

(0.18) (0.20) (0.14) (0.30) (0.11) (0.24) (0.73) (0.79)

Observations 463 443 463 371 463 423 463 459

LDV plus Matching plus Changes
∆ Flex Schedule −0.04 0.49∗∗∗ −0.11 −0.16 0.13 −0.26 −0.94 −0.68

(0.13) (0.18) (0.12) (0.24) (0.08) (0.23) (0.69) (0.75)

Observations 463 443 463 371 463 423 463 459

Note: Standard errors in parentheses are clustered at the individual level. ∗/ ∗∗/ ∗∗∗: Significance at the
10-/5-/1-percent level. All models include year-fixed effects. Matching: Matching on and regression adjustment for
XM (see Table B1). Changes: Regression adjustment for ∆X (see Section 4.3). The number of observations vary,
because after matching not all observations are in the support.
Source: FiDv4.0.

40The finding that 40 percent of mothers but less than 20 percent of fathers use Childcare Support supports this hypothesis.
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There is no significant change in working time. It appears as if mothers slightly reduce their working hours.

This may be due to Flex Schedule also including the possibility to reduce working hours to part-time.

Even fewer effects of Flex Schedule are related to a father’s well-being. However, fathers significantly

reduce their actual working time, which indicates that Flex Schedule is a means for fathers to give up

working long hours. At the same time there is a tendency of a reduction in family satisfaction (see Table G2).

This could be explained by Flex Schedule coming with requirements by the firm, for example, permanent

disposability or working on weekends, that reduce time available for the family. There is also evidence that

it is not widely accepted if fathers use part-time or flex-time (see Coltrane et al. 2013; Williams et al. 2013),

hence it is possible that fathers only work flexibly if there are challenges faced by the family.

Our findings indicate that Flex Schedule should not be seen as a clear-cut family benefit. This is in line with

previous research. Saltzstein et al. (2001) find, for example, that a positive relationship of flexible schedules

with job satisfaction only exists in dual-earner households without children. Similarly Possenriede and

Plantenga (2014) argue that flexible work schedules appeal more generally to employees and are not a

policy explicitly targeted at parents. Work flexibility, at least in the way it is currently implemented, may

not be far-reaching enough. Problems concerning childcare or family emergencies may not be solvable this

way.

5.2.3 Heterogeneous Effects by Education

It can be assumed that the effects of FFPs are not homogeneous, because parents are to a different degree

constrained in their allocation of time. Highly educated parents can be assumed to be less restricted than

lower educated parents in choosing a convenient work environment and childcare arrangement, as they are,

for example, more able to purchase private childcare or domestic help.

Effect heterogeneity with respect to education is analyzed based on interaction terms due to a relatively

small sample size. For a clearer representation the two higher and two lower education groups are combined.

Hence, there is only one interaction effect, separating the treatment effect for those with high education or

high vocational training from those with lower education (vocational training and low education).41 This

exercise provides valuable insights on effect heterogeneity by qualitatively analyzing the interaction effect.

Our findings support the hypothesis of heterogeneous effects. The results presented in Table 3 show that

even though all mothers value Childcare Support, revealed by higher levels of care satisfaction in both

groups, mid-level and lowly educated mothers benefit more than highly educated mothers in terms of life

satisfaction. There is a similar tendency for job satisfaction. In addition, there is an increase in working

time, which is also not prevalent for highly educated mothers. In this analysis, the change in actual working

hours clearly supports the conclusions based on the measure of hours devoted to work related activities on

41Implicitly it is assumed that there is no difference in the effect in the combined groups. Separating the groups leads to the same
qualitative conclusions. The main effects are driven by the group with vocational training, as the group with low education is rather
small.
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Table 3: Effects of Childcare Support by Maternal Education - Mothers
Well-Being Working Time

∆ Satisfaction with... ∆Time ∆Time ∆Agreed ∆Actual
Life Job Family Care Pressure Job Hours Hours

DiD plus Matching plus Changes
∆ Childcare Support 0.83∗∗∗ 0.42 0.09 0.54 −0.12 0.88∗∗∗ 1.03 2.30∗∗

(0.14) (0.26) (0.15) (0.36) (0.18) (0.29) (0.83) (0.95)

∆ Childcare Support * −0.80∗∗∗ −0.15 0.01 0.40 0.06 −0.90∗∗ −2.95∗∗ −5.12∗∗∗

High Educ./High Voc. (0.21) (0.40) (0.26) (0.62) (0.23) (0.40) (1.29) (1.44)

Observations 877 859 877 718 877 831 878 872

LDV plus Matching plus Changes
∆ Childcare Support 0.62∗∗∗ 0.62∗∗∗ 0.06 0.34 −0.15 0.85∗∗∗ 0.87 2.23∗∗

(0.11) (0.19) (0.14) (0.28) (0.14) (0.26) (0.80) (0.90)

∆ Childcare Support * −0.65∗∗∗ −0.23 0.01 0.23 0.10 −0.90∗∗ −2.78∗∗ −4.83∗∗∗

High Educ./High Voc. (0.20) (0.31) (0.24) (0.40) (0.18) (0.35) (1.19) (1.28)

Observations 877 859 877 718 877 831 878 872

Note: Standard errors in parentheses are clustered at the individual level. ∗/ ∗∗/ ∗∗∗: Significance at the
10-/5-/1-percent level. All models include year-fixed effects. Matching: Matching on and regression adjustment for
XM (see Table B1). Changes: Regression adjustment for ∆X (see Section 4.3).
Source: FiDv4.0.

an average weekday. There is a similar, but smaller effect for agreed working time.

Hence, for mothers with medium and lower education the restriction on childcare availability may actually

be relaxed by the introduction of Childcare Support. Highly educated mothers may value that childcare is

offered, but their life may be less influenced by external restrictions on childcare anyway and the kind of

childcare offered by Childcare Support may not be able to further relax their situation.

In the case of Flex Schedule, differences by education are not clear (see Table 4). The effect on job satis-

faction exists for all groups. There seem to be stronger reductions in working time in the group of mothers

with a high education background.

5.3 Sensitivity of the Treatment Effects

5.3.1 Actual Usage of Childcare Support

Butts et al. (2013) claim that the effect of provision of FFPs is at least as large as the effect of actual usage.

It seems possible that part of the effect is driven by the offer because as long as the offer is continuing it

increases future possibilities to reconcile work and family. In addition, the work environment may change,

particularly the understanding for the specific challenges faced by parents. However, it would be surprising

if the individuals who make use of the FFP would not benefit the most.

FiD only provides information on the usage of Childcare Support, while the usage of Flex Schedule is not

observed. Therefore the hypothesis that provision has a separate effect can only be tested for Childcare

Support. About 40 percent of mothers with Childcare Support available make directly use of it.42

42These are 27 observations for mothers.
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Table 4: Effects of Flex Schedule by Maternal Education - Mothers
Well-Being Working Time

∆ Satisfaction with... ∆Time ∆Time ∆Agreed ∆Actual
Life Job Family Care Pressure Job Hours Hours

DiD plus Matching plus Changes
∆ Flex Schedule −0.06 0.37 0.04 0.01 0.10 −0.11 −0.36 0.38

(0.20) (0.24) (0.17) (0.32) (0.13) (0.29) (0.91) (1.01)

∆ Flex Schedule * −0.19 0.12 −0.35 −1.14 0.23 −0.22 −1.54 −2.64
High Educ./High Voc. (0.43) (0.41) (0.27) (0.71) (0.22) (0.51) (1.70) (1.62)

Observations 463 443 463 371 463 423 463 459

LDV plus Matching plus Changes
∆ Flex Schedule −0.00 0.50∗∗ −0.06 0.01 0.08 −0.20 −0.52 0.23

(0.17) (0.22) (0.16) (0.29) (0.09) (0.27) (0.85) (0.93)

∆ Flex Schedule * 0.23 −0.10 −0.30 −0.57 0.11 −0.31 −0.90 −3.03∗

High Educ./High Voc. (0.26) (0.38) (0.24) (0.52) (0.17) (0.45) (1.60) (1.60)

Observations 463 443 463 371 463 423 463 459

Note: Standard errors in parentheses are clustered at the individual level. ∗/ ∗∗/ ∗∗∗: Significance at the
10-/5-/1-percent level. All models include year-fixed effects. Matching: Matching on and regression adjustment for
XM (see Table B1). Changes: Regression adjustment for ∆X (see Section 4.3).
Source: FiDv4.0.

Usage has the stronger effect, particularly on life satisfaction and satisfaction with childcare (see Table 5).

However, there are also positive, though smaller and weaker, effects of the pure availability on life and job

satisfaction as well as as a positive tendency in care satisfaction. The offer with and the offer without usage

seem to raise working time.

The FiD data does not provide direct information on whether the parent intends to use Childcare Support

in the future, which might explain the effects of the provision. However, for the waves 2011 and 2012 it is

possible to state that the same number of mothers begins to use Childcare Support until the next interview,

as mothers use Childcare Support directly in the wave in which the offer is made the first time.

5.3.2 Balancing by all Pre-treatment Outcomes

It is a reasonable extension to balance the treatment and control group not only with respect to the pre-

treatment value of the outcome under consideration, but to require balancing with respect to all eight out-

comes that were assumed to be essential to assess the effect of the treatment. Including pre-treatment

outcomes in the set of control variables reveals an even clearer and more significant pattern (see Table 6).

In the case of Childcare Support, these estimates even imply a reduction of time pressure.43

The effect of Flex Schedule on job satisfaction becomes also more pronounced. However, there are still no

accompanying changes in satisfaction in other areas or in working time.

43The sample size is slightly reduced, because for some observations the pre-treatment information particularly on care satisfac-
tion is missing, while it is available for the other measures.
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Table 5: Effects of Childcare Support - Provision and Usage - Mothers
Well-Being Working Time

∆ Satisfaction with... ∆Time ∆Time ∆Agreed ∆Actual
Life Job Family Care Pressure Job Hours Hours

DiD plus Matching plus Changes
∆ Offer & No use Care
Support

0.37∗∗∗ 0.30 0.03 0.19 −0.16 0.62∗∗ −1.03 −0.05
(0.14) (0.25) (0.16) (0.27) (0.15) (0.29) (0.73) (0.90)

∆ Offer & Use Care
Support

0.69∗∗∗ 0.44 0.20 1.64∗∗∗ 0.00 0.32 1.04 0.52
(0.14) (0.35) (0.19) (0.52) (0.20) (0.31) (0.78) (1.10)

Observations 877 859 877 718 877 831 878 872

LDV plus Matching plus Changes
∆ Offer & No use Care
Support

0.23∗ 0.58∗∗∗ 0.02 0.20 −0.17 0.58∗∗ −0.95 −0.01
(0.14) (0.19) (0.15) (0.23) (0.11) (0.25) (0.67) (0.84)

∆ Offer & Use Care
Support

0.54∗∗∗ 0.54∗∗ 0.14 1.10∗∗∗ −0.02 0.27 0.67 0.52
(0.12) (0.23) (0.16) (0.28) (0.16) (0.27) (0.73) (0.96)

Observations 877 859 877 718 877 831 878 872

Note: Standard errors in parentheses are clustered at the individual level. ∗/ ∗∗/ ∗∗∗: Significance at the
10-/5-/1-percent level. All models include year-fixed effects. Matching: Matching on and regression adjustment for
XM (see Table B1). Changes: Regression adjustment for ∆X (see Section 4.3).
Source: FiDv4.0.

Table 6: Effects of FFPs - Including all Pre-treatment Outcomes - Mothers
Well-Being Working Time

∆ Satisfaction with... ∆Time ∆Time ∆Agreed ∆Actual
Life Job Family Care Pressure Job Hours Hours

LDV plus Matching (incl. all pre-treatment outcomes plus Changes
∆ Childcare Support 0.32∗∗∗ 0.66∗∗∗ 0.10 0.53∗∗∗ −0.28∗∗∗ 0.46∗∗ −0.30 0.17

(0.10) (0.15) (0.12) (0.19) (0.10) (0.21) (0.60) (0.76)

Observations 771 769 771 700 771 736 771 770

LDV plus Matching (incl. all pre-treatment outcomes) plus Changes
∆ Flex Schedule 0.11 0.70∗∗∗ −0.14 −0.17 −0.02 −0.37 0.04 0.10

(0.13) (0.18) (0.13) (0.23) (0.08) (0.25) (0.60) (0.72)

Observations 395 391 395 369 395 364 395 395

Note: Standard errors in parentheses are clustered at the individual level. ∗/ ∗∗/ ∗∗∗: Significance at the
10-/5-/1-percent level. All models include year-fixed effects. Matching: Matching on and regression adjustment for
XM (see Table B1). Changes: Regression adjustment for ∆X (see Section 4.3).
Source: FiDv4.0.

5.3.3 Excluding ‘Non-Job-Changers’

It is assessed whether our findings are only driven by individuals who changed their employer during the

observation period because they aimed for family-friendliness at their workplace. In the main specification

it is assumed that if parents switch the employer, this is not primarily because of the FFP. This is not

implausible given that many factors affect the choice of the workplace.

Still, if these “job-changing” individuals were rather unhappy with their previous situation, the effects on

well-being might be overestimated. Even though, the specification which controls for the lagged dependent

outcomes should partly capture this effect, a separate analysis for individuals who did not switch the em-

ployer (non-job-changers) is performed. The majority of treated mothers belongs to the non-job-changers.
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More precisely 50 treated mothers for Childcare Support and 91 treated mothers for Flex Schedule, did not

change their job before the FFP was offered.

Table 7: Effects of Childcare Support - Non-Job-Changing Mothers
Well-Being Working Time

∆ Satisfaction with... ∆Time ∆Time ∆Agreed ∆Actual
Life Job Family Care Pressure Job Hours Hours

DiD plus Matching plus Changes
∆ Childcare Support 0.53∗∗∗ 0.46∗∗ 0.12 0.71∗∗∗ −0.19 0.70∗∗∗ −1.04∗∗ −0.11

(0.15) (0.20) (0.16) (0.26) (0.14) (0.24) (0.48) (0.77)

Observations 600 590 598 495 600 566 598 595

LDV plus Matching plus Changes
∆ Childcare Support 0.30∗∗ 0.58∗∗∗ 0.05 0.47∗∗ −0.29∗∗ 0.57∗∗∗ −0.92∗∗ 0.01

(0.12) (0.17) (0.12) (0.20) (0.12) (0.22) (0.45) (0.75)

Observations 600 590 598 495 600 566 598 595

Note: Standard errors in parentheses are clustered at the individual level. ∗/ ∗∗/ ∗∗∗: Significance at the
10-/5-/1-percent level. All models include year-fixed effects. Matching: Matching on and regression adjustment for
XM (see Table B1). Changes: Regression adjustment for ∆X (see Section 4.3).
Source: FiDv4.0.

Table 8: Effects of Flex Schedule - Non-Job-Changing Mothers
Well-Being Working Time

∆ Satisfaction with... ∆Time ∆Time ∆Agreed ∆Actual
Life Job Family Care Pressure Job Hours Hours

DiD plus Matching plus Changes
∆ Flex Schedule −0.25 0.63∗∗ −0.05 −0.02 0.08 −0.54∗∗ −1.12 −1.17

(0.25) (0.26) (0.21) (0.37) (0.15) (0.26) (0.71) (0.81)

Observations 287 288 287 246 294 264 288 285

LDV plus Matching plus Changes
∆ Flex Schedule 0.00 0.70∗∗∗ −0.06 0.04 −0.07 −0.46∗ −1.02 −1.18

(0.16) (0.24) (0.18) (0.26) (0.10) (0.25) (0.69) (0.78)

Observations 287 288 287 246 294 264 288 285

Note: Standard errors in parentheses are clustered at the individual level. ∗/ ∗∗/ ∗∗∗: Significance at the
10-/5-/1-percent level. All models include year-fixed effects. Matching: Matching on and regression adjustment for
XM (see Table B1). Changes: Regression adjustment for ∆X (see Section 4.3).
Source: FiDv4.0.

The estimates given in Table 7 suggest that the effects on well-being and time pressure are even larger when

Childcare Support comes ‘at a surprise’, i.e. without changing the workplace. Only the increase in working

hours is less pronounced. Rather, we observe a shift to devoting more time to work on weekdays. Additional

estimates, not presented here, support this claim by suggesting that mothers who receive Childcare Support

are less likely to work on weekends.

The estimates for Flex Schedule in the group of non-job-changers also confirm its positive effect on job

satisfaction. The point estimate is of a similar size. However, if mothers do not switch employers, the

opportunity to work flexibly seems to come along with a reduction in total working time by half an hour per

day or more than one hour a week (see Table 8).
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6 Conclusions

Family-friendly firm policies are implemented to ease the work-family conflict for working parents. Evi-

dence on whether and which policies actually meet this goal is rare. We estimate the effect of two specific

family-friendly policies on the well-being and working time of mothers and fathers. The two policies are

childcare support provided by the firm and flexible working schedules. These policies seem particularly

likely to reduce problems for parents to reconcile work and family life. Flexible working schedules might

allow parents to better adapt to their offspring’s often unforeseeable and constantly changing needs. On-site

childcare and other childcare support by firms may be a valuable asset particularly in countries, such as

Germany, where publicly subsidized daycare does not always sufficiently meet parental needs.

The empirical setting exploits the fact that since the mid-2000s an increasing share of employers respond to

their employees’ needs by offering a family-friendly work environment. These changes over time allow us

to identify causal effects of the two family-friendly policies based on difference-in-differences and lagged

dependent variable strategies in a panel dataset on families with young children in Germany (FiD). The

panel models are combined with matching to decrease potential bias arising from factors correlated with the

offer of the policies and the change in the considered outcomes.

In a first step we explore the individual, family, and job characteristics that are positively related to the

introduction of a family-friendly firm policy at the parent’s workplace. In line with the previous evidence

we find that parents with high socioeconomic status and position, as well as longer tenure, are more likely

to report that a family-friendly firm policy is established. Related to firm characteristics, firm size makes the

most obvious difference.

The main analysis reveals that childcare support strongly increases maternal satisfaction with childcare and

raises her life satisfaction and job satisfaction. Especially mid-level and lower educated mothers increase

their working hours when childcare support is offered. These effects are driven by the direct usage of

childcare, but it appears that the mere possibility to make use of the childcare support also yields benefits.

Flexible working schedules only affect mothers’ job satisfaction, but there are no accompanying effects for

work behavior and family related satisfaction.

Results for fathers can be summarized in short: There are hardly any effects of family-friendly firm policies.

Particularly the father’s satisfaction shows no clear reaction to either childcare support or flexible working

schedules. This is in accordance with findings suggesting that it is less accepted if fathers make use of these

policies (see e.g. Coltrane et al. 2013; Williams et al. 2013) and furthermore with the evidence indicating

that organizing family life is still mainly a mother’s duty (see e.g. Wall and Arnold 2007).

The findings in this paper suggest that the subsidy that is currently paid to firms by the German government

for setting up childcare slots at the workplace may actually reach the goal of helping mothers to reconcile

work and family life. Childcare support also seems to be effective in increasing maternal working hours, but
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only for mothers with a medium or low level of education.

Flexible working schedules, on the other hand, do not have a clear impact on the work-life balance. In the

current form, a flexible organization of working hours does not increase mothers’ or fathers’ satisfaction in

family related areas, though at least it raises maternal job satisfaction. Further research is needed to find

out whether there are some aspects covered by our measure of working time flexibility, such as part-time

work or a working hours account that could indeed reduce the work-family conflict, while others hinder

reconcilability. Additionally, we need to investigate whether there are other factors that accompany flexible

working schedules, for example permanent disposability by phone or email, that counteract a positive effect

of this policy.
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A Success Factor Family Network

Figure A1: New Members of Success Factor Family Network
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Source: Data provided by Deutscher Industrie- und Handelskammertag (DIHK).
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B Description of Control Variables

Table B1: Description of Conditioning Variables
Variable Scale Description

Family Characteristics
Age Youngest Child Continuous Age of the youngest child in years.
Youngest Child Age < 3 Binary Youngest child is younger than three years.
No School Aged Child Binary Youngest child is not yet in school.
2 Children Binary Number of children under 17 years (in household). References

Group: One child.3-4 Children
Household Income (p) Continuous Household income in e1000.
Parental Characteristics (Individual and Partner)
Age+ Continuous Age in years.
Family Attitude + Binary

Women: Strongly agree/agree that mothers should care more
for children than career. Men: Strongly agree/agree that men
and women should care equally for family and household.

Low Education (p) (ISCED 1/2) Binary Highest Educational degree (ISCED 1997 Coding). References
Group: Vocational Training (ISCED 3/4).High Vocational (p) (ISCED 5)

High Education (p) (ISCED 5A/6) +

High Job Position (p)+ Binary (High) qualified professional or managerial worker or
high-level/executive civil servant.

Hourly Wage (p) Continuous Hourly wage in e.
Tenure (p) Continuous Tenure in years.
Unempl. Exp.(p)+ Continuous Unemployment experience in years.
Full-Time. Exp.(p)+ Continuous Full-time work experience in years.
Partner not working (p) Binary Partner did not participate in the labor market.
Workplace Characteristics
Large Firm Binary Number of employees in firm. Large: > 100 Employees,

Small: ≤ 20 Employees
References Group: 20-100 employees.

Small Firm

Family-Friendly (p) Binary
Firm offers two FFP out of “Contact during parental leave”,
“Any other childcare support” or “Support in Emergencies”.

Civil Service Binary Work in civil service sector.
Manager Binary Occupation (ISCO88 summarized).
Professionals Reference Group: Clerical Support Worker,
Technicians & Assoc. Professionals
Service & Sales Worker
Craft & Trades Worker
Plan & Machine Operator
Elementary Occupations
Regional Characteristics
Small City/Rural Binary Urbanization. Indicating living small city or rural areas

(<20000 inhabitants).
West Germany Binary Living in West Germany.

Years Change-Period Values 1/2 Indicates whether one or two years lie between post-treatment
and pre-treatment period.

Note: + Variables included for individuals themselves and partner.
Note: (p): Measured in pre-treatment period.
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C Weighting by Entropy Balancing

Table C1: Entropy Balancing Childcare Support - Mothers
Well-Being Working Time

∆ Satisfaction with... ∆Time ∆Time ∆Agreed ∆Actual
Life Job Family Care Pressure Job Hours Hours

DiD plus Matching plus Changes
∆ Flex Schedule −0.23 0.42∗ −0.09 −0.26 0.19 −0.23 −0.70 −0.48

(0.17) (0.21) (0.15) (0.31) (0.11) (0.23) (0.65) (0.73)

Observations 993 965 993 800 993 938 993 986

LDV plus Matching plus Changes
∆ Flex Schedule −0.08 0.54∗∗∗ −0.16 −0.11 0.09 −0.30 −0.67 −0.51

(0.13) (0.19) (0.13) (0.27) (0.09) (0.22) (0.63) (0.71)

Observations 993 965 993 800 993 938 993 986

Note: Standard errors in parentheses are clustered at the individual level. ∗/ ∗∗/ ∗∗∗: Significance at the
10-/5-/1-percent level. All models include year-fixed effects. Matching: Matching on and regression adjustment for
XM (see Table B1). Changes: Regression adjustment for ∆X (see Section 4.3).
Source: FiDv4.0.

Table C2: Entropy Balancing Flex Schedule - Mothers
Well-Being Working Time

∆ Satisfaction with... ∆Time ∆Time ∆Agreed ∆Actual
Life Job Family Care Pressure Job Hours Hours

DiD plus Matching plus Changes
∆ Flex Schedule −0.21 0.40∗ −0.08 −0.24 0.19∗ −0.25 −0.73 −0.47

(0.17) (0.21) (0.15) (0.31) (0.11) (0.23) (0.66) (0.73)

Observations 471 453 471 395 471 435 471 466

LDV plus Matching plus Changes
∆ Flex Schedule −0.07 0.52∗∗∗ −0.15 −0.11 0.09 −0.32 −0.73 −0.54

(0.13) (0.19) (0.13) (0.27) (0.09) (0.22) (0.64) (0.70)

Observations 471 453 471 395 471 435 471 466

Note: Standard errors in parentheses are clustered at the individual level. ∗/ ∗∗/ ∗∗∗: Significance at the
10-/5-/1-percent level. All models include year-fixed effects. Matching: Matching on and regression adjustment for
XM (see Table B1). Changes: Regression adjustment for ∆X (see Section 4.3).
Source: FiDv4.0.
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D Including Always-Treated

Table D1: Effects of Childcare Support incl. Always-Treated - Mothers
Well-Being Working Behavior

∆ Satisfaction with... ∆Time ∆Time ∆Agreed ∆Actual
Life Job Family Care Pressure Job Hours Hours

DiD plus Matching plus Changes
∆ Childcare Support 0.48∗∗∗ 0.40∗∗ 0.10 0.67∗∗∗ −0.14 0.46∗∗ −0.03 0.53

(0.11) (0.17) (0.13) (0.25) (0.13) (0.20) (0.58) (0.72)

Observations 1011 989 1011 831 1011 964 1011 1005

LDV plus Matching plus Changes
∆ Childcare Support 0.35∗∗∗ 0.56∗∗∗ 0.10 0.44∗∗ −0.15 0.37∗∗ −0.26 0.42

(0.10) (0.13) (0.11) (0.17) (0.10) (0.18) (0.51) (0.63)

Observations 1011 989 1011 831 1011 964 1011 1005

Note: Standard errors in parentheses are clustered at the individual level. ∗/ ∗∗/ ∗∗∗: Significance at the
10-/5-/1-percent level. All models include year-fixed effects. Matching: Matching on and regression adjustment for
XM (see Table B1). Changes: Regression adjustment for ∆X (see Section 4.3).
Source: FiDv4.0.

Table D2: Effects of Flex Schedule incl. Always-Treated - Mothers
Well-Being Working Time

∆ Satisfaction with... ∆Time ∆Time ∆Agreed ∆Actual
Life Job Family Care Pressure Job Hours Hours

DiD plus Matching plus Changes
∆ Flex Schedule −0.03 0.40∗∗ −0.13 0.03 0.22∗∗ −0.10 −0.59 −0.17

(0.14) (0.19) (0.11) (0.22) (0.09) (0.17) (0.55) (0.59)

Observations 959 931 959 786 959 907 958 951

LDV plus Matching plus Changes
∆ Flex Schedule −0.08 0.39∗∗ −0.19∗∗ −0.04 0.13∗∗ −0.08 −0.44 −0.07

(0.11) (0.15) (0.09) (0.20) (0.06) (0.16) (0.50) (0.54)

Observations 959 931 959 786 958 907 958 951

Note: Standard errors in parentheses are clustered at the individual level. ∗/ ∗∗/ ∗∗∗: Significance at the
10-/5-/1-percent level. All models include year-fixed effects. Matching: Matching on and regression adjustment for
XM (see Table B1). Changes: Regression adjustment for ∆X (see Section 4.3).
Source: FiDv4.0.
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Figure E1: Overlap of Propensity Scores for Treated and Non-Treated -Fathers
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Figure E2: Standardized Percentage Bias before and after Matching - Fathers
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Table E1: Balancing for Childcare Support - Mothers
Unweighted Mean Difference % Std.
Treated Control Raw Matched Bias

Family Characteristics
Age Youngest Child 4.3 4.2 0.14 0.01 0.6
Youngest Child < Age 3 0.1 0.1 −0.07∗ 0.01 2.1
No School Aged Child 0.9 0.9 0.05 0.00 −0.8
2 Children 0.5 0.5 0.01 −0.01 −2.0
3-4 Children 0.2 0.3 −0.09 −0.01 −2.7
Household Income (p) 3.9 3.4 0.42∗∗ −0.04 −2.6
Mother’s Characteristics
Own Age 37.4 37.0 0.38 −0.11 −2.2
Family Attitude 0.3 0.4 −0.09 0.00 −0.7
Low Education (p) 0.0 0.1 −0.06∗ −0.01 −4.4
High Vocational (p) 0.1 0.0 0.02 0.00 −1.7
High Education (p) 0.4 0.3 0.13∗∗ 0.02 3.3
High Job Position (p) 0.3 0.2 0.08 −0.01 −2.0
Hourly Wage (p) 12.3 10.9 1.36∗ 0.11 1.5
Tenure (p) 7.5 5.7 1.87∗∗ −0.21 −3.2
Unempl. Exp. (p) 2.5 3.4 −0.87 0.08 1.1
Full-Time Exp. (p) 6.3 5.9 0.37 −0.01 −0.3
Partner’s Characteristics
Partner’s Age 40.9 40.1 0.84 0.18 3.0
Partner’s Family Attitude 0.7 0.6 0.05 0.01 1.7
Partner’s High Education (p) 0.3 0.3 0.01 −0.01 −3.0
Partner’s High Position (p) 0.4 0.3 0.09 0.01 2.1
Partner’s Unempl. Exp. (p) 3.6 4.1 −0.56 −0.19 −1.2
Partner not working (p) 0.0 0.0 −0.02 0.00 −2.7
Workplace Characteristics
Large Firm 0.6 0.5 0.18∗∗∗ 0.03 5.3
Small Firm 0.2 0.4 −0.12∗∗ −0.01 −2.6
Family-Friendly (p) 0.4 0.2 0.18∗∗∗ 0.03 6.9
Civil Service 0.4 0.2 0.19∗∗∗ 0.01 1.4
Manager 0.0 0.0 0.01 0.00 2.2
Professionals 0.3 0.2 0.13∗∗∗ 0.01 2.9
Technicians & Assoc. Professionals 0.4 0.3 0.06 0.00 −1.0
Service & Sales Worker 0.1 0.2 −0.14∗∗∗ −0.02 −5.7
Craft & Trades Worker 0.0 0.0 −0.02 0.00 .
Plan & Machine Operator 0.0 0.0 −0.01 0.00 .
Elementary Occupations 0.0 0.1 −0.09∗∗ 0.00 .
Regional Characteristics
West Germany 0.7 0.8 −0.08 0.01 3.1
Small City/Rural 0.1 0.2 −0.05 −0.02 −4.7
Years Change-Period 1.2 1.2 0.07 0.01 2.1

Observationsc 71 922
71 810

Mean Bias (raw,matched) 19.6 2.3

Notes: Columns 1 and 2 display the mean values in the treated and non-treated group in the unmatched sample.
Column 3 reports the difference between these two group-specific means and column 4 displays the corresponding
difference in means in the matched sample. In column 5 the standardized percentage biased for the matched sample is
displayed. Significance levels for the t-test in column 3 and 4 are reported as: ∗/ ∗∗/ ∗∗∗: Significance at the
10-/5-/1-percent level.
a Values in parentheses remain after matching and on support.
Source: FiDv4.0.
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Table E2: Balancing for Flex Schedule - Mothers
Unweighted Mean Difference % Std.
Treated Control Raw Matched Bias

Family Characteristics
Age Youngest Child 4.3 4.0 0.31∗ 0.10 6.3
Youngest Child < Age 3 0.1 0.2 −0.07∗∗ −0.01 −2.6
No School Aged Child 0.9 0.9 −0.04 −0.01 −4.2
2 Children 0.5 0.5 0.00 −0.03 −5.2
3-4 Children 0.3 0.3 0.00 0.01 2.0
Household Income (p) 3.4 3.2 0.27∗∗ 0.03 2.3
Mother’s Characteristics
Own Age 37.6 36.1 1.51∗∗∗ 0.01 0.1
Family Attitude 0.4 0.4 −0.07 −0.04 −7.4
Low Education (p) 0.0 0.1 −0.08∗∗∗ 0.00 −0.2
High Vocational (p) 0.1 0.0 0.03 −0.01 −3.4
High Education (p) 0.2 0.2 0.02 0.02 4.3
High Job Position (p) 0.2 0.2 0.01 0.00 0.9
Hourly Wage (p) 10.8 9.9 0.91 0.17 2.8
Tenure (p) 6.7 4.4 2.25∗∗∗ −0.21 −3.7
Unempl. Exp. (p) 2.8 3.8 −0.94 −0.11 −1.2
Full-Time Exp. (p) 6.2 5.4 0.81∗ −0.04 −0.9
Partner’s Characteristics
Partner’s Age 41.0 39.1 1.84∗∗∗ 0.29 4.8
Partner’s Family Attitude 0.7 0.6 0.07 −0.01 −2.1
Partner’s High Education (p) 0.3 0.2 0.11∗∗ 0.00 1.1
Partner’s High Position (p) 0.3 0.2 0.11∗∗ 0.00 −1.1
Partner’s Unempl. Exp. (p) 4.8 4.5 0.34 −0.39 −2.4
Partner not working (p) 0.0 0.0 −0.01 0.00 1.1
Workplace Characteristics
Large Firm 0.5 0.4 0.18∗∗∗ 0.00 0.6
Small Firm 0.3 0.4 −0.13∗∗∗ −0.01 −2.9
Family-Friendly (p) 0.1 0.1 0.04 −0.01 −3.7
Civil Service 0.3 0.2 0.00 0.01 1.5
Manager 0.0 0.0 0.03∗ 0.01 5.2
Professionals 0.2 0.2 0.00 0.00 0.5
Technicians & Assoc. Professionals 0.3 0.3 0.04 −0.02 −5.3
Service & Sales Worker 0.2 0.2 −0.04 0.02 3.7
Craft & Trades Worker 0.0 0.0 0.01 0.01 3.1
Plan & Machine Operator 0.0 0.0 −0.01 0.00 0.1
Elementary Occupations 0.1 0.2 −0.10∗∗∗ −0.01 −1.7
Regional Characteristics
Small City/Rural 0.2 0.2 0.01 0.01 3.3
West Germany 0.8 0.8 0.00 −0.01 −2.7
Years Change-Period 1.2 1.2 0.00 0.00 −0.8

Observationsa 131 339
(127) (339 )

Mean Bias (raw,matched) 14.5 2.6

Notes: Columns 1 and 2 display the mean values in the treated and non-treated group in the unmatched sample.
Column 3 reports the difference between these two group-specific means and column 4 displays the corresponding
difference in means in the matched sample. In column 5 the standardized percentage biased for the matched sample is
displayed. Significance levels for the t-test in column 3 and 4 are reported as: ∗/ ∗∗/ ∗∗∗: Significance at the
10-/5-/1-percent level.
a Values in parentheses remain after matching and on support.
Source: FiDv4.0.
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Table E3: Balancing for Childcare Support - Fathers
Unweighted Mean Difference % Std.
Treated Control Raw Matched Bias

Family Characteristics
Age Youngest Child 3.7 3.7 −0.02 0.01 0.7
Youngest Child < Age 3 0.3 0.3 0.04 −0.01 −2.4
No School Aged Child 0.9 0.9 0.01 0.00 1.2
2 Children 0.4 0.5 0.00 0.01 1.6
3-4 Children 0.3 0.3 −0.03 0.00 −1.0
Household Income (p) 3.6 3.1 0.46∗∗∗ 0.08 5.4
Father’s Characteristics
Own Age 39.6 38.8 0.75 0.07 1.2
Family Attitude 0.7 0.6 0.07 0.00 0.6
Low Education (p) 0.0 0.1 −0.08∗∗ −0.02 −8.6
High Vocational (p) 0.2 0.1 0.10∗∗∗ 0.02 5.3
High Education (p) 0.4 0.2 0.17∗∗∗ 0.03 6.6
Household Inc. (p) 3.6 3.1 0.46∗∗∗ 0.08 5.4
High Job Position (p) 0.5 0.3 0.22∗∗∗ 0.02 4.5
Hourly Wage (p) 15.9 13.3 2.65∗∗∗ 0.31 4.4
Tenure (p) 9.3 8.1 1.26∗ 0.15 2.1
Unempl. Exp. (p) 2.1 3.5 −1.45 −0.18 −2.4
Full-Time Exp. (p) 12.2 12.9 −0.68 −0.27 −4.1
Partner’s Characteristics
Partner’s Age 37.5 36.0 1.47∗∗ 0.30 5.7
Partner’s Family Attitude 0.4 0.5 −0.05 −0.01 −1.5
Partner’s High Education (p) 0.3 0.2 0.07∗ 0.00 0.6
Partner’s High Position (p) 0.1 0.1 0.06∗∗ 0.01 3.4
Partner’s Unempl. Exp. (p) 0.9 5.0 −4.16∗∗∗ −0.80 −7.4
Partner not working (p) 0.3 0.5 −0.17∗∗∗ −0.03 −5.5
Workplace Characteristics
Large Firm 0.9 0.6 0.26∗∗∗ 0.03 7.7
Small Firm 0.1 0.2 −0.14∗∗∗ −0.02 −4.8
Family-Friendly (p) 0.3 0.2 0.14∗∗∗ 0.02 5.7
Civil Service 0.3 0.1 0.18∗∗∗ 0.03 8.2
Manager 0.1 0.1 0.00 0.00 −0.7
Professionals 0.3 0.2 0.15∗∗∗ 0.02 5.1
Technicians & Assoc. Professionals 0.3 0.2 0.11∗∗∗ 0.02 3.8
Service & Sales Worker 0.0 0.1 −0.01 0.00 1.9
Craft & Trades Worker 0.1 0.2 −0.15∗∗∗ −0.02 −5.4
Plan & Machine Operator 0.0 0.1 −0.11∗∗∗ −0.02 −7.0
Elementary Occupations 0.1 0.1 0.00 0.00 −1.0
Regional Characteristics
Small City/Rural 0.1 0.2 −0.04 −0.01 −1.9
West Germany 0.9 0.8 0.04 0.01 2.9
Years Change-Period 1.3 1.3 −0.01 −0.02 −4.0

Observationsa 90 1,565
(90) (1,565)

Mean Bias (raw,matched) 23.2 3.8

Notes: Columns 1 and 2 display the mean values in the treated and non-treated group in the unmatched sample.
Column 3 reports the difference between these two group-specific means and column 4 displays the corresponding
difference in means in the matched sample. In column 5 the standardized percentage biased for the matched sample is
displayed. Significance levels for the t-test in column 3 and 4 are reported as: ∗/ ∗∗/ ∗∗∗: Significance at the
10-/5-/1-percent level.
a Values in parentheses remain after matching and on support.
Source: FiDv4.0.
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Table E4: Balancing for Flex Schedule - Fathers
Unweighted Mean Difference % Std.
Treated Control Raw Matched Bias

Family Characteristics
Age Youngest Child 3.6 3.7 −0.14 −0.01 −0.3
Youngest Child < Age 3 0.3 0.3 0.02 0.01 1.4
No School Aged Child 0.9 0.9 0.01 0.00 −0.5
2 Children 0.5 0.5 0.03 0.01 1.0
3-4 Children 0.3 0.3 −0.02 0.01 1.4
Household Income (p) 3.2 2.8 0.41∗∗∗ 0.00 −0.3
Father’s Characteristics
Own Age 39.5 38.3 1.19∗∗ 0.33 5.5
Family Attitude 0.6 0.6 −0.02 −0.02 −5.1
Low Education (p) 0.1 0.2 −0.08∗∗∗ 0.00 0.8
High Vocational (p) 0.1 0.0 0.06∗∗∗ 0.00 −1.5
High Education (p) 0.2 0.1 0.12∗∗∗ 0.02 5.8
High Job Position (p) 0.4 0.2 0.17∗∗∗ 0.03 7.5
Hourly Wage (p) 13.4 11.5 1.86∗∗∗ −0.07 −1.1
Tenure (p) 8.3 7.4 0.82 0.03 0.4
Unempl. Exp. (p) 3.4 4.8 −1.45∗ −0.03 −0.4
Full-Time Exp. (p) 13.1 13.2 −0.09 0.14 2.0
Partner’s Characteristics
Partner’s Age 36.3 35.7 0.60 0.11 2.0
Partner’s Family Attitude 0.4 0.5 −0.07∗ 0.00 −0.9
Partner’s High Education (p) 0.2 0.1 0.11∗∗∗ 0.01 2.8
Partner’s High Position (p) 0.1 0.0 0.02 −0.01 −2.4
Partner’s Unempl. Exp. (p) 3.0 6.4 −3.44∗∗ 0.24 1.7
Partner not working (p) 0.4 0.5 −0.08∗∗ 0.00 −0.3
Workplace Characteristics
Large Firm 0.7 0.5 0.20∗∗∗ −0.01 −1.4
Small Firm 0.2 0.3 −0.10∗∗∗ 0.01 1.7
Family-Friendly (p) 0.1 0.1 0.08∗∗∗ −0.01 −2.6
Civil Service 0.2 0.1 0.07∗∗∗ 0.00 −1.0
Manager 0.1 0.0 0.02 0.00 1.1
Professionals 0.2 0.1 0.09∗∗∗ 0.01 3.8
Technicians & Assoc. Professionals 0.2 0.1 0.10∗∗∗ 0.00 −0.4
Service & Sales Worker 0.0 0.1 −0.03 −0.01 −2.2
Craft & Trades Worker 0.2 0.3 −0.13∗∗∗ −0.01 −3.1
Plan & Machine Operator 0.1 0.2 −0.07∗∗ 0.00 0.7
Elementary Occupations 0.1 0.1 −0.01 0.00 −0.2
Regional Characteristics
Small City/Rural 0.2 0.2 0.03 0.00 −0.3
West Germany 0.9 0.9 0.01 0.00 1.2
Years Change-Period 1.3 1.4 −0.02 −0.01 −2.1

Observationsa 174 778
( 174 ) ( 778 )

Mean Bias (raw,matched) 17.3 1.9

Notes: Columns 1 and 2 display the mean values in the treated and non-treated group in the unmatched sample.
Column 3 reports the difference between these two group-specific means and column 4 displays the corresponding
difference in means in the matched sample. In column 5 the standardized percentage biased for the matched sample is
displayed. Significance levels for the t-test in column 3 and 4 are reported as: ∗/ ∗∗/ ∗∗∗: Significance at the
10-/5-/1-percent level.
a Values in parentheses remain after matching and on support.
Source: FiDv4.0.
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F Pre-Treatment Outcomes

Table F1: Pre-treatment Outcomes - Childcare Support
Mothers Fathers

Treated Control Diff Treated Control Diff

Life (pre) 7.9 8.0 −0.06 7.9 7.8 0.15
Work (pre) 7.9 7.6 0.35 7.4 7.5 −0.00
Family (pre) 8.6 8.7 −0.05 8.9 8.8 0.04
Care (pre) 7.5 7.8 −0.38 7.3 7.6 −0.27
Stress (pre) 3.5 3.5 0.02 3.3 3.2 0.12
Time Job (pre) 5.8 5.0 0.73∗∗ 9.8 9.5 0.22
Agreed Hours (pre) 23.4 20.6 2.83∗∗ 39.8 39.0 0.76
Actual Hours (pre) 26.0 22.7 3.29∗∗ 45.8 44.0 1.80∗

Source: FiDv4.0.

Table F2: Pre-treatment Outcomes - Flex Schedule
Mothers Fathers

Treated Control Diff Treated Control Diff

Life (pre) 7.8 7.7 0.04 7.9 7.6 0.20∗

Work (pre) 7.5 7.5 −0.02 7.2 7.3 −0.10
Family (pre) 8.5 8.7 −0.21 8.9 8.8 0.10
Care (pre) 7.8 7.8 0.02 7.6 7.7 −0.10
Stress (pre) 3.3 3.4 −0.12 3.2 3.2 −0.02
Time Job (pre) 5.0 5.0 −0.00 9.6 9.6 −0.02
Agreed Hours (pre) 20.7 20.4 0.27 39.2 39.7 −0.48
Actual Hours (pre) 22.5 22.4 0.09 44.8 44.4 0.43

Source: FiDv4.0.

40



G Treatment Effects for Fathers

Table G1: Effects of Childcare Support - Fathers
Well-Being Working Time

∆ Satisfaction with... ∆Time ∆Time ∆Agreed ∆Actual
Life Job Family Care Pressure Job Hours Hours

DiD
∆ Childcare Support −0.01 0.37∗ −0.06 −0.08 −0.04 −0.02 −0.57 −0.19

(0.14) (0.19) (0.12) (0.27) (0.12) (0.15) (0.53) (0.76)

Observations 1655 1649 1654 1269 1654 1642 1653 1635

LDV
∆ Childcare Support 0.08 0.41∗∗∗ −0.04 −0.14 0.03 0.07 −0.19 0.50

(0.12) (0.15) (0.11) (0.21) (0.10) (0.13) (0.46) (0.67)

Observations 1655 1649 1654 1269 1654 1642 1653 1635

DiD plus Matching plus Changes
∆ Childcare Support −0.20 0.08 −0.09 −0.13 −0.02 −0.00 −0.74∗ −0.49

(0.15) (0.17) (0.11) (0.28) (0.11) (0.14) (0.44) (0.66)

Observations 1655 1649 1654 124 1654 1642 1653 1635

LDV plus Matching plus Changes
∆ Childcare Support −0.13 0.04 −0.07 −0.05 0.06 0.14 −0.02 0.43

(0.11) (0.14) (0.10) (0.20) (0.10) (0.13) (0.37) (0.61)

Observations 1655 1649 1654 124 1654 1642 1653 1635

Note: Standard errors in parentheses are clustered at the individual level. ∗/ ∗∗/ ∗∗∗: Significance at the
10-/5-/1-percent level. All models include year-fixed effects. Matching: Matching on and regression adjustment for
XM (see Table B1). Changes: Regression adjustment for ∆X (see Section 4.3). The number of observations vary,
because after matching not all observations are in the support.
Source: FiDv4.0.
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Table G2: Effects of Flex Schedule - Fathers
Well-Being Working Time

∆ Satisfaction with... ∆Time ∆Time ∆Agreed ∆Actual
Life Job Family Care Pressure Job Hours Hours

DiD
∆ Flex Schedule 0.05 0.16 −0.19 −0.14 0.05 −0.11 −0.09 −1.45∗∗∗

(0.10) (0.17) (0.13) (0.20) (0.09) (0.13) (0.40) (0.55)

Observations 952 945 952 731 951 942 951 937

LDV
∆ Flex Schedule 0.16∗ 0.12 −0.13 −0.17 0.04 −0.12 −0.37 −1.23∗∗

(0.09) (0.14) (0.11) (0.16) (0.07) (0.13) (0.38) (0.51)

Observations 952 945 952 731 951 942 951 937

DiD plus Matching plus Changes
∆ Flex Schedule −0.06 0.04 −0.31∗∗ −0.12 0.03 −0.24∗ 0.07 −1.30∗∗

(0.10) (0.20) (0.14) (0.23) (0.10) (0.13) (0.35) (0.52)

Observations 952 944 952 731 951 941 951 937

LDV plus Matching plus Changes
∆ Flex Schedule −0.03 −0.03 −0.23∗∗ −0.12 0.02 −0.25∗∗ −0.35 −1.27∗∗∗

(0.09) (0.16) (0.12) (0.17) (0.08) (0.12) (0.33) (0.48)

Observations 952 944 952 731 951 941 951 937

Note: Standard errors in parentheses are clustered at the individual level. ∗/ ∗∗/ ∗∗∗: Significance at the
10-/5-/1-percent level. All models include year-fixed effects. Matching: Matching on and regression adjustment for
XM (see Table B1). Changes: Regression adjustment for ∆X (see Section 4.3). The number of observations vary,
because after matching not all observations are in the support.
Source: FiDv4.0.
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