The future of the welfare state: paths of social policy innovation

between constraints and opportunities
Urbino, 17-19 September 2009

Varieties of Maternalism? The Relationship betweef-amily Policy
Regimes and Maternal Role Attitudes in Germany, Spa and Hungary.

Dr. Carina Marten and Esther Ochoa ™"

First draft, please, do not quote

Paper presented at the 7th ESPAnet conference 2009
Session No. 20A “Family Policy, Gender and Work-Family Reconciliation’

Content:

1. Introduction

2. Varieties of Maternalism — Theoretical Approach

3. Institutionalised Maternalism: Childcare PolRggimes in Germany, Hungary and Spain
4. Maternalism in Mind: Role Attitudes Towards Meth

5. Maternalism in Practice: Working or Caring Matfe

6. Varieties of Maternalism in Institutions, Attites and Labour Market Participation

Y Dr. Carina Marten, research assistant, Institdit8ariology, Georg-August-University Goettingena®| der
Goettinger Sieben 3, 37073 Goettingen, Germanyl; larina.Marten@sowi.uni-goettingen.de

"Esther Ochoa, research assistant, Centre of MstinocSocial Sciences, Georg-August-University Gogen,
Platz der Goettinger Sieben 3, 37073 Goettingenn@ey, Mail: eochoa@uni-goettingen.de



LVarieties of Maternalism?* Dr. Carina Marten and Esther Ochoa

1. Introduction

Mothers are high on the political and public agerfidia several reasons, mainly due to
divergent opinions on their right or rather dutyetogage in employment despite their family
obligations. Thus, the assessment of ‘appropriatetherhood varies according to two
dimensions: the ascription of caring as well askway responsibilities (Leira 1994: 160;
Ostner, 2009: 331). Koven and Michel (1993: 4) mkefmaternalism asideologies and
discourses which exalted women’s capacity to madiner applied to society as a whole the
values they attached to that role: care, nurturaacel morality. That is, the understanding
of mothers is based on a conservatively genderadiah of labour in which women with
children are mainly mothers, wives, caregivers, aotestic workers whereas men are
breadwinners, supporting their families financiathrough paid work (Orloff 2006: 236).
However, increasing female labour market partieggaiccompanied by altering gender role
expectations as well as other economic and sotiahges has caused a re-definition of
motherhood in terms of cash and care. Accordin@tioff the development can best be
described as €émployment for dll (ibid.: 230) strategy which causes théarewell to
maternalism (ibid.: 232). Women'’s full-time caring for childn loses increasingly support
on different levels. For various reasons, baseddutation expansion and a change in gender
specific role expectations, women themselves waribe employed. Simultaneously, even
within maternalistic shaped welfare states theyracently expected to augment their labour
market participation. Due to social and economianges causing insecurity and flexibility
within labour markets as well as within family riétes, mothers as (additional) breadwinners
gain importance. At the same time, a traditionatlarstanding of maternalism is still
institutionalised. This leads to a specific incetancy. The development described leads to
the question: how maternalism is shaped on vargmngal levels? Are there differences
between maternalism found within policy regimesndgr role attitudes and employment
participation?

Addressing this question, we start with presentimgr theoretical understanding of
maternalism. In the following chapters, the theoedtapproach will be confronted with
empirical findings on three different levels ovené. First, on the institutional level varieties
of maternalism represented in German, Hungarian @pdnish family policies will be
analysed. In a second step, we will focus on theeldpment of attitudes towards mothers as
workers and carers in the three countries. Thel tlewel covers the actual behaviour of the
individuals. Finally, we will sum up in evaluatinghether the prevailing maternalisms on
these three levels follow the same timing and divac

2. Varieties of Maternalism — Theoretical Approach

Taking the concept of maternalism as starting pammd considering more or less recent
developments in mothers’ labour market participatiove distinguish three forms of
maternalism arranged along a continuum. The orliginderstanding of mothers as exclusive
carers serves as one extreme cathedernalism Here, mothers are encouraged and expected
to stay at home with their children on a full-tinoasis. At the other end, mothers are mainly
conceptionalized as workers. Within this form pdst-maternalismnthey are supported to
engage in full-time employment despite their famdpligations. Simultaneously, caring
responsibilities are socialised either to the wilasiety or to the father. In between these two
ends, we locate a form of maternalism which candescribed as “in between”, briefly
modernized maternalisniere, maternalist premises are modified, yetfulbt rejected. The
three stages of maternalism can be found on th#utsnal, attitudinal and behavioural
level.
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Tab. 1: Varieties of Maternalism — Theoretical Appioach.

Maternalism Modernized Maternalism ----------------- Post-Maternalism
Mothers Carers Carers working to a Workers
mainly as limited extent
Institutions | no parental leave, universal | Medium duration of Short parental leave, high
caring benefits for long parental leave with some replacement rate, high provisian
duration, poor provision of compensation, poor of childcare for all age groups
institutional childcare provision of institutional
childcare for the
youngest
Attitudes Mothers are expected to stay| Mothers are expected toj Mothers are expected to work
at home while children in stay at home or to work | full-time at an early stage of the
household, no employment part time until child child’s life
reaches school age, after
youngest child at school
part-time or full-time
work
Behaviour | Stay at home while children in Stay at home or part-time  Stay at home for a very shart
household, no employment | work, until child reaches period, working full-time
school age, after
youngest child at school
part-time or full-time
work

Source: own illustration.

On aninstitutional leve] the concept of motherhood is reflected mainlyhwmitthe prevailing
social and family policies (Leira, 1994: 171). We# states differ in terms of supporting
mothers as the main source of care provision onothe hand (Leitner, 2003: 357) —
maternalism - and assisting mothers to be econdijiaetive to some or full extent on the
other —modernized maternalism or post-maternal\&thile offering incentives and barriers
respectively, social policies influence mothersdicle between paid and unpaid work (Ostner,
2009: 327; Lewis, 2001: 166). There are nationaltians in expectations towards mothers,
whether they are expected to work at all or to véhaént and when they are expected to take
up employment after giving birth.

In our analysis, we will focus on two major childegpolicy institutions, the provision of
parental leave schemes (incl. maternity leave) mstitutional childcare facilities; both
perceived as important measures to influence gemnelations and mothers’ economic
autonomy (Szelewa and Polakowski, 2008: 115). Ralreave entails the right of employees
to withdraw from the labour force in order to céoe children. Simultaneously, the return to
the same or a similar working position is guaratitddainly depending on the duration and
the replacement rate of income losses, leave saheombine the specific understanding of
parents as workers and carers (Leira 1994: 168).méaning of generous leave entitlements
in terms of high replacement rates and a long auras, however, discussed controversially.
On the one hand, it is argued that these leaveasaaciated with a continuous attachment to
the labour market. Even after a long break, parkat® the right to return to their previous
job position. On the other hand, longer discontimmes endanger the labour force re-
integration (Kangas and Rostgaard, 2007: 245).nataking long leaves participate less in
the labour market, are confronted with barriers riintegration into a highly competitive
employment market and are forced into lower-paagtors of economy. This represents an
economic risk and undermines labour market oppdrtsn mainly for women (Glass and
Fodor, 2007: 341 et sqqg.). Empirical findings shélwe longer the withdrawal of paid work,
the more difficult the re-entering (Wendt and Maeici2000: 6). Further, the right to time off
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is only a realistic option when there is an appiaiprcompensation for income loss (Kangas
and Rostgaard, 2007: 245).

Maternalism on an institutional level is furthefleeted within the provision of institutional
childcare (Leira, 1994: 171). A high coverage rallews mothers to be employed (Lewis,
2001: 167) — an expression of post-maternalismhereaas a poor development of childcare
facilities may be based on the idea of mothersaasrs which refers to maternalism. Yet, the
age of the child has to be considered. The pravisidanstitutional childcare for the youngest
represents a different understanding of motherhtb@sh of care facilities for pre-school
children.

The combination of the parental leave scheme withpecific provision of institutional
childcare refers to different forms of maternalishmat is, universal caring benefits which
allow mothers to care for their children on a ldingj-time basis support the traditional
maternalism. The absence of parental leave sugegiisés that mothers as employers are not
considered or that they do not need a guaranteetdon to their previous working position
since they will withdraw for long period of timeinfultaneously childcare facilities for all
age groups are rare. The understanding of motlsemsain carers with limited employment is
represented in modernized maternalism. Here, paréedive covers the first years of the
child’s life. Some reimbursement may be paid. Dgitinis time mothers are expected to stay
at home or to work part-time. After the child ssasthool, mothers’ employment participation
should be (at least) part-time, therefore, paretsometimes also full-time childcare facilities
are available. Within post-maternal regimes patele@ve is awarded shortly with a high
replacement level. Childcare institutions are aldéd widely for all age groups in order to
encourage maternal employment even if the chifdilisyoung.

Institutionalised maternalism reflects differentderstandings of mothers as carers or as
workers. Similar considerations apply for the attihal and behavioural level. Attitudes refer
to gender specific role expectations towards mathafithin traditional maternalism mothers
are supposed to stay at home with their childrem thre latter leave the household. Mothers
do not need to contribute financially to the howsdeéhncome which is mainly gained by male
employment. In modernized maternalism, within thatemal role the carer is emphasised
while employment is expected to a limited extenspécially during the first years after the
child’s birth the mothers should stay at home orkapart-time. Afterwards, mothers are
expected to work either part- or full-time wheregghin post-maternalism mothers should
return to paid work as soon as possible. On theetral level we find maternalism in
practice. That is, to what extent — part-time wil-ime — and with which timing (age of the
child) mothers actually work.

In the early 1990s, GermahyHungary and Spain resemble in their childcare institutions
analysed within this paper. All have parental leagbemes with rather long withdrawals
from the labour market, as well as a poor develageldcare provision for younger children.

! Yet, this holds only true for the Western parg frederal Republic of Germany (FRG) since reurtifica
merged two rather contrasting (family) policy regen(Leitner et al., 2008: 175). The following arsadyis
restricted to West Germany. Although family poli&cigre valid for both parts since the 1990s, es|hgeiéthin
the attitudes and employment rates there arerathier different patterns prevailing due to histally varying
family policy traditions.

2 For quite a while, post-communist countries haeerbneglected in (Western) welfare state comparison
research due to their perceived instability ofpibétical system shortly after transition (Szeleavad Polakowski
2008: 117). Further, social policies were suppas®do have the same historical tradition as knawwWestern
Europe. However, even during state socialism aadrtinsitional phase of severe political, socia anonomic
change afterwards different relatively clear trajeies of institutional settings can be identifiglich determine
recent developments (Fodor et al., 2002: 476). Tblds especially true for Hungarian family polgisince it
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Further, these countries are faced with similaiadceand economic changes expressed for
instance in increasing female labour market pgaitton, decreasing birth rates or modified
gender role expectations. Among others, this hassemh an increasing problem of
reconciliating family and work obligations mainlgrfwomen. As our following analysis will
show, political reactions to this change vary amitrage countries.

3. Institutionalised Maternalism: Childcare Policy Regimes in Germany, Hungary and
Spain

As mentioned above, our analysis of family poliegimes focuses on measures, which allow
(or not) mothers to reconcile childcare and emplegtrparticipation. In the following, we
will provide information on national maternity apdrental leave scheimes. Further, we take
the provision of institutional childcare into coteration.

German Family Policies

Germanfamily policy can be described as conservativestreral reasons. State intervention
is based on the principles of ‘subsidiary’ andatainal responsibility’. That is, by promoting
the male breadwinner model, marriage-based engtiésnare predominantly attached to
status and relationships rather than to individigtits (among others Scheiwe, 1999: 378;
Ostner et al., 2003: 5). Especially the care ofdcan is interpreted as a ‘natural right’ and the
‘highest duty’ of the family (Gottschall and Bir@003: 118 et seq.) mainly assumed by
women.

In Germany, maternity leave was first introducedha 1920s as a right of female workers
and a societal obligation to protect unborn as aglhewborn life (Leitner et al., 2008: 194).
In 1994, it entailed a 14-week release from empleyirduties, six weeks prior and eight
weeks after giving birth (Wendt and Maucher, 2000). The right to care immediately after
the child’s birth was accompanied with prevailingigl security entitlements and a full wage
replacement (Erler, 2006: 123).

Prominent conservative politicians considered nmatieteave reserved for employed mothers
only as discriminatory against non-employed wom@s. a result, firstparental leave
regulations — calle@rziehungsurlaub- were implemented in 1986 in order to acknowledge
the status of non-working mothers in the same veagfavorking mothers. In 1994, leave was
also available to men. A flat-rate payment (600 Bijuals around € 300 monthly) for all
home caring parents irrespective their employmeatus prior birth — the so called
Erziehungsgeldwas granted for a period of two years (BothfeldD@0102; Wendt and
Maucher, 2000: 25; Leitner et al., 2008: 194 et.)sggarents who earned incomes above
certain thresholds received a reduced amount. Thoodeave were allowed to work up to 19
hours a week (Leitner et al., 2008: 196; Kolbe, 20093). While the old legislation was
conceptionalized rather inflexible, the new schemtpduced in 2001, offered parents some
options. Paid leave could be concentrated on atehane-year period with a higher
compensation level (up to a maximum of € 450 pentmo(Erler, 2006: 124). The maximum
of allowed part-time work was increased up to 3Qrkoper week. As an important
innovation, a right to request flexible part-tirater parental leave was introduced (Ostner,
2002: 159; Bothfeld, 2006: 102; Gottschall and Bi2803: 130). The reform was mainly

was the first country to introduce family allowarfoe civil servants in 1912 (Szikra and Szelewa)2®7) or
the first state-run kindergarten (1879) in Easteumope (Avdeyeva, 2009: 2). Until 1985, Hungariamily
policies show some parallels to their Western Eeaopcounterparts like e.g. West Germany. As in conish
Hungary, the German welfare state has maternalgine (Haney, 2002: 102).
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based on the rationale of adapting existing rudethe¢ needs acdmployedoarents, fathers and
mothers and to facilitate flexible working (Ostn2002: 159). Simultaneously, this served
employers’ interests by providing incentives forrgrds to stay in (reduced full-time)
employment while on parental leave. The threshald ihcome-testing was significantly
raised, although in 2004, seriously reduced agkurther, unemployment and sickness
benefits started to be accounted as income. Thaitmeaimed at giving incentives for shorter
leave periods, for part-time leave and employmentbth parents (Leitner et al., 2008: 196;
Erler, 2006: 125). Besides the paid period, Germparents own an extended right to an
unpaid leave period of three years until the chilthird birthday (Scheiwe, 1999: 305;
Gottschall and Bird, 2003: 121). Since 2001 third year of unpaid leave could be taken any
time up to the child’s eighth birthday.

Fig. 1. Maternity and Parental Leave Schemes in Genany, Hungary and Spain.

age of child in years &

& 1 1 1

Germany

Maternity Leave :

6 weeks before, 8] ) ) )

after birth, 100% |Paid Erziehungsgeld: flat-rate payment (€ 300) ; possible Part-time: 19 hours/week, no
1994 replacement part-time right after leave

zjvt:;zgyb'j:rv:g Paid Erziehungsgeld: flat-rate payment (€ 300) for 24 months; (alternative: higher flat-

after birth, 100% |rate payment of € 450 for 12 months); possible part-time: up to 30 hours/week, part-time
2001 replacement right after leave
I I I

Hungary

1969-96/
since 1998

not employed priorf TGYAS: 24 weeks, 70% replacement,
birth no part-time work allowed

employed prior TGYAS: 24 weeks, 70% replacement,
birth no part-time work allowed GYED: 65 to 75% replacement up to ceiling, no part-time work allowed

TGYAS: 24 weeks, 70% replacement,
1996-1998 no part-time work allowed

Spain

Maternity leave : 16 weeks
1989 75% replacement

Maternity leave : 16 weeks
1994 100% replacement

Maternity leave : 16 weeks
100% repl.; part-time
1999 entitlement possible

Source: OECD, 2006: 344, own supplementing of Gararal Spanish regulations.

Generally in Germany, there are three forms ofitutginal childcare differentiated by the
children’s ageKrippen are the creche service for children younger thaeet years. Children
between three and six years are cared fatimlergarten,while children in early school age
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can attendHort services which are provided for out-of-school Isoomainly in the afternoon.
Drawing a picture of German institutional childcaeerather difficult due to its federal
structure. The duty to finance childcare facilities on the level of the municipalities which
are supported by the fedetadender This leads to a distinctive diversity of instiarts, rules
and procedures of public funded childcare conceroipening-hours, group-size, the ratio of
children and childminder or attending fees (OECDQ& 334 et sqg.) Yet, overall trends
within the West German provision can be identifiedr children under the age of thribere
was and still is barely formal childcare availallae provision rate in 1994 lied around 1.7%
(Wendt and Maucher, 2000: 23). In 2002, only 2.8%cgs for children under three were
provided. Almost all children in this age group werared for at home, mainly by their
mothers (OECD, 2006: 336). A different situatioeyails for children in kindergarten. Since
1992, German children at the age of three havgal fgght to be cared for on at least a half-
day basis in kindergarten until they reach scham éetween six or seven) (Wendt and
Maucher, 2000: 17). Thus, kindergarten facilitiepanded severely (Gottschall and Bird,
2003: 119). The provision rate rose to 90% in 2(@2 also Table 2). However, only 24% of
these childcare centres provided services on difa# basis (OECD, 2006: 336).

Table 2: Children in Institutional Childcare Facili ties by Age Groups

Germany Hungary Spain
Educién education infantile
Kinder- sino (pre-school), with

Institutions Krippe garten Bolcsode * |Ovoda " prescolar primary school
Age <3yrs* [3-6.5yrs K 3 yrs 4-6yrs 43yrs © 3yrs® [4-5yrsxd
Years 1994 1.7 74.4 1990 13.7 87.1 1992/93 |4.0 45.9 96.6

1998 2.2 87.9 1995 9.0 90.9 1997/98 [6.,6 72.6 99.8

2002 2.8 90.2 2000 8.7 92.0 2001/02 |10.1 92.8 100.0

*age groups differ according to various compulsory

schooling ages, groups or children in nurseries and

pre-school institutions are compared ** Information for 1991-92, 1996-97 and 2000-01
source DJI, 2005 " Hungarian Background Report, 2002.

P OM Statisztika (Pethé 2002).
|:Gonzélez and Vidal, 2005: 5

cited by Leitner et al., 2008: 193 OECD 2004: 13 CIDE 2002:101

The gender arrangement in Germany is conceptualiasd shifting from a male-
breadwinner/female-carer model, with the expansiofemale part-time work, to a so called
one-and-a-half earner model. Yet, incentives fothers to stay at home especially with their
young children persist until recently. Since theci8b Democratic-Green coalition
government came into power 1998, however, there lmen major shifts within German
family policies. These were continued by the folilogvconservative minister of family affairs
(Leitner et al., 2008: 189)The early Federal Republic of Germany startedtouepresent a
tradtional model of maternalism. Over a period afdernization, recent German family
policies aim at work-family reconciliation for boffarents, mothers and fathers. However, in
2004, taking parental leave and institutional atale together Germany has to be
characterised as modernized-maternalist, takingfalasteps towards post-maternalism.

% With the latest reform of the leave scheme in 20§t@ps to facilitate the reconziliation of famiand
employment obligations were severely taken furtilew regulations — calleBlterngeld- substituted the old
parental leave benefiEfziehungsgeld Within the new scheme the duration was reducettmonths for one
parent, two additional months reserved for the rotimea use-or-lose basis. The reimbursement beeanméngs-
related, that is 67% of the average income are eosgied with a lower limit of € 300 and a maximugiliicg
of € 1800 per month (Leitner et al., 2008: 196eet s
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Hungarian Family Palicies

Post-socialist countries during communism, like gany, were known for state paternalism
and gender ideologies on first glance characterizgdyender equality. Thus, based on a
growing industrialized economy and an ideologyuf @mployment communist governments
stressed the importance of women as well as mottiéns) the paid labour force. In order to
raise birth rates and female labour market paditym generous maternity and parental
leaves as well as subsidized public childcare tutstns were introduced early (Szikra and
Szelewa, 2009: 93). However, women’s labour mapketicipation was not expected to have
the same intensity as of men and fathers (Fodad.e2002: 480; Glass and Fodor, 2007:
333)? This is emphasised by the fact, that in the 198@sking women were referred back to
the family sphere in order to uphold the image wf émployment. An extended parental
leave period served as an incentive for motherstdg home with their young children and
concealed the labour force excess (Szelewa, 208)7S4ikra and Szelewa, 2009: 98). Thus,
in contrast to “Western expectations”, Hungary dat experience a “gender revolution” in
1989, rather asilent revolutiofi as Goven (2000: 287) describes iafter transition this
trend of familialisation was pushed further. Witliberature the Central Eastern countries are
assumed to develop towards the male breadwinnereimod "re-familialisatiorf or "re-
traditionalisatiort (Szelewa, 2006: 23). The development was basdtemdeal of thedood
wife-mother-caregivér(Goven, 2000: 287). Immediately after transitidgtungary suffered
serious political, economic and social changes sichntering market economy with newly
discovered open unemployment and severe finaneftits. These lead to cuts in social
spending including a withdrawal of state provisfon families in terms of financial support
as well as of institutional childcare (Goven, 20290).

Hungary’s maternity leave systémonsists of three tiefsFirst, maternity leave (abbreviated:
TGYAS, Terhességi gyermekagyi segétyat ispregnancy and confinement beneiibplied

a 70% replacement of their precedent wage for mgaf half a year (Hemmings 2007: 9).
The second layer of the maternity leave systemintasduced in 1969, the so called GYES
(Gyermekgondozasi segéthat ischild care allowancke(Haney, 2002: 99). Since 1969, the
benefit has been guaranteed universally after m&gdeave up to the child’s third birthday
combined with a flat-rate reimbursement (Fodor let 2002: 483; Hemmings, 2007: 9;

* In sum, socialist governments did not attemptréamsform the domestic division of labour in genkr@he
overall aim was to encourage women to integratthénpaid labour market and to reconcile employnaerdt
family responsibilities (Fodor et al., 2002: 480a&s and Fodor 2007: 333). No incentives were@eainen and
fathers to share household and family burdens Bqudiis lead to a double burden for mothers in pumism
(Szikra and Szelewa, 2009: 93).

® In Western perception, as mentioned above, Eastpgan countries are associated with high “gengealéy”
due to high female labour market participation anetorically strong gender ideologies. This equligtween
men and women, however, did not result in a singErder equality within peoples minds. The emarticipaof
women was State engineered and imposed, ratheintisdual convictions. Women were forced to watthey
remained the main carers for their families, ththey were confronted with a double burden. Saxanlzed
Szelewa (2007: 354) state correctlgirice communist regimes officially supported gemdgrality, they gaver
gender equality a bad narhéAfter transition, policy makers prefered to @diste themselves from this official
ideology of state-socialism (Goven, 2000: 295).

® As mentioned above, the domestic division of labmmong men and women was not targeted by socialist
family policy. This is once more underlined by flaet, that fathers were not entitled to take “maitgrieave”.
In 1985 they were rewarded the right to take “mdtgrleave” (rather than parental leave), yet, tdittke
advantage of this right (so far). Thus, parental/éeschemes in Hungary mainly regulate motherggnation
into the labour market (Fodor et al., 2002: 486cgt., Szikra and Szelewa, 2009: 110).

"In 1993, a fourth parental leave scheme was impieed aiming at the distinctive group of familieshamore
than three children (abreviated: GYET, in Hungari@apermeknevelési tAmogatdkat ischild raising suppoit
Mothers can stay at home up to the eighth birthafape youngest child. The benefit equals the GY&8kra
and Szelewa, 2009: 101; Avdeyeva, 2009: 11).
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OECD, 2004: 10). The amount equals the state’srmim wage (Avdeyeva, 2009: 11). Only
while GYES — not on TGYAS or GYED - mothers arealéd to work up to 20 hours a week
after the child’s first birthda$.This allows mothers to stay in contact with thieolar market
and facilitates their potential re-integration (Boekt al., 2002: 485). However, introducing
this right symbolized a regime’s shift in focussimg women as mothers rather than workers
(Haney, 2002: 106). Maternalism was further int@egiwith the introduction of the third tier
of parental leave in 1985, the so called GYEByermekgondozasi difhat ischild care
benefi). This benefit is based on mothers’ employment iaedme status respectively. It is
an two-year extension of the TGYAS for working math (Szikra and Szelewa, 2009: 100;
Hemmings, 2007: 9) complemented by flat-rate payméor additional six months in terms
of GYES (Haney, 2002: 178). The GYED grant covepstal 75% of the former income
(Szelewa, 2006: 15). Whereas the GYES was aimimgagsly at mothers with lower
incomes, the GYED was intended to give well-edutatethers incentives to opt out of
employment (Goven, 2000: 290). Both instrumentsEGYand GYES, show that Hungarian
policy makers loosened the forced commodificatiéralb women practiced in socialism.
Mothers of children aged younger than six yearsewgiven the option to care for their
children at home (Szikra and Szelewa, 2009: 98jhcdigh the scheme was formulated
gender neutral, it was discussed in terms of “nmatketeave”. Measures were not aiming at
facilitating reconciliation but rather giving motisethe choice to stay at home with their
children and to receive appropriate social recagmitor their care (Goven, 2000: 295).

The development of Hungarian childcare policy isrelsterised by a severe discontinuity
concerning the years 1996 to 1998 (Szikra and @%2z¢l@009: 101). Due to the budget
constraints mentioned above, the Hungarian parézdae scheme faced major cut backs in
1996. The GYED benefit was phased out (Avdeyev@926 et sqq.), whereas the formerly
universal GYES was subjected to means-testing. gtezmg an increasing occurrence of
involuntary unemployment eligibility was not linked previous employment any longer
(Goven, 2000: 294). Thus, the parental leave schHaswtame a provision for full-time, paid

motherhood (Goven, 2000: 294). Yet, only those womeeeiving an income below certain

thresholds were eligible to GYES (Haney, 2002: 188)us, childrearing was no longer

associated with social approval; maternal labous wat sufficient any more to claim state
benefits, rather, these were linked to materialdmess during this period (Haney, 2002:
189).

Institutional childcare in Hungary consists of twoajor forms: nurseries (Hungarian:
bdlcsdé for children under the age of three and kindeeger for children aged three to six
years (Hungarianbvodg (Szelewa, 2006: 16). Legally, children have terad kindergarten
for at least one year before entering school (Hemgsi2007: 10). Childcare programmes are
mainly operated on the local government level (OE@D4: 13). There is a legal entitlement
to free services six months after the child’s biitcess in practice is, however, limited.
Working parents are treated priorly in allocatidrconstrained child care places (Hemmings,
2007: 22).

During communism institutional childcare for und®year-olds was mainly unavailable in

Hungary (Fodor et al., 2002: 480). The situatiorrsgaed since transformation. Until 2000,
only half as many childcare centres existed as9801In 2000, 8.7 places per 100 children
were available. For children from the age of thremgarian care provision is comprehensive.
Most children attend kindergarten for the full #argears prior to primary school (Hemmings
2007: 10). In contrast to nursery provision, plaegsilable in kindergartens stayed on a
similar level (over 90%) since the 1980s (OECD,£2QB) (see also Table 2).

8 Since 2006 mothers are entitled to work full-tiafeer the child turned one year (Hemmings, 2007: 9)
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Summing up, due to generous maternal leave schidomggarian mothers can retreat from the
labour market in order to care for their childrear hearly three years, when, in general
kindergarten becomes available (OECD, 2006: 34#)ulBaneously, institutional childcare
under the age of three is barely available. Prorisias even more declined since transition.
Both — long leaves and little public care faciktie encourage mothers to a long separation
from the labour market (Hemmings, 2007: 2). Accogdio our understanding of varieties of
maternalism, Hungary represents the “modernize@malism”.

Spanish Family Policies

Similar to other South European countries, Spafastily policy is based on the assumption
of family self-sufficiency. In reaction to the camgative family policy during the Franco
regime, Spanish policy makers almost ignored tmeilfaduring the 19808.Thus, neither
care services nor financial benefits were providette intervention in this model can be
characterized as passive (Flaquer, 2000). Familsk was primarily ascribed to woméh.
Only when the conservatiieartido Popularcame in power between 1996 and 2004 family
policy gained importance. The Law of Conciliatid®99) represented the main instrument in
family policy introduced by this party. Its new regtions were based on the European
directives on maternity and parental leave as a&lpart-time work (Ferndndez Corddn and
Tobio Soler, 2005: 19). They are focused on adajut work for parents and give them the
possibility to take leaves in order to care forittahildren. Although the measures are for
mothers and fathers, they will primarily reach nes#) since there is no replacement for
income loss, with the exception of maternity led8alido and Moreno, 2009: 298 sq.).
Thus, only a minority of the Spanish families maise of these unpaid measures (Fernandez
Cordon and Tobio Soler, 2005: 20).

Since 1989, the duration of maternity leave wasvééks. The replacement rate of 75% of the
previous wage was awarded to parents who had beptoged for at least 180 days in the
last year prior to the child’s birth. If both patemwere working, the father could take four of
the last weeks. In this case the mother had tarrétuher job (Guillén, 1997: 52). At the end
of 1994, regulations of the maternity leave changederely. The payment increased to a
reimbursement of 100% for parents who were aféliato the social security and had paid
contributions 180 days in the last five years ptoothe child’s birth (Salido, 2002: 5, Guillén,
1997: 52, Valiente, 1997a: 237). In 1999, as pathe Law of Conciliation, new regulations
were introduced in the maternity leave. Only thietfsix weeks after birth were exclusively
reserved for mothers. Fathers were able to takeatder than previously four weeks of the
maternity leave (Salido, 2002: 6, Salido Corté)&0L8). Similar to the reforms of 1989,
these weeks are not conceptualized as a indivrtlylat for fathers but rather mothers have to
renounce parts of their entitlement for fathersngeable to stay at home for this period
(Moreno and Salido, 2009: 294). Hence, it is ligleprising, that in 2001, for example, only
1.3% of the beneficiaries of the parental leaveewthers (Salido 2002: 5). The Law of
Conciliation also gave parents the possibility dket the maternal leave in part-time linked
with a proportional increase of the total durati@mployees with children under the age of
six were enabled to reduce their working hours agmanied by a proportional reduction of
their salary (Salido 2002: 5). Further, the measwafeflexibility at the employment market
which has been introduced since the 1980s did rse eéhe burden of work-family

°® Among others, this is reflected by the developnuribtal economical expenditure towards families1975,
17% of the total economical expenditures were aa@tdwards families in 1975, whereas only 1.17%980
(Velarde, 1990: 164).

1%1n this context, some authors refer to ‘exploitatiof women and familiy resources (Salido and Mar&009)
and describe Spanish women as ‘superwomen’ (Mor2d@4).
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reconciliation but rather aimed to decrease uneympémt rates. In Spain, part-time work was
rather low developed in comparison to other Europmauntries, although it increased during
the 1990s due to the integration of women into ligour market. However, part-time
working conditions were associated with a loss adia rights as well as with short-run
contracts. This could be one explanation for tHesed to work part-time among Spanish
employees, also parents (Salido, 2006: 16).

Parental leave was introduced in Spain in 1989id8a&2002:6). The maximum duration
covers three years without payment and can be takenothers or by fathers. In contrast to
Germany and Hungary, the parental leave in Spasomly designed for working parents, to
facilitate the reconciliation of work and care aities. Initially, parents were guaranteed the
return to the exact same position only when théihdvawal from the labour market did not
exceed one year. In 1995, parents are awardedgtitet@ return to a similar working position
when they have taken parental leave for two orethyears (Guillén, 1997: 52). With the
introduction of the Law of Conciliation parentahlee can be taken until the child turns eight
(Fernandez Cordon and Tobio Soler, 2005: 20).

The provision of institutional services for childrainder the age of six has increased
significantly between the early 1990s and middI6a) With the introduction of the Law for
the General Regulation of the Education System@GEBE in 1990, the state assumed the
regulation of care provision within the educatigstem for children under six. The education
system for young children had a voluntary charaatet is organized in two cycles: the first
cycle for children under three and the second dyxlehildren between three and six years of
age. Compulsory education starts with the chiltk¢hsbirthday. The first cycle was not free
of payments except for families with very low-incesn It was organized by the regional
administration mainly by autonomous communitied, &so by local corporations and non-
profit organisations. Due to this structure impottanequalities in the provision and costs
occur across regions and municipalities. In sum,pitovision of childcare for the very young
was poorly developed, similar to Germany (Gonzaed Vidal, 2005: 6; Valiente, 1997b:
109). Since the late 1990s, however, pre-schoditutisns for children under three have
gained importance. In 2001, 10% of children yountien three years were enrolled in
institutional childcare compared to 4% in 1992n contrast, the second cycle of education
for children aged between three and six years weesdf charge. The coverage of the public
centres — organised by the central State (MinisfryfEducation, MEC) - has been quite
widespread. Institutional childcare for pre-schobildren aged three has increased severely
since the early 1990s. In 2002, three year-oldsahsichilar provision rate as the four- to five-
year olds, high up in the ninety percent (see &atdue 2).

In sum, at the end of the eighties measures forkafamnily reconciliation were rather

underdeveloped. Yet, during the nineties this sibmachanged to some extent. With the
introduction of new regulations the provision ofildbare institutions and also the
replacement rate of maternal leave increased. &y the parental leave the right to return
to a working position was enlarged to three yeau$ tontinued to provide no cash
compensation. During the early 1990s and at thenhagy of 2000 educational services for
children aged four and five years were very extensind childcare provision for three-year
olds increased notably in the 1990s. Nevertheledacational services for children under

1t is important to point out that not only publt also private centres played an important ralehe
provision of educational institutions for childremmder the age of six, and these private servicag were
widespread for children under three years of agevever, these private institutions do not primarépresent
the state’s understanding of maternalism and aetbre neglected in our analysis. To give a fidtye, they
hint at the existance of a demand on early childheducation on the level of parents which is not byestate
provision (Fernandez Corddn and Tobio, 2005: 21igvte, 1997: 109).
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three are insufficient. Spanish family policy, thascording to our understanding of varieties
of maternalism represented at the end of the @gl#gimodernized maternalist model, given
that parental leave was particularly for workingthess and the service provision of children
under three was very poor. In spite of changesdutie 1990s, Spanish parental leave is still
for working mothers and the provision for childreontinues to be very low. In sum, Spain
can be characterized as a model of modernized naditam.

4. Maternalism in Mind: Role Attitudes towards Mothers

The trend analysis of attitudes on the micro lasebased on the ISSP Datkdmily and
Gender roles covering the years 1994 and 2002. Normative etgtiens towards mothers
will be assigned to the three forms of maternalesndescribed above; that is maternalism,
modernized maternalism and post-maternalism. Thewimg findings show the opinions on
mothers’ employment integrating the view of bothmmem and men. This reflects the attitudes
of the society as a whoté First, we will focus on the expected positive egative effects of
maternal employment on the relationship betweenkiwgrmothers and their children. A
strong disagreement to the indicator that a workmagher can establish a just as warm and
secure relationship with her children as a non-wayknother will refer to a maternal attitude
whereas a strong agreement represents post-matdeaal The modernized maternalism is
emphasized through answers positioned in betwbahjgs weaker (dis)agreements or neutral
opinions. Figure 2 shows the different views ini@any, Hungary and Spain over the years.

Fig. 2: Agreement with Indicator “A working mother can establish just as warm and secure relationship
with her children as a mother who does not work” oer years.

%
100

| |
1994 | 2002 | 1994 2002 1994 2002
| |
90 1 | |
| |
| | 80 77.8
80 T T
| |
70 - ! |
| |
57,5 ! I 55,6 57.7
60 ! !
: 52,8 :
50 +
| |
40 38.3 | j 38,3
| 33,3
|
30 4 |
|
| 18
20 T 14,5
: 11,1 .
10
- 2 : = - .E
o } .
M MM PM M MM M MM PM M MM PM M MM PM M MM PM
W-Germany Hungary Spain

Indicator: “Do you agree or disagree...? A workingthew can establish just as warm and secure retdttiprwith her children as a mother
who does not work”.

(strongly disagree= Maternalism; agree, neitheeagor disagree, disagree= Modernized Maternassmongly agree= Post-Maternalism)
M: Maternalism; MM: Modernized Maternalism; PM: Rddaternalism.

N: 1994=6141; 2002=4646

Source: ISSP 1994, 2002, weighted data, own caicota

In all three countries modernized maternalism hashighest acceptance, with Spain holding
the most elevated quota in both years. Furtheremak positions descend in all three

12 1SSp-Data does not distinguish between childrefenthree years and between three and six yearghigo
reason we cannot differentiate between the attfudeards the employment of mothers of childreneuriree
and children between four and six at the microlleve
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countries. In Germany and Hungary, we find wideagrascending post-maternal opinions
while in Spain the share is also increasing, yeadawer level. In sum, between 1994 and
2002 the negative evaluation of maternal employnf@nthe mother-child relationship has
lost importance in all three countries.

Fig. 3: Agreement with Indicator “A pre-school child is likely to suffer if his or her mother works” over
years.
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N: 1994=6092; 2002=4296

Source: ISSP 1994, 2002, weighted data, own caicota

Figure 3 indicates the opinions on whether a pm@sicbhild is likely to suffer, if his/her
mother is working? Similar to Figure 2, we find the highest accepeanf a modernized
maternal position in all three countries (exceptHangary in 1994) with an increase in 2002.
Maternal attitudes diminish over the years, alsalinhree countries. In Germany and Spain,
post-maternal positions rise, whereas in Hungaey ttven lose importance. Germany shows
a higher share of maternal rather than of postimakepinions in both years; although, the
latter gain influence. Hungary supports maternal@mnouncedly in both years, but both
maternal and post-maternal positions decrease.d€kelopments in Spain are less severe.
Modernized maternal convictions are already in 198despread. In 2002, maternal ideas
lose while post-maternal views gain some importance

Comparing Figure 2 and 3, we find different degreéssupport for our indicators. It is
important to stress that they represent two distagpects for children of different ages.
While the first indicator displays the possibildy working mothers to have a warm relation
with children at any age, the second indicatorefl opinions towards the possibility of pre-
school children to suffer, if their mother worka.the first indicator we find a higher support
of post-maternalism than of maternalism, whileha second indicator maternal positions are
more distinct over time. This difference suggesiat trespondents in general consider a
mother-child relationship to be possibly intact haligh the mother is employed;
simultaneously, they expect pre-school children stdfer. This finding supports our

13 |SSP-Data does not distinguish between childrefenthree years and between three and six yearghigo
reason we cannot differentiate between the attfudeards the employment of mothers of childreneuriree
and children between four and six at the microlleve
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understanding of modernized maternalism: motheosildhstay at homéor work part-time)
with their young children and participate in thbdar market when the children are older.

We will follow this hypothesis further by analysitige perspective on the appropriate timing
of mothers (re)entering labour force. In Figure the agreement and disagreement
respectively towards mothers working with childterder school age is displayed. In all three
countries, a majority supports the idea that womvégh young children should stay at home.
The only exception is Spain in 2002; here, the stpfor part-time working mothers is the
strongest, although the possibility to stay at hasnsimilarly endorsed. Within the Spanish
data, we also find the highest support for fullgi,mmployment of mothers with young
children in both years. In Germany, the prefereftcemothers to stay at home decreases
while the support of part-time and full-time woikes. Staying at home, however, is still the
most preferred option. A similar development caridusd in Hungary. The idea that mothers
with pre-school children should withdraw from tladdur market is similarly expressed — yet,
decreasing - than the conviction that these motBkasild work on a part-time basis. The
latter gains importance over the years.

Fig. 4: Agreement with Indicator “Women should work outside: with preschool child” over years.
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Source: ISSP 1994, 2002, weighted data, own caicota

Comparing Figure 3 and 4, findings show severeetbfices between both variables.
Although attitudes towards the sufferance of pfeest children with working mothers are
only expressed moderately and thus, refer to a magl maternal position, the majority of
the respondents prefer that these mothers stagnaé.hThis discrepancy can be found in all
three countries over time, with a more pronouneeeéllin Germany and Spain.

Work requirements are based on different assumgptidren the child attends school (Figure
5). Mothers’ employment status after the youngédtaeaches school age is judged quite
differently compared to mothers’ with children undkis age. Part-time work is supported
most in all three countries over the years, with ltiighest level of agreement in Germany.
Simultaneously, we find the lowest persuasion thase mothers should get involved in full-
time employment (similar to Figure 4). In Hungatlye support of full-time work increases

severely, however, part-time work continues beirgfgred by the majority. Full-time work
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is expected most in Spain, with a higher enlargeérigm in part-time work. Nevertheless,
the latter still gains most of the support in 2002.

Fig. 5: Agreement with Indicator “Women should work outside: after youngest kid at school” over years.

%
100 ~

1994

2002 1994 2002 1994 2002

90 ~

80

70

60

50

40

30

20 ~

10 A

o

SH PT FT SH PT FT SH PT FT SH PT  FT SH PT FT SH PT FT
W-Germany Hungary Spain

Indicator: “Women should work outside: after yousigkid at school” (work full time, work part-timstay at home), Source: ISSP 1994,
2002, weighted data.

SH: Stay at Home; PT: Work part-time; FT: Work ftithe.

N: 1994=5804; 2002=4127.

Source: ISSP 1994, 2002, weighted data, own cdioota

Contrasting Figures 4 and 5 shows that in all tlw@entries mothers with children under the
age of school entrance are maintyt expected to work full-time. Nonetheless, whendrigih

are at school, mothers’ part-time employment ispsuied. In Spain and Hungary, this also
accounts in parts for full-time working mothers.Germany, the staying at home is based on
higher acceptance than full-time employment.

Fig. 6: Varieties of maternalism in attitudes ovelyears.
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In order to get an overall impression of attituttesards mothers’ employment, we integrated
the last two variables into one indicator. Accogdio our understanding of maternalism, the
traditional form entails the support of stayinghame for mothers with children under school
age and with the youngest child at school. The mlepost-maternalism is followed when

mothers are expected to work on a full-time basgardless of the child’s age. The position
in between is called modernized maternalism. Hemethers with younger children are

expected to stay at home or work part-time, whitghars with the youngest child in school
are considered to be part- or full-time employelge Tindings are shown in Figure 6.

The empirical findings refer to a very high acceptgof modernized maternalism in all three
countries in both years. The support clearly ineeeain Germany and Hungary, while in
Spain the upward trend is not very pronounced. -Rwagérnal positions gained also
importance in all three countries and maternal trms decreased. Among the countries,
Spain holds the highest share of post-maternalisiraéso the highest increase over the years.

Altogether, we find a clear support of modernizeatemalism. That is, if mothers have a pre-
school child they are expected to work part-time&Spain, to stay at home in Germany and
both either to work part-time or stay at home imgary. Yet, when the child attends school,
the support of maternal full-time employment isngsin all three countries, especially in
Spain, although part-time work is preferred mosbdernized maternalism has spread in
Germany, Hungary and Spain. In the latter the id¢apost-maternalism is mostly
pronounced.

5. Maternalism in Practice: Working or Caring Mothers?

Similar to the analysis of attitudes towards matigeas combination of paid employment and

care for children, the examination of the matebyetiaviour is based on the ISSP Data. The
information about the employment activity is eitlygained through the interviewed mother

herself or is reported by her spouse; that is fatt@nsfer the information. The structure of

the behavioural indicators is analogue to theuatittal indicators above; there is one variable
for the employment of mothers when the child is emsgchool age and one indicator for

school age of the youngest child.

In Figure 7, we see notable differences betweerctl@tries concerning the employment of
mothers with children under school age. In Germamy Spain, the majority of mothers with
younger children stay at home, while in Hungary #xremes are most pronounced: a
majority works full-time and a vast portion stayshame. Only a little group of Hungarian
mothers work part-time. Yet, in all three countriee support of staying at home decreases
over the years. In contrast Hungary has the higbleste of full-time work among mothers
with young children. In Spain, we find similar sbsrof mothers with children under school
age who do not work, like in Germany. However, ga8ish mothers do work, they are
employed on a full- rather than a part-time basisjilar to Hungary. Here, full-time
employment increases to a greater extent thantipaet-The portion of Spanish mothers who
stay at home decreases.
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Fig. 7: Mothers’ employment status when child undeschool age
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Source: ISSP 1994, 2002, weighted data, own caicota

Mothers’ labour force activities after the youngehtild attends school are represented in
Figure 8. Similar to Figure 7, Germany and Spawehthe highest shares of mothers staying
at home, while Hungary has a majority of full-timverking mothers. In Germany, the second
largest group consists of mothers working part-timeereas the minority are full-time
working. Spanish mothers in contrast work full-tirsmcondly, and only a minority holds
part-time employment. In Hungary, part-time-workingpthers are outnumbered. Between
1994 and 2002, all three countries have a deckagemen staying at home and an ascent of
full-time-working mothers in common. Part-time warkcreases in Germany, decreases in
Hungary and it is quite similarly in Spain.

Figures 7 and 8 reveal differences in the employniehaviour between mothers with
children under school age and mothers with younge#tiren at school. In Germany and
Spain, mothers with pre-school children stay at édma greater extent, and a majority of
women with the youngest child at school continweyisg at home. If they work, German

mothers are engaged in part-time employment whe&pasish women work rather full-time.

In Hungary, full-time working mothers with pre-sdicchildren are less often than among
mothers with the youngest child at school. The farstay more frequently at home.
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Fig. 8: Mothers’ employment status when youngest dld at school
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Source: ISSP 1994, 2002, weighted data, own caicota

Referring to an overall picture similar to matereahployment expectations we generate a
new behavioural indicator by integrating the twaeeqading variables. The categories of
maternalism remain the same. Maternal behaviodlescribed as mothers staying at home
when their children are under school age and aly #he youngest child starts school.

Mothers working full-time regardless the age ofitishildren behave in a post-maternal way,

whereas mothers staying at home or working pare-timmen the child is in pre-school age

and working part- or full-time when the youngesilaths at school represent modernized

maternalism.

Fig. 9: Varieties of maternalism in behaviour
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N: Mothers with youngest child at school (1994=342002=2494).

Source: ISSP 1994, 2002, weighted data, own caicota
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As Figure 9 shows, a decrease of maternal behasimdian increase of modernized maternal
and post-maternal behaviour can be observed ithide countries, although developments
vary in terms of extensity. The modernized matésnalamong German mothers increases
over the years, although a majority of these mathathdraw completely from the labour
force, also in 2002. The increase of post-matesmahas to be characterized as moderate. In
Hungary, a majority of mothers work according tostpmaternal patterns, a quarter
corresponds with modernized maternal employmeniiewhothers decreasingly stay at home
representing a minority. Spain shows combined eympémt patterns among mothers: the
majority refers to maternalism due to their emplewtnstatus, however, if mothers do work,
they have to be described as post-maternal simcen#jority of them works full-time in both
years.

In summary, we find similar employment patterngha three indicators for each country. In
Germany, the majority of mothers with preschool actiool children stay at home, even
though there is a decrease over the years. Emplaympart- as well as full-time - gains
importance among German mothers, with part-timelsting ahead. Thus, we can observe a
development from maternalism towards modernizecematism. However, the majority still
follows maternalism. In Hungary, most mothers wpite-school and school children work
full-time, although in the second category, aftee tyoungest child starts school, full-time
employment is more pronounced. Thus, Hungary revealost-maternal employment pattern
among mothers, which is increasing over the yearsinary position is reflected in Spain.
Here, most mothers stay at home, but when motherk they are in full-time employment.
Thus, there is a maternal pattern in Spain, ydt) wicreasing post-maternal tendencies.

6. Varieties of Maternalism in Institutions, Attitu des and Labour Market Participation?

The preceding findings show varieties of matermalia Germany, Hungary and Spain on
different levels. Referring to our research questiwe will finally focus on similarities and
differences in the development of childcare poliegimes, role attitudes towards mothers
and mothers’ employment status

As mentioned above, in the 1990s, all three coesmithave a similar starting point on the
institutional level. All of them provided rather Ng parental leave entitlements and
quantitatively poor developed childcare facilitiésr the youngest. This refers to our
understanding of modernized maternalism. For tis¢ ¢ouple of years after the child’s birth,
mothers are expected to stay at home on a full-bams in Germany, Hungary and Spain.
However, these three countries have taken diffemepectories in the following years. In
Hungary, little change has occurred over the peaodlysed. Institutional childcare for
children under the age of three even decreaseamhnirtast to Germany, here modernization of
maternalism was taken further. Flexible parental/¢éeregulations aimed at facilitating the
work-family reconciliation. The German childcargire improved modernized maternalism.
It heads towards post-maternalism, although thi®ld@ment has to be characterised as in its
infancy in 2002, other measures implemented latetvurther* Spain shows some changes
between the early 1990s and 2000s, too. Whereasinpaid parental leave mainly improved
the job guarantee for longer leaves and the replane rate for short leaves was increased,
institutions for pre-school children rose over thgears. On the institutional level, this can be
interpreted as a further modernization of matesnak- similar to Germany.

* The development towards post-maternalism withitititions emphasized even more clearly by thernefof
the parental leave scheme in 2007. Duration wasrefv cut and reimbursement rates linked to thesmes
income prior birth. In a similar direction hintsetirecent expansion of institutional childcare foe tinder-threes
especially since the mid 2000s.
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Changed institutional settings correspond moress With the prevailing attitudes over time.
Germany and Hungary show similar patterns. In lootlntries, mothers are expected to care
themselves on a full-time basis for the first ceupf years after the child’s birth and than
return to the labour force. Thus, modernized malesm has gained importance while
maternalism has bisected. Ascents within post-matesm are rather small. In Spain,
however, the development within attitudes is omp sthead. Here, modernized maternalism
stays on a similar high level, whereas post-matsmancreases noticeably.

A different situation prevails in mothers’ employmeates. Although, similar developments
towards modernized maternalism occur on the attisidcand behavioural level in all three
countries, the level of each category varies séyeide empirical findings show a severe
discrepancy between wish and reality. In Germarnitudes can be described as more
modernized as mothers’ actual employment. In 28@2example, German mothers stay at
home more often as they are expected to; the difter is even more distinct for modernized
maternalism. On the other end, very few respond@¥%s support post-maternal attitudes,
yet, almost 17% of the mothers live post-materndilyus, German mothers are considered to
combine paid and unpaid work to a higher extentthey can actually realize. The same
discrepancy even more pronounced can be found ingaty. Only 5% of Hungarian
respondents represent post-maternal attitudesveny@ay-life, almost two thirds follow a
post-maternal pattern, that is, they work full-tidespite their caring responsibility for
children under school-age. In Hungary, the incregaspreference towards modernized
maternalism cannot be put into practice. Barriersliving own standards are even higher
than in Germany. However, while German mothers lshaork part-time according to social
norms and actually stay at home, Hungarian motheysxpected to work less (mainly part-
time) and do work full-time in practice. The lattarght be explained by the socialist tradition
of full-time employment. Further, economic circuarstes, might force mothers to contribute
to the family income. Similar to Hungary, Spanisiothers life post-maternally although
modernized maternal living conditions are preferrddre, differences are smaller than in
Hungary since Spanish respondents tend to hold rpost-maternal views in general.
Discrepancies between wish and reality are morenqunoced on the other end of
maternalism. Similar to Germany, Spanish motheay st home more often as they are
expected to. Two thirds live maternally althoughyoB0% should. Again, the preferred
modernized maternalism cannot be realized.

Altogether, our analysis shows similarities in soping modernized maternalism between
family policy institutions on the one hand and madé role attitudes, on the other. On all
levels, mothers’ employment activity gains impodanHowever, the actual labour market
participation of mothers varies to these norms. il@mmpreferences prevail in Germany,
Hungary and Spain. Mothers are expected to conthigie family responsibilities with part-
time work. This represents our understanding of enoided maternalism. On the behavioural
level, however, patterns do not match with thesasdof reconciliation. Either mothers stay at
home (Germany, Spain) or they work full-time desgsbcial expectations preferring part-
time employment for these mothers (mainly Hungéegs Spain). Thus, we can identify a
farewell to maternalism, yet, that does not comesipto ‘employment for allwithin social
norms.
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