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Abstract:  Reforms in the field of family and work/care policies have been explained with path 
dependencies, traditional normative beliefs regarding mothers’ employment and childcare, and the 
prevalence of Christian Democratic parties in government who favour the traditional male 
breadwinner model. In recent years, however, the parental leave scheme was reformed and public 
childcare provision expanded in Germany in order to support a dual earner family. Why did that 
happen and why at that time? In order to understand recent reforms in work/care policies I employ a 
comparative case study of Germany and Italy using a most similar systems design. Both countries had 
a fairly similar starting position with regard to demographic problems and family policies in the 
1990s, but Italy hardly reformed family policies at all. Based on theories of party competition, 
electoral demand and policy responsiveness, I investigate reform processes of parental leave and 
childcare legislation between 1990 and 2009. I examine quantitative data on voting behaviour 
(Comparative Study of Electoral Systems) and on normative beliefs (European Value Survey). I find 
that a change in normative beliefs of the population on proper childcare and mothers’ employment 
and, related to that development, increased party competition for women voters triggered a policy 
change in Germany. In Italy, by contrast, the population is still in favour of a traditional work/care 
model and work/care policies are not an issue for party competition.  
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1 Introduction 
 

What drives policy change? Is it at all possible to identify necessary or even sufficient conditions for 

political reforms? These are certainly fundamental questions in political science in general and, more 

specifically, in comparative welfare state research. Besides welfare regime studies and policy 

analyses on specific fields, the investigation of the political process, i.e. why and when policy change 

occurs, is an important pillar of the welfare state literature. This paper contributes to the explanation 

of policy change by analyzing the determinants of recent fundamental work/care policy reforms in 

Germany. These reforms came very surprising in a field which had long been characterized by rather 

traditional policies that supported the male-breadwinner model. For a long time family policies have 

hardly played any role in welfare state research. This has changed lately as within the context of 

demographic change, evolving gender equality and rising female labor force participation, policies 

that reconcile work and care have been put on the scientific and political agenda. 

Many studies on reform determinants emphasize factors like path 

dependencies, institutional constraints, or politics of blame avoidance, which often 

impede substantial policy change. The investigation of reform capacity in spite of 

these restrictions seems therefore essential in order to explain the occurrence of 

modern-day reforms. The focus of this paper is set on factors which so far have 

largely been neglected: first, normative beliefs among voters and, second, party 

competition. Several alternative explanations can be eliminated by virtue of the 

research design: The German case of work/care policy reforms is compared with 

Italy in a most-similar-systems-design. Welfare state institutions, problem pressure 

(fertility rates, female employment rates, ageing society, fiscal shortages), and certain 

political institutions that put constraints on reform activities are similar in both 

countries. The research question is why Germany was able to implement far-reaching 

reforms in this policy field after a long impasse and Italy was not. On the other hand 

the design allows exploiting systematic variation in the main explanatory variables: 

normative beliefs with respect to mothers‘ employment and structural changes in 

parties‘ voting clientele. The empirical analysis is based on multivariate regression 

models which explain attitudes as well as political voting decisions and are 

systematically compared between both countries. 
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It will be argued that the policy change in Germany was, first, fueled by a 

marked shift in normative beliefs among voters towards mothers‘ employment. This 

value change increased the demand for extended work/care policies which the 

governing parties addressed. In Italy normative beliefs did not change in the period 

under investigation; there was no particular demand for policy reforms. Second, the 

large German parties, particularly the Christian Democrats, tried to attract new 

groups of voters. Therefore they looked beyond their traditional clientele and 

changed their policy accordingly.  

The remainder of the article is organized as follows. First, the work/care policy 

reforms in Germany and (the lack thereof) in Italy are described. Section 3 discusses 

different theoretical explanations for policy reforms focusing especially on 

‗responsiveness‘ and ‗partisan theory‘ as the empirical argument is based on the 

latter concepts. Section 4 first characterizes the political system and party system of 

both countries. Then empirical evidence for a change of normative beliefs in 

Germany is presented as a main driver of work/care policy reforms. Finally, some 

evidence is shown that to some degree supports the claim of a change in party 

competition and a re-orientation of the governing conservative party towards new 

groups of voters. Section 5 concludes. 
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2 Work/care policy reforms in Germany and Italy 
 

Work/care reconciliation policies are supposed to mitigate the trade-offs between employment and 

child-rearing. Lewis (2009: 83) offers a conceptualization of those policies which may be regulated, 

financed, and/or provided by the state, as encompassing: 

 Time: The regulation of working time and the provision of time to undertake 

informal care (leave regulations) 

 Services: Childcare that is directly provided by the state, or provided by the 

independent sector or employers.1  

In the beginning of the 1990s both Germany and Italy did not provide sufficient support for working 

parents. Despite the adoption of comparatively far-reaching gender equality laws in the 1970s, Italy 

never actively promoted the labor market participation of mothers and maintained the de facto 

assignment of care responsibilities to the family (della Sala 2002; Saraceno 2003). West-Germany 

even lagged behind Italy as regards gender equality and work/care policies. Only in 1979 a 6-month 

compulsory maternity leave was introduced followed by a time-generous but little compensated 

parental leave scheme in 1986. Together with the joint taxation and income splitting system, 

generous cash transfers and the underdeveloped childcare system, this led to extensive employment 

breaks for mothers after which mothers re-entered the labor market mostly on a part-time basis. 

Beginning with the new century substantial changes took place in Germany: the 

maximum duration of paid parental leave was drastically reduced while the amount 

of payments was substantially raised. The number of public childcare places was 

increased and complemented with a right to receive care for 0-3 years‘ old children 

with target coverage rates to up to 33% beginning in 2013. In 2000, the legal right to 

part-time work in companies with more than 15 employees was established. With 

these reforms Germany moved quite close to the dual-earner model, although large 

within-country differences remain in the field of childcare services. 

By contrast, hardly any change has occurred in Italy. State intervention into 

family matters remains low. Until now, the country concentrates on labor rights, e.g. 
                                                           
1  Lewis also includes ‗money‘ (i.e. cash to buy formal care, cash for carers while they are on leave) 

into her classification. I argued elsewhere that monetary benefits seem to have only a limited 
impact on work/care arrangements and strategies. Moreover, cash for carers on leave does not 
necessarily mean a support of mothers to stay at home and care full time. In fact, in some 
countries it is possible to work part-time for pay during the parental leave. 
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leave and social rights when working reduced hours. For instance, extra months for 

the father have been added to prolong the duration of parental leave. Yet when it 

comes to state efforts in the form of benefits Italy remains reluctant. The parental 

leave payment is low and publicly provided childcare places are scarce. The 

relationship between the family and the state in Italy is characterized by regulation 

through law, not by explicit financial support. 

 

Table 1:  Policy developments in Germany and Italy 

Core program Program characteristic Germany Italy 

  1994 2007 1994 2007 

Maternity leave Duration of leave (weeks) 6+8 6+8 8+12 8+12 

 Replacement rate 100 100 80 80 

Parental leave  Duration of leave (total weeks) 148 148 26 26+13 

 Duration of paid leave (mother + father) 26 44+9 26 26+13 

 Replacement rate 16 67 30 30 

 Father months No 2 no 3 

Flexible working 
time 

Entitlement to reduce working hours No Yes no No 

Full social rights No Yes no Yes 

Childcare services Right to receive care for <3s No (yes)
 1

 no No 

 Coverage rate 7.5 13.7 6 9.9 

 Flexibility of service (opening hours) n.a. n.a. n.a. 8 

 Affordability (fees) n.a. 9.1 n.a. n.a. 

 Quality of services (child-to-staff-ratio) 3.1 n.a. n.a. 7.1 

Notes: 1- The legal right will be enacted as of 2013. 

Source:  Own compilation. 

 

To summarize: Germany initiated substantial reforms of its work/care policies that changed the 

paradigm from the male-breadwinner to the dual-earner-model. The Italian family policy remained 

largely unchanged over the last decade. The male-breadwinner model is not officially supported, but 

still implicitly encouraged through the lack of adequate policies that help women to reconcile care 

and paid work. How can this be explained given both countries’ similar challenges in the policy field: 

low fertility, demographic ageing, low female labor force participation? The following section 

introduces a number of theoretical approaches. 

3 Theoretical background  
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This section discusses different theories that try to explain welfare policy change. After giving an 

overview over various strands of the theoretical debate in the field two approaches are examined in 

greater as they are exploited for the explanation of the cases studied here: first, the role of voters’ 

normative beliefs and the responsiveness of political parties; second, political competition among 

parties for different groups of voters. 

 

3.1 Theories of welfare state reform 
 

The question which circumstances and constellations enable welfare policy change is debated on a 

theoretical level by sociologists as well as political scientists. Four basic approaches can be 

distinguished: 

1) Functionalist explanations emphasize social and economic challenges as driving forces of welfare 

state change (Bonoli 2007; Garrett and Mitchell 2001; Wilensky 1975). The implicit assumption 

here is that political actors in a representative system have to find answers to these problems to 

maintain credibility and improve their chances of getting re-elected. 

2) Institutional theories highlight the role of policy legacies (path dependency) as well as 

institutional constraints (veto players) which both put a brake on fundamental policy change 

(Esping-Andersen 1990; Immergut 1992; Pierson 1994; Thelen 1999; Tsebelis 1995). 

3) Culturally oriented explanations draw the attention to collective values or ideologies that drive 

welfare state development (Kaufmann 2003; Pfau-Effinger 2004; van Oorschot 2002). It is argued 

that politicians respond to fundamental value changes and adjust their programs and policies 

accordingly. 

4) Interest explanations stress class alliances and power resources of specific parties (Esping-

Andersen and Korpi 1987; Korpi 1983). Specific groups and certain parties have higher (or lower) 

stakes in different areas of the welfare state. It is assumed in particular that strong Social 

Democratic parties (and centralized unions) have the political resources to enact their 

redistributive visions into public policy and thus create generous welfare states. 

All of those aspects are potentially relevant for the understanding of the evolution of welfare state 

and, more narrowly, work/care policies. Yet some factors are more decisive in resolving the question 

why reforms were implemented in Germany but not in Italy. The functionalist argument certainly 

holds for both countries: we detect low fertility and female labor force participation rates combined 

with predicted high old age dependency ratios. Such problem pressure is a necessary condition – if 
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there is no glaring need for a change of policies, fundamental reforms are less likely. But problem 

pressure alone does not suffice to trigger political reform processes. 

Institutional theories in turn offer different explanations why policy reforms are 

not passed despite evident deficiencies in the system. But they cannot explain the 

variation between Germany and Italy as both are rather similar in many respects: 

Both institutional systems include a number of veto players (e.g. bicameralism, 

coalition governments) that make far-reaching policy reforms nearly impossible. The 

political institutions remained unchanged over the observation period. The theory of 

policy legacies can also not explain why in countries with similar welfare state 

organization change occurs in only one of them. As shown above, both Germany and 

Italy pursued rather traditional family policies over an extended period of time. 

Hence, reforms should have followed the path of traditional policies, but not – as in 

Germany – left the path (Henninger and von Wahl 2010).  

Finally, the strength of left or social democratic parties is also no sufficient 

explanation. During the period of analysis, Germany and Italy were mostly governed 

by conservative parties. Some systemic reforms in Germany were implemented by a 

coalition between the conservative CDU and the Social Democratic Party under a 

conservative chancellor and family minister. 

 

3.2 Normative beliefs, cultural values, and policy responsiveness 
 

The culturalist approach seems suited for work/care policies because norms and values about the 

gender relations, the family, and child-rearing are directly related to conceptions about the 

appropriate role of the state in this field (Kremer 2007; Morgan 2006; Strohmeier 2002). In a society, 

it is argued, there is a shared definition of what good care is and who should provide it. This care 

ideal shapes both individual work and care practices and the agenda and decisions of policy-makers. 

The design of work/care policies is thus a function of the dominant care culture (Kremer 2007) in a 

country. 

Those studies operate with different assumptions as to how these cultural 

notions enter the political arena: Some examine the role of intermediate actors such 
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as women‘s organizations or the Catholic Church in the construction of claims 

addressed to the state (Bertone 2003; Fix 2000; Kremer 2006; Morgan 2008; Naumann 

2005). Others emphasize the normative beliefs of the electorate to explain differences 

between countries in the extent of work/care policies (Lewis, Campbell and Huerta 

2008; Lewis et al. 2008; Pfau-Effinger 2006).  

A way to approach the theoretical gap is based on Pierson‘s work on the ―new 

politics of the welfare state‖ (1994) that suggests being sensitive towards a more 

direct linkage between mass opinion or preferences and politicians. Pierson argued 

that welfare state retrenchment is unlikely because politicians fear the punishment at 

elections. This view places more emphasis on the role of voters and how political 

actors react to them (‗policy responsiveness‘) in the analysis of welfare state politics. 

Partisan theory also focuses on voters emphasizing ideological differences 

between various population groups which translate into different party programs. 

The theory postulates that policies are the result of a government party‘s effort to 

take care of those social groups it is representing. A party‘s policy objectives should 

thus correspond to the (economic) interests of its constituency (Hibbs 1977). Social 

Democratic Parties, e.g., represent the working class, low and middle income classes, 

and focus on achieving social justice and full employment through state 

interventions. They advocate universal social programs and a redistributive tax and 

transfer system. Christian Democratic Parties favor limited state intervention. They 

emphasize individual responsibilities as opposed to rights and support social 

insurance programs and status protection as means to achieve social stability 

(Seeleib-Kaiser, van Dyk and Roggenkamp 2008). 

As argued above, work/care policies reflect normative beliefs about the family 

and gender roles. The analysis of a party‘s policy orientations must thus take their 

basic socio-cultural values into account which guide the formulation of concrete 

objectives (Kitschelt 2003:127). For instance, Social Democratic Parties strive for 

gender equality as a result of their commitment to social equality. They prefer to give 

mailto:espanet2011@uv.es


 

 
Universitat de València - ERI POLIBIENESTAR.  

Edificio Institutos-Campus de Tarongers. Calle Serpis, 29. 46022. Valencia.  
Phone: (+34) 96.162.54.12– C.I.F. Q4618001-D 

Email: espanet2011@uv.es 
 

 Page 8 of 53 

 

support to individual family members. Christian Democrats, in contrast, try to 

bolster the family as an institution. While Christian Democrats apply the principle of 

subsidiarity and therefore see the family as the core provider of care services, Social 

Democrats promote equal opportunity through the public provision of social services 

(Seeleib-Kaiser, van Dyk and Roggenkamp 2008). They pursue emancipative family 

policies that promote women‘s employment. Therefore Social Democrats are in favor 

of labor market regulations that enable parents to take parental leave or work part-

time. Christian Democratic Parties, by contrast, are assumed to hold traditional views 

about the role of women and to put a larger emphasis on women‘s role as carers. 

They claim financial or legal incentives for family care and impede an expansion of 

publicly provided work/care policies (Morgan 2003). Some scholars use these 

arguments to explain why Social Democratic welfare states offer extensive childcare 

services and display high women‘s labor force participation rates (Huber and 

Stephens 2000). While both Social Democratic and Christian Democratic parties 

advocate state intervention into matters of the family (albeit favoring different 

directions of support), Liberal-Conservative parties reject the idea of state benefits to 

support a particular family model. 

Yet, a closer look into parties‘ constituencies is warranted. Not only have 

traditional cleavages been blurred over the last few years, but normative beliefs 

towards child-rearing and women‘s employment in the population are ambiguous 

within political camps and might also not be distributed distinctly along party lines. 

It has been argued that the working class often holds traditional orientations toward 

mothers‘ employment. In spite of their commitment to gender equality, a party that 

mainly represents the working class (the Social Democrats) might thus not be too 

eager to adopt modern work/care policies - especially if ―[…] conservative parties 

have the potential to lure working- and middle-class voters, [which] could make it 

especially difficult for Social Democratic parties to adopt a more ‗postmaterialist‘ 

stance toward gender issues‖ (Morgan 2009: 63). Häusermann et al. (2010) point to 
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another argument why (important parts of) the working class rather oppose dual-

earner model oriented policies: Rueda (2005) has shown that the present-day 

working class is at least divided into two groups: insiders and outsiders. The 

shrinking group of insiders as the traditional constituency of the Social Democrats 

consists of largely male employees with secure jobs. Bonoli and Reber (2009) argue 

that this group is not interested in work/care policies aimed at facilitating mothers‘ 

employment since ―an increase in the labour supply, all other things being equal, 

means downward pressures on wages‖ (2009: 102). 

Libertarian voters, on the other hand, are younger and higher educated than the 

average person and predominantly women. Due to both career aspirations and their 

care responsibilities they have a particular interest in work/care policies that help 

reconciling family and work life. It has hence been argued that the extent to which 

Leftist parties rely on these libertarian voters should have an impact upon their 

policy agenda (Häusermann, Picot and Geering 2010; Kitschelt and Rehm 2005).  

Christian Democratic Parties, by contrast, conventionally mobilize religious or 

more traditional people. In the past – especially not employed – women have mainly 

voted for the political Right (Inglehart 1977). Due to the general change in values 

(secularization) over the last decades Conservative Parties might not be able to rely 

on this constituency anymore (Inglehart and Norris 2003). In addition, with 

population ageing and the shrinking of the workforce, employers – whose interests 

are represented by Conservative Parties – might become interested in the increase of 

female labor force participation. Hence, Conservative Parties could be faced with the 

dilemma of their role as preserver of traditional gender roles and the claims of the 

employers to introduce work/care policies in order to make it possible for all women 

to work. 

 

3.3 Party system and party competition 
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Some authors have shown, however, that policy responsiveness to voters’ preferences also crucially 

depends on the party system and party competition. The main argument of this strand of research is 

that although a party may have its own policy objectives and serves its clientele, policy choices in 

practice are often influenced by the presence of other parties and the configuration of the party 

system (Ferrera 1993; Picot 2009). Hicks and Swank (1992) argue that parties in power are influenced 

by opposition parties as well as minority coalition partners. A right-party government, e.g., is more 

eager to expand the welfare state when faced with a strong left-party opposition and vice-versa 

(“contagion from the left” vs. “left party embourgeoisement”). Hicks and Swank assume that parties 

in such circumstances face a stiffer competition for voters.  

Kitschelt (2001) examines the role of party configurations in welfare state 

retrenchment politics. He considers the relationship between parties as the most 

important determinant of reforms. He distinguishes four party configurations that 

―offer politicians opportunities to pursue unpopular social policy retrenchment with 

an office-seeking objective in mind‖ (Kitschelt 2001: 282). Retrenchment is, e.g., less 

likely in countries where party competition is primarily between a Social Democratic 

and a Christian Democratic Party, with Liberal parties playing a limited role.  

The idea that the party system determines where party competition 

concentrates has been mainly applied to studies on social policy retrenchment, but 

has not systematically been taken up by family policy researchers. However, there 

are analyses regarding possible outcomes of a specific kind of party competition on 

family policies. Morgan has suggested that when Left Parties compete with Christian 

Democratic Parties, they may espouse more traditional views on child care and 

mothers‘ employment (Morgan 2009). She has shown that the quasi lack of 

religiously-based parties in the Nordic countries, and their weakness in France, helps 

to explain why the issue of mothers‘ employment has been less controversial in those 

societies than in some other parts of Europe. Similarly, Merkel et al. (2006) show that 

Social Democratic parties face particular difficulties in their efforts to modernize the 

party program in those countries where they compete with strong Christian 

Democratic parties. Also Seeleib-Kaiser et al. (2008: 159) show a Christian 

Democratization of Social Democratic policy positions, and Fleckenstein (2010) 

argues that when a left-wing government took over office from a right-wing 
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government in Germany in 1998, the Christian Democratic Party pursued a Social 

Democratization of family policies in order to ―widen the electoral appeal of the 

party‖ (Fleckenstein 2010). 

4 Empirical findings 
 

The first subsection describes the party constellations in Italy and Germany and shows how political 

competition has evolved in both political systems. Then the development of normative beliefs 

towards mothers’ employment and their determinants is compared between both countries and 

consequences for work/care policies are discussed. Finally the determinants of voting decisions are 

related to heterogeneity in normative believes across the population. 

 

4.1 Party systems and political competition 
 

Both Germany and Italy experienced far-reaching changes in the beginning of the 1990s which had 

consequences for their party systems and political competition. In 1992 investigative judges (so 

called mani pulite, clean hands) uncovered a widespread system of clientelism and illegal party 

financing in Italy that involved a large number of the political elite. This triggered a political crisis 

which hit in particular the Christian Democrats (Democrazia Cristiana, DC). Until then the DC had 

taken part in government for more than forty-five years (Zohlnhöfer 2006). Owing to the failure of 

real Socialism the former Communist Party (Partito Communista Italiana, PCI) dissolved and re-

formed into the Democratic Party of the Left (Partito Democratico della Sinistra, PDS). As a 

consequence, the established parties almost completely vanished from the scene and, together with 

the introduction of a quasi-majoritarian electoral system in 1994, cleared the way for new parties 

and a change in political competition after 1992. The breakdown of the former party system seemed 

to open a window of opportunity for family and work/care policies, because the parties who were 

responsible for a standstill and well-trodden positions did no longer exist.  

To understand the party system and the dynamics of political competition in 

Italy after 1992 one has to differentiate between the level of parties and that of 

coalitions which became necessary because of the new electoral system. New parties 

were found in particular on the right: Forward Italy (Forza Italia, FI) and the Northern 

League (Lega Nord, LN) coplemented by the renamed National Alliance (Alleanza 
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Nazionale, AN).2 The left wing also re-organized leaving behind the Communist and 

Socialist past and turning towards more moderate left and social democratic parties.3 

Most importantly was the demise of the Christian Democratic Party, a catch-all party 

which could mobilize along the confessional/non-confessional cleavage across 

classes. Its successors divided themselves into left-wing oriented Christian socialists 

and right-wing oriented Christian democratic parties.4  

While party fragmentation (cf. table 8 in the Appendix) has increased, the trend 

towards a bipolar system on the level of party coalitions has simplified the political 

landscape (Cotta and Verzichelli 2007). The polarization, however, continues within 

the coalitions and has resulted in a number of problems and reshufflings of 

governments throughout the 1990s. It is often difficult to find commonly agreed 

platforms, goals, agendas and a broadly accepted leader because parties with 

different ideological traditions and clienteles gather in a coalition. This is particularly 

problematic for the Centre-Left where parties in principle support state involvement 

into the family, but affected by struggles between Catholic-oriented (e.g. La 

Margherita) and social-democratic positions (e.g. Democratici di Sinistra, DS). Since 

parties merged (the PD founded in 2007 is a merger of La Margherita and Democratici 

                                                           
2  On the right wing entirely new parties emerged. The neo-fascist MSI transformed into the more 

moderate National Alliance (Alleanza Nazionale, AN), while a radical wing, the Fiamma Tricolore 
separated. The Northern League (Lega Nord, LN) founded in 1989 is a new political force. With a 
strong regional identity LN endorses federalism and even secession. The most successful party on 
was founded by Silvio Berlusconi. Forward Italy (Forza Italia, FI) is a conservative liberal party (in 
favor of free markets and tax reductions). All newcomers share certain features: the ability to 
demarcate themselves from the failed traditional party system and a dominant leader. 

3  The strongest left party was the PDS. The party opened for more moderate forces (left-liberal or 
left-catholic parties). In 1998 the PDS was re-named Left Democrats (Democratici di Sinistra, DS). 
Its radical part founded the Communist Refoundation (Partito della Rifondazione Comunista, PRC). 
A splinter group formed the Party of Italian Communists (Partito di Comunisti Italiani, PdCI).  

4  The successor of the DC, the Italians People‘s Party (Partito Popolare Italiano, PPI), gradually lost 
votes during the 1990s. Having joined the leftist electoral list La Margerita in 2001, it merged into 
the social Christian party Democracy and Liberty – The Marguerite ( Democrazia e libertà – La 
Margherita, DL) in 2002. Other successors of DC – the Christian Democratic Centre (Centro 
Cristiano Democratico, CCD) and the Christian Democratic Party (Partito dei Cristiano Democratici, 
CDU) – turned to the right-wing alliance. 
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di Sinistra) these often contradictory views cause problems not only within leftist 

coalitions, but also inside the parties.  

In the right wing coalition Berlusconi‘s (FI) leadership was never questioned. 

The new parties on the political right see themselves as the preventers of the 

traditional family and oppose state intervention into the family. Lega Nord, for 

example, is particularly hostile towards working women (Bernini 2008). The two 

other parties, AN and FI, assume an ambiguous position between defending the 

traditional family and upholding liberal values. While the AN in their ―Charter of 

Values‖ (Carta dei Valori di Alleanza Nazionale) emphasized the indispensability of the 

family for the society, they also proposed same rights and support for women in 

family life and employment. FI, however, upholds the traditional family as a 

bulwark against any social problems and promotes the family as the most important 

pillar for (entrepreneurial) success (Bernini 2008). Although the party displays a less 

confessional profile than the DC, FI continues to rely on the ethic and moral support 

of the Catholic Church. 

During the period of analysis (1994-2008) five elections and several reshufflings 

took place (cf. table 9 in the Appendix). Starting with a right-wing oriented 

government, the party composition of the executive alternated between left wing and 

right wing parties. Although the literature agrees that new electoral rules formed a 

more competitive and bipolarized system (Cotta and Verzichelli 2007; Ferrera and 

Jessoula 2007), the nature of political competition still is debated. While the electoral 

system stimulates centripetal competition, i.e. competition for the median voter, 

varying parties‘ involvement in coalitions at the same time encourages centrifugal 

and highly polarized behavior similar to the pre-1992 era (Bardi 2007; Picot 2009). 

 Germany also experienced fundamental changes in the beginning of the 1990s. 

The reunification had important implications for political competition, in particular 

with respect to work/care policies. First, the former GDR had comparably modern 

work/care policies; those different perceptions of working mothers prevailed in the 

mailto:espanet2011@uv.es


 

 
Universitat de València - ERI POLIBIENESTAR.  

Edificio Institutos-Campus de Tarongers. Calle Serpis, 29. 46022. Valencia.  
Phone: (+34) 96.162.54.12– C.I.F. Q4618001-D 

Email: espanet2011@uv.es 
 

 Page 14 of 53 

 

society. In contrast to West-Germany, East Germany was characterized by one of the 

highest female employment rates. Second, a new leftist party entered the party 

system which until then had consisted of four parties: on the right wing (as regards 

the socio-economic dimension) the Free Democratic Party (Freie Demokratische Partei, 

FDP) which has remained rather vague and reserved with respect to state 

intervention into matters of the family (Dienel 2002). The Christian Democratic Party 

(Christlich Demokratische Union, CDU) is an inter-confessional Christian party situated 

on the centre-right. Together with her sister party in the region of Bavaria, the 

Christian Social Union (Christlich Soziale Union, CSU5) the party embraced the party 

ideology of a socially regulated market economy. The Social Democratic Party 

(Sozialdemokratische Partei Deutschland, SPD) occupies the left centre.  

With respect to family policies the SPD’s focus is on redistribution and gender equality 

whereas the CDU takes a more paternalist and less redistributive orientation. Both parties 

acknowledge state intervention into matters of the family. Yet, while the SPD pursues emancipative 

family policies that promote women’s employment, the CDU for a long time held traditional views 

about the role of women and put a larger emphasis on women’s role as carers (Gerlach 2004; 

Seeleib-Kaiser, van Dyk and Roggenkamp 2008). The Greens (Bündnis ‘90/Die Grünen) are situated 

further to the left. They are considered to be proponents of gender equality, but are internally 

divided with respect to work/care policies (Bothfeld 2005). In 1990, after German unification, a fifth 

party complemented the party system: the Party of Democratic Socialism (Partei des Demokratischen 

Sozialismus, PDS) which succeeded Socialist Unity Party of Germany which had ruled the GDR. The 

PDS calls for a strong redistributive welfare state and is thus situated further to the left than the 

Greens.6 

Five elections took place in Germany during the period of analysis. A coalition between the 

CDU and the FDP ruled until 1998 and was then replaced by a coalition government consisting of the 

SPD and the Greens. They managed two legislative periods, but called for early elections in 2005. 

Between 2005 and 2009 the CDU led grand coalition government which was formed with the SPD. 

Germany is characterized by an open structure of party competition, i.e. a 

partial alternation or wholesale alternation of the government is possible. In 

                                                           
5  The Bavarian CSU is formally independent of the CDU, but both cooperate closely on the 

national level. Unless stated otherwise CDU in the text refers to both parties. 
6  In 2005 the party renamed itself into the Linkspartei.PDS and in 2007 it merged with the WASG 

(Wahlalternative Soziale Gerechtigkeit) to form the left party (Die Linke). 

mailto:espanet2011@uv.es


 

 
Universitat de València - ERI POLIBIENESTAR.  

Edificio Institutos-Campus de Tarongers. Calle Serpis, 29. 46022. Valencia.  
Phone: (+34) 96.162.54.12– C.I.F. Q4618001-D 

Email: espanet2011@uv.es 
 

 Page 15 of 53 

 

addition, the access to government is open to all parties. The German party system 

can hence be characterized as a ―fluid five party system‖ (Niedermayer 2006: 130). 

This means that all five parties that are able to pass the 5 percent hurdle are in 

competition and, in general, can build a coalition with each of the other (Mair 1997; 

Stöss, Haas and Niedermayer 2006). When the red-green government took office in 

1998 and the left party grew in importance, party competition moved to the left. The 

CDU lost a big junk of voters to the SPD (Neu 2006) and needed a fresh start after the 

era of chancellor Kohl who had held the office for 16 years.  

 

4.2 Normative beliefs towards childcare and mothers’ employment 
 

It was argued above that normative beliefs about mothers’ employment are strongly related to 

peoples’ demand for work/care policies. This section therefore systematically compares beliefs 

between Germany and Italy. Has there been a shift in attitudes over time? Can we trace certain 

patterns across population sub-groups which are relevant for party competition? 

The empirical analysis is based on the waves 1990, 1999, and 2008 from the 

European Value Survey (EVS, see Halman 2001; Halman and Vloet 1994). The basic 

assumption is that every individual has beliefs about work/care arrangements. In 

order to find out whether people prefer mothers to be the main caregivers 

(‘traditional’ attitudes) or whether they support mothers‘ employment (‘modern’ 

views), we use survey questions on the assumed consequences of women working. 

We chose two indicators: 

1. if a pre-school child suffers, if his or her mother is working. 

2. if working mothers can have the same warm relationship with their children as a 

non-working mom; 

The answers are dichotomized and equaling one if people hold a ‘traditional’ view, i.e. negating the 

first and agreeing with the second question. Vice versa the variables are coded zero, if individuals 

have ‘modern’ beliefs, i.e. they agree with the first and negate the second question. These belief 

indicators are related to a number of explanatory variables (region of residence, gender, age, 

employment status, children in household, religiosity, confession, education) by way of specifying 
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binary probit models the for different waves and separately for Germany and Italy. Marginal effects 

for the probability of having ‘traditional’ beliefs are reported in all results tables.  

Our first question is how beliefs have evolved on average over time, if we 

control for individual characteristics, i.e. holding the composition of the population 

constant. For this purpose pooled cross-section models are estimated over all EVS 

waves for Germany and Italy which contain dummy variables for the different 

waves. The coefficients are reported in the first line of tables 2 and 3. There is a 

strong and highly significant time trend towards more ‗modern‘ beliefs in Germany 

between 1990 and 1999. The probability of agreeing with the question decreases by 25 

percentage points from 0.82 in 1990 to 0.55 in 1999 (see bottom of table 2). This trend 

continues between 1999 and 2008 as the difference to the base year in 2008 grows to 

nearly 30 percentage points. Italy does not exhibit such a trend towards a 

modernization of attitudes. Between 1990 and 1999 the reverse is true: attitudes 

become slightly, albeit significantly; more traditional; the probability to agree to the 

question increases by 5 percentage points from 0.76 in 1990 to 0.81 in 1999 (see 

bottom of table 3). Until 2008 beliefs become more modern again which results in a 

level similar to the baseline year 1990 and an insignificant coefficient. 

Compositional changes can be ruled out as an explanation because of the 

control variables in the model. The finding could be related to the wording of this 

particular question. Estimates for our second indicator may serve as a robustness 

check and are displayed in tables 10 and 11 in the Appendix. The trend pattern for 

Germany is almost exactly replicated with beliefs becoming markedly modernized 

between 1990, 1999 and 2008. Again Italy does not exhibit a similarly strong trend, 

although Italian attitudes become slightly more modern between 1999 and 2008. The 

magnitude of the change is only one third the size compared to Germany. 

To conclude, a marked change towards more ‗modern‘ beliefs has taken place 

in Germany between 1990 and 2008 whereas Italian attitudes remained largely 

constant. From the responsiveness perspective this average change of attitudes is 
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interpreted as a general shift of normative beliefs in a society; it could likewise be 

interpreted in terms of the median voter. This had an impact on the political struggle 

for majorities as the electoral demand for ‗modern‘ work/care policies increased in 

Germany. This argument is perfectly consistent with the reform process that was 

initiated in Germany in the late 1990s. 
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Table 2:  Logistic regression, dependent variable: individual attitudes towards mothers’ employment and childcare1, Germany, 1990, 1999 & 2008, 
marginal effects for probability of having ‘traditional attitudes’ (standard errors2 in parentheses) 

 1990 1999 2008 
Variable Coefficient Std. Err.2 Coefficient Std. Err.2 Coefficient Std. Err.2 

Time trend (base= 1990)3   -0.247*** (0.013) -0.299*** (0.013) 

Region East Germany (base= West) 0.003 (0.017) -0.321*** (0.026) 0.194*** (0.028) 

Female (base=male) -0.052*** (0.013) -0.113*** (0.022) -0.161*** (0.022) 

Family status (base=single)       

 Married  -0.009 (0.022) 0.022 (0.044) 0.039 (0.037) 

 Widowed  0.025 (0.033) -0.031 (0.062) 0.083 (0.052) 

 Separated, divorced -0.084* (0.038) 0.016 (0.055) 0.001 (0.044) 

Employed (base=not employed) 0.002 (0.018) -0.008 (0.024) 0.076** (0.027) 

Children in household (base=no children) 0.007 (0.020) 0.010 (0.037) 0.016 (0.031) 

Age (base=above 64)       

 Below 35 -0.092*** (0.025) -0.099* (0.046) -0.062 (0.045) 

 35-44 -0.074** (0.026) -0.054 (0.043) -0.063 (0.041) 

 45-54 -0.048 (0.025) -0.080 (0.044) -0.005 (0.040) 

 55-64 -0.022 (0.023) -0.075 (0.039) -0.072 (0.039) 
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Confession (base=Protestant)       

 Catholic -0.011 (0.017) 0.014 (0.032) 0.018 (0.032) 

 Other denomination -0.056** (0.020) -0.014 (0.028) -0.049 (0.031) 

 No confession -0.093*** (0.025) -0.093* (0.037) -0.194*** (0.040) 

Actively religious (base=not active) 0.087*** (0.015) 0.076** (0.028) 0.090** (0.032) 

Education (base: medium)       

 Low education   0.084** (0.026) 0.100 (0.066) 

 High education   0.038 (0.036) -0.112*** (0.027) 

Probability of having ‗traditional‘ beliefs 0.820  0.554  0.497  

Pseudo R-squared       

Log-likelihood       

Number of observations 3288  1868  1946  

Notes: 1-Measured as agreement to the statement ―A pre-school child is likely to suffer if his or her mother works‖; 2-White/Huber robust standard errors; 3-
estimated on pooled model for all years with all covariates; *** significant at 1% level; ** significant at 5% level; * significant at 10% level. 
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Table 3:  Logistic regression, dependent variable: individual attitudes towards mothers’ employment and childcare1, Italy, 1990, 1999 & 2008, marginal 
effects for probability of having ‘traditional attitudes’ (standard errors2 in parentheses) 

 1990 1999 2008 
Variable Coefficient Std. Err.2 Coefficient Std. Err.2 Coefficient Std. Err.2 

Time trend (base= 1990)3   0.045*** (0.013) -0.018 (0.015) 

Region (base= North-West)       

 North-East 0.064* (0.029) -0.007 (0.029) 0.066 (0.034) 

 Central 0.070* (0.029) 0.046 (0.026) 0.013 (0.037) 

 South 0.060* (0.028) 0.053* (0.026) 0.207*** (0.029) 

 Islands 0.163*** (0.030) 0.031 (0.032) 0.126** (0.039) 

Female (base=male) -0.034 (0.021) -0.045* (0.019) -0.061** (0.022) 

Family status (base=single)       

 Married  0.034 (0.039) 0.013 (0.035) 0.015 (0.041) 

 Widowed  0.065 (0.054) 0.045 (0.051) 0.120* (0.057) 

 Separated, divorced 0.021 (0.064) -0.021 (0.057) -0.060 (0.065) 

Employed (base=not employed) -0.033 (0.023) -0.055* (0.022) 0.072** (0.028) 

Children in household (base=no children) 0.023 (0.036) -0.044 (0.030) 0.040 (0.039) 

Age (base=above 64)       

 Below 35 -0.051 (0.039) -0.034 (0.039) 0.022 (0.046) 
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 35-44 -0.053 (0.039) -0.041 (0.038) -0.013 (0.046) 

 45-54 0.014 (0.037) 0.012 (0.035) -0.034 (0.045) 

 55-64 0.033 (0.036) 0.017 (0.033) -0.026 (0.044) 

Catholic (base=Non-Catholic) 0.059* (0.029) 0.045 (0.027) 0.085** (0.032) 

Actively religious (base=not active) 0.047* (0.021) 0.026 (0.021) 0.023 (0.025) 

Education (base: medium)       

 Low education   0.027 (0.025) 0.148*** (0.031) 

 High education   -0.076** (0.029) -0.030 (0.030) 

Probability of having traditional beliefs 0.760  0.814  0.750  

Pseudo R-squared       

Log-likelihood       

Number of observations 1850  1748  1388  

Notes: 1-Measured as agreement to the statement ―A pre-school child is likely to suffer if his or her mother works‖; 2-White/Huber robust standard errors; 3-
estimated on pooled model for all years with all covariates; *** significant at 1% level; ** significant at 5% level; * significant at 10% level. 
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As discussed above, not only the general trend but also the distribution of normative beliefs across 

sub-groups of the population is relevant for political competition, as certain parties may orient 

themselves towards a specific clientele. We use various explanatory variables in our regressions to 

address this question. 

Many countries, not least Germany and Italy, are characterized by regional 

differences with respect to language, culture, religion, and economic performance 

which may be reflected in the political system (e.g. as regional parties). We 

distinguish between the former East and West Germany, because the East not only 

had different ideological concepts about women‘s role in society but also a more 

developed childcare infrastructure. Does that result in deviating attitudes? The 

coefficients for the East dummy variable in the model are somewhat surprising. In 

1990, i.e. shortly before reunification, East and West Germans had almost identical 

beliefs (see table 2). Nine years later East Germans had ceteris paribus much more 

‗modern‘ views than West Germans whereas in 2008 the situation reversed: now 

West Germans exhibit clearly more ‗modern‘ attitudes. The regional decomposition 

has implications for the interpretation of the time trend results from above: the 

‗modernization‘ between 1990 and 1999 was more pronounced in East Germany. 

Then the trend completely reversed between 1999 and 2008 in the East while it 

continued at nearly the same pace in the West. These findings are robust for the 

second indicator (see table 10 in the Appendix). While it makes the modernization 

story more compelling for the larger part of the country, the roller coaster ride in the 

East is puzzling. There is no evidence that the East German electorate had a 

particularly high demand for (additional) work/care policies. This might be due to 

the fact that the supply of childcare infrastructure was already sufficient over the 

whole observation period. 

In Italy the traditional regional cleavage is between the industrialized, Middle-

European North and the Southern-European ‗Mezzogiorno‘. We distinguish the 

North-West, North-East, Centre, South and Islands. All regions are more traditional 

compared to the North-West; most of the coefficients are statistically significant. The 

largest discrepancies exist between the southern Islands and the North-West and in 

2008 between the South and the North-West. The magnitude of the effects in 2008 
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suggests a polarization in attitudes between the North and the South which impeded 

a general modernization of beliefs and possibly fundamental policy reforms. 

Among individual characteristics gender presents a glaring cleavage: women are 

markedly more affirmative towards mothers‘ employment than men. This effect is 

robust over both countries and all indicators. The magnitude between 10 and 16 

percentage points in Germany is about twice as high in comparison to Italy. Women 

apparently strive much more for adequate work/care policies. Therefore such 

reforms offer an opportunity to satisfy women‘s or, more precisely mothers‘ needs. 

On the other hand family and employment status or children in the household 

do not have a clear-cut relationship with attitudes. In 1990 there was a significant 

difference between age groups‘ beliefs in Germany. Although the coefficients for 

younger individuals still point to more modern attitudes in 2008, the effect seems to 

have vanished over time as none of the coefficients is statistically significant (see 

table 2). It could be that young mothers (and not the youth in general) exhibit 

particularly ‗modern‘ beliefs. We estimated interaction effects of age and gender. 

Although there is some evidence that younger women are more ‗modern‘, not much 

is added to the main effects as all interaction effects are insignificant. Unfortunately, 

it is hardly possible to identify the triple interaction effect of age, gender and children 

because of case number restrictions. For Italy beliefs never varied much with age. 

Altogether there is not much evidence that normative beliefs vary much with age 

anymore which means that work/care policies are no means to target young voters. 

As it would be expected, religious individuals express more traditional views. 

The effect was more pronounced in 1990 but is persistent through 2008 and shows in 

confessional bindings and religious activities. The association is stronger in Germany 

as there is more variation in religiousness; in Italy the majority of people is still of 

Roman Catholic confession (see tables 2 and 3). Although the number of religiously 

bound individuals is decreasing overall, the topic seemingly remains salient for 

religious voters. This fact certainly has to be taken into account among politicians 

and parties that target religious voters. 

Finally, low-educated people are rather ‗traditional‘ and highly educated persons 

display more modern beliefs which is not surprising. The same is true for income: 

richer people have clearly more modern beliefs. The later effect is not included in the 
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main models and the tables as the response rate was low and too many observations 

would be lost. The effect estimated on a reduced sample was significant throughout 

for both countries and all indicators. 

 

4.3 Voting behavior of different social groups 
 

Some conclusions could be drawn from the heterogeneity in normative beliefs and how this might 

have influenced electoral demand and the competition among political parties. This sub-section looks 

deeper into the issue by analyzing observable determinants of voting decisions. The empirical 

analyses are based on national post-election surveys: ITANES (Italian National Election Studies) for 

Italy and the German part of the Comparative Study of Electoral Systems (CSES) for Germany. ITANES 

conducts post-electoral interviews since 1990 (LIT).7 Because of the aforementioned transformations 

of the party and electoral system during that period I merged political parties into coalition blocks of 

rightist, leftist, and all remaining parties which constituted the dependent variable in this analysis. 

This procedure is warranted because political competition during elections occurred mainly along 

those lines. Nevertheless grouping political parties entails problems of comparability over time 

(voters still might vote for parties, not coalitions and parties may change coalitions). For Germany the 

analysis focuses mainly on the two largest parties, the CDU and SPD, as they usually compete for the 

leadership in any governing coalition.  

Multinomial logit models of voters’ choices in federal elections between 1994 and 2009 are 

specified for both countries. The explanatory variables conform almost entirely to those selected for 

the explanation of attitudes. The voting behavior of various socio-demographic groups can thus be 

related to their normative beliefs. This should draw some light on why certain political parties have 

an interest – and others not – in work/care policies and how this shapes political competition and the 

probability of reforms. The analysis over time shows whether voting behavior changed between 1994 

and 2008. If, for instance, certain groups like younger people, parents or younger women gain 

importance within a party’s electorate this might have an influence on its work/care policy agenda. 

All estimation tables report marginal effects of the independent variables with respect to the 

probability of voting for the respective party. 

Starting again with regional variation, East Germans, except for 2002, had a 

higher probability of voting for the Social Democrats than West Germans (see table 

5). For the Christian Democrats the reverse is true in 1994 and 2008 where they 

attracted a disproportionate amount of West German voters; in between they were 

equally attractive for voters in both regions (see table 4). Since we do not find a 

consistent regional pattern with respect to beliefs, the East/West divide does not 

play a large role in political competition within the field of family policy. Regional 
                                                           
7  Unfortunately, the data for 1996 cannot be used. According to Hans Schadee, the responsible 

coordinator for the collection of the data set, the data is it is strongly biased towards the left cases 
were selected on the basis of an already selective data set.  
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heterogeneity also exists in Italy where the central region is a stronghold for the left 

alliance whereas the left is weaker in the North-East. For right parties the opposite is 

true. 

For Women we do not find significantly other voting patterns compared to men 

holding other covariates constant. It was shown above that they have significantly 

more modern beliefs which apparently did not preclude women from voting for 

parties with rather traditional family policy agendas. Family status, employment 

status and the existence of children in the household do not exhibit consistent voting 

patterns over time either in Germany or in Italy. 

The German Christian Democrats at the beginning of the 1990s clearly had a 

hard time attracting younger voters. This pattern has lost some of its significance – also 

in the statistical sense of the word as the data suggest (see table 4): although younger 

cohorts still have coefficients with a negative sign, most of them are no longer 

statistically significant. This could, albeit very cautiously, be interpreted as a sign of 

modernization of the party over the last decade. The fundamental change of its 

work/care policies might be seen as an element of this modernization process. For 

Italy the age division does not play a significant role for the voting decision which 

might explain why there was no need to modernize. 
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Table 4:  Multinomial logistic regression, dependent variable: voting behavior, Germany, 1994-2009, marginal effects for probability of voting for 
‘CDU/CSU’ (standard errors in parentheses) 

 1994 1998 2002 2005 2009 

 Coefficient Std. Err.1 Coefficient Std. Err.1 Coefficient Std. Err.1 Coefficient Std. Err.1 Coefficient Std. Err.1 

Region East Germany (base= West) 
-0.155*** (0.031) -0.027 (0.026) 0.011 (0.025) 0.000 (0.025) -0.137*** (0.032) 

Female (base=male) 
-0.031 (0.026) 0.035 (0.023) -0.036 (0.023) -0.012 (0.022) 0.039 (0.026) 

Family status (base=single) 
          

 Married  
0.059 (0.046) -0.015 (0.030) 0.108** (0.037) -0.086 (0.059) 0.003 (0.047) 

 Widowed  
0.03 (0.062) -0.035 (0.053) 0.065 (0.056) -0.124 (0.066) -0.018 (0.060) 

 Separated, divorced 
0.006 (0.064) -0.06 (0.045) 0.073 (0.050) -0.147* (0.063) -0.026 (0.060) 

Employed (base=not employed) 
0.027 (0.031) 0.101*** (0.028) 0.074** (0.028) 0.045 (0.026) -0.04 (0.033) 

Children in household (base=no children) 
0.039 (0.038) 0.013 (0.029) -0.022 (0.035) 0.012 (0.036) 0.037 (0.040) 

Age (base=above 64) 
          

 Below 35 
-0.116 (0.060) -0.160** (0.051) 0.027 (0.053) -0.073 (0.049) -0.148* (0.059) 

 35-44 
-0.134* (0.056) -0.157** (0.052) -0.051 (0.048) -0.069 (0.046) -0.048 (0.056) 

 45-54 
-0.085 (0.050) -0.114* (0.050) -0.069 (0.044) -0.068 (0.043) -0.062 (0.051) 

 55-64 
-0.095* (0.042) -0.05 (0.044) -0.111** (0.039) 0.011 (0.040) 0.022 (0.042) 
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Confession (base=Protestant) 
          

 Catholic 
0.093* (0.037) 0.149*** (0.030) 0.155*** (0.029) 0.135*** (0.028) 0.106** (0.032) 

 Other denomination 
0.212 (12.022) 0.103 (11.251) -0.184 (0.113) 0.389 (17.390) 0.017 (0.048) 

 No confession 
-0.080* (0.040) -0.029 (0.032) -0.132*** (0.027) -0.124*** (0.027) -0.021 (0.048) 

Religious activities (base=never in church) 
          

 Sometimes in church 
0.125*** (0.037) 0.078** (0.029) -0.056 (0.041) 0.023 (0.040) 0.108** (0.038) 

 Frequently in church 
0.286*** (0.052) 0.237*** (0.036) 0.389 (19.473) 0.612 (30.177) 0.250*** (0.052) 

Education (base: low education) 
          

 Low secondary education 
-0.094** (0.032) 0.043 (0.030) 0.057 (0.032) -0.024 (0.029) 0.053 (0.032) 

 High secondary education 
-0.117* (0.048) -0.015 (0.035) -0.054 (0.038) -0.011 (0.039) 0.028 (0.046) 

 Tertiary education 
-0.053 (0.042) 0.002 (0.040) -0.008 (0.033) 0.006 (0.034) -0.01 (0.044) 

Probability of voting for CDU 
0.392  0.331  0.335  0.325  0.334  

Pseudo R-squared 
          

Log-likelihood 
          

Number of observations 
1400  1552  1694  1590  1426  

Notes: 1-White/Huber robust standard errors; 3-estimated on pooled model for all years with all covariates; *** significant at 1% level; ** significant at 5% level; * 

significant at 10% level. 

Sources: CSES 1994, 1998, 2002, 2005, 2009; own calculations. 
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Table 5:  Multinomial logistic regression, dependent variable: voting behavior, Germany, 1994-2009, marginal effects for probability of voting for ‘SPD’ 
(standard errors in parentheses) 

 1994 1998 2002 2005 2009 

 Coefficient Std. Err.1 Coefficient Std. Err.1 Coefficient Std. Err.1 Coefficient Std. Err.1 Coefficient Std. Err.1 

Region East Germany (base= West) 
0.189*** (0.031) 0.166*** (0.030) 0.04 (0.027) 0.080** (0.027) 0.105*** (0.029) 

Female (base=male) 
0.027 (0.027) -0.038 (0.025) 0.035 (0.025) 0.035 (0.024) -0.005 (0.023) 

Family status (base=single) 
          

 Married  
-0.014 (0.045) 0.053 (0.034) -0.075* (0.038) 0.174* (0.081) -0.004 (0.041) 

 Widowed  
0.055 (0.065) 0.053 (0.060) -0.087 (0.058) 0.192* (0.086) 0.077 (0.052) 

 Separated, divorced 
0.064 (0.063) 0.022 (0.048) -0.06 (0.052) 0.185* (0.084) 0.03 (0.052) 

Employed (base=not employed) 
0.012 (0.031) -0.054 (0.030) -0.023 (0.029) -0.005 (0.028) 0.065* (0.030) 

Children in household (base=no children) 
-0.015 (0.038) -0.038 (0.032) -0.011 (0.038) 0.035 (0.037) -0.016 (0.037) 

Age (base=above 64) 
          

 Below 35 
0.038 (0.062) 0.109 (0.057) -0.018 (0.056) -0.008 (0.053) -0.004 (0.051) 

 35-44 
0.042 (0.059) 0.116* (0.058) 0.025 (0.052) -0.049 (0.051) -0.110* (0.051) 

 45-54 
0.03 (0.054) 0.116* (0.057) 0.011 (0.047) -0.049 (0.047) -0.028 (0.045) 

 55-64 
0.034 (0.047) 0.074 (0.051) -0.018 (0.042) -0.075 (0.047) -0.046 (0.038) 
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Confession (base=Protestant) 
          

 Catholic 
-0.074 (0.040) -0.071 (0.039) -0.087* (0.038) -0.071* (0.035) -0.099*** (0.029) 

 Other denomination 
0.209 (10.345) 0.684 (21.277) 0.103 (0.103) 0.624 (21.281) -0.055 (0.042) 

 No confession 
-0.019 (0.040) 0.027 (0.035) 0.018 (0.028) 0.046 (0.028) -0.002 (0.039) 

Religious activities (base=never in church) 
          

 Sometimes in church 
-0.101** (0.038) -0.008 (0.031) 0.009 (0.044) -0.036 (0.044) -0.018 (0.032) 

 Frequently in church 
-0.253*** (0.061) -0.117* (0.048) 0.367 (32.313) 0.295 (36.928) -0.064 (0.050) 

Education (base: low education) 
          

 Low secondary education 
-0.038 (0.033) -0.126*** (0.034) -0.117*** (0.034) -0.028 (0.032) -0.121*** (0.028) 

 High secondary education 
-0.091 (0.048) -0.199*** (0.038) -0.161*** (0.040) -0.007 (0.041) -0.142*** (0.041) 

 Tertiary education 
-0.155*** (0.045) -0.276*** (0.044) -0.161*** (0.035) -0.077* (0.039) -0.142*** (0.040) 

Probability of voting for SPD 
0.362  0.448  0.410  0.361  0.235  

Pseudo R-squared 
          

Log-likelihood 
          

Number of observations 
1400  1552  1694  1590  1426  

Notes: 1-White/Huber robust standard errors; 3-estimated on pooled model for all years with all covariates; *** significant at 1% level; ** significant at 5% level; * 

significant at 10% level. 

Sources: CSES 1994, 1998, 2002, 2005, 2009; own calculations. 
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Table 6:  Multinomial logistic regression, dependent variable: voting behavior, Italy, 1994-2008, marginal effects for probability of voting for ‘rightist 
parties’ (standard errors in parentheses) 

 1994 2001 2006 2008 
 Coefficient Std. Err.1 Coefficient Std. Err.1 Coefficient Std. Err.1 Coefficient Std. Err.1 

Region (base= North-West)         

 North-East 
-0.100** (0.038) -0.061 (0.031) -0.175*** (0.039) -0.007 (0.038) 

 Central 
-0.171*** (0.036) -0.061* (0.031) -0.134*** (0.039) -0.100** (0.038) 

 South 
-0.091* (0.035) -0.015 (0.030) -0.082* (0.035) -0.090* (0.035) 

 Islands 
-0.087 (0.045) 0.031 (0.039) -0.024 (0.043) -0.073 (0.049) 

Female (base=male) 
0.040 (0.028) 0.002 (0.023) -0.027 (0.027) 0.005 (0.027) 

Family status (base=single) 
        

 Married  
0.120** (0.046) -0.019 (0.039) -0.075 (0.053) -0.054 (0.055) 

 Widowed  
0.129 (0.068) 0.032 (0.061) 0.013 (0.082) 0.025 (0.075) 

 Separated, divorced 
0.280* (0.121) 0.023 (0.065) 0.008 (0.080) -0.024 (0.091) 

Employed (base=not employed) 
-0.071* (0.031) 0.033 (0.026) 0.018 (0.032) 0.004 (0.033) 

Children in household (base=no children) 
-0.067 (0.042) 0.086* (0.034) 0.081 (0.048) 0.065 (0.048) 

Age (base=above 64) 
        

 Below 35 
0.051 (0.052) 0.063 (0.045) 0.052 (0.057) 0.137* (0.054) 

 35-44 
-0.009 (0.053) -0.028 (0.045) 0.003 (0.053) 0.110* (0.052) 

 45-54 
0.016 (0.050) -0.075 (0.042) 0.035 (0.052) 0.018 (0.051) 

 55-64 
0.019 (0.050) -0.047 (0.038) -0.017 (0.047) 0.004 (0.043) 



 

 
 

31 

Catholic (base=Non-Catholic) 
0.075* (0.037) 0.142* (0.065) 0.039 (0.060) 0.000 0.000  

Religious activities (base=never in church) 
        

 Sometimes in church 
0.020 (0.056) 0.093** (0.030) 0.064 (0.036) 0.155*** (0.038) 

 Frequently in church 
-0.020 (0.057) 0.109*** (0.031) 0.142*** (0.038) 0.195*** (0.037) 

Education (base: low education) 
        

 Low secondary education 
0.055 (0.040) 0.059 (0.033) -0.012 (0.043) -0.079 (0.044) 

 High secondary education 
0.002 (0.039) -0.037 (0.033) -0.028 (0.043) -0.141** (0.046) 

 Tertiary education 
-0.080 (0.053) -0.038 (0.045) -0.097 (0.058) -0.217*** (0.055) 

Probability of voting for left coalition 
0.517  0.532  0.396  0.489  

Pseudo R-squared 
        

Log-likelihood 
        

Number of observations 
1493  2198  1441  1464  

Notes: 1-White/Huber robust standard errors; 3-estimated on pooled model for all years with all covariates; *** significant at 1% level; ** significant at 5% level; * 

significant at 10% level. 

Sources: ITANES 1994, 2001, 2006, 2008; own calculations. 
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Table 7:  Multinomial logistic regression, dependent variable: voting behavior, Italy, 1994-2008, marginal effects for probability of voting for ‘leftist 
parties’ (standard errors in parentheses) 

 1994 2001 2006 2008 
 Coefficient Std. Err.1 Coefficient Std. Err.1 Coefficient Std. Err.1 Coefficient Std. Err.1 

Region (base= North-West)         

 North-East 
0.071* (0.036) 0.061* (0.031) 0.142*** (0.039) 0.032 (0.038) 

 Central 
0.156*** (0.032) 0.074* (0.031) 0.140*** (0.040) 0.092* (0.038) 

 South 
0.082* (0.033) 0.028 (0.030) 0.104** (0.036) 0.066 (0.036) 

 Islands 
0.038 (0.043) 0.019 (0.038) -0.014 (0.046) 0.087 (0.049) 

Female (base=male) 
-0.009 (0.025) 0.011 (0.022) 0.021 (0.028) 0.016 (0.027) 

Family status (base=single) 
        

 Married  
-0.115** (0.042) 0.036 (0.038) 0.120* (0.053) 0.023 (0.054) 

 Widowed  
-0.192** (0.065) -0.035 (0.060) 0.106 (0.085) -0.009 (0.075) 

 Separated, divorced 
-0.082 (0.094) -0.042 (0.064) 0.049 (0.081) 0.009 (0.089) 

Employed (base=not employed) 
0.037 (0.028) -0.030 (0.026) -0.043 (0.032) 0.028 (0.032) 

Children in household (base=no children) 
0.115** (0.040) -0.068* (0.034) -0.113* (0.048) -0.038 (0.047) 

Age (base=above 64) 
        

 Below 35 
0.045 (0.048) -0.064 (0.044) 0.037 (0.058) -0.160** (0.053) 

 35-44 
0.056 (0.048) 0.011 (0.044) 0.070 (0.054) -0.131* (0.052) 

 45-54 
-0.022 (0.046) 0.051 (0.041) 0.069 (0.053) -0.049 (0.050) 

 55-64 
-0.021 (0.047) 0.026 (0.037) 0.072 (0.048) -0.008 (0.043) 
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Catholic (base=Non-Catholic) 
-0.061 (0.031) -0.148* (0.062) -0.024 (0.059) 0.000 0.000  

Religious activities (base=never in church) 
        

 Sometimes in church 
-0.122** (0.041) -0.119*** (0.029) -0.096** (0.036) -0.145*** (0.037) 

 Frequently in church 
-0.197*** (0.042) -0.135*** (0.030) -0.213*** (0.038) -0.219*** (0.035) 

Education (base: low education) 
        

 Low secondary education 
-0.057 (0.037) -0.085** (0.033) -0.053 (0.044) 0.028 (0.044) 

 High secondary education 
-0.051 (0.036) 0.022 (0.033) -0.036 (0.044) 0.078 (0.046) 

 Tertiary education 
0.022 (0.047) 0.006 (0.044) 0.001 (0.058) 0.113* (0.054) 

Probability of voting for right coalition 
0.337  0.421  0.493  0.379  

Pseudo R-squared 
        

Log-likelihood 
        

Number of observations 
1493  2198  1441  1464  

Notes: 1-White/Huber robust standard errors; 3-estimated on pooled model for all years with all covariates; *** significant at 1% level; ** significant at 5% level; * 

significant at 10% level. 

Sources: ITANES 1994, 2001, 2006, 2008; own calculations. 
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Religious affiliation and activities were and remain a very strong predictor of the probability of voting 

for a Christian or conservative party. Being catholic, e.g., increases the probability of voting for the 

CDU by more than 10 percentage points compared to Protestants (see table 4). A similar effect exists 

for religious activity. Those relations also hold for right parties in Italy, although the significance of 

the confession effect has vanished in the last two elections. Religiousness (particularly Catholicism) 

remains one of the strongest individual clientele characteristics. We showed the salience of the 

beliefs of religious voters with respect to mothers’ employment. From this perspective it is clear why 

conservative Christian parties for a long time retained these ‘traditional’ views. It can be argued that 

in the context of secularization the importance of the religious clientele decreases. This would 

explain why the CDU re-evaluated their stance toward work/care policies over the last few years. On 

the other hand powerful groups within the party let their voices be heard regularly and strongly 

criticize those reforms. In Italy religious affiliation and the church’s influence is still much more 

widespread. This could explain not only the stable attitudes in the majority of the population but also 

the reluctance of (any) political party to take up the issue and propose reforms even if political 

leaders have different views. 

Finally, education plays a role for the probability of voting for the Social 

Democrats in Germany. The coefficients for the education dummies in table 5 are all 

significant with a negative sign. This means that the least educated groups in the 

population have an above-average probability of voting for the SPD. Low income 

working class people seem to be an important part of the core clientele even today. 

As discussed above those low qualified individuals tend to have more ‗traditional‘ 

values. There is thus an important share of the electorate – similar to religious voters 

for the CDU – which structurally rather opposes work/care policy reforms. Italy 

does not exhibit a stable voting pattern differentiated by education for either 

coalition over the elections in the observed time span. The only noticeable exception 

is the opposition of highly educated individuals to vote for rightist parties in 2008. 

Altogether the additional evidence on how political competition on work/care 

policies that can be gained from the determinants of the voting decision is limited. 

Nevertheless, some patterns fit with the findings on the distribution of attitudes 

across the population: in Germany both large parties still rely to some degree on their 

traditional clientele (religious, or low qualified voters) who are characterized by 

persistently low normative beliefs on mothers‘ employment. This helps to explain 

not only the long impasse in the field of work/care policies until attitudes changed 

overall, but only the limited reforms by the SPD after 1998 and the inner-party 

conflicts that accompanied the reforms by the CDU after 2005 and which last until 

this day. There is also some evidence that the CDU tried, and mildly succeeded to 
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shake its reputation of an old people‘s party from the late year of the Kohl era at the 

end of the 1990s. We argue that the modernization of its stance on work/care policies 

played a significant role in this process. In Italy, on the contrary there are also 

traditional voting cleavages, especially along religious lines. The strong bond to 

Catholics can explain why the rightist coalition staunchly opposes work/care policy 

reforms. Heterogeneity with respect to other characteristics seems to play a lesser 

role. 

A final caveat on the approach taken here is warranted: The analysis of voting 

patterns gives only an incomplete picture of political strategies and competition for 

certain groups of voters. This kind of analysis can either reveal which groups of 

voters are underrepresented in a party‘s constituency and may pose a reservoir for 

future elections. Or it can show, if parties succeed by attracting particular groups at a 

given election. The argumentation has thus to be completed by other analyses, e.g. 

the evolution of party programs or political initiatives of parties. 
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5 Conclusion 
 

The aim of this paper was to provide empirical evidence for specific factors that can 

add to the explanation of policy reforms which have previously been neglected in the 

(empirical) literature: 1. normative beliefs and policy responsiveness; 2. party 

competition for voters. 

I try to establish a systematic link between those two concepts to explain far-

reaching work/care policy reforms in Germany. In order to focus the analysis on a 

limited number of explanatory factors, I compared the German case with 

developments in Italy according to the most-similar-systems design. In that way, 

other variables (e.g. problem pressure, institutional constraints, welfare state 

traditions) are held constant and are not considered further in the paper, although 

any of them may pose necessary conditions for policy reforms. The research question 

was why Germany was able to implement far-reaching reforms in this policy field 

after a long impasse and Italy was not. The main hypothesis combining both 

theoretical approaches was that a change of normative beliefs on average and their 

distribution across the population realigned the political competition among political 

parties and ultimately led to the reforms. The empirical analysis was based on 

different survey data sets: the European Values Survey, the Italian National Election 

Study and the Comparative Study of Electoral Systems. Multivariate regression 

models were estimated at different points in time and compared for both countries. 

The analysis of normative beliefs showed that a broad modernization of 

peoples‘ view on mothers‘ employment occurred between 1990 and 1999. This trend 

continued for Western Germany until 2008. As such a change did not happen in Italy 

we concluded that this shift of beliefs in the population and thus in the electorate was 

a crucial condition for work/care policy reforms in Germany. A second insight could 

be drawn from the analysis of the distribution of attitudes across the population. 

There are certain groups which exhibit ‗traditional‘ beliefs, e.g. religiously active 

individuals, Catholics, or very low qualified persons. On the other hand women have 

clearly more ‗modern‘ conceptions about mothers‘ employment; the same is true for 

highly qualified individuals. Those attitude patterns are very persistent over time 

and hold both for Germany and Italy. Not only the general trend but also this 
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heterogeneity of beliefs is relevant for political competition as parties target different 

groups of voters. 

The other part of the empirical analysis tries to link those latter findings to 

voting patterns in both countries. A very clear result for Germany is that big parties 

rely on specific groups of the electorate: Catholics and religiously active people vote 

rather CDU, while low-qualified workers have a narrow bond with the SPD. Both 

voter groups, although otherwise quite different, share their opposition for modern 

work/care policies. This can serve as a plausible explanation why both parties for a 

long time hesitated to implement any paradigmatic reforms in the field. They could 

overcome this important share of their electorate only when the general trend turned 

to a more moderate view. The same holds for religious voters in Italy: the right-wing 

coalition has a strong incentive to stick to its traditional policies to keep their 

Catholic electorate. 

Further evidence on how political competition changed is hard to find from the 

data at hand. There is some indication that the conservative CDU tried to modernize 

and became more attractive for the youth. The strategy has not yielded any clear 

electoral success. The gender cleavage would suggest that work/care policies are a 

field where women‘s interests can be served perfectly. Since voting decisions in our 

estimations do not systematically vary by gender, it is hard to say something 

definitive from the data. 

In the light of the theoretical arguments and empirical findings the short story 

of the German work/care policy reform is as follows: after an extended period of 

neglecting this policy field because the general electoral demand was not there and 

parties core clienteles rather opposed such changes the societal climate towards 

women‘s, particularly mothers‘ employment changed considerably. The SPD used 

this dynamic to start a reform process. After the crushing defeat in 1998, and even 

more after the narrow loss in the 2002 election the CDU began an internal, still 

controversial modernization course which targeted new groups of voters (youth, 

highly educated, women). This process culminated in the far-reaching work/care 

policy reforms of 2006/07.  
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6 Appendix 
 

Table 8:  The development of parties in Italy in the "Second" Republic 

Category Abbreviation Party Name Year founded Ideological orientation Founding and merger details 

Post-
Communist 
Parties 

PRC Partito della Rifondazione 
Comunista 

Communist 
Refoundation 

1990 Neo-communist Part of former Communist party (PCI) plus 
Democrazia Proletaria (DP, in 1991), separated 
from DS 

PdCI Partito di Comunisti 
Italiani 

Party of Italian 
Communists 

1998 Post-Communist PdUP members joined (in 1991), separated from 
PRC 

Greens Verdi Federazione dei Verdi Greens 1986 Green  

Left parties, 
social 
democratic 
parties 

PSI Partito Socialista Italiano Italian Socialist Party 1892 Democratic-socialist Now: Nuovo PSI  

PDS Partito democratico della 
sinistra 

Left Democrats 1991 Leftist Transformation of the former Communist party 
(PCI) 

DS Democratici di Sinistra Left Democrats 1998 Leftist Transformation of PDS 

SDI Socialisti Democratici 
Italiani 

Italian Social 
Democrats 

1998 Social-democratic Transformation of the former Socialist party 
(PSI) 

 I Socialisti Italiani The Italian Socialists 2006 Social-democratic Separated from NPSI 

PS Partito Socialista The Socialist Party 2007 Social-democratic Merger of SDI, I Socialisti Italiani and 
Associazione per la Rosa nel Pugno, also some 
members of the NPSI joined 

NPSI Nuovo Partito Socialista 
Italiano 

New Italian Socialist 
Party 

2001 Liberal, social-democratic Transformation of the former Socialist Party 
(PSI) 

Leftist 
Christian 
Democratic 
Parties 

CS Cristiano Sociali Social Christians 1993 Social Christian Now a faction of the DP 

 I Democratici The Democrats 1999 Social-democratic Founded by R. Prodi. Since 2002 the party has 
merged into the new formation La Margherita – 
Democrazia è Libertà, as of 2007: PD 

DL Democrazia e libertà – La 
Margherita 

 2002 Social Christian Formed from Democrazia e Libertà, 
Rinnovamento Italiano and a fraction of the 
former Popular Party (PPI) 

PD Partito Democratico Democratic Party 2007 Centre-left Formed from DS and Democrazia e libertà – La 
Margherita, UD  

Source: Ferrera and Jessoula (2007), Cotta and Verzichelli (2007), own additions based on 
http://wapedia.mobi/en/Template:Historical_Italian_political_parties (access date 
29.09.2009). 

Table 8 (continued) The development of parties in Italy in the "Second" Republic 

Category Abbreviation Party Name Year founded Ideological orientation Founding and merger details 

Christian 
Democratic 
Parties 

CCD Centro Cristiano 
Democratico 

Christian Democratic 
center 

1994 Christian democratic Transformation of the former Christian 
Democratic Party (DC) 

PPI Partito Popolare Italiano Italian People’s Party 1994 Christian democratic Transformation of the former Christian 
Democratic Party (DC) 

RI Rinnovamento Italiano Italian Renewal 1996 Liberal-centrist Part of l’Ulivo, in 2001/2002 joined La Margerita, 

http://wapedia.mobi/en/Template:Historical_Italian_political_parties
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in 2007 joined Liberal Democrats (?) 

CDU Partito dei Cristiano 
Democratici 

Christian Democratic 
Party 

1995 Christian democratic Transformation of the former Popular Party 
(PPI), separated from CCD 

UDEUR Unione Democratici per 
l’Europea 

Christian Democratic 1999 Christian democratic Emerged in May 1999 after the break up of UDR 
(founded in 1998). Merger of CDU, CDR (splinter 
of CCD) and PS (Patto Segni) 

UDC Unione dei Democratici 
Cristiani e di Centro, UDC 

Union of Christian and 
Centre Democrats 

2002 Christian democratic Merger of CDU, CCD and DE (Democrazia 
Europea, a minor christian democratic party 
founded in 2000) 

PP Partito Pensionati Pensioners’ Party 1987 Centrist  

Liberal 
Parties, 
leftist 

 Lista Pannelli Radical liberal 1989 Liberal Also Panella-Sgarbi Lista, Resolved in 1999, 
merged into Radicali 

PR Radicali Radicals 2002 Social liberal Transformation of the former radical party (PR) 

La Rete Movimento per la 
Democrazia - La Rete 

Movement for 
Democracy - The Net 

1991 Social liberal The party renamed in 1996: La Rete per il Partito 
Democratico and merged with I Democratici in 
1999 

 Patto Segni  1993 Liberal Founded by Mario Segni, separated from Adon 
the base of the social movement Popolari per la 
Riforma, which aimed at electoral reform 

AD Alleanza Democratica  Democratic Alliance 1993 Social liberal  

DU Unione Democratica Democratic Union 1996 Social liberal Evolved from the AD 

 Italia dei valori – Lista di 
Pietro 

 2000  New party 

Source: Ferrera and Jessoula (2007), Cotta and Verzichelli (2007), own additions based on 
http://wapedia.mobi/en/Template:Historical_Italian_political_parties (access date 
29.09.2009). 

 

Table 8 (continued) The development of parties in Italy in the "Second" Republic 

Category Abbreviation Party Name Year founded Ideological orientation Founding and merger details 

Liberal 
parties, 
right-wing 

FI Forza Italia Forward Italy 1994 Conservative liberal  

PdL Il Popolo della Libertà The People of 
Freedom 

2007 Conservative liberal Successor of FI, The party was launched by Silvio 
Berlusconi on 18 November 2007 and officially 
founded in a party congress on 27–29 March 
2009, when FI merged with National Alliance 

PL Partito liberale Liberal party 1994 Liberal 2004 merged into Partito Liberale Italiano, PLI 

PRI Partito Repubblicano 
Italiano 

Italian Republican 
Party 

1895 Liberal  

Territorial 
parties 

LN Lega Nord Northern League  1991 Federalist Formed from Liga Veneta and Lega Lombarda 

Right wing 
parties 

AN Alleanza Nazionale National Alliance 1995 Right wing Transformation of the former post-fascist party 
(MSI), merged to Il Popolo della Libertà in 2009 

http://wapedia.mobi/en/Template:Historical_Italian_political_parties
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 MSI Movimento Sociale 
Italiano – Fiamma 
Tricolore 

 1995 Neo-fascist Part of the former post-fascist party (MSI), 
separated from AN 

Source: Ferrera and Jessoula (2007), Cotta and Verzichelli (2007), own additions.  
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Table 9:  The development of the Italian executive, 1994-2008 

Legislative period Parties in government Presidents of the Council 

12   

10.05.1994 – 22.12.1994 Fi, Ln, An, Ccd, Udc Berlusconi I 

17.01.1995 – 17.05.1996 Cabinet of "technocrats” Dini 

13   

18.05.1996 – 09.10.1998 L'Ulivo Prodi I 

21.10.1998 – 18.12.1999 L'Ulivo, Pdci, Udr D’Alema I 

22.12.1999 – 19.04.2000 L’Ulivo, Pdci, Udeur D’Alema II 

25.04.2000 – 11.06.2001 L’Ulivo, Pdci, Udeur Amato II 

14   

11.06.2001 - 23.04.2005 Fi, Ln, An, Ccd-Cdu Berlusconi II 

23.04.2005 - 17.05.2006 Fi, Ln, An, Ccd-Cdu Berlusconi III 

15   

17. 05.2006 - 08.05.2008 L’Unione, PRC, PdCI, Verdi, 
Italia dei valori, Udeur, 
RnP, I Socialisti, PP 

Prodi II 

16   

08.05.2008 -  Pdl, Ln Berlusconi IV 

Source: Own compilation 
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Table 10:  Logistic regression, dependent variable: individual attitudes towards mothers’ 
employment and childcare1, Germany, 1990, 1999 & 2008, marginal effects for 
probability of having ‘traditional attitudes’ (standard errors2 in parentheses) 

 1990 1999 2008 
Variable Coefficient Std. Err.2 Coefficient Std. Err.2 Coefficient Std. Err.2 

Time trend (base= 1990)3   -0.223*** (0.011) -0.254*** (0.011) 

Region East Germany (base= West) -0.084*** (0.022) -0.226*** (0.022) 0.127*** (0.022) 

Female (base=male) -0.114*** (0.018) -0.093*** (0.020) -0.080*** (0.018) 

Family status (base=single)       

 Married  -0.064* (0.031) 0.024 (0.038) 0.012 (0.031) 

 Widowed  0.051 (0.043) 0.012 (0.052) 0.036 (0.044) 

 Separated, divorced -0.123** (0.047) 0.011 (0.050) 0.017 (0.038) 

Employed (base=not employed) 0.012 (0.023) -0.050* (0.022) 0.026 (0.024) 

Children in household (base=no children) 0.028 (0.027) 0.019 (0.032) 0.024 (0.026) 

Age (base=above 64)       

 Below 35 -0.083* (0.036) -0.026 (0.039) -0.020 (0.040) 

 35-44 -0.055 (0.037) 0.049 (0.037) -0.073* (0.034) 

 45-54 -0.005 (0.035) -0.044 (0.037) -0.036 (0.034) 

 55-64 0.068* (0.033) -0.030 (0.032) -0.025 (0.033) 

Confession (base=Protestant)       

 Catholic -0.037 (0.022) 0.074** (0.025) 0.029 (0.026) 

 Other denomination -0.068** (0.026) 0.034 (0.026) -0.078** (0.025) 

 No confession -0.136*** (0.031) -0.044 (0.032) -0.107*** (0.031) 

Actively religious (base=not active) 0.131*** (0.022) 0.080*** (0.024) 0.064* (0.026) 

Education (base: medium)       

 Low education   0.050* (0.022) 0.004 (0.055) 

 High education   -0.077* (0.031) -0.050* (0.022) 

Probability of having ‗traditional‘ beliefs 0.523  0.250  0.211  

Pseudo R-squared       

Log-likelihood       

Number of observations 3268  1900  1983  

Notes: 1-Measured as disagreement to the statement ―A working mother can establish just as 
warm and secure a relationship with her children as a mother who does not work‖; 2-
White/Huber robust standard errors; 3-estimated on pooled model for all years with 
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all covariates; *** significant at 1% level; ** significant at 5% level; * significant at 10% 
level. 
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Table 11:  Logistic regression, dependent variable: individual attitudes towards mothers’ 
employment and childcare1, Italy, 1990, 1999 & 2008, marginal effects for 
probability of having ‘traditional attitudes’ (standard errors2 in parentheses) 

 1990 1999 2008 
Variable Coefficient Std. Err.2 Coefficient Std. Err.2 Coefficient Std. Err.2 

Time trend (base= 1990)3   -0.003 (0.015) -0.076*** (0.016) 

Region (base= North-West)       

 North-East -0.040 (0.032) 0.022 (0.033) 0.113** (0.035) 

 Central -0.039 (0.031) 0.074* (0.032) 0.070* (0.035) 

 South 0.066* (0.031) 0.106*** (0.032) 0.198*** (0.034) 

 Islands 0.129** (0.041) -0.003 (0.038) 0.158*** (0.044) 

Female (base=male) -0.072** (0.024) -0.133*** (0.023) -0.095*** (0.025) 

Family status (base=single)       

 Married  0.074 (0.045) -0.014 (0.046) -0.035 (0.049) 

 Widowed  0.166* (0.065) 0.030 (0.063) -0.001 (0.069) 

 Separated, divorced 0.040 (0.077) 0.028 (0.075) -0.096 (0.068) 

Employed (base=not employed) -0.093*** (0.027) -0.082** (0.028) -0.007 (0.031) 

Children in household (base=no children) 0.015 (0.042) 0.009 (0.041) 0.026 (0.045) 

Age (base=above 64)       

 Below 35 -0.097* (0.045) -0.033 (0.046) 0.004 (0.053) 

 35-44 -0.038 (0.045) 0.029 (0.046) 0.003 (0.049) 

 45-54 0.034 (0.044) -0.039 (0.043) -0.034 (0.047) 

 55-64 -0.018 (0.041) 0.028 (0.038) -0.030 (0.043) 

Catholic (base=Non-Catholic) 0.041 (0.032) -0.006 (0.032) -0.004 (0.034) 

Actively religious (base=not active) -0.008 (0.024) 0.048 (0.025) 0.013 (0.027) 

Education (base: medium)       

 Low education   0.096** (0.031) 0.187*** (0.045) 

 High education   -0.150*** (0.032) -0.075* (0.033) 

Probability of having traditional beliefs 0.337  0.359  0.301  

Pseudo R-squared       

Log-likelihood       

Number of observations 1889  1760  1393  

Notes: 1-Measured as disagreement to the statement ―A working mother can establish just as 
warm and secure a relationship with her children as a mother who does not work‖; 2-
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White/Huber robust standard errors; 3-estimated on pooled model for all years with 
all covariates; *** significant at 1% level; ** significant at 5% level; * significant at 10% 
level 
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