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ABSTRACT
Gender Gaps in Spain: Family Issues and the Career
Development of College Educated Men and Women *
Our goal in this paper is to focus on highly educated men and women and try to explore the
trade‐offs between family and working career in Spain, where changes in female behavior
with respect to the labor market have been relatively recent but rather important. We
compare male and female behavior with respect to labor supply and labor performance along
their life cycle for different birth cohorts to explore the connection between family and work
over time. Our results indicate that family plays a crucial role as a source of gender
differences in the labor market in Spain. By 2008, children are the main determinant of the
observed gap in labor supply between college men and women. Furthermore, with respect to
hours worked, children are also an important determinant for the decision of
college‐educated mothers to choose to work part‐time. However, children do not seem to
contribute to explain the observed gender wage gap (5%) between college men and women.
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1. Introduction
Among the most important determinants of a countries’ competitiveness is its
human capital endowment – the skills, education and productivity, that is, of its
labor force. Over time, this competitiveness depends very much on how countries
use their human resources. The shrinking of the working‐age population and the
high educational level achieved by women over recent decades 1 make it essential
to consider women as a fundamental part of the workforce. Governments and
Institutions may play an important role in creating the legal framework for
improving women’s education and their participation to the economy, as well as
helping societies to break away from the more traditional gender role attitudes
that affect women’s behavior in many countries. It is also crucial that firms
positively believe in the need to create a suitable working environment where men
and women can combine work and family.
Needless to say, women have made huge progress in the workplace, especially
in the more industrialized countries. In particular, Goldin (2004) refers to the mass
arrival of women into the workforce during the seventies as the “quiet revolution”.
Describing the evolution of women in the labor market during the 20th century in
the US, she states that until the 1920s, working women were basically young and
single and worked in factories or as domestic servants. From the 1930s onwards
many more went to school and got jobs in offices. In the 1950s many married
women entered the labor market and got jobs as secretaries, teachers or nurses. By
the 1970s, their daughters saw their mothers working and took it for granted that
they would also work. And since the end of the 1980s, women are overtaking men
in graduating from college. This process, to a greater or lesser degree, has been
observed in most industrialized economies.
However, we believe that family issues play a crucial role in understanding the
observed gender differences in the labor market. Women must combine
employment with home responsibilities to a much larger extent than their male
partners. This affects their decisions with respect to their labor supply, it affects
their human capital accumulation, and hence their labor‐market performance.
Several studies try to explore the trade‐offs between family and career among
similarly educated men and women. Wood, Corcoran, and Courant (1993) find
that 40% of the gender gap among American lawyers is explained by children.
More recent work by Goldin and Katz (2010), and Bertrand, Goldin and Katz
(2011) point to the differences in the intensive margin as the main determinant of
the gender gap in male and female careers through the negative effect of children
on women’s hours worked. Finally, Molina and Montuenga (2009) confirm the
existence of a wage penalty for Spanish working‐women with children.
Our goal in this chapter is to focus on highly educated men and women and try
to explore the trade‐offs between family and working career in Spain, where
changes in female behavior with respect to the labor market have been relatively
recent but rather important. We compare male and female behavior with respect
1

See Goldin, Katz and Kuziemko (2006) for an exploratory analysis of the catch‐up and reversal in
the gender gap in university graduation of American college women.

to labor supply and labor performance along their life cycle for different birth
cohorts to explore the connection between family and work over time.
Furthermore, we compare the impact of children on labor supply decisions and on
women’s labor market performance in two periods – 1994 and 2008, which
encompass a period of substantial changes with respect to the role of women in the
labor market. Our results indicate that indeed, family plays a crucial role as a
source of gender differences in the labor market in Spain. By 2008, children are the
main determinant of the observed gap in labor supply between college men and
women. Furthermore, with respect to hours worked, children are also an
important determinant for the decision of college‐educated mothers to choose to
work part‐time. However, children do not seem to contribute to explain the
observed gender wage gap (5%) between college men and women.
The chapter is organized as follows: In the next section, we provide descriptive
evidence of gender gaps for Spain. We describe, in particular, employment rates
and part‐time employment rates, and performance in the labor market as proxied
by the presence in top positions (managerial occupations) and wages. Section 3 is
devoted to estimate and quantify the impact of children on the career development
of men and women (employment rates and part‐time employment rates) as well as
on their performance in the labor market – wages and the presence in top
positions. Section 4 suggests some policy implications derived from the results
found in section 3. Finally, section 5 concludes summarizing our findings and
recommendations.
2. Descriptive Evidence: Gender Gaps in the Labor Market along the life
cycle
The goal of this section is to describe the extent to which family issues are
related to the gender gap in the labor market (labor supply and performance) for
highly educated workers. To do so, we show gender gaps in labor supply
(employment rates and part‐time rates) and labor performance (incidence in top
jobs) along the life cycle for different birth cohorts. This allows comparing gender
gaps at different ages and in particular, at pre‐maternal and post‐maternal ages.
The fact that gender gaps increase during child bearing ages –between 25 and 40‐
provides a first indication of the importance of family on the professional careers
of college‐educated women versus those of their male counterparts. Second, by
comparing gender gaps along the life cycle for different birth cohorts it is possible
to assess the change of such profile over time, as Spanish society is changing2.
There are several studies that trace the labor force experiences of different
cohorts of college graduates for the U.S focusing on why career and family
outcomes changed over time. Goldin (2004), who is closely related to our study,
finds that more recent cohorts – those born in the eighties‐ have been able to
combine both career and family whereas the older ones were much more forced to
choose between one of the two. We will present next similar evidence for the case
of Spain.
2

For space restrictions, we do not report gender gaps on these indicators for all men and women.
In general, the gaps are bigger when the whole population is taken into account.

2.1. Employment Rates along the life cycle
We use the Spanish Labor Force Surveys since 1986 to construct the
Employment Rates as the ratio of individuals who are working at the time of the
survey divided by the total population between 25 and 60 years of age. Moreover,
in order to assess how these rates evolve for different groups in our sample, we
construct this indicator by gender, education group– college/non‐college, and for
different age intervals. Figure 1 shows life‐cycle Employment Rates for college
females (yaxis) for seven age groups (xaxis). Each line corresponds to a different
birth cohort3, and therefore, for each of them it is possible to look at average
changes in labor market indicators throughout the life cycle.
Figure 1 shows that for the two earlier cohorts – the one born in 1960 and the
one born in 1965, the life cycle profile is different than the corresponding one for
later cohort. In particular, the two youngest cohorts have a more apparent concave
profile than the oldest ones, with an employment rate continuously increasing
even at child‐bearing ages. When comparing employment rates of college men and
women, significant differences emerge at different stages of the life cycle. Figure 2
presents the relative employment rate of college women with respect to college
men.
At very young ages, employment rates for college educated women are even
higher than those of men. However, by the age of 30 there is an employment
gender gap equal to 15% for the oldest cohorts and to 7% for the youngest one.
The gender gap along the life cycle has a U‐shape, and by the 40s, the employment
gap seems to shrink again, although parity in employment rates is never reached at
older ages. This figure, and the timing of lower female participation, suggests that
family and child bearing may be the reasons for the different time‐profile of
participation. The evolution across cohorts, suggest on the other hand that more
recent generation have been affected less by family constraints in their labor
participation.

2.2. PartTime versus FullTime Jobs along the life cycle
Family issues are very likely to affect not only the extensive margin of labor
supply (employment) but also the intensive margin (hours worked). Given that
childcare is very time intensive and competes with time for work, family issues
may entail a reduction in hours worked, as has been already shown by related
studies for the U.S. (see Goldin et.al 2010). Part‐time versus Full‐Time Work
indicates, in absence of precise measures of actual hours worked, a usual

3

Given the data availability we can construct 4 different cohorts, five years apart from each other,
and thus cover from those born between 1960 and 1975. Moreover, since we have constructed 7
age categories that group 3 years each, the cohort born in 1960 refers to those individuals born
between 1959 and 1961 and that are between 25 to 27 years of age in 1986. The same applies for
the rest of cohorts.

approximation of time dedicated to work. Figure 3 describes Life Cycle Part‐Time
Rates (as a % of employment for college‐educated women)4.
Two issues deserve notice: First, part‐time has been increasingly used by
recent cohorts at all ages. Second, among college‐educated workers, we observe an
increasing pattern with age. This confirms the fact that the youngest generations of
women use part‐time employment to a greater extent especially at child‐bearing
ages presumably to reconcile work and family. Indeed, this is confirmed by the
percentage of women indicating “family reasons” as the reason for part‐time in the
Labor Force Survey. In 1996, only 15% of college‐educated females aged 35‐39
gave such a reason for working part‐time. However, by 2011, 45% of part‐timer
was due to family reasons. This increase was also encouraged, after 1998 by the
Law on part‐time, which improved the working conditions for part‐timers and
encouraged more females to make use of such work pattern.

2.3. Gender Gaps in the access to Managerial Jobs along the LifeCycle
In order to complete the descriptive information provided in this section, we
describe the incidence of college‐educated men and women in managerial jobs and
we look at possible occupational changes along their life cycles5. Gender gaps in
the access to top jobs may somehow reveal differences in the labor market
performance of college men and women along their life cycles and for different
birth cohorts. Figure 4, shows the percentage of workers employed in managerial
jobs. It shows that on average, the incidence of these jobs is very low. However,
when looking at different age groups, we can see a clear increase in the prevalence
of managerial jobs with age. Moreover, this increase is more pronounced in the
later cohorts than in the oldest ones.
Finally, when comparing men and women along the life cycle, we can see from
Figure 5 that there is a clear decrease in the relative presence of women in
managerial jobs with age, and the pattern is similar across cohorts. Given the age at
which this decline begins this profile might suggest that raising a family becomes
harder to reconcile with a high profile career over time.
3. The impact of Children on Gender Gaps in Labor Supply and in Labor
Market Performance
In this section we quantify the impact of having children on the gender gap in
the labor market indicators mentioned above – employment rate, incidence of
part‐time, wages and presence in managerial jobs. For doing so, we make use of
two micro‐data sets: The first one is the first wave (1994) of the Spanish data from
the European Household Panel, and the second corresponds to the 2008 wave of
We do not provide either evidence of Part‐Time Rates for college males or relative Male/Female
part‐time rates because they are negligible at all ages and for all birth cohorts for the male
population. They are available upon request.
5 Unfortunately, although gender wage gaps are an additional clear indicator of differences in
performance in the labor market by men and women, the lack of available data for Spain prevents
us to describe gender wage gaps along the life cycle and for different birth cohorts.
4

the Spanish data of the European Survey of Living Conditions. One of the
advantages of using these panels is that their design is the same which makes them
highly comparable. In addition, these two European Household Panels are most
suitable for our study given that they are the unique datasets for Spain which
contain individual information on demographic characteristics, labor market
performance and family information together.
We have used these waves in order to compare the mid‐nineties with the most
recent tendencies measured as of 2008, the last available wave of the EUSILC6. The
college‐educated individuals included in the 1994 sample, whose age is between
25 and 45 years of age back then, belong to the two oldest birth cohorts described
in section 2 – (aged between 60s and 65 by 2008) , whereas those included in the
2008 sample are individuals who belong to the two latest cohorts born in the
1970s and 1975s. Changes in the condition of women with respect to their role in
the family and in the labor market have been remarkable during this 15 year
period.

3.1. Average Gender Gaps: 1994 versus 2008
Before getting into the estimation of the impact of children on the observed
Gender Gaps, it is interesting to look at the raw average gaps for the relevant
groups of men and women and for the two periods under consideration. Our main
goal in this Chapter is to measure the extent to which rearing children affects the
gender gaps for the highly educated men and women. Hence we have restricted
individuals to be between 25‐45 years of age, when family concerns should matter
most, and we focus on those individuals with the highest level of education (ISCED
5‐7) 7.
Table 1 presents the average Employment Rates, Part‐Time Employment Rates
and percentage in Managerial Positions (following the corresponding ISCO
classification of occupations for each period) for different groups of college‐
educated individuals namely all Men, all Women, Men and Women without
children and Men and Women with children8. Average gender gaps are reported
for all individuals and separately depending on the family situation. We will call
“family gap” the differences in average values between childless women and
mothers.
Table 1 reveals interesting features for each of the indicators that we summarize
next.
Employment Rates: There was a substantial increase in employment rate of all
college women between 1994 and 2008. This increase was equal to 17 percentage
points (pp.) for women with children whereas for childless women the increase
6

At the same time, the period under study in this section corresponds basically to the one
presented in the descriptive part of the chapter, which facilitates somehow the interpretation of the
results and helps relating them to the stylized facts already shown in the previous sections.
7 This is the most standard age interval of other studies which have analyzed the impact of children
on gender issues, see Harkness and Waldfogel (2003), and Moluenga and Molina (2009) among
others.
8 With children refers to having at least one, regardless of the total number of children or their age.

was equal to 11 pp. The employment rate of men, to the contrary, remained very
stable and high between these two years. With respect to gender gaps, these are
particularly high among men and women with children (31% in 1994), although
by 2008 the gap decreases to 14.4%. It is also interesting to observe that the
gender gap in the employment rate among men and women with no children
disappears by 2008. Finally, comparing women with and without children – the
family gap‐ we can observe that it is substantial in 1994 (11%), but it decreases by
a large extent (to 5% only) by 2008.
Parttime employment Rates: Both in 1994 and 2008, part‐time employment was
basically a Female choice. The incidence of part‐time employment among college‐
educated male workers ‐ fathers or not‐ was negligible. However, for women with
children the increase in the use of part‐time between the earlier and the later year
employment was substantial (from 11 to 19%), whereas for childless women the
contrary can be observed – a decrease from 15 to 11%. This evidence suggests that
the increase in Part‐Time Employment was strongly and positively correlated with
the presence of children. These gender gaps reflect mainly the evolution of part‐
time employment for women. Finally, the family gap in the use of part‐time
increased considerably. The introduction of part‐time laws certainly played and
important role in this evolution.
Access to Managerial Jobs: The first feature to highlight from the last two
columns of Table 1 is that the presence of college‐educated men and women aged
25‐45 years working in managerial jobs is very low. There are simply very few
managers below the age of 50. For women with children the presence among
managers is virtually zero, while 1 to 2 percent of women without children are
managers. For comparison 7% of men aged 25‐45 were managers in 1994 but by
2008 only 3% was. The presence among managers was higher for men with
children than for childless men. Contrary to what we observed with the part‐time
employment indicator, in this case the evolution of the gender gap over time
reflects mainly changes in the percentage of males in these jobs, given that women
are barely represented in these occupations, particularly if they have children. This
is consistent with the descriptive figures we depicted in section 2, although the
percentages there were somewhat higher for both groups, which could be
associated with the selected age range of our sample of individuals.
Table 2 shows descriptive evidence for wages, namely (Log) Hourly Wages. When
comparing log hourly wages of men without and with children, the first issue to
highlight is that fathers earn more than childless men in the two periods, whereas
the contrary happens for women. With respect to the gender wage gap, it is
slightly higher in 2008 than in 1994 – it rises from 3.2% to 4.5%. In addition,
comparing men and women without children, it can be seen that childless women
earn more than their male counterparts in 1994 (6% more), but by 2008 the
gender gap reverts sign, favoring men in around 5%. When comparing men and
women with children, men earn between 5 and 6 percent more in the two periods
under consideration. Finally, note that these gender gaps are much lower than
those observed for the whole population of men and women. In this case education
seems to reduce the hourly wage gap.

3.2. The impact of children on each of the Labor Market Indicators
We now proceed to isolate the impact of children on gender gap in labor
market performances, distinguishing it from other potential determinants. Tables
3 and 4 present discrete choice (Probit) estimations of (i) Probability of Working
versus Non‐working and (ii) Probability of Part‐Time versus Full time
Employment9. Table 5 presents standard hourly wage regressions. In all
estimations, we consider the sample of college‐educated men and women of 25‐45
years10.
Depending on the specification, controls for age, presence of a working spouse,
other family income and regional fixed effects are also included. Our final
preferred family specification is captured by the variable “Any child” a dummy
equal to one if the family has any number of children of any age11. Estimations are
done separately for 1994 and for 2008 to compare the impact of having children
for the three indicators in the two periods. Given the potential simultaneity of the
decisions to have children and the decision relative to the labor market we must
instrument the children variable to avoid spurious correlations due to reverse
causality in the estimation equation. We try two instruments:
 IV1: Following Harkness and Waldfogel (2003) we use as an instrument the
fraction of women who have any child by region, age and marital status
(married or not). The identification assumption is the local (regional) culture
about having children affects the individual decisions of having children but
not the local labor market conditions. Clearly if the regional fertility averages
are affected also by economic (labor market) conditions the instrument would
not be valid.
 IV2: Second we also try an instrument based on the Spanish Time Use survey
of 2002‐2003. To be consistent with our estimation sample, we restrict to
individuals aged 25‐45 and compute average daily time devoted to housework
by region (18 regions), gender, age range (25‐34 and 35‐45) and type of
household (presence of children or not). This allows creating 144 different
cells with different values with respect to time devoted to housework. In this
case the identifying assumption is that the time spent in house‐work (rather
than the number of children) identifies local cultural attitude towards women
and family and can be correlated with fertility decisions. Then we merge these
values with the two Household Panels for year 1994 and 2008. The
correlation of this variable with the variable Any Child measured in 2008 is
9

We have decided not to report the impact of children on the incidence in managerial jobs because
the barely null incidence of women in these jobs prevents the identification of any significant effect.
Nevertheless, results can be obtained from authors upon request.
10 Tables 3 and 4 display the marginal effects of the variables related with having children, as well
as the marginal effect of children for different groups: women with children versus women without
children ‐ marginal contribution to the family gap, and women versus men ‐ marginal contribution
to the gender gap. Table 5 displays the OLS and IV coefficients of the wage regressions.
11 We estimated also other specifications, allowing the impact of the family to depend on the age of
the child. We found that, conditional on the age of the mother, the impact of very young children on
employment is marginally higher than that of older kids. Given that the additional contribution is
small, we finally decided to present only the average impact of any child on employment. Results on
the other specification can be obtained from the authors upon request.

0.227, significantly lower than the corresponding correlation with the other
instrument, but still significant considering that the variable is extracted from
a different data source and a different time period. Indeed, in the selection
estimation of Any child on this instrument (once the controls are added), it
turns out to be statistically significant, with a value of 0.242 and a standard
error of 0.031. However, we encounter some data limitations for the year
1994, given that in the Household Panel for that period, the regional
information available covers only 7 regions instead of 18 autonomous
communities. This reduces the number of cells to 56, which introduces very
limited variability when merging these values with the 1994 Household Panel.
Indeed, the correlation between this potential instrument and Any Child for
1994 is 0.067, and insignificant in the selection estimation. Therefore we will
present IV1 and IV2 results for 2008, but only IV1 results for 1994.
The computational method that we use to calculate the IV1 and IV2 estimates is
two‐stage least‐squares (2SLS). In the first stage, Any Child is regressed on all of
the exogenous control variables by using a probit model, including also the
instrument in the equation of interest. After obtaining the predicted values of that
equation, in the second stage, the regression of interest is estimated as usual,
except that the endogenous variable is replaced with the predicted values from the
first stage. From the results of the first stage estimation, we can assure that the
instrument is a good predictor of the endogenous variable12 – Any Child.
Unfortunately, the additional requirement for the instrument to be valid (it should
be uncorrelated with the error term in each equation of interest) is not testable in
exactly identified models as we have here.
We report the results of the estimations in Tables 3 and 4. The first column for
each of the two periods – column [1]‐ shows the marginal effect of children when
no additional controls are included. Columns [2], [3] and [4] report adjusted
marginal effects of having children, when including the additional set of controls in
the estimation. In column [2] we assume exogeneity of the children variable
whereas in [3] and [4] we use 2SLS to account for the possible endogeneity in the
decision of having children. Column [4] corresponds to the estimation using the
second instrumental variable and it is only reported for year 2008.

3.2.1. The Impact of Children on the Employment Decision
Results from Table 3 indicate that in 1994, having any child decreased the
probability of working for women with respect to men by around 22% – coefficient
of Female*Any child in the third raw of the table. By 2008, this differential
increased to 26% ‐ the estimated impact is very similar regardless of the different
instruments used, which adds robustness to the result. However, the total gender
gap, which is composed of the specific gender effect plus the children differential
effect for women, decreases from 28% in 1994 to 24% by 2008. This is because the
specific gender effect – coefficient of Female, decreases significantly from 1994 to
2008. In addition, when comparing mothers with childless women (family gap),
To verify that the chosen instrumental variable is not weak we compute the F‐statistic against the
null that the instrument is irrelevant in the first‐stage regression which turns out to be much larger
than 10, what ensures that the instrument is a good predictor of the endogenous children variable.
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the fact of having children decreases the probability of working by 10% in 1994,
but interestingly, the impact of children by 2008 is even higher – reduces the
probability of working in 17%.
Our interpretation of these results is as follows: In 1994 college women who
entered the labor market were a higher selected sample than in 2008 – average
employment rates of childless women were 11% lower than comparable men (the
gap shrinks to 1% by 2008), and average wages of childless women were higher
than those of childless men (the opposite in 2008). As a result, the impact of
children is comparatively smaller in 1994 than in 2008, although in the two
periods children clearly decrease the probability of working for women. By 2008,
given that there is no gender gap at entrance in the labor market among college
individuals, the presence of children is basically responsible for the whole gap. As a
result, the impact of children is higher and the family gap is also higher.

3.2.2. The Impact of children on the Decision of working PartTime
Table 4 presents the estimations on the impact of children on the Part‐Time
versus Full‐Time choice for those who have decided to remain in the labor force.
The most interesting result is that the impact of children in the use of Part‐time
employment for women with respect to men (coefficient of Female*Any child) is
not significant in 1994, but increases to 13% by 2008. In addition, and consistently
with this (given the small incidence of Part‐Time work among men), having
children did not increase the use of Part‐time employment for women in 1994
(which is consistent with the lower part‐time employment rates for women with
children with respect to childless women observed in table 1) but it did by 2008. If
we consider the whole adjusted gender gap in part‐time rates i.e., the specific
gender plus the family effect, this amounts to 7% in 1994 and rises to 22% by
2008, where the specific female effect is added to the significant family effect.
Again, very similar results are found regardless of the instrument used in the IV
estimation for 2008.
Overall, by 2008, a large share of women in the labor market who have children
use Part‐Time Work to reconcile family and career. They did not do so in 1994
probably because the possibilities of part time jobs were much more limited13, so
many more women decided to quit the labor force. In fact the frequency of those
college women who report to work part‐time because of housework, looking after
children or other persons increases in 50% in this 15 years period – in particular, it
goes from 23% in 1994 to 73% in 2008

3.2.3. The impact of children on Gender Wage Gaps
Table 5 shows the estimate of the presence of children on the observed gender
wage gap. Estimations for 1994 and 2008 are presented separately. In column [1]
we present only indicators of family to obtain the impact of children in the raw
13

We have not taken into account the possible selection of women into the labor market in this
estimation because our aim is not to infer the decision of part‐time for all college women, but rather
the determinants of this decision for women who have already decided not to quit from the labor
market. Our aim is to measure to what extent women with children who have decided not to quit
from the labor market decide to go on part‐time to facilitate family and work life. The same applies
to the estimation of the incidence in managerial jobs, as well as the wage estimations.

wage gap. Column [2] adds the standard controls (age and its square, tenure, part‐
time employment, industry dummies and regional dummies) but without
conditioning on occupation. Column [3] adds controls for occupation. The aim for
presenting these two specifications separately is to measure the extent to which
part of the gender gap in wages is due to the fact that women segregate into low
paid occupations. Finally, column [4] reports the IV estimation corresponding to
this last specification. We just present the IV1 results for both periods, since the
IV2 is only used for 2008 and the results are pretty similar when we use that
instrument instead.
The most interesting reuslt is that the impact of the family differs to a great
extent when comparing 1994 with respect to 2008. In 1994, there is no significant
gender wage gap between childless women and men (coefficient of female of
columns [3] and [4]). However, the presence of children decreased female wages
by around 13% when compared to their male counterparts. In 2008, results are
just the opposite: The adjusted gender wage gap between childless women and
men is significant (9% without conditioning for occupation and 6% conditioning
for it) but the impact of children is negligible. This result is very consistent with
what we saw in the estimations of the employment probability: As we argued
before, in 1994 there is high positive selection in labor market entrance of college
women, which results in average higher wages for them and hence in no gender
wage gaps. Hence the whole wage gap is due to the impact of children. By 2008,
given that there is no selection at entrance for college women, the wage gap is
basically at entrance (childless men and women), with no negative impact of
children for female wages.
It is also interesting to see the different correlation between Part‐Time and
hourly wages in 1994 and 2008. In 1994, part‐time employment’s impact is either
positive or null, depending on whether we condition for occupation or not.
However, by 2008, its impact is clearly negative, which is a more usual result.
Given the low incidence of part‐time work in 1994, it is likely that workers who
made use of it were a very particular sample of workers. Finally, when comparing
the impact of children on wages with and without controlling for occupation (2‐
digit disaggregation of the corresponding ISCO classification for each year) –
columns [3] and [4], we find very small differences. This means that gender gaps in
wages of college individuals are not driven by segregation of women with children
in low paid occupations to reconcile family and work.

3.3. Contribution of the Family to the Average Gender Gaps
To complete the section we quantify the absolute and relative contribution of
children to each of the raw average gaps, based on the estimations presented
above. This way of quantifying the impact of interest allows us to measure by how
much differences in the labor market indicators between men and women can be
explained by differences in their response associated with having children. In the
case of wages the contributions are computed by simply multiplying the estimated
coefficients of having children by the mean frequency of having children in the
sample for men and women respectively. However, given that for Employment
Rates, Part‐time employment Rates and Incidence of Managerial Jobs the estimated
models are non‐linear, the absolute contribution of children to the average gap is

obtained following Yun (2004), who uses an extension of the Oaxaca
Decomposition Method to account for non‐linear estimations14. In practice, to
compute the absolute contributions we just need to multiply the estimated
coefficient of interest by a proper weight, which in this context is the standard
normal probability density function evaluated at the mean predicted
characteristics. The relative contribution is the ratio between the absolute
contribution and the raw corresponding average gap. The computed contributions
are presented in the last raw of Tables 3‐5 both for the most general specification
that includes controls and for the IV estimates.
The first thing we observe is that the relative contribution of the family to the
employment gender gap was very small in 1994 but increases to 56% by 2008.
However, note that average gender gaps in employment are much higher in 1994
than in 2008. Second, for those women who decide to stay in the labor market,
having children contributes to explaining 4% of the gender gap in part‐time work
use in 1994, but this increases to 9% by 2008. Although the contribution of the
family is not very remarkable in the two years, it is interesting to observe that in
15 years it has doubled, whereas the gap has remained quite stable. This means
that college women with children are increasingly using part‐time jobs to remain
in the labor market instead of quitting for childcare issues. Finally, whereas
average gender wage gaps have doubled in these 15 years, the contribution of the
family to it has decreased substantially: having children contributed to explaining
85% of the average gender gap in wages in 1994, whereas by 2008, the family does
not explain it at all.
4. Policy Implications
The results reveal that by 2008 college women perform very similarly to men
when entering the labor market in their labor supply decisions ‐ the employment
rates of childless college men and women are very similar. However, in the
intensive margin, childless women still use part‐time jobs more extensively than
their male counterparts (11% versus 2%). In addition, men on entrance earn
approximately 5% more than their female counterparts. One important question is
to identify the underlying reasons for these differences when family needs still do
not play a role. Is it a supply‐driven or a demand‐driven decision, that of working
part‐time? The proportion of childless women who report working part‐time
because they cannot find a full‐time job was 42%, which clearly indicates that at
least for many childless women, there are demand restrictions which prevent them
working on full‐time basis. Therefore, there seem to be room for policy actions
directed to improve the intensive margin of female labor supply. With respect to
differences in the hourly wage, Peri and Anelli (2012) show that differences in the
chosen fields of study in college between men and women (in Italy) is the reason
for a significant part of the observed wage differential. This might be perfectly
applicable to Spain, given that the facts observed in Italy are very similar to those
observed in Spain. If this different behavior is entirely due to differences in
There are alternative ways of decomposing probit functions, see Even and Macpherson (1990),
Nielsen (1998), but the one proposed by Yun(2004) is the most suitable in our setting since the
emphasis of our approach relies on decomposing the differences into coefficients effects.
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preferences, there is not much to be done from a policy perspective. Rather, if
females do not engage in these studies because they perceive future discrimination
in those occupations as some studies suggest (see The National Academy Press,
2007), then there is scope for improvement by encouraging women to engage in
more technical studies and to choose science and math intensive college majors.
The first important result, to draw some policy implications is that by 2008 the
observed gap in employment rates – whereas negligible between childless men
and women was still equal to 14% between fathers and mothers, and that the
presence of children accounted for 56% of this gap. This indicates clearly that the
presence of children leads many women to quit the labor market still as recently as
2008. Society needs that firms and other institutions develop possible mechanisms
to combine family and work and hence allow mothers to participate in the labor
market as much as fathers in terms of their extensive margin if they wish to do so.
This can be achieved by developing flexible timing work schedules and homework
practices (teletrabajo) not only for mothers, but also for fathers. Even though
some big firms are slowly starting to implement these measures, there is still a
long way to go for Spain. Only if these mechanisms are widely available for
mothers and fathers, women with children will be able to access working careers
similar to their male counterparts. As we already said in the introduction, a
shrinking working‐age population and the high educational level achieved by
women in the last few decades, make it essential to consider women as a
fundamental part of the workforce.
The second important result of this study is that by 2008 the use of part‐time
for mothers has increased substantially (from 11% in 1994 to 19% by 2008). At
least partly this may be a result of the 1998 Part‐Time Law, which introduced the
following changes with regards to part‐time jobs: (i) part‐time job decisions had to
be the result of a voluntary acceptance by workers, (ii) employers had to provide
information to the Workers Committee with regards to additional hours worked
by part‐time workers, (iii) Social Security contributions for additional hours were
included in the calculation of contribution periods for entitlement to Social
Security benefits, (iv) discrimination against part‐time workers in terms of social
welfare protection was reduced in regard to retirement pensions and permanent
invalidity benefit, since the number of days contributed for the purposes of
establishing regulatory bases for such pensions and benefits is now multiplied by
1.5, and (v) job stability in part‐time contracts was reinforced with incentives for
indefinite contracts and the changeover from short‐term part‐time contracts to
indefinite ones.
These reforms have probably made it easier for mothers to combine family and
work. In 2007, the Gender Equality Law introduced some provisions concerning
paternity leave and childcare leave which have allowed and encouraged work
reductions for mothers and fathers with small children. The next challenge for the
future, particularly for the highly educated population, is not so much about
allowing leave from work. It is rather about developing flexibility measures which
enhance the possibility for women to remain in the labor market and make it
possible to develop career paths similar to those of men if they wish to do so.

5. Summary and Conclusions
In this paper, we explore the trade‐offs between family needs and work career
development for highly educated men and women in Spain. Although women
reached, as in other countries such as Italy or the US, higher educational
attainments in terms of graduation rates from college their careers often diverge
substantially from those of men. Family issues are undoubtedly an important
determinant of this divergence. Women must combine employment with home
responsibilities to a much larger extent than their male partners and this
conditions their decisions with respect to their labor supply and hence to their
labor performance in the future.
We present evidence of gender gaps in labor supply (employment rates, use of
part‐time), wages and incidence in managerial jobs along the life cycle and for
different cohorts – those born in 1960, 1965, 1970 and 1975. This allows to
compare gender gaps at different ages, in particular, at pre‐ and post‐child bearing
ages and to observe whether they increase in this period – from 30 to 40. This
provides a preliminary picture of the role of family issues in the professional
careers of women versus those of men. Second, by comparing gender gaps along
the life cycle for different birth cohorts we can assess changes over time in the
way Spanish Women combine family and work. In addition to this descriptive
evidence we use two micro‐datasets to account for the impact of having children,
on the observed gender gaps. The first one is the first wave of the European
Household Panel for Spain – 1994, and the other one is the 2008 wave of the
European Survey of Living Conditions. Both of them share the design and hence are
highly comparable. The use of these two datasets is very convenient because, given
that we consider college men and women of 25‐45 years of age, the 1994 sample
captures the behavior of men and women born between 1950 and 1970, which on
average reflects the behavior exhibited by our two earlier cohorts – born in 1960s
and 1965s. On the other hand, the sample of 2008 captures the behavior of college‐
educated men and women who were born between 1963 and 1983 and hence
basically reflects the behavior of the two youngest cohort in the descriptive
sample.
Our findings suggest the following insights: First, with respect to gender gaps
in the extensive margin of labor supply – employment rates, we observe a very
different pattern when comparing the mid‐nineties (1994) to late 2000s (2008): In
the former, gender gaps in employment rates are quite substantial even among
childless men and women – 11%, which increase to a large extent – 31% when
comparing mothers with fathers. Children account only for 11% of this substantial
gap, which tells us that besides children there are many other issues – social norms
or others, which affect this different behavior. However, by 2008, the pattern of
gender gaps in employment rates has changed substantially: there is basically no
gap between childless men and women, although this rises to 14% between fathers
and mothers. Furthermore, children account for 56% of this gap. In summary, it
looks as if by 2008 women on entrance in the labor market behave very similarly
to men, but family issues lead some women to quit the labor market.

Second, for those men and women who stay in the labor market, we look at
gender gaps in labor supply in number of hours worked, proxied by part‐time
employment rates. The data reveals, that the use of part‐time employment is
basically a female choice, the use of part‐time employment among men is
negligible. At this stage, we see interesting differences in the behavior of women
with respect to the use of part‐time work in the mid‐nineties as compared with the
late 2000s: on the one hand, the use of part‐time employment was higher among
childless women as compared to mothers (15% versus 11%), which suggests a
very small, if any, connection between family issues and part‐time work at that
time. This has changed completely by 2008, when the use of part‐time employment
of childless females is only 10% but rises to 18% for mothers. Additionally,
children account for 4% of the gap in 1994 and 9% of it by 2008. The fact that
children accounts only for 9% of the gap even in 2008 suggests that although
children is an important determinant for the choice of part‐time employment
versus full time work, there may be other determinants, among others demand
restrictions, which lead some women work on part‐time basis.
Third, with respect to the performance in the labor market, we compare
hourly wages of college‐educated men and women. The first interesting issue that
we observe is that in the mid‐nineties, childless women earned on average 6%
more than men, which suggests that these women were a high selected sample
among college females. However, when we compare fathers with mothers, the gap
was 7% in favor of men. Furthermore, children account for 85% of the gap. By
2008, the pattern was different: the gender gap between childless men and women
was of the same magnitude than that among fathers and mothers (5% in favor of
men) and children did not contribute to explain the gap. The reason for it could be
discrimination or differences in unobserved skills. Our data does not allow looking
empirically at these possibilities, but both of them might be potential reasons for
the observed wage gaps.
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Figure 3 – Life Cycle Part-Time Rates (as % of employment) – College-Educated
Women
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Figure 4 – Life Cycle Incidence of Workers in Managerial Occupations
– College-Educated Females
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Figure 5 – Life Cycle Relative Incidence of Females Working as Managers
– College-Educated Women/Men
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Table 1. Labor Market Statistics of College-Educated Men and Women Age 25-45 in Spain
1994-2008
Employment Rates
Part-Time Rates
Managers incidence
1994
2008
1994
2008
1994
2008
1. All Men
93.12
91.82
2.31
1.84
6.85
3.14
(25.34)
(27.41)
(15.03) (13.47)
(25.30)
(17.45)
2. All Women
68.52
85.20
12.33
14.45
0.98
0.80
(46.49)
(35.52)
(32.93) (35.18)
(9.91)
(8.93)
3. Men without children
87.19
88.93
3.04
2.58
4.71
1,39
(33.54)
(31.38)
(17.24) (15.86)
(21.27)
(11.74)
4. Men with children
95.73
96.72
2.01
0.71
7.76
5.84
(20.24)
(17.88)
(14.06) (8.38)
(26.80)
(23.48)
5. Women without children
76.07
87.65
15.03
11.06
1.61
1.18
(42.81)
(32.91)
(35.89) (31.38)
(0.66)
(10.84)
6. Women with children

65.01

82.29

10.86

18.73

0.66

0.50

(47.76)

(38.19)

(31.19)

(39.04)

(8.12)

(7.05)

Gender Gap All (2-1)

-24.60

-6.62

10.02

12.61

-5.87

-2.34

Gender Gap no child (5-3)

-11.12

-1.28

11.99

8.48

-3.10

-0.21

Gender Gap children (6-4)

-30.72

-14.43

8.85

18.02

-7.10

-5.34

Family Gap Women (6-5)

-11.06

-5.36

-4.17

7.67

-0.95

-0.68

No. observations

1033

3452

842

3027

842

3027

Notes: Standard deviations in parenthesis. Rates are computed using individuals’ weights.
Source: Household Panels Phogue 1994 and EU-Silk 2008.

Table 2. Log Mean Hourly Wages of College-Educated Men and Women Age 25-45 in Spain
1994-2008
1994
2008
All
1. Men
2. Women
Gender Gap (2-1)

1.987
(0.678)
1.923
(0.696)
-0.064

Without
children
1.819
(0.746)
1.926
(0.719)
0.107

With
children
2.056
(0.636)
1.921
(0.685)
-0.135

All
2.445
(0.448)
2.334
(0.452)
-0.111

Without
children

With
children

2.353
(0.418)
2.237
(0.444)
-0.116

Source: Household Panels Phogue 1994 and EU-Silk 2008. Note: Standard deviations in parenthesis.

2.591
(0.457)
2.459
(0.432)
-0.132

Table 3. Probability of Employment – Probit Estimation College-Educated Men/Women
1994
1. Female

2008

[1]

[2]

[IV1]

[1]

[2]

[IV1]

[IV2]

-0.101**

-0.088*

0.048

-0.012

-0.015

0.019

0.019

(0.047)

(0.047)

(0.044)

(0.017)

(0.017)

(0.019)

(0.022)

***

*

***

**

*

2. Any child

0.138

0.098

0.116

(0.050)

(0.082)

3. Female*Any
child

(0.046)
0.214***
(0.058)

-0.192***

-0.221**

(0.059)

(0.088)

0.117

0.073

0.081

0.116

(0.027) (0.028) (0.045)
(0.069)
-0.162*** -0.257*** -0.242***
0.161***
(0.032) (0.032) (0.043)
(0.049)

Adjusted Family Gap
For Women (2+3)

-0.106*

-0.176***

-0.126*

For Men (2)

(0.062)
0.116
(0.082)

(0.034)
0.081*
(0.045)

(0.063)
0.116
(0.069)

Adjusted Gender Gaps
Women any child versus Men any child
(1+3)
Childless Women versus Childless Men

-0.173***
(0.026)

(1)

(0.044)

Control variables
Observations
2

Pseudo R

Family contribution
to the gender gap
(%)

-0.223*** -0.237***
(0.036)
(0.033)
0.019
0.019

0.048

(0.019)

(0.022)

No

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

1033

1033

1033

3452

3452

3452

3452

0.1262

0.1484

0.1518

0.0339

0.0671

0.0795

0.0692

10.08
[-0.025]

11.24
[-0.028]

30.19
[-0.019]

56.20
[-0.035]

35.47
[-0.022]

Notes: Standard errors in parenthesis; *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. The set of control variables include age,
presence of a working spouse/partner, other family income in the household and regional fixed effects. Individual
sampling weights are used in the estimations. The presented coefficients are marginal effects from probit models.
The computation of the family contribution to the overall gender gap follows the methodology of probit
decomposition into coefficient effects developed by Yun (2003). Absolute contributions in brackets.

Table 4. Probability of Working Part-Time versus Full-Time – College-Educated Men/Women
1994
[1]
1. Female

0.097

***

(0.035)

2. Any child

[2]
0.106

***

(0.036)

2008
[IV1]
0.139

**

(0.060)

[1]

[2]

***

0.096

0.089

***

[IV1]

[IV2]

***

0.097***

0.088

(0.017)

(0.020)

(0.025)

**

-0.067

-0.045

**

-0.086

-0.066

(0.018)

-0.020

-0.008

0.074

(0.034)

(0.043)

(0.096)

(0.032)

(0.029)

(0.042)

(0.068)

-0.003

-0.012

-0.060

0.112***

0.111***

0.129***

0.106**

(0.042)

(0.045)

(0.080)

(0.035)

(0.034)

(0.047)

(0.051)

0.014

0.042*

0.040

(0.065)
0.074
(0.096)

(0.027)
-0.086**
(0.042)

(0.054)
-0.066
(0.068)

Women any child versus Men any child
(1+3)
Childless Women versus Childless Men

0.079**
(0.033)
0.139**

0.217***
(0.036)
0.088***

0.203***
(0.039)
0.097***

(1)

(0.060)

(0.020)

(0.025)

3. Female*Any
child

Adjusted Family Gap
For Women (2+3)
For Men (2)
Adjusted Gender Gaps

Control variables

No

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Observations

841

750

750

3027

3027

3027

3027

0.0898

0.1079

0.1087

0.1220

0.1502

0.1386

0.1339

-5.43
[-0.005]

4.10
[0.004]

10.79
[0.014]

8.58
[0.011]

7.60
[0.010]

2

Pseudo R

Family contribution
to the gender gap
(%)

Notes: Standard errors in parenthesis; *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. The set of control variables include age,
presence of a working spouse/partner, other family income in the household and regional fixed effects. Individual
sampling weights are used in the estimations. The presented coefficients are marginal effects from probit models.
Absolute contributions in the last raw in brackets.

Table 5. Log Wage Regressions College-Educated Men/Women - Dependent Variable: Log Hourly
Wages
1994
[1]
Female
0.085
(0.063)
Any Child
0.189***
(0.050)
Female*Any Child -0.209***
(0.076)
Age
Age squared
Tenure
Part-Time
Industry dummies
Regional dummies
Occupations
Observations
R2
Family
contribution
to the gender gap

No
No
No
828
0.021

2008

[2]
[3]
[IV1]
[1]
0.066
0.039
0.118 -0.115***
(0.061) (0.052) (0.084) (0.022)
0.010
0.055
0.083
0.116***
(0.052) (0.044) (0.084) (0.029)
-0,138** -0.136*** -0.232*** -0.016
(0.069) (0.062) (0.097) (0.034)
0.089**
0.049
0.058
(0.043) (0.040) (0.043)
-0.001
-0.001
-0.001
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
0.009** 0.013*** 0.013***
(0.004) (0.003) (0.003)
0.145*** 0.045*
0.035
(0.068) (0.063) (0.063)
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
No
Yes
Yes
No
802
796
793
2602
0.1955
0.3917
0.3960 0.0795
85.50
[-0.055]

100
[-0.101]

[2]
-0.092***
(0.021)
0.099***
(0.026)
-0.004
(0.031)
0.054**
(0.020)
-0.001
(0.001)
0.002
(0.002)
-0.151***
(0.030)
Yes
Yes
No
2537
0.3132

[3]
-0.066***
(0.019)
0.056**
(0.025)
-0.005
(0.028)
0.056***
(0.017)
-0.001
(0.001)
0.006***
(0.002)
-0.117***
(0.026)
Yes
Yes
Yes
2533
0.4533

[IV1]
-0.064***
(0.022)
0.228***
(0.033)
-0.042
(0.038)
0.044***
(0.017)
-0.001
(0.001)
0.006***
(0.002)
-0.126***
(0.026)
Yes
Yes
Yes
2533
0.4539

-16.51
[0.018]

0
[0.065]

Notes: Standard errors in parentheses; *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. The set of control variables include age, age squared,
years of tenure in the actual job, industry dummies, occupations- 4 digits of the ISCO classification of occupations, and
regional fixed effects. Individual sampling weights are used in the estimations. Absolute contributions in brackets.

