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ABSTRACT

Female Self-Employment and Children: The Case of Sweden’

Previous studies, mostly from Anglo-Saxon countries, find a positive correlation between the
presence of young children in the household and self-employment probabilities among
women. This has been seen as an indication of women with young children choosing self-
employment as a way of balancing work and family commitments. This paper studies the
relationship between children and female self-employment in a country with family friendly
policies and a generous welfare system: Sweden. The initial hypothesis is that we will not find
evidence of a positive effect of children on self-employment among Swedish women since
there are other institutions in place aiming at facilitating the combination of work and family.
Using Swedish register data for the period 2004-2008 we do, however, find that the presence
of young children increases the probability of choosing self-employment also among Swedish
women. The effect is strongest for women with very young children, 0-3 years of age. These
results also hold in a panel data model that takes individual unobserved heterogeneity into
account. We also analyze time-use data and find, contrary to what has been found in many
other countries, that self-employed women spend more, or as much, time on market work
than wage-earning women. This raises doubts about whether women in Sweden chose self-
employment as a way of balancing work and family commitments. We suggest an alternative
interpretation which is that women who chose self-employment while the children are young
in fact are women with strong preferences for market work.
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1. Introduction

It has been argued that women choose self-emplayasea way of balancing work and family
commitments, in particular if there are young daldliving in the household. The presence of
children increases the amount of household worthe@tsame time as the parents’ demand for
flexible scheduling increases. Self-employmentssumed to increase flexibility regarding when
and where the work is performed and self-employnaésd involves a higher degree of control
and self-determination than what wage-earning eympémt does. Previous studies, mostly from
Anglo-Saxon countries, find a positive correlatlmetween the presence of young children in the
household and self-employment probabilities amoongien (Boden 1996; Budig 2006; Hundley
2000; Lombard 2001; Wellington 2006). This has béserpreted as evidence of women
choosing self-employment as a way of balancing vam@t family commitments. Boden (1999)
using survey data from the US, report that in patdar women with young children are more
likely than men to state that they become self-eyead to increase flexibility and for family
related reasons. This is also in line with the ifigd of Carr (1996). Related studies using time-
use data find that self-employed women spend miore on household work than wage earning

women and less time on market work (Gurley-Calvwesd.€2009; Craig et al. 2014).

There are no previous studies investigating thgokiyesis for Sweden where the labor market is
structured in a very different way than, for exaeph the US. There are reasons to believe that
Swedish women do not choose self-employment inrotdeachieve more flexibility and to
facilitate the combination of work and family; tkeeare other institutions in place in the Swedish
labor market aimed at facilitating the combinataihwork and family for parents with young
children: large scale publically subsidized chilare; a generous parental leave system with
built-in incentives for fathers to take more pasmeave, and the right for parents with children
up to eight years to work part-time. Looking at Beedish labor market in an international
comparison we see that female self-employment rates low while female labor force
participation is high, part-time work is high, afedtility levels are high. Taken together, it seems
plausible that Swedish women manage to combine vamdk family without choosing self-

employment to a very high extent. Rgnsen (2014)ahsimilar discussion about the relationship

! Examples of this are two so called “daddy-monthsit cannot be transferred to the mother, a higg@acement
rate than in the public health insurance, and aibgaid to couples who share their parental legualby.



between children and self-employment among Norwegiemmen: the extra working time
associated with being self-employed should outwetbk flexibility and self-autonomy
associated with being self-employed in a welfasgestsuch as Norway, with a good supply of
state-sponsored child care. Rgnsen (2014) doesgvaow find indications of a positive
association between the presence of young chil@nerio eleven years of age) and female self-
employment also in Norway. Using survey data witfoimation on working hours, she also
reports that self-employed women on average speoi rtime on market work than wage-
earning women do.

In this paper | use Swedish register data for ttal tSwedish population covering the period
2004-2008 and estimate both pooled cross sectional madel fixed effect models to analyze
the effect of young children in the household olfremployment probabilities. | find that the
presence of young children increases the probwlfitchoosing self-employment also among
Swedish women. The effect is found to be strong@stvomen with very young children;-8
years of age and the effect is decreasing wittragfeeof the children. | also find a positive effect
of having children on self-employment probabilities men but here the effect is strongest for
the presence of slightly older children-{D years).

To interpret these results | relate the findingsvtmat we know about how self-employed and
wage-earners divide their time between market- lamasehold work. If women choose self-
employment as a way of balancing work and familynootments we would expect that they
spend less time on market work and more time orsétoald work compared to wage-earning
women. Hundley (2000) provides us with an explamafor why this should be the case. He
argues that self-employment are not subject to someéhe constraints of organizational
employment; he assumes that there is a lower bdahded by the minimum contribution of the
worker in organizational employment and an uppemidiodefined by the ability of organizations
of rewarding very skilled employees. Due to theklat primarily the lower bound in self-
employment, it will be easier for the self-employtdadijust their time spent on market and
household work if family responsibilities increas¢aving the US labor market in mind, he
further argues that self-employed women will woekvér market hours and more housework
hours compared to their organizational counterpatigde the opposite will be true for self-

employed men.



In this paper an alternative explanation for treuls which has been given far less attention in
self-employment literature is suggested: motherngoahg children who choose self-employment
are in fact women who have very strong prefereficesnarket work and are career oriented.
Becoming a mother in Sweden is associated with @apens of that she will leave the labor
market a fairly long time due to the generous patdeave system; it is possible to be a way
from work and to receive parental leave benefitaufpto one and a half year. At the same time,
differences in parental leave periods between methed fathers are assumed to be one of the
main explanations for the persistent gender wageogathe Swedish labor market. For women
who are career oriented, self-employment mightrbalternative if one wants to work while the
children are very young or do not want to reduce working time as much as one perhaps
would have needed to do if one would have been @medl as a wage-earner. Few employers
may have such flexibility in their organization whimakes it possible for mothers (or fathers)
with very young children to decide entirely on theivn when to work and how much work to
perform. Previous studies for Sweden and severfierdnt data sources which include
information about how workers divide their time Wween market- and household work, show
that self-employed women in Sweden spend mores onuch, time on market work than wage-
earning women and there are no significant diffeesrin the amount of time spent on household
work. This raises doubts about whether women indéwechoses self-employment as a way of
balancing work and family commitments. Insteadseems more plausible that women who
choses self-employment while the children are youarfgct are women with strong preferences

for market work.

In addition to analyzing time-use data | also latkdifferences in number of days of parental
leave taken by self-employed and wage earners.iNddHat the group of self-employed appears
to be heterogeneous; self-employed mothers are hketg to take no, or very short, parental

leave even when the children are very young butr@nbose who do take some parental leave,

self-employed mothers take on average more dagarehtal leave than wage-earning mothers.

This paper makes several contributions to the iexgjsliterature. First, results presented in
previous research are mainly based on data fronloAfgxon countries while this study uses
data for Sweden. The Swedish labor market is orgahin a very different way than in Anglo-

Saxon countries and it is of great interest to ifeke results for Sweden are consistent with

findings for other countries. One exception to pyas research is Rgnsen (2014) for Norway
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but this study is interesting for comparison. Sel;an the present study | use register data for
the period 2004-2008 covering the whole Swedishufatipn. Most previous studies are based
on rather small samples, are often restricted tallsmgroups e.g. married white women, and
cover earlier time periods. Third, | try to expldhe association between self-employment and
the presence of young children in the householcelating our findings to what is known about

how self-employed and wage earners divide theie tomtween market and household work and

to differences in days of parental leave betwe#reseployed and wage-earners.

The remainder of the paper is structured as follolwssection two | go through previous
research in more detail, in section three the siramf the Swedish labor market is discussed in
more detail, in section four | describe the datariables and the econometric approach, in
section five the results are presented and intexgrén section six | relate the findings to wisat i
known about differences in time spent on marketkvi@mtween self-employed and wage-earners
and in section seven | analyze whether there diereinces in the use of parental leave between

self-employed and wage-earners, and finally seaight summarizes and concludes the paper.

2. Previous research

2.1. Self-employment and work and family commitments
In this section, results from previous studies eoning self-employment as a way of balancing

work and family commitments are summarized.

Using data from the U.S., Wellington (2006) exarsitiee hypothesis that married women are
increasingly choosing self-employment as a strategybalance family and career. In the
econometric analysis, the author estimates theteffechildren on the probability of being, and
becoming, self-employed. This is estimated bothgisross sectional and longitudinal data. It is
found that the presence of young children incredisegrobability of being self-employed but
the impact of children does not appear to haveeamed over time. The conclusion that is drawn
is that mother’s increased labor force participattmmes at a direct cost of time spent with

children.

Lombard (2001) uses similar data and also find$ tha presence of children increases the
likelihood of self-employment. Here it is assuméa@ttwomen with children have a higher

demand for flexible scheduling and that this is eneasily attained when being self-employed.



In an article from 1996, Boden hypothesize thatilfigr;, defined as having at least one child
under the age of six, will have a positive impactself-employment entry. This article uses the
same type of data as the two abovementioned, theei@wPopulation Survey (CPS) for the US.

Boden finds a positive influence of fertility ofrfale self-employment.

Budig (2006) differentiate between non-professioaatl non-managerial self-employment on
the one hand and professional and managerial sglfeyment on the other hand when

analyzing the effects of family structure on setigdoyment. This is tested using survey data
(the NLYS) for the US and it is found that childrextreases women’s non-professional self-
employment but has no effect on professional seileyment. The interpretation suggested for
these results is that the demand for increasedbiliex and more control over work schedules is
lower among women in professional wage employmamtesmany occupations of this type

already offer more flexibility. An alternative exgplation is that women in professional wage
employment have less family responsibilities, hgviewer children compared to women in non-

professional employment could be a sign of this.

Noseleit (2014) analyzes the relation betweenlitgrand self-employment using data from the
European Social Survey. The focus of this artisl®n the direction of causality between self-
employment and fertility, something that many poexs studies have failed to account for. Most
studies are interested in the effect of fertilily,the presence of children, on self-employment.
But one could also argue that the direction of ahtysis reversed, i.e. that self-employment will
cause women, and perhaps also men, to have maddeechiOne argument for this is that self-
employed individuals want to maximize the probapithat one of their children can take over
the business and therefore have more children @mployees (Broussard et al. 2013). To
establish the direction of causality, Noseleit @01lses instrument variable techniques and
instrument fertility by parents’ preferences fommaxed sibling-sex composition, as has been
done by Angrist and Evans (1998) and by instrumegngelf-employment with the regional share
of employees working in small businesses. The Nyegtes indicate that fertility has a positive
effect on self-employment while he finds no evidenf that the reverse should be true, i.e. that
self-employment leads to higher fertility rates agavomen. An exception is, however, that he
finds that among women between 31 and 45 yeargafself-employment has a positive effect

on fertility.



Hundley (2000) analyzes male/female earnings diffgals in self-employment using survey
data from the US. He argues that organizational l@ynment is constrained by both lower
bounds (on acceptable employee contribution) amuupounds (on employee rewards) which
self-employment is not. If there are changes indémands for household production associated
with marriage and children, self-employed womenld¢daespond to these changes more easily
than organizational employed women since thereoisower bound on employee contribution
for the self-employed. However, this might of caunesult in lower incomes for the self-
employed woman. In more general terms, he arguassdilre to the lack of constraints for the
self-employed it is likely that some self-employed! participate more intensively in either
household or market work. As a consequence, sgifagrad married women will work fewer
market hours and more housework hours and selfamaglmen will work more market hours

and fewer housework hours compared to organizdtemaloyed women and men.

This prediction is consistent with what is foundsitudies using time-use data: self-employed
women tend to spend less time on market work thagewearning women and more time on
household work and/or child care (see Gurley-Caéteal. 2009 for the US; Craig et al. 2014 for
Australia). A study for Spain find differences imé spent on market work where self-employed
women spend less time, but do not find any sigaifiadifference in the time spent on child care
between self-employed and wage-earning women (Gméladal et al. 2012 for Spain). It has
also been found that self-employed women more afterk during non-standard work hours, i.e.

during evenings and weekends (Gimenez-Nadal 204R; Lombard 2001).

These results are, however, not entirely consistétht what has been found for Sweden. Mangs
(2012) finds that self-employed women, with andheiit young children (0-3 years) spend
more hours on market work than wage-earning wor@em and Johansson Seva (2014) find that
self-employed women with employees spend more tmenarket work compared to both self-
employed without employees and regularly employedien. They also find that self-employed
women without employees are more likely than redykemployed to state that they experience
balance between family and work commitments, whé#-employed with employees are less
likely of experiencing work-family balance and mdikely of experiencing work to family
conflict. As is shown below, a majority of self-elmped females in the entire workforce have no
employees and also in the sample used in Oun a@mahdson Seva (2014), the majority has no

employees.



Using data from the European Social Survey, Nordehret al. (2012) find that self-employed
women experience a significantly higher level ofrkvtife balance than wage-earning women
while self-employed men experience a similar leoklwork-life balance as employed men.
These are interesting results but since they usefdaall 26 countries included in the survey we
do not know whether the correlations are foundlis@untries or whether the pattern in Sweden

differs from those in other European countries.

3. Female employment in the Swedish labor market

In this section some features of the Swedish |ahanket that speak against the hypothesis that
women chose self-employment as a way of balanciogk vand family commitments are
discussed. The implications of the Swedish, or Mordelfare state model for female labor force
participation have been studied extensively (eaftdGupta et al. 2008; Ferrarini et al. 2014).
Female labor force participation rates in Swedenamong the highest in the world. In 2010,
83.1 percent of Swedish women 25-64 years of agecipated in the labor force compared to
the OECD average of 66.2 (OECD, 2012). The highafentabor force participation means that
dual-earner families are very common in Swedengéacale public child care is an important
explanation for the structure of the Swedish laibarket. During recent years, parents have also
come to share the parental leave period more gghativeen them although women still take
the majority of the parental leave period. Buspite of that Swedish parents appear to divide
both market work and household work more equalBntiparents in many other countries,
previous research find that women in Sweden ardesstlikely than women in other countries to
experience work-family conflicts. This is believeal be partly explained by the high female
labor force participation (Gronlund and Oun 20I)e female labor force participation is high
but the share of women working part-time is alsghhData from Eurostat for 2009 shows that
slightly over 40 percent work part-time. Workingripme while the children are young would
be one way of facilitating the combination of wamkd family commitments. Instead of leaving
the labor force altogether while the children ao@ryg, many women choose to work part-time.
According to the parental insurance law, employ&asnot decline parents the possibility to

work part-time up until the child is eight yearsl gForaldraledighetslagen 1995:584). Looking



at the time trend in part-time work we see, howgethat there has been a decline in the share of

women working part-time in Sweden (Wennemo Lanairand Sundstrom 2014).

Partly thanks to the generous welfare system, Skieglomen can choose to combine labor force
participation with high fertility rates. In 2009 utbstat estimates that the total fertility rate of
Swedish women is 1.94 children. This can be contpaith the average in EU (EU28) which is
1.6 children per women. Iceland has highest fgrtiates (2.23) while Hungary, Portugal and
Germany have lowest fertility rates (1.32, 1.34] ar86).

The Swedish parental leave system is both veryrgeseand rather flexible. For each child, the
parents are assigned 480 days. During 390 daysepi@cement rate is about 80 percent of their
previous earnings up to a certain ceiling. Durihg temaining 90 days the parents receive a
fixed smaller amount. The parents can divide thalrer of days as they please but 60 days are
assigned to each of the parent individually anchoaive transferred to the other parent. Each
week one can be on parental for a maximum of selegs but if one chooses for example five
days the length of the total parental leave pewdbbe longer. It is possible to combine work
with parental leave. One could for example worle¢hdays a week and be on parental leave for
two days.

As was mentioned in the introduction, female selpyment in Sweden is lower than in many
other countries. However, female self-employmesstdr@wn in Sweden since the mid 1970's, a
development shared with many other western cousnfrigigure 1 shows the development of the
number of self-employed women in Sweden based fmnnhration from the Labor force survey.
Since 1970, there has been a rapid decline in thmebar of so called “helpers”. This has
traditionally been unpaid family members that hasgsisted in their husbands firms, most of
them in farming. During the same period there heentan equally rapid increase in the number
of actual self-employed women, from 40,000 in 1960 about 100,000 in 200%.This
corresponds approximately to that 5 percent ofeatiployed women are working as self-

employed.

? See Devine (1994) for an analysis of female seifleyment in the U.S.

% From 2005 and onwards, Statistics Sweden doesepott the number of self-employed and the numbéetpers
separately, but only the total number of self-emptb The number of helpers is very low so the npairt of the
total number of self-employed are self-employed.



These four stylized facts: high female labor fopegticipation, high share of women working
part-time, high fertility rates and a low shareseff-employed females suggest that women on
the Swedish labor market combine market work amdilfaformation without choosing self-
employment to a very high extent. These facts aseth on data for the whole grown-up
population. Below we take a closer look at the trefship between self-employment and

fertility using detailed micro data for the whole&lish population.

There are certainly other macro level factors whiatiuence the self-employment rate in a
country and may explain country differences. Sials® male self-employment rates in Sweden
are lower than in many other countries this sugg#sit (other) institutions also matters. The
OECD looks for example at the correlations betwselfremployment (excluding agriculture)
and per capita GDP and finds a negative correlatioa richer the country, the lower the self-
employment share (OECD 2011). The empirical liteathas also shown that there is negative
correlation between the size of the public sectat self-employment rates (Torrini 2005). The
role of taxes for self-employment has been studiddnsively and the general idea is that higher
taxes encourage self-employment since it is easievade taxes if self-employed. Studies for
Sweden do, however, find a negative correlationbeh taxes and self-employment (Davis and
Henrekson 1999; Fdlster 2002). The correlation betwunemployment and self-employment
has also been studied but the results vary. Blémebf (2000) finds, for example, that there is a
negative correlation between the unemployment sat@ the self-employment rate in most

countries.

[FIGURE 1 ABOUT HERE]

4. Data and econometric analysis

4.1. Data and variables
The main analysis presented in this paper is basethdividual level register data from the
employment register at Statistics Sweden coveltegperiod from 2004 to 2008. This data is
collected mainly for administrative purposes andaludes information on for example
employment status (wage-earners, self-employedbemployed) in November each year, age,
marital status, number of children residing in timusehold, education, country of birth and

place of residence. An individual is defined ag$-eeiployed with an unincorporated firm if the
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largest source of income during November is froi-esaployment. The self-employment
income is however adjusted with the factor 1.6 eitiee self-employed in general report lower
incomes. Self-employed with incorporated firms regea wage income, just as regular
employees, since they are employed in their own.fifhe self-employed, as they are defined
here, could both be owners of unincorporated oorparated firms and of firms both with and
without employees. The incorporated firms inclu@ee, however, only firms with ten or fewer
stockholders. The firms can be active in all indastand include everything from farmers or
carpenters to lawyers and physical therapistshérrégression analysis | can control for industry
but not for occupation since the register at SiaisSweden lacks reliable information on

occupation for the self-employed.

In the analysis | restrict the sample to only ilgwomen who participate in the labor force, i.e.
the dependent variable is one if an individual isrking as self-employed and zero if the
individual is working as a wage-earner. Individualso are students, unemployed, on sick-leave,
or outside the labor force are not included inghealy. The reason for applying this restriction,
which is also done in Rgnsen (2014), is that wenaaely interested in how the presence of

children affects occupational choices, given thed bas chosen to participate in the labor force.

The main independent variable of interest in thuslg is a measure of fertility, or the presence of
children in the household. The register include®rmation on the number of children in
different age ranges living in the household, i.do not know the exact age of the children.
There are several ways of controlling for the nundrel the age of the children in the regression
analysis. Different definitions have been tried thé& main results are invariant to the definition
used. | choose to present the results from a reigresvhere we control of the number of
children in all different age ranges:3years, 46 years, #10 years, 1415 years, 1617 years,

and 18 years or above.

To be able to better understand and interpret @sults on the relationship between children in
different age ranges and self-employment | alssgirtesome descriptive results using aggregate
data from the Harmonized European Time Use SuM&T(US). This data was collected within

a project supported by Eurostat and it is posdblealculate user defined, comparable statistical
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tables on the organization and activities of evayytife in fifteen European countriésThe

Swedish data originates from the time use surveggoted by Statistics Sweden in 2000/01.

To further illustrate the question of how self-eoy#d and wage earners divide their time
between market and household work | also use iddalilevel data from the Swedish Level of
Living Survey for year 2000. This is data from av&y that has been conducted among a
random sample of 1/1000 of the Swedish populafitve respondents are asked questions about
their living conditions in several areas. The drawbof this data is that it includes very few self-

employed women.

4.2. Econometric analysis

| use panel data for the period 2004-2008 and agtifnoth pooled cross sectional models (eq.
1) and models that include individual time fixedeets (eq. 2). Our key independent variables
of interest are the number of children living i thousehold in different age ranges (0-3 years,
4-6 years, 7-10 years, 11-15 years, 16-17 yeads]&years or above). The vector X includes
controls for: age, age squared, being married, adug industry, country of birth, county of
residence and year. The regressions are estimgpedasely for women and men and | focus on
the result for women.

It should be stressed that teoefficients in equation 1 are not measures otthesal effect of
the number of children on self-employment. In tmsdel the comparison is made between
individuals who differs in their preferences foethumber of children and self-employment, two
factors that are outcomes of decisions that ar@xagenous to each other. To try do address this
problem I include individual fixed effects in eqiaat 2. This is assumed to be a time fixed effect
that varies between individuals but is constantrotmme, which for example could be
preferences for employment form and family formatior family size. Since this model is
estimated using panel data methods the comparisoantes intra-personal rather than inter-
personal, i.e. | compare the same individual wighsklf over time. Put simply, | estimate the
impact of a change in the number of children infedént age ranges on the change on

employment status to and from self-employment. éformally, | estimate the model specified

4 To read more about HETUS sééps://www.h2.sch.se/tus/tus/
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in equation 3 where all variables are expressdteagalue of the variable for individuiaht time
t and its deviation from the mean calculated ovieyesdrs for this individual.

SE; — SE; = a + B,(Child0_3;; — Child0_3;) + B, (Child4_6;, — Child4_6;) + - + B¢ (Child18;, —
Child18;) + § Xy — X;) + (g1 — &) (3)

The dependent variable is a dichotomous varialdedgathe value one if the individual is self-
employed and zero if the individual is a wage-eariide models are first estimated using a
linear probability model. This has the advantagat the interpretation of the coefficients is
simple: each additional child in a certain age eangcreases or decreases the probability of
being self-employed by a certain percentage powsing this model there is, however, a risk
that it will yield predicted probabilities outsidee range of zero to one. For this reason | also
estimate both pooled cross sectional and paneéssmms using the non-linear logit model. To
account for individual fixed effects in the logitoael | estimate so called conditional fixed
effects models (Chamberlain 1980, 1984; Maddala)L98 this model, | condition on that there
has been a change in the dependent variable betweetime periods. Individuals who do not
change state between two time periods are notdediun the regressions, since they do not
contribute to the likelihood function (Maddala 198As a consequence, this model uses
substantially fewer observations than the otheretsd

4.3. Descriptive statistics

The main purpose of this study is to estimate ttiece of the presence of children in the

household on the probability of being self-emplay&d a descriptive exercise self-employment
rates among different groups of employed women paesented in Table 1. The sample is
divided into eight groups depending on whetherghie any children in the household, the age
of the women and the age of the children. The §reup includes women younger than 42 and
with no children living in their household. Thisogip presumably includes some women who
have not yet had any children and where some of thiél have children in the future. The last
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group also includes women with no children livimgtheir household but who are older than 42.
This group includes women that have older childitest do not live with their parents. The
groups in between are not mutually exclusive siwoenen can have children in different age
spans. For example, a woman can have one chilteiage range 0 to 3 and one child in the age
range 4 to 6. Previous research has found a pesitvrelation between age and the probability
of being self-employed. There is also likely a p@sicorrelation between the age of a woman
and the age of her children. This makes it diffical disentangle the impact of age on the self-
employment probability and the impact of the preseof children in different age ranges. This
will be dealt with more carefully in the regressmmalysis. However, it can still be interesting to
look at the correlations between self-employmentialtand divided into unincorporated firms
and incorporated firms, and the presence of chldrghe household. Self-employment is lowest
among women younger than 42 years with no childred highest among women with no
children but who are older than 42. For women whiidren up to 17 years there appears to be
an inverted u-shaped relation between the ageeo€hiidren and self-employment with a peak

in the self-employment rate among mothers withdrkih between 7 and 10 years.

In Table 2 some descriptive statistics for the geoaf self-employed and wage-earning women
that are included in the sample in 2008 are preserfelf-employed women are on average
almost eight years older than wage-earning woménis €orrelation between age and self-
employment has been found in many previous stydess for example Blanchflower 2000). The
age difference is reflected in differences in nzaye rates and fertility rates when studying the
whole group of self-employed women; a substantiaiggher share of self-employed women are
married and they have fewer children in all ageugsoliving in their household. A higher share
among the self-employed have relatively low edweatnot more than upper secondary school,
while a lower share have university education.sbgbresent the distribution over sector which
tend to be very different among wage-earners atfeeswloyed. The largest group of wage-
earning women is employed in the health care se2ibmpercent, while only 7 percent of the
self-employed are active in this sector. We algd the same pattern regarding the educational
sector. The self-employed are instead predominatagted within “personal and cultural
services” and “financial and business servicesitlyaannual labor income, both excluding and
including transfers, are presented and we find thatself-employed on average have lower

incomes than wage-earners.
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[TABLE 1 & 2 ABOUT HERE]

5. Results

The results from our estimations of the relatiortween the presence of children in the
household and the probability of being self-emptbgee presented in Table 3. In general, there
is a positive correlation between the number ofdeéin in the household, in all age ranges
except 1617 years, and self-employment. It can be assumadféimily responsibilities and
perhaps foremost, the workload in the householdcest®d with having children, decreases as
the children gets older. An implication of this vidbe that the demand for self-employment
also decreases with the age of the children. Osulte suggest that this is indeed the case.
According to the estimations based on the pooledsceectional data an additional child in the
age range 0-3 increases the self-employment pridigaby 0.49 percentage points while an
additional child in the age range 4-6 years in@sdbe self-employment probability by 0.31
percentage points. The logit model show a simittepn; the odds ratio of being self-employed
is more positively affected by an additional chitdthe younger age groups than in older age

groups and the odds ratio of being self-employentedeses for children aged from 16 to 17.

The cross sectional models cannot be used to fgehé causal effect of young children on self-
employment. The more relevant question is if threvalr of young children in the household and
hence an increased demand for labor market fléyibihcreases the likelihood of mothers
switching from wage employment to self-employmérd. address this question we use of the
panel dimension of the data and estimate fixedceffeodels. The point estimates of these
models are smaller than in the cross-sectional tadulg we still find a positive effect of more
young children in the household on self-employm@&imie conditional fixed-effect logit model
only uses observations for which there is a chamglee dependent variable, i.e. individuals who
change from wage employment to self-employmentdgitpe outcome) and individuals who
change from self-employment to wage employment égative outcome). Here, only the
estimate for the youngest age group is positive sigdificant. In this very restrictive model
there is a positive effect of an additional yourglc on the probability of becoming self-

employed, i.e. switching from wage employment t6-employment.
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We have also estimated the same models for merseTiesults are presented in Table Al in the
Appendix. We find a positive correlation betweere thumber of young children and the
probability of being self-employed also for men.wéwer, the impact of an additional child is
smaller if the children are very young (0—-3 yeansyl stronger if the children are older. For
women, we find that the impact of an additionall¢tiecrease by the age of the children. This
could mean that fathers do not choose self-emplaymden the need to be caring for the

children is the highest which seems to be the frasmothers.

[TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE]

5.2. Heterogeneous effects by educational level

It has been argued in previous studies (see e.gdély 2000) that professionals and workers in
managerial positions would not need to chooseesgfffoyment in order to achieve this type of
flexibility but that many wage-earning jobs in thedern labor market also are flexible with
respect to where and when the work is performed iiea is tested by conducting the analysis
separately by three educational groups; (1) prinrsahpol or upper secondary 2 years or less, (2)
Upper secondary more than 2 years or higher educdéss than 3 years and (3) Higher
education 3 years or more or post-graduate educadde would expect to find most
professionals and workers in managerial positiorthé group with the highest educational level
and hence expect the effect of children on selfieympent to be non-existent or at least weakest
in this group. The results are presented in Tdldad from the linear probability model we find
that the association between the number of yourdreh and self-employment probabilities is
strongest among women with the lowest educatianadl? However, even for women with the
highest level of education, each additional childthe youngest age group has a positive and
significant impact on the probability of being sethployed. In the fixed effects regressions the
estimates of children in the youngest age groupabmit the same for all educational groups.
Hence, it does not appear to be the case thatlowlyducated women choose self-employment
as an alternative employment form while the chitdaee young.

[TABLE 4 ABOUT HERE]

® These models have also been estimated usingtarogiel but the results are not presented herreuawailable
from the author upon request. The main resultsraegiant to the choice of model.
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5.2. Interpreting the results

The results presented in the previous section sigdet self-employment among women
increases with the number of children and thatefifect is decreasing in the age of the children.
This is consistent with the results presented @vipus studies and supports the hypothesis that
women with more child care, and hence in many casa® household responsibilities, more
likely chose self-employment than other groups ofmgn. In previous studies similar results
have been interpreted as evidence of that thispgopdwwomen has a higher demand for flexible
scheduling and chooses self-employment as a waghi@ve it. This interpretation is supported
by the findings in studies using time-use data wdpwort that self-employed women spend more
time on household work and less time on market woak wage-earning women do. But is this
the way the results should be interpreted for Swede the remaining sections of the paper I try
to shed some light on two possible explanationsoiar results. The first hypothesis is that
women in Sweden, in spite of the institutions iagal on the labor market with the purpose of
facilitating the combination of work and family camtments, also chooses self-employment as
a way of balancing work and family. The second hlgpsis, which has been given far less
attention in self-employment literature, is thatthes of young children who choose self-
employment in fact are women who have very strongfepences for market work. Self-
employment could be a way for these women to axemdcing time spent on market work to the
same extent as they would have done if they woaltelbeen employed as wage-earners when
they have young children. Self-employment is assltoesatisfy the demand for flexibility and
instead of working eight hours straight from momio afternoon as one often does when being
an employee, self-employed parents could work witiéechildren are in day care or in school,
pick up them in the afternoon and spend time wh#nt and doing household choirs and then
continue to work in the evening when the parthnex t@me home and can take over child care

responsibilities.

For the self-employed there could also be the pdggito work while the child is very young

and has not started day care yet. As was mentibefxte, the parental leave system in Sweden
is generous and flexible allowing parents, whileytlare on parental leave, to work during some
days of the week although not receiving any beselilring this time. But children under the age
of one are not covered by the public child cardgesysso if neither of the parents can care for

these very young children it is up to the familyfital private alternatives, like a grandmother or
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a paid nanny. However, to have employed nanniasilisnot very common in Sweden. If one
were self-employed prior to having a child, it able difficult to be away from the business full
time for up to a year and if there are no employeéke firm, it might be difficult for the firm to

survive. There is lots of anecdotal evidence dfeelployed women who continue to work just

after the baby is born or take a very short peoibplarental leave.

A second motivation for why self-employment migh¢ lghosen by women with strong
preferences for market work is that even though d&mein many respects is a gender equal
country there is still a non-negligible gender wagee which is larger higher up in the wage
distribution (Albrecht et al 2003). One of the maixplanations that has been put forward is that
women still take the majority of parental leave slayd that the parental leave period in many
cases are very long, up to one and a half yearnyawmen are often aware of that there is a
risk of being punished in the labor market if tretgy away from the labor market for a long
period when they have children. But at the same tinere is still a social pressure on women
that they should stay at home and take care ofhiidren. Becoming self-employed could then
be a way of achieving both these goals: to stilabegve on the labor market when the children
are very young and also be the one taking the mesiponsibility for caring of the child. There

are a limited number of wage-earning jobs where ithpossible.

We will not be able to fully separate between these possible explanations; choosing self-
employment to better balance work and family commaitts or choosing self-employment in
order to still be active on the labor market whiee thildren are young, but to be able to say
something | use two different indicators: time-usata for Sweden and information from
administrative registers about the number of daypavental leave. If women choose self-
employment as a way of balancing work and familynootments we would expect them to
spend less time on market work and more time orséitoald work compared to wage-earning
women. We also would expect them to take more dapsrental leave. On the other hand, if it
is women with strong preferences for market workt tbhose self-employment while the
children are young we would expect the oppositey §pend more time on market work and less
time on household work compared to wage-earning evoreind they will take fewer days of

parental leave compared to wage-earners.
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One caveat to this analysis is that | do not hakeeadata on the time use of the individuals in
the administrative data that | use to estimateeamiployment probabilities. We will therefore
rely on some secondary sources with informatiothertime-use of the self-employed and a
regression analysis of a sample that includes asiyall number of self-employed women (the

Swedish Level-of-Living Survey).

6. Time use among self-employed men and women in Sweden

Previous studies for the US, Australia and Spaueakthat self-employed women spend less
time on market work than wage-earning women. Dp8td statistics from the Harmonized
European Time Use Survey also show that in moshto@g wage earning women spend more
time on market work than self-employed women. SgeirE 2. According to this data, this is

also the case in Sweden but the difference is smil&n in most other countries.
[FIGURE 2 ABOUT HERE]

The evidence on time-use of self-employed men aochen in Sweden are scarce but at least
two studies report that self-employed women spendepor as much, time on market work as
wage-earning women. Average weekly hours of maskek based on different data sources are
summarized in Table 5. Mangs (2013) report thdtesaployed women with children 0-3 years
of age spend on average 37.8 hours per week oretmarkk and wage-earning women spend
35.9 hours per week on market work. These restdtbased on a survey and the sample of self-
employed is strongly selected since those havingramual income below 100,000 SEK are
excluded and so are combiners, i.e. self-employld also have had an income from wage
employment during the year. Johansson Seva and(Zim) report that self-employed women
with employees spend on average 45.8 hours per weeknarket work and wage-earning
women spend on average 38.3 hours on market wetkeBiployed women without employees
spend about the same time on market work as wagéigavomen. From the Swedish Level of
Living survey in 2000 we also see that self-emptbyw®men spend more time on market work
than wage-earning women. The sample of self-empley@men is however small in this survey
and the average weekly working time is only base®4 individuals. Data for Sweden from the
Harmonized European time use survey show thateseffltoyed women spend slightly less time

on market work but the difference, 1.4 hours/wasksmaller than in many other countries
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(https://www.h2.scb.se/tus/tysFor men, all data sources show that self-emplayen spend

more time on market work than wage-earning men.

In previous studies it has also been found thateseployed women spend more time on
household work than wage-earning women. The egistindence for Sweden reveals that there
are small differences in time spent on householkwetween wage-earning and self-employed
women. Again, the Harmonized European Time Use €ushow that in most countries self-
employed women spend substantially more time orsélooid work than wage earning women
do. But the differences are small in Sweden. Sgar€i3. In Table 5 we have also summarized
what is known about time spent on household wodetlan data for Sweden. Even though the
descriptive statistics on time spend on market wanél household work presented here in no
way are conclusive, it could still be argued thasinot apparent that Swedish women choose
self-employment when the children are young to ddeas time on market work and more time
on household responsibilities.

[FIGURE 3 & TABLE 5 ABOUT HERE]

Using individual data from the Level of Living Say for year 2000 | perform a multivariate
analysis of time spent on market and household wbekresults are presented in Table 6. Even
though there are few individuals, in particular veamwho are self-employed in this data we still
find significant differences regarding time spentraarket work: self-employed women spend
on average about six hours more on market work teage-earning women. We also find that
self-employed both with and without employees spemmte time on market work than wage-
earning women but the differences are larger betweage-earners and self-employed with
employees. We find no significant differences widspect to time spent on housework. The
pattern for men is very similar: the self-employgnd more time on market work than wage-
earners. Here we do, however, also find that sejfleyed men, in particular those without

employees, spend significantly less time on houslelork than wage-earning men.

It is also interesting to note that the employnmstatus of the partner has a significant impact on
the time spent on market work. For both women arah,nhaving a self-employed spouse
decreases the time spent on market work by abduhdurs for women and by almost 3 hours
per week for men. Having a self-employed spouseeases the time spent on household work

for women, but for men it has no significant effenttime spent on household work.
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[TABLE 6 ABOUT HERE]

7. Parental leave among wage-earners and self-employed

As mentioned before, the parental leave systemwad®n is generous and flexible allowing
parents, while they are on parental leave, to whiing some days of the week although not
receiving any benefits during this time. Being sstiployed it could be difficult to be away from
the business full time for up to a year. In patacuf there are no employees in the firm, it might
be difficult for the firm to survive.

One way to analyze if the self-employed tend toknopre while the children are very young is
to study differences in days of parental leave.eHbe same register data is used as was used in
the main analysis and information on total numidedays of parental leave during the year is
used. A drawback of this data is that | do not hiabermation about when during the year the
parental leave days were used. To be able to cangadi-employed and wage earners | need to
assume that the distribution of child births acritesyear is the same for wage-earners and self-
employed since the total number of days taken duaityear will depend on when the children
are born. If a child is born on JanuarY it is possible for the parents to have 365 days of
parental leave during the year while if the chiidorn on December 31one could have one, or
possibly zero, days of parental leave. Second,gdthis exercise | restrict the sample to only
include the births of the first child, i.e. | cotidn the sample on that there are no children ¢jvin
in the household in periddl while there is at least one child age@80iving in the household in
periodt. Here the groups of self-employed are divided thimse with an unincorporated firm
and those with an incorporated firm. The formerugres treated as self-employed in the social
security system while the latter group is treatecemployees since they are employed in their
own firm. Looking at sample means for the threeugso wage-earners, self-employed with an
unincorporated firm and self-employed with an ipayated firm, we find that the difference
between the groups in average number of days @nparleave are small but there is a larger
spread in the number of days among self-employeti an unincorporated firm. Drawing
histograms for the distribution of number of dayparental leave where each bin are 30 days, it
is clear that the share among self-employed (witlhugincorporated firm) who takes 30 days or

less are higher compared to the other groups (seeeR3).
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To investigate this further, a number of differeggressions have been estimated. In the first one
we look at the association between self-employnaanlt the probability of taking zero days of
parental leave conditional on that there were nlolien living in the household in peridel and

that there is at least one child in the age range3years in periot In most cases, this means
that the women have become a (biological) mothérthmre could also be other situations. For
example, if a woman has no children of her ownenqult-1 and then marry a spouse who has
children of his/her own this would appear in théadas the women have had a child although it
is not her biological child. This is not likely b2 very common and we have no reason to believe
that it is more common among self-employed women tamong wage-earning women. In
either case, this would be a situation where riatiral that the woman does not take any days of
parental leave. In the second regression | estithatg@robability of taking less than 30 days of
parental leave, in the third regression the dependariable is total net days of parental leave
during a year and in the fourth regression | usestime dependent variable but | now exclude all

those who have zero days of parental leave.

The results of the regression analysis are predentdable 7 and focusing on self-employed
with unincorporated firms, we see that self-emptby@men have a 4.6 percentage points higher
probability of taking zero days of parental leauginlg the year and a 3.3 percentage points
higher probability of taking less than 30 days afgmtal leave. The third specification shows
that there is no significant difference in net nembf days of parental leave during the year but
when all women who take zero days of parental leaeeexcluded (column four) we find that

self-employed take almost five more days of patdatwve than wage-earners do.

These results suggest that the group of self-eyeglds very heterogeneous; some take no or
very few days of parental leave while others takeerthan the average wage-earner. To be able
to say something more about the determinants ohtimber of days of parental leave | have
estimated a separate equation for the self-emplayedrolling for some variables that are
specific to the self-employed: corporate form, nemf employees, industry and self-
employment income one year prior to having a chiBurprisingly, we find that very few of the
included variables are significantly different fromero neither when the outcome is the

probability of taking zero days of parental leawe when the dependent variable is net days of

® The results are not presented here but are al@fiaim the author upon request.
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parental leave. Corporate form, number of employags, number of children 0-3 years, marital
status and country of birth (not shown) do not dbate to explain the variation in the amount of
parental leave taken. The only variable which sedém$e important is education. The
probability of taking zero days of parental leamereases with the level of education while the
number of days decreases with educational levedrd’hre some differences between industries
where those in agriculture and financial serviaesmore likely of taking zero days of parental
leave compared to those whose business are wighéms6nal and cultural services”. An
additional variable that seems to be importanai®i earnings in the previous period; a higher
income is correlated with a lower probability okiteg zero days and an increase in the number
of days. This could mean that self-employed withido earnings simply cannot afford to take as

much parental leave as a self-employed with highenings.
[TABLE 7 ABOUT HERE]

[FIGURE 3 ABOUT HERE]

8. Summary and conclusions
Previous studies have found a positive correlatetween the presence of children in the
household and self-employment probabilities amorgmen. This has been interpreted as
evidence of that women might choose self-employnasna way of balancing work and family
commitments. Related studies using time-use datatfiat self-employed women spend more
time on household work than wage earning womenesgltime on market work.

There are reasons to believe that Swedish womenota@hoose self-employment in order to
achieve more flexibility and to facilitate the coimdition of work and family. There are several
institutions in place in the Swedish labor marké@hwhe purpose of facilitating the combination

of work and family for parents of young childrerengrous parental leave system, easy access to
public child care, and the right of parents to wpskt-time until the child turns eight. Also the
fact that mothers and fathers share childcare andédhold responsibilities more equally than in
many other countries suggests that mothers (ahdrigtof young children might not have a very
high demand for self-employment, at least not asyy wé balancing work and family

commitments.
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The results presented in this paper do, howevent powards that mothers of young children
who are active on the Swedish labor market are rikety to choose self-employment than
other groups of women. This result is also foundpamel data models where | control for
unobserved individual heterogeneity, i.e. whenketato account that those who choose self-
employment might differ from wage-earners in sorystesnatic way regarding preferences for
family formation and family size. | find evidencé mothers with young children being more
likely of choosing self-employment than other greugh women. From time-use data | find that
self-employed women spend as much, or more, timmanket work than wage-earning women.
This result differs from what has been found fdrevtcountries. From analyzing parental leave
use among wage-earners and self-employed, | com¢hat the group of self-employed appears
to be heterogeneous; self-employed mothers are hketg to take no, or very short, parental
leave even when the children are very young butr@mbose who do take some parental leave,

self-employed mothers take on average more dagarehtal leave than wage-earning mothers.

The Swedish government wants to increase self-gmm@at among women mainly as a part of
the general policy of increasing self-employmerd Ansiness creation. The start-up and growth
of new business is often considered to be a drifonge behind economic growth. But if women
become self-employed to meet the increasing famédynand for child care and household
responsibilities and as a consequence spend le®s dn market work and more time on
household work, this is a development which isljike go against the idea of Sweden moving
towards an even more gender equal country. It le&n kargued that if women choses self-
employment for this reason it is likely to reinfertraditional gender roles in the household and
in the labor market (Craig et al. 2012). We haveé feond any indications of that Swedish
women chose self-employment to reduce time spenthanket work or to be a modern form of
housewife, although these cases might exist. Orcoimérary, our results rather point towards
that women who have strong preferences for markese self-employment as a way of

organizing their parental leave period in a différeay than what Swedish mothers usually do.

The main focus of this paper has not been to aestabhusality between the number, or the
presence, of children in the household and selfleynpent. However, since panel data is
available and the sample is large we estimate pdatl models to control for unobserved
heterogeneity across individuals to try to estintéee relationship between children and self-

employment as accurately as possible given the atat@and. | recognize that there might be a
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problem of reversed causality, i.e. that self-emplent affects fertility, and | believe that this is
an important question that is on the agenda ovestqpns for future research. It is, however,
reassuring that Noseleit (2014) who uses an ingntiah variable approach only finds evidence
of there being a causal relationship between ifgraind self-employment and not the other way

around.
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Tables and Figures

Figure 1 Number of self-employed women (100’s) in Sweden(t2013

1400

1200 o
1000 +—— —jA$L
800 . / e S |f-employed
600 .'... ...... He|per
- /\/ Total

200

.
..'0 o X
. ®ecee eeoe
o q0 . .
. XTI

Source: Labor force survey (Statistics Sweden).

Table 1 Self-employment rate (%) and age of the childrethe household 2008, women

Self-employed (total) Unincor porated

Incorporated firm

firm

No children (in the household) 2.5 2.0 0.5
and younger than 42

Children 0-3 years 4.0 3.1 0.9
Children 4-6 years 4.6 3.5 1.1
Children 7-10 years 5.0 3.6 1.4
Children 11-15 years 4.9 3.5 1.4
Children 16-17 years 3.9 2.7 1.2
Children above 18 4.3 3.1 1.2
No children (in the household) 7.0 5.3 1.8

and older than 42
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Table 2 Descriptive statistics, selected variables 2008

Wage-earners Self-employed

Age (Std. Dev) 39.9 47.1
(13.7) (11.1)
Married 40.8 58.3
Number of children:
Total 1.071 1.004
0-3 years 0.15 0.13
4-6 years 0.11 0.11
7-10 years 0.14 0.15
11-15 years 0.22 0.23
16-17 years 0.14 0.11
above 18 0.32 0.26

Education (%)
Primary school less than 9 years

Primary school 9(10) years 11.8 10.0
Upper secondary 2 years or less 22.3 26.0
Upper secondary more than 2 years 23.1 23.9
Higher education less than 3 years 15.6 15.7
Higher education 3 years or more 23.6 19.2
Post graduate education 0.7 0.5
Missing information 0.4 0.5
Industry (%) ®

Unknown 1.5 11.3
Agriculture 7.6 7.2
Manufacturing 0.5 4.4
Construction 1.1 1.8
Retailing and communication 11.7 14.8
Financial and business services 13.5 21.2
Education 15.9 2.3
Health care 27.4 7.4
Personal and cultural services 4.6 21.3
Total annual labor income (SEK) 210,056 164,610
Total annual labor income (inkl. 221,400 172,21
transfers) (SEK)

Number of observations 2,304,762 114,840

2The industries “production of energy” and “publinainistration” are not shown due to a smaller shiaa@ 0.1
percent of self-employed.



Table 3 Probability of self-employment among employed wan004-2008

Pooled cross Panel data Pooled cross Panel data

sections sections
Linear Linear Logit model Conditional
probability probability (odds ratios)  fixed-effects
model model with logit model
individual (odds ratios)

fixed effects

Number of children:

0-3 years 0.0049*** 0.0017*** 1.2033*** 1.1215%*
(0.00015) (0.00015) (0.00503) (0.01879)
4-6 years 0.0031*** 0.0007*** 1.1154%** 1.0307
(0.00018) (0.00017) (0.00527) (0.01924)
7-10 years 0.0027*** 0.0007*** 1.0877*** 1.0271
(0.00016) (0.00015) (0.00414) (0.01795)
11-15 years 0.0007*** 0.0004*** 1.0263**+* 1.0057
(0.00012) (0.00013) (0.00301) (0.01533)
16-17 years -0.0062*** -0.0011*** 0.9320*** 0.9385
(0.00017) (0.00013) (0.00442) (0.01566)
18 plus 0.0002** -0.0000 0.9956 0.9515***
(0.00010) (0.00009) (0.00277) (0.01164)
Observations 11,835,291 11,835,291 11,835,291 8489,
R-squared 0.114 0.037

Notes: The cross-sectional model includes confmlsage, age squared, married, education, indstry
groups), country of birth (11 groups), county fidence (21) and year (5 years). The panel dateinod
do not include controls for year and country oftbir
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Table 4 Probability of self-employment among employed wam2004-2008. Heterogeneous
effects by education

Primary school or upper Upper secondary more Higher education 3 years
secondary 2 years or less than 2 years or higher or more or post-graduate

education less than 3 education
years
Linear Linear Linear Linear Linear Linear
probability probability probability probability probability probability
model model with model model with model model with
individual individual individual
fixed fixed fixed
effects effects effects
Number of
children:
0-3 years 0.0104*+*  0.0016**  0.0053***  0.0018***  @MO50***  0.0019***
(0.00033) (0.00031) (0.00024) (0.00024) (0.00023)(0.00026)
4-6 years 0.0067**  0.0018**  0.0027***  0.0007***  (DO45*** 0.0004
(0.00034) (0.00032) (0.00030) (0.00028) (0.00032)(0.00034)
7-10 years 0.0044*+*  0.0011**  0.0029***  0.0011*** (0.0039***  0.0011***
(0.00026) (0.00027) (0.00026) (0.00026) (0.00031)(0.00035)
11-15 years 0.0010*** 0.0004** 0.0007***  0.0011*** 0.0025***  0.0009***
(0.00018) (0.00021) (0.00021) (0.00022) (0.00027)(0.00032)
16-17 years -0.0093***  -0.0017*** -0.0016*** 0.0001 0.0024*** 0.0004
(0.00024) (0.00021) (0.00032) (0.00024) (0.00046)(0.00036)
18 plus 0.0016***  0.0004*+  -0.0015***  -0.0003* 0.@O7*** -0.0000

(0.00017)  (0.00016)  (0.00016)  (0.00015)  (0.00026)0.00025)

Observations 4,624,021 4,624,021 4,492,838 4,482,832,667,299 2,667,299
R-squared 0.141 0.049 0.102 0.033 0.098 0.049

Notes: The cross-sectional model includes confoolsage, age squared, married, education, ind&try

groups), country of birth (11 groups), county fidence (21) and year (5 years). The panel datainod
do not include controls for year and country oftbir
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Figure 2 Time spent during an ordinary work day on marketkv
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Figure 3 Time spent during an ordinary work day on housekaick
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Table 5 Summary of descriptive results of time spend onketaaind household work

Women
Self- Self- Self- Wage-
employed employed employed earners
Total without without

employees  employees

Hours of mar ket work

Mangs (2013) (women with 37.8 - - 35.9
children 0-3 years)

Johansson Seva and Oun (2014) - 38.6 45.8 38.3
Level of Living Survey 2000 41.1 - - 35.8
(own calculations)

Harmonized European time use  35.0 - - 36.4

survey (own cacluations)
Hours of household wor k

Mangs (2013) (women with 12.1 - - 13.2
children 0-3 years)
Level of Living Survey 2000 14.9 - - 14.8
(own calculations)
Harmonized European time use 1.44h/day 1.34h/day
survey (own cacluations)
Men
Self- Self- Self- Wage-
employed employed employed earners
Total without without

employees  employees
Hours of market wor k

Mangs (2013) (men with 44.6 41.1
children 0-3 years)

Johansson Seva and Oun (2014) - 45.4 50.8 42.8
Level of Living Survey 2000 49.6 - - 39.4
(own calculations)

Harmonized European time use 42.1 40.7

survey (own cacluations)
Hours of household wor k

Mangs (2013) (women with 9.1 - - 10.0
children 0-3 years)

Level of Living Survey 2000 5.5 - - 6.8
(own calculations)

Harmonized European time use 0.44h/day - - 0.52h/day

survey (own cacluations)
® This is based on working hours during an ordinaoyking day which is 7.28 hours for wage-earning
women and 7.0 hours for self-employed women and Bdlirs for wage-earning men and 8.42 hours for
self-employed men.
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Table 6 Regression analyzes for time spent on market angdimld work, Level of Living

survey 2000ywomen.

Hours of Hours of Hours of Hours of
WOMEN market work  market work housework housework
Wage-ear ner Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.
Self-employed, all 6.078*** - -0.960 -
(1.483) (0.941)
Self-employed, - 4.959** - -1.478
without employees (2.023) (1.280)
Self-employed, - 7.334%** - -0.424
with employees (2.143) (1.295)
Partner wage-ear ner Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.
Partner self- employed -1.412** -1.446** 2.013*** LJO5***
(0.670) (0.676) (0.677) (0.678)
Partner other status -0.497 -0.505 -2.088*** -21091
(0.680) (0.681) (0.748) (0.748)
Constant 38.311*** 38.328*** 11.225%** 11.244%**
(1.092) (1.089) (1.134) (1.133)
Observations 1,556 1,556 1,318 1,318
R-squared 0.097 0.098 0.140 0.141
MEN Hours of Hours of Hours of Hours of
market work  market work housework housework
Wage-ear ner
Self-employed, all 10.520*** - -1.290%*** -
(0.923) (0.417)
Self-employed, - 8.403*** - -1.946%**
without employees (1.526) (0.514)
Self-employed, - 12.402*** - -0.728
with employees (1.032) (0.595)
Partner wage-ear ner
Partner self- employed -2.979** -2.710** 0.170 0725
(1.353) (1.335) (0.666) (0.661)
Partner other status -0.540 -0.580 -0.050 -0.063
(0.431) (0.425) (0.308) (0.308)
Constant 40.627*** 40.735*** 6.686*** 6.744***
(0.702) (0.695) (0.791) (0.793)
Observations 1,764 1,764 1,398 1,398
R-squared 0.232 0.241 0.074 0.076

Note: All models include controls for: number of yourtgildren (0-9 years), having a partner
(married/cohabitating), age, education, and redRmhust standard errors in parentheses

Kkk p<0_01, *k p<0_05’ * p<0.l
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Figure 3 Distribution of days of parental leave
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Table 7 Days of parental leave for women with no childiethe household in period t-1 and at
least one child in the age range 0-3 in period t

No days of Fewer than 30 Number of Number of
parental leave  days of days of days of
parental leave parental leave parental leave
if greater than

zero
Wage-earners Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.
Self-employed 0.0463*** 0.0327*** -1.3049 4.9650**
(unincorporated firm) (0.00514) (0.00643) (1.35858) (1.33943)
Self-employed 0.0217** 0.0247** -2.8761 -0.2738
(incorporated firm) (0.00843) (0.01165) (2.32602) 2.28654)
Additional controls Yes Yes Yes Yes
Number of obs. 153,254 153,254 153,254 144,250
R 0.017 0.009 0.020 0.022

Note: All models include controls for: number ofldren 0-3 years, age, age squared, married, eédacat
industry (11 groups), country of birth (11 groupgjunty of residence (21) and year (5 years).
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Appendix

Table A1 Probability of self-employment among employed n26Q4-2008

Pooled cross Panel data

Pooled cross Panel data

sections sections
Linear Linear Logit model Conditional
probability probability (relative risk  fixed-effects
model model with ratios) logit model
individual (relative risk
fixed effects ratios)
Number of children:
0-3 years 0.0080*** 0.0010*** 1.1747%* 1.0288***
(0.00021) (0.00019) (0.00312) (0.00985)
4-6 years 0.0095*** 0.0025*** 1.1447%** 1.0525%**
(0.00029) (0.00022) (0.00355) (0.01170)
7-10 years 0.0095*** 0.0030*** 1.1130%** 1.0597***
(0.00024) (0.00021) (0.00280) (0.01117)
11-15 years 0.0064*** 0.0024*** 1.0583*** 1.0260**
(0.00018) (0.00017) (0.00206) (0.00964)
16-17 years -0.0002 0.0013*** 0.9694*** 0.9769**
(0.00027) (0.00019) (0.00311) (0.01078)
18 plus 0.0066*** 0.0007*** 1.0512%** 0.9903
(0.00014) (0.00013) (0.00191) (0.00776)
Observations 12,463,133 12,463,133 12,463,133 9852,
R-squared 0.132 0.029
2920303
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