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Abstract

This paper evaluates how access to paid parental leavésalédor market entrance for
immigrating mothers with small children. Paid parentalktogether with job protection
may increase labor force participation among women butsftido generous it may create
incentives to stay out of the labor force. This incentiveetffimay be especially true for
mothers immigrating to a country where having small chidaetomatically makes the
mothers eligible for the benefit. To evaluate the differanicethe assimilation process
for those who have access to the parental leave benefit ard Wieo do not, Swedish
administration data is used in a difference-in-differengpecification to control for both
time in the country and the age of the youngest child. Theltesbow that labor market
entrance is delayed for mothers and that they are less li@ddg a part of the labor force
for up to seven years after their residence permit if theydwess to parental leave bene-
fits when they came to Sweden. This reduction in the laboefparticipation is to some
extent driven by unemployment since the effect on employnsesmaller. But there is
still an effect on employment of 3 percentage points lowetigpation rates 2—6 years
after immigration.
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1 Introduction

With an aging population in many countries, it is importamhiave high rates of labor
force participation. Two groups among which labor forcetipgration may be increased
are women and immigrants. This paper studies labor forcécjgamtion among immi-
grated women and how this is affected by a generous welfatersy

One way to increase female labor force participation is teeha flexible parental
leave insurance together with job protection during leavel then childcare availability
after leave (Bennett and Tayler, 2006). However if the paldeave insurance is too
flexible and generous it may create incentives to stay oltefdbor force. This may be
especially true for mothers with small but not newborn afeild immigrating to a country
where having children automatically makes the mothersidéidor the benefit.

In this paper | will evaluate how access to parental leavestisn(PLB) in Sweden
affect labor market participation for immigrant women. $e has in general a very high
female labor force participation rateThere is also a very generous PLB system, where
parents get 480 days of paid parental leave to be used bé®htld’s eighth birthday.
Most parents use a majority of the days during the child’s fiw® years, but since it is
possible to claim the days until the child’s eighth birthdidys possible for immigrants
coming with older children to claim the benefit. The accesshte benefit may be a
smaller problem if it only delays the labor market entrartud, it is more problematic
if the delayed entrance excludes these mothers from the fabdket for a long time.
Such exclusion is likely if their experience in the first ygaa country is crucial for later
outcomes.

When parents receive paid parental leave, they are notedldework or participate in
any introduction program or language courses. Treatmewnthos be seen as a composite
effect of financial incentives and missing or delayed progparticipation. The outcomes
studied will be both labor force participation and employne

| perform the evaluation by studying mothers immigratingsteeden between 2000

and 2005 (Late immigrants), comparing the assimilatiorcgss for those who had ac-

1In 2009 the labor force participation among women aged 15w#77.7 percent in Sweden, compared to
an average of 62.8 percent in the OECD countries.
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cess to PLB when they received their residence permit (@degitoup) with those whose
youngest child was older than the age cut-off and therefah@tchave access to the ben-
efit?.

To be sure that the difference in labor force participat®nat just due to differences
in the age of the children, | control for the age of the chitdusing an additional control
group consisting of women immigrating to Sweden earlierwahd give birth to all their
children in Sweden. These women used most of their days ofdRitiBg their children’s
first two years and will therefore not be able to stay home dmgl periods when the
children are older, as can the treated group.

The identifying assumptions are that only the age of thedahiékes the treated group
different from immigrants who come with somewhat older dteh, and that the effect
of child age on labor force participation is the same for datte immigrants and Earlier
immigrants.

This paper contributes to two important strands of thediiare: the effects of parental
leave benefits and immigrant assimilation. Parental leavestits have in many studies
been shown to increase fertility (Lalive and Zweimulled0®; Milligan, 2005; Bjorklund,
2007) and paid parental leave together with job protectaneimade it easier for mothers
to stay home with their newborns and then return to theirezaxlork (Baker and Milligan,
2008; Bergemann and Riphahn, 2010; Ruhm, 1998). But fonpaweho are not attached
to the labor market and arrived in Sweden with somewhat adidren, this system may
prevent them from entering the labor market, an effect thetlated to the other relevant
literature about immigrant assimilation.

Starting with Chiswick (1978), the assimilation proces®amimmigrants in different
labor market outcomes, such as employment and earnings,lde®n studied by many
economists. As pointed out by Borjas (1985, 1989), it is ingott to use panel data to

evaluate immigrants assimilation patterns, since usingsesectional data may capture

2The data only include information on when the individualgister at the tax authorities after they received
their residence permit in Sweden, not when they actuallivedr It is not possible to claim any PLB
before this registration, which is why this registrationedis preferred. For simplicity, | will use the words
immigration or date for residence permit even if more cdrieould be, date for registration at the tax
authorities.
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differences between immigrant cohorts. Where Chiswick8@nd Borjas (1985, 1989)
study the assimilation pattern for American immigranteyéhhave been studies for many
different countries (Amuedo-Dorantes and de la Rica (28@73pain, Clark and Lindley
(2005) for the UK, and Longva and Raaum (2003) for Norway)e Tmain conclusions
from these studies are that immigrants have lower employraées and earnings the first
years when they immigrate to a new country, assimilate aus,tbut never reach the
participation or wage levels of natives. The assimilatiomyever, differs, depending on
gender, education, and origin.

When it comes to Sweden, there are two different studies pf@ment assimilation.
Nekby (2002) finds that employment convergence betweengranis and natives occurs
during the first 10-15 years after immigration to Swedenakgignificant difference from
natives still remains after 15 years. Lundborg (2007) stsidiabor force and non-labor
force immigrants separately, and finds that the former famest immediate employment
assimilation, while it takes approximately 20 years for tlo@-labor force immigrants to
reach the same employment status as natives.

The assimilation pattern when it comes to welfare use ditietween countries. Inthe
US, immigrants increase their welfare use over time (Bajas Trejo, 1991, 1993) while
immigrants in Sweden assimilate out of welfare (Hansen asfdttom, 2003), but after
20 years the share of immigrants receiving welfare is aldueisame in both countries.
The difference between the countries is probably due to iffierehce in their institu-
tions. In the US, as shown by Bertrand et al. (2000), welfaeis spread within social
networks. Welfare use increases if there are many speaksngdme language using
welfare around an individual, and therefore it seem to beteWer that can be learned.
In Sweden, all refugees who receive a residence permit &eeedfsocial assistance for
the first 18 months to be able to attend introduction progranastherefore get informa-
tion about the welfare system, often before they have redesvresidence permit. After
the large welfare reform in the US in the 1990s, immigrantsaw®t allowed to collect
welfare. This reform led to a sharp decrease in welfare ieeip among immigrants in
the US, but this reduction was only driven by California. e test of the country, many

states offered state-funded programs to immigrants, anthegrants became naturalized
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citizens and then got access to the benefits (Borjas, 2002).

The results in this paper show that labor force participafar mothers who had
access to PLB when they came to Sweden is 7.7 percentages pmigr two years after
residence permit, compared to mothers with older childhett tlid not have access to
PLB. The difference then decreases to 3.6 percentage doinés participation rates
due to PLB in year six, before the effect disappears in yearseThe effect of PLB on
employment is about 3 percentage points lower, two to sirsyater the residence permit
and then reduces to no effect.

The effect is larger for mothers with their youngest chilthieen two and four than for
mothers with five and six year old children. When performirigeterogeneous analysis
by region of origin, no negative effect is found for mothemsnfi the Middle East and
Africa when it comes to employment, since few mothers, peesively of the age of the
children, find work.

This paper is organized as follows: Sectidrdescribes some institutional settings
in Sweden and the parental leave utilization by newly adiiramigrants. Sectiors
describes the sample, the data, and descriptives of theroes; before Sectiohpresents
the econometric specification. Sectidishow the results and sensitivity analysis, which

are finally then discussed in Sectién

2 Institutional setting and parental leave benefit

utilization

2.1 Parental leave benefits in Sweden

Sweden has a very generous system of paid parental leaven ®Whbkild is born, the
parents can claim 390 days of paid parental leave to be honmetlng child. Of these
days, 60 days are quoted for each pafetihe benefits correspond to about 80 percent of

the parents’ salaries up to a ceilifign addition to these days, the parents can claim an

3For children born before 2002 the parents got 360 days. Atitha only 30 days were quoted, making 330
days available for the mothers during the whole period.

4The ceiling increased from about 600 SEK (70 USD) per day 020 900 SEK (105 USD) per day in
2009.
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additional 90 days for which they are only paid 60 SEK (7 USBY) glay. The system is
very flexible in the sense that the parents decide for tharasébr which days they want
to claim paid parental leave, or even part of a day, makingssible to extend the leave
to a very long period. The only restrictions are that the piaisenot allowed to work and
benefits are only paid out until the child attains the age giiteor finishes his or her first
school yeaP. This is the basic structure but many workers have additiorsairance in
collective agreements. If a parent has no income or a veryinoame, the parent gets
a fixed amount per day, which has been increasing over the yrean 60 SEK (7 USD)
before the year 2002 to 180 SEK (21 USD) from the year 2004d@tidm, 2010).
Immigrants who come to Sweden with children aged below eag@teligible for the
same benefits as those parents whose children are born ireBwEudis implies that even
if the child is five years old when a family immigrates to Swedene of the parents
is able to be at home and collect money from the parental Isgstem for over a year.
Paid parental leave benefit days utilized in another coargyemoved from the potential
days used in Sweden. Even if many countries in the world hawveesort of paid parental
leave, the number of days paid are seldom as many as in Swexigpt from mainly
the other Nordic countri@s Most immigrants who have children when they come to
Sweden and collect parental leave benefits get the fixed Tdte.most obvious reason
for why they get the fixed rate is that they don’'t have any emyplent and therefore no
income the benefit could be based on. There is also an addlitole that makes it hard
for immigrants to receive any higher payment for the first #189s they collect benefits.
According to this rule, the benefits for the first 180 days arly dbased on the current
income if the parent had an income during the 240 days pregete birth of the child.
This rule makes it even harder for immigrants to get higheefies than the fixed rate for

the first 180 days.

SIt's not possible to collect parental leave benefits if thigddis in school or childcare.
8Immigrants from Nordic countries will therefore be excldde the analysis.
’Only income in Sweden, other EU, or EES countries counts.
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2.2 Immigrants’ first time in Sweden

In Sweden the composition of the immigrant group has chamyed the years. After
World War Il, immigrants coming to Sweden were mainly laborce immigrants, but
during the 1970s, immigrants due to labor market reasone veglaced by refugees and
immigrants due to humanitarian reasons. This change in grant composition makes
the assimilation much slower today than earlier (Eriks201,0; Lemaitre, 2007).

When immigrants receive a residence permit in Sweden, theg to register at the
tax authorities and are then eligible for social securitydfits of which the paid parental
leave benefits are one part. All individuals with a residepeemit in Sweden are also
eligible for social assistance from the municipalitieshiéy don’t have any other possi-
bility of supporting themselves. This implies that immigiawho arrive in Sweden can
get social assistance if they have no job or assets. The ipahies may, however, re-
quire recipients of social assistance to participate ifedBht activation programs. For
refugees, this will be the introduction programs, see beldve main part of social assis-
tance is called income support and consists of a standasdpducost the individual has
for housing. Although the municipalities are responsiblethe social assistance system,
the lowest level of the standard is decided by a national nadmch in practice has been
the benefit level in many municipalitiés.

During the studied period, however, the municipalities hadther option when it
came to refugees. Instead of paying social assistanceugaes$, the municipalities could
pay introduction benefits. The aim of these benefits was toweage refugees to partici-
pate in introduction programs and increase the respoitgifol their own finances. The
motivation for the programs that was introduced in 1993 Was many refugees, instead
of only receiving social assistance temporarily, stayedemnefits for many years. The
idea with introduction benefits was that these should be sdraehigher than the social
assistance and not means tested. In practice, even if manigipalities introduced in-
troduction benefits to refugees, this was only by name anekility these benefits worked
in exactly the same way as social assistance in most muhimpdSOU 2003:75).

All municipalities in Sweden have introduction programs iewly arrived refugees

8The level of the norm for two types of families are showrFigure 8in subsectiorb.2
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who have received a residence permit. These programs n@ngist of language train-
ing courses (SFI) which also are available for all grown-ilnas don’t have a basic knowl-
edge of the Swedish language. Normally, the introducti@agm@m should be two years
and the refugee should start a program within one year afteiving a residence permit.
But the program is not mandatory and the programs can bededahit’s necessary for
the individual.

The access to PLB for immigrants with children is a potergrablem for maternal
labor market attachment, which has been discussed in Swédes discussion started
with a report from The Expert Group on Public Economics (EBQhe summer of 2011
(Olli Segendorf and Teljosuo, 2011). The purpose of thentepas to draw conclusions
about initiatives and measures to improve integration ire@mn. The report discussed
how both general and targeted policies affect labor mankigtiace for the foreign-born.
When it came to parental leave insurance, the authors adedlthat this insurance re-
duces the incentives to work and creates lock-in effects.

The problem was then raised by many politicians and in Oct®0#1 the government
initiated an inquiry to investigate how labor market attaeimt among newly arrived fe-
male immigrants may increase. As a special part, the inguay to make a survey of
the PLB claims of recently arrived women and men. The ingsiinglied the claims from
all parents who arrived to Sweden in 2006 with children ageldw eight. Among the
women who were born outside Europe, there were 40 percentclaimoed PLB for at
least 200 days the year after their arrival. Of those womea gadve birth to additional
children in Sweden and arrived from countries outside Eey@b percent claimed over
200 days of benefits for two consecutive years and 10 peroetitree consecutive years.
However, for the women born outside Europe who did not givéalbo any more children
in Sweden, 25 percent did not claim any PLB. Surprisinglgrev percent of those who
gave birth to new children in Sweden did not claim any dayan&of these may have
emigrated again (SOU 2012:9).

From questionnaires to the municipalities, who deal witti@assistance, the inquiry
also found that many municipalities require immigrants wiead social assistance to

claim PLB if they have days left to claim before they get sbassistance. This means
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that parents who are unemployed and therefore need sosistaaxe get excluded from
the labor force and have to take care of their children instégoining language courses
or searching for work

In September 2012 the Swedish government announced tlyawtth@ropose a law
change, putting a restriction on the parental leave ing@rtrat 80 percent of the available
days have to be utilized before the child’s fourth birthd@lge motivation for this law is

to increase labor market attachment for newly arrived inmemgmothers.

2.3 Parental leave utilization among immigrants
As a first step in the analysis, this subsection describegttleation of PLB by mothers
immigrating to Sweden between 2000 and 2005.

The data used are mainly registers from The Swedish Sogardance Agency and
contains information about PLB utilization, such as whidysla parent has claimed the
benefit for and how much money the parents have been paid. lBntp®, it is possible
to link the PLB data to some other register data to find the mohbirth of biological
children, and yearly data (available from 1985) containimdvidual characteristics such
as country of birth and latest immigration year. With theatadt is possible to find moth-
ers immigrating to Sweden between 2000 and 2005 with cmldmn outside Sweden,
and where the children at immigration were between one arehseears olé.

It is not surprising that mothers of newborns stay home widgnt, which is why |
choose to study PLB utilization by age of the youngest childranigration and only
show PLB utilization for mothers with their youngest chilettveen one and seven. | only
follow mothers until they give birth to a new child, for thensa reason. Mothers who
have a new child will be included in the main analysis sineedhcision to have a new
child may be endogenous to access to the benefits.

Figure 1shows the parental leave utilization for mothers immigigitio Sweden be-

%In July 2001 it became mandatory for municipalities to offeemployed parents in Sweden chidcare for at
least 15 hours each week, but a majority of the municipalitiéered childcare to unemployed even before
this reform (Vikman, 2010).

%In my main analysis when | evaluate the effect of having a&tesPLB, the data come from another
source with some variables in common, but the greatestrdiffee is the immigration data where | have all
registered in and out migration since 1985 giving me a soragdifferent sample.
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tween 2000 and 2005 with their youngest biological childisetn one and seven years
old!. The first figure shows the share of mothers (who have not dith to a new
child) utilizing the benefit in the year of residence permpédr 0) and the following two
years. For example, looking at mothers who came to Swederebat2000 and 2005,
whose youngest children then were five years old, less thgpe&@nt claimed PLB dur-
ing the year of immigration, but in year one, about 35 peregatin year two, 38 percent

claimed the benefit.

200
L

150
L

Days utilized

100
|

Share claiming PLB
3

50
L

Figure 1: Share utilizing the PLB of late immigrants and the average days claimed, year of
immigration and the following two years.

The second figure shows how many days on average the mothersed PLB (of
those who utilized the benefit). For mothers coming to Swedt#nfive year old children,
the figure shows that those who claimed PLB did it for 120 dayawerage in the year of
immigration, 180 days in year 1, and 125 days in year 2.

As can be seen, a larger share of mothers with younger chitdagmed some benefit
compared to mothers with older children all years and morthers claimed the benefit
in year 1 compared to year 0. In these figures it is not possidee how many mothers
who claimed PLB for just one year and how many claimed for s#years but an overall
measure is that of all these mothers there were 43 percenthaimoed some PLB during
the year of migration or the following two years for childriégrey had when immigrating
to Sweden.

For mothers coming to Sweden with their youngest child sgeams old it shouldn’t

HMothers from other Nordic countries are excluded since thaye access to many days of PLB in their
home countries and the number of days they used in their homaries are taken away from the possible
days to claim in Sweden.
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be possible to collect any PLB in year 2, since the child twigst in year 1, and as can
be seen, almost no mothers of seven year old children utitize benefit in year 2. An
explanation to why this number is not exactly zero (easmsee since there is a value
for average days in the second figure) is that it is only pésgi determine whether
the mother has biological children and the birth month osthim the data but a mother
may have non-biological children she claimed PLB for. Thimemay create some mea-
surement errors in my main analysis if Late immigrant maiveith older children have
younger non-biological children to use PLB for. This potainerror, if it exists, causes
attenuation bias.

The mean number may seem high since mothers are only abldléotct20 days
in total for each child (480 days if they are single parents)the mothers are able to
claim parental leave benefit days for all children below tpe af eight and may therefore
collect benefits for several children.

Almost all mothers who utilized the benefit got the lowestdizenount. In year 0, 98
percent of the mothers claiming PLB got the lowest fixed aniduaryear 1 the share was
97 percent and in year 2 decreased somewhat to 85 percent.

Even if the benefits are for both parents and some part of thefibés quoted for each
parent, the share of immigrating fathers utilizing the B#nelower (not shown). Among
immigrating fathers coming to Sweden with their youngesddhetween one and seven
years old, 24 percent claimed the benefit sometime duringeheof immigration or the
following two years!?

Table Table 1shows the utilization of the PLB for some of the mothers whd wi
be used in the control group of Earlier immigrant motherstaban utilization is only
available from 1994, which is why | am only able to show thdization for mothers
with children aged 2—6 years, even if those with older clkifdalso had access to the
benefit since their children were born in Sweden. Since dryldtest immigrating year
is available in the parental leave data, | am only able to fipdué two-thirds of the

control population of early immigrant mothers with childraged 2—6 years. As seen in

2Even if mothers use the PLB to a greater extent than fatheesPLB may still have an effect on fathers’
labor force participation. The analysis has also been peed on fathers but no clear effects could be
found, mainly insignificant results, which is why this paf@ruses on immigrant mothers.
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TableTable 1 as expected, almost all used the benefits during the yeartbfdnd the
following two years, and about 47 percent got the fixed amsontetime during these

years.

Table 1: Parental leave utilization among early immigrants with young children (aged 2-6)
Year of Year 1 Year 2 Years 0-2 N

birth
Share collecting benefit 0.908 0.896 0.332 0.965 22038
Mean number of days 171 190 58 357 21269
Share receiving fixed amount 0.451 0.427 0.205 0.468 21269

To conclude this section, we have seen that far from all innatigg mothers who
received a residence permit in Sweden with children ageolbelght (i.e. eligible for
PLB) used the benefits. Still there was a substantial shateued the benefits at least
to some extent, and many immigrants who used it to such etttahit made it unlikely
for them to be able to attend language courses or other unttmoh programs. Almost all
mothers who immigrated between 2000 and 2005 and used tledéilsercieved the low

fixed amount.

3 Sample and data description

In this section, | start by describing how | define the samplé) (before the data that
will be used in the analysis is summarizédld). | then continue, in subsectid3, by
looking at the share of immigrants starting a language eowithin five years, in order
to investigate whether participation differs dependingtaage of the children. Finally,
subsectior8.4 describes the outcomes that will be used and shows somedsstigtive

results.
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3.1 Sample description
To evaluate how access to parental leave benefits (PLB)tdéflear market entrance, |
study two groups of women who have immigrated to Sweden. Tsiegiioup is mothers
who immigrated to Sweden between 2000 and 2005, whose ysugob#éd then was
between two and 15 years old, and who did not give birth to a ce¥d within nine
months after their immigration. | will call this grouhate immigrants In the data the
date immigrants register at the tax authority after theyeirez a residence permit is
available, not the date when they arrived. This registratiakes it possible to claim the
Swedish social insurance, of which the parental leave lesefe part, and is therefore
the date of interest, even if some mothers arrived in Swedereeand therefore had
the opportunity to make contact with potential employerfoteethey registered. For
simplicity, this date is referred to as tdate for immigratioror residence permit

The reason why | do not include mothers with younger childsghat municipalities
do not offer childcare until a child has reached the age of dinerefore there is no real
alternative for one parent than taking care of the childldhé child’s first birthday and
thereby, for some part of the year, at least one parent ishietta work. In the group of
late immigrants, those with their youngest child betweeairttecond and sixth birthday
in the year of immigration will be considered tsated while those with older children
(7—-15) are used as the firsbntrol group The reason why | cut between six and seven,
even if mothers are able to claim the PLB if the child was upigihieyears old, is that
all children in Sweden start school the year they turn se@&mneven if the mothers got
access to the benefit, they were not able to collect it whentihéren were in school and
were therefore able to attend language courses or searaloflr

Since itis likely that the age of the child affects motheadidr force participation, an

additional control group is needed. This second group of a@m my sample consists

13There would be a problem if the time waiting for a residenaeniewvere different depending on the age of
the children. This is, however, not the case.
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of women who received a residence permit in Sweden betwe&h d89d 1995 and gave
birth to their first child after they received their residermermit, referred to aBarlier
immigrants To make up a good control group | want to have a group of imamtg that
have not spend a long time in Sweden, since | do not want thdya too different from
Late immigrants. At the same time, they must have had timave khildren in Sweden.
The migration data are also much more detailed from 198%yrbehis year | only have
latest immigration year. To have comparable mothers whaamites to age of the children,
the Earlier immigrants have to have had their youngest edldged between 2—15 years
between 2000 and 2005.

This construction of the sample implies that there is an wiftd Late immigrants
with children between two and 15 in every year between 2002805, while for earlier
immigrants, there is an inflow of mothers with their youngestd between two and 15
in 2000. Between 2001 and 2005 only Earlier immigrant woméh & youngest child

that is two enter the sample. The sample is summarized ia Talble 2

Table 2: Sample description

Children Age of youngest child Immigration
Born: 2-6 7-15 Year
Late Immigrants Outside Treated group Control 2000-2005
Sweden
Earlier Immigrants|  In Sweden Additional Control 1985-1998

aThese year will be varied in the sensitivity analysis.

Two groups of immigrants are excluded from the analysis, ignamts from other
Nordic countries and those who do not have any citizenshiphare the Swedish gov-

ernment does not know the immigrant’s origin. Since the otterdic countries also
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have many days of paid parental leave, mothers coming to &wigdm these countries
are not treated since they had access to PLB even in their boorgries, and days uti-
lized in other countries are removed from the days availabfwveden. Unfortunately |
am not able to see the specific country of origin in the datecescountries are grouped,
and are not able to remove mothers from other countries wdwpEly many days of paid
parental leave, e.g., Slovenia (Moss and O’Brien, 2006).aWthave observed in the
parental leave benefit data is that for all groups of cousittigere are mothers that used
the benefit. The second group which is excluded consistsmignants where the origin

is unknown, which is a very small group, and does not affezetimations if included.

3.2 Data description

The data used in this paper are all drawn from populatiorewegjisters in the IFAU
database. The data mainly originate from Statistics Swdmnlgralso unemployment
records from the Public Employment Service (PES) are used.

More specifically, to pick out the sample, two main data regswere used. The
first contains all registered migration data since 1985 aad used to find the initial
immigration date. Even if this is far from a perfect regis&nce not all emigration is
registered, the first time they come to Sweden will be inalljdence they need to register
to get a Swedish ID to be able to have contact with the autesmir employers.

The second register is a multi-generation register linkilhgarents with their children
and thereby providing me with the birth month of the childrénis not always the case
that the Swedish authorities are able to get the exact laiythat all immigrants, which is
seen in the data since many immigrants having January 1siyd st as their birthday.
But even if the this date is not the exact birthday, the datergwill be the date that
controls when a child starts school and how long the pareatalale to claim PLB. | also
have access to a register with a rough categorization bytgoahbirth, which makes it
possible to exclude mothers who are born in Sweden but haee girth to their children

in another country.
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To get information about the background characteristinsnaome and population
wide register (Louise) was used. Louise contains yearlg déall transfers to individ-
uals but also information about education and age, andks lindividuals in the same
household to each other. For the different outcomes, théskealatabase and data from
the PES register (Handel) were used. The PES registerinsrsigell data of when unem-
ployed register at the PES and why they leave (work, stugyitiger authorities etc.) but
also what labor market programs they attend and for how long.

| also have records from the Swedish language course (S&Wish how long a time
it takes before immigrants start taking a language couese ssbsectio.3. | am not
able to link the parental leave data, shown in subse&itto these other data registers,
and therefore don’t know which mothers claim PLB.

Mothers are followed until 2009, untill they leave Swedenfwn 65, which is the
most common retirement age in Sweden.

The effect of having access to PLB when immigrating to Sweadgmobably differ-
ent for different mothers. Two groups who could be expeatebe affected differently
are refugees and other immigrants. Unfortunately, | dontik the reason why an indi-
vidual received a residence permit in Sweden. Immigraots fEastern Europe, Africa,
and Asia are however more likely to have received resideeomips as refugeé$ As
mentioned, the data, however, contains a rough categionzay country of birth, which
makes it possible to divide the sample into different suptpations depending on where
the immigrants came from. This division will be Western EpgpEastern Europe, the
Middle East and North Africa, Sub-Saharan Africa, Asia, d@ne last group contains
North and South America together with the South Pacific. rgneous analysis will
be performed by region of origin but also by child age, edocal level, and for single
mothers and cohabiting mothers separately.

There would be a problem for the analysis if many immigraatse to Sweden just

This group is hereafter referred to as th@ugeeseven if not all of them have received residence permits as
refugees.
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to claim PLB.Figure 2 shows the distribution of immigrant mothers coming to Swede
between 2000 and 2005, by age of the youngest child. Therenare mothers who
immigrate to Sweden with younger children but reassuritiggye are fewer mothers for
each child age, even for older children, and no big jumpsrad@ge seven when the time

to claim PLB ends.

Frequency
1000 1500 2000
1

500
1

8 10 12 14
Childage

Figure 2: Distribution over child age for late immigrant mothers.

TableTable 3shows the descriptive statistics for mothers. Late imnmtgare in the
first two columns, and Early immigrants are in the last twaioahs.

As seen in Tabl&able 3the control group consisting of Earlier immigrant mothers
has a lower mean child age, especially for mothers with attiéddren, compared to Late
immigrants. This difference is due to the restrictions puttus group, that they have to

have had all their children after they received a resideecmi in Swedet.

15This restriction is because | do not want them to have beeeenvhen they immigrated to Sweden, that
is, have been able to collect parental leave benefit for a ttufn outside Sweden. However, the children
may still have been born outside Sweden since | do not reigm to have stayed in Sweden for the entire
span of time since their first immigration, as this reducesgample size. But even if there is a risk of
them being treated, they immigrated to Sweden before thisirdhild and therefore had the possibility of
attaching themselves to the labor market before they gatretbitheir children.
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Table 3: Sample means for mothers

Late Immigrants Early Immigrants

Age of youngest child 2-6 7-15 2-6 7-15
Age 324 38.3 32.0 37.8
Child’s age 3.8 10.3 3.0 9.0
Number of children 2.2 2.0 1.9 1.6
New child 0.362 0.148 0.408 0.135
Year between child and

new child 6.4 11.8 5.7 115
Number of new childreh 1.3 1.2 1.3 1.2
Share emigrating from Sweden 0.174 0.110 0.066 0.060
Time to leaving Sweden in ye&rs 3.4 3.3 4.3 4.1
Other censoring 0.004 0.009 0.004 0.008
Less than compulsory school 0.141 0.149 0.101 0.103
Compulsory school 0.054 0.046 0.158 0.126
Up to 2 years of High school 0.079 0.091 0.192 0.221
Up to 3 years of High school 0.105 0.117 0.230 0.192
Tertiary, less than 3 years 0.121 0.124 0.120 0.147
Tertiary, more than 3 years 0.218 0.222 0.159 0.186
Doctoral studies 0.024 0.025 0.012 0.011
Western Europe 0.095 0.066 0.049 0.072
Eastern Europe 0.273 0.366 0.265 0.326
N. Africa and the Middle East 0.319 0.270 0.370 0.277
Sub-Saharan Africa 0.068 0.045 0.100 0.052
Asia 0.164 0.173 0.131 0.171
N. and S. America and the S. Pacific 0.080 0.080 0.086 0.103
Descriptive statistics for mothers living with a partnesstiyeaf
Share living with partner 0.791 0.677 0.791 0.651
Swedish-born partner 0.078 0.092 0.184 0.211
Partner immigrated:
more than 5 years earlier 0.078 0.104 0.546 0.431
1-5 years earlier 0.209 0.157 0.058 0.006
same year 0.425 0.324 0.004 0.003
Observations 8604 8029 32429 7431

aOf parents who have more children. P Of parents who emigrate from Sweden. ¢ Including parents reaching the age of 65,
dying, or leaving the register for unknown reasond First year is the year of immigration for (late) immigrantsiahe first year
of analysis for the control group with early immigrants.

For about 25 percent of the late immigrants, the highest ¢etegh education is miss-
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ing in the data. This is also the case for some of the earlienigrants. When people
receive a residence permit in Sweden, Statistics Swedets seail to the newly arrived,
asking for their education, but not all of them answer thailinga The share of those
who, in their first year of immigration, reported their edtica, is even less. To increase
this share, | have, to replace the information that is mgssirthe first year, taken as the
education that was reported in the year after immigratiomat™¢an be seen is that de-
spite the missing information, the educational level régubis somewhat different from
the control group. Earlier immigrants mostly have educatiothe middle of the distri-
bution, while late immigrants have higher shares both inkibiom and the top of the
distribution.

In all groups, most mothers are living with a partner and,x@eeted, these partners
are more likely to have immigrated at the same time as the ensth

Table Table 3also shows that a substantial part of the late immigrantel&aveden
within a few years. As discussed by Edin et al. (2000), thegeation of immigrants is
probably not random, which causes bias in the estimatessghdation. If those immi-
grants who have the least attachment to the labor markes leagimilation will appear
to be larger than it is. In this paper, when | am comparing #stnailation pattern for two
groups, bias arises if the emigration pattern is differestieen these groups. Therefore

a sensitivity analysis without those who leave will also bef@rmed.

3.3 Language course

As mentioned in subsectidh2, all refugees are offered language training courses when
they come to Sweden and these courses are also availabliegiamven-ups that don’t have
basic knowledge of the Swedish language. In this subsedigures of time to starting a
language course is shown and | study if this differs dependimthe age of their children.
The reason for focusing on language courses is that Dustarahfabbri (2003) and
Ferrer et al. (2006) show that language proficiency oftemrusial for becoming estab-

lished in the labor market. Immigrants who attend the lagguaourse in Sweden (SFI)
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have 5 percentage points higher employment 10 years afteigration than comparable
immigrants who didn't attend the language course (Kenrrgrhed,&slund, 2010).
Figure 3shows the Kaplan—Meier estimates for language coursejpation, that is,
the share who haven't started a language course after otgdireir residence permit, by
age of children among late immigrants. The first figure is fblaée immigrant mothers

in the sample (a), while the second figure is for refugee mst{.

Kaplan—-Meier survival estimates Kaplan—-Meier survival estimates

0.75 1.00
L L

0.50
L
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3 2
Year Year

Childage 2-6 — —— Childage 7-15

(a) All mothers (b) Refugee mothers
Figure 3: Survival until language course.

Childage 2-6 — —— Childage 7-15 \

As seen in the figure, mothers with younger children beginSiwedish language
course later and fewer attend the course, compared to thtiselder children (a). There
may be several explanations for this difference, not ordy those with younger children
are able to stay home and collect parental leave benefits iBvbe absence of parental
leave benefits in Sweden, the age of a mothers’s child mdya#fgkt the participation
rate.

For the sub-sample of immigrants that are more likely to hegees, the patterns are
a little bit different (b). After five years, about 70 percéiatve started a language course,

irrespectively of the age of the youngest child, but thogé wwounger children start later.

3.4 Labor force participation and employment
Many earlier studies of immigrant assimilation have stddiarnings assimilation (Borjas,

1985, 1989; Clark and Lindley, 2005; Longva and Raaum, 2&d® et al., 2000). But
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before an individual has employment, and thereby some mgsnthe decision to enter
the labor market has to be made; and not all who choose to ggter the labor market
find employment. Therefore | will study both labor force jpapation and employment
in this paper. While labor force participation includesiatividuals who want to work,
employment show those who have been able to find work. Sineg/ maunicipalities
require recipients of social assistance to register at &, R labor force measure may
also capture individuals without any possibility of findimgrk, why both labor force
participation and employment is interesting to study.

There are different ways of defining employment and labardquarticipation. In the
data, yearly income from work and days registered at PESvarhble. But when should
we consider an individual to be part of the labor force or eayedtl? Is it enough to just
earn a small amount of money during a year to be seen as endplogeyear, or is it
necessary for the individual to earn enough to support telms during the whole year
to be considered as employed? The same considerations caadswhen it comes to
unemployment and thereby the definition of being a part oldaber force. Since many
mothers in Sweden only work part-time, | will use rather ldwesholds for employment
and unemployment.

A mother will be considered as employed if she earns at leashmonth of minimum
wage during a calendar yéér To be able to define labor force participation, | add a
threshold for unemployment and this will be at least 30 daggstered at the Public
Employment Service (PES). But do all the unemployed regaetehe PES? There are
several reasons to register at the PES. For the unemploybdawvorking history, this
registration is mandatory to receive Ul. Even if this is nateason for newly arrived
immigrants, they have to register to be able to take parttiveabor market programs.

If they need social assistance it is also in the municigaitinterest to require them to

16The minimum wage is calculated as the 10th percentile in Wieeadl wage data (monthly fulltime wages)
using data from the Structure of Earnings Statistics ansdretween 14275 SEK680 USD) in 2000
and 19403 SEK~&2280 USD) in 2009.
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register since the PES then can help them find work and be alsiggport themselves.
Mork and Liljeberg (2011) also show that a large share ofpients of social assistance
in 2009 is registered at PES, which is especially true for ignamts and young people.
Figure 4 (a) andFigure 5(a) show labor force participation and employment accord-
ing to these definitions for Late and Early immigrant motlezsh year of analysis, where
year 0 is the year of residence permit. Mothers are also eliviny age of youngest child

in the beginning of the analysis.
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Figure 4: Share in labor force and difference-in-difference figure.

Starting with labor force participation ifgure 4, we see that Early immigrants have
participation rates of about 80 percent. In the first yeargthers with older children
participate to a greater extent, but from year 4 this chanigse immigrant mothers have
very low participation rates the year of migration (year @)t after one year, the rates
are much higher: around 50 percent, even if mothers withradidren participate to a

greater extent.
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In Figure 4(b), a diff-in-diff estimate of the four groups in (a) for dagear is shown,
with 95 percent confidence intervals. These diff-in-diffiestes show a raw measure
of what cannot be explained by immigration and the age of tilden. The differences
between these estimates and the results from the estiraddienis that these mean values
do not take different child age compositions and differegdng into account. These diff-
in-diff estimates indicate that access to PLB reduces |l&r@e participation for some
years, but from year 7 no difference can be seen.

When it comes to employment ifgure 5 early immigrant mothers with younger
children have lower employment rates at all times than mietivgh older children. For
late immigrant mothers, the employment rates are low foffitlseyears and do not ap-

proach 40 percent until year 2 for mothers with older chitdre
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Figure 5: Share employed and difference-in-difference figure.

The diff-in-diff estimates for employment, shown in figufgure 5(b), are negative

and significant between year two and six but smaller in magdeithan the diff-in-diff
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estimates for labor force participation.

Mothers immigrating to Sweden seem to face obstacles toiegtihe labor market in
their first years, irrespectively of whether they have as¢e$LB or not. Since the labor
participation rates are so much lower in the year of immigrgtEarly immigrants may
not be a good control group for that year, which is why estené#br the first year probably
should not be given a causal interpretation. For employntleatsame is true for the year
of immigration and the first year after. The diff-in-diff @stites shown irFigure 5 (b)
are also large and positive in years 0 and 1, indicating tteeffect shouldn’t be seen as

causal until year 2.

4 Econometric specification

To answer the question how access to PLB affects labor mpekétipation it is clear
from subsectior8.4 that it is not possible to simply compare the participatiates for
mothers coming to Sweden with different ages of their ckiddrThe reason is that also
the age of the individual’s children affect the outcomes.e Tollowing difference-in-

differences specification will therefore be used in theneations”:
YitTZZBTD(Tim&t = T)—i—ZBaD(ChiIdagq =a) 1)
T a

+ %BbD(Yeaf —b)+ Y 3'PLBx+D(Time = 1)
T

+B'Xi + €itr

whereyj; is the outcome variable of interest for individualeart, T years after their

residence permit.

7Since the treatment depends on the age of the children, scagethimk that a regression discontinuity
approach would be appropriate. There are several reasongamwRD does not work. Treatment is not
sharp at the age discontinuity, instead it is fuzzy in onedation since parents coming with seven year olds
are not able to use all the days before the child turns eighteSeven year olds also will attend school, it
is even harder to say who will be treated.
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D(Time; = 7) is an indicator variable that equals one if ittiyears since individual
i immigrated, and is always zero for individuals in the cohggroup of earlier immigrant
mothers.3" thereby captures the assimilation process for immigrardsshows how fast
they assimilate to the control group already living in Swede

D(Childage: = a) equals one if the youngest child at immigration, or first yefr
analysis, isa years old in yeat and thereby captures the effect the age of the child has
on labor market participation. Since the decision to haveenehildren is endogenous,
controls for new children are not included in the main analyaut to be sure that it is not
immigrants who gave birth to new children that drive the hss@additional controls for
new children will be included in one of the sensitivity arasy

D(Yeak = b) equals one if it is yedn, and hence captures the business cycle.

Finally, PLB equals one for those who have a child under the age of sevem tivbg
received their residence permit and thereféfe the parameter of interest, captures the
difference in assimilation between those immigrants wheeha had access to parental
leave benefits at immigration, after controlling for the aféhe child.

To investigate how much individual characteristics affibet results and to increase
the precision of the results, some additional control \deis will also be addedX)
including seven dummy variables for education, five dumnmjabdes for the number of
children, nine dummy variables for the different age groapthe mother, six dummy
variables for the region of origin, 21 dummy variables fag ttounty the individual lives
in during the first year of analysis, and four dummy varialbgsartner status the first
year of analyst€. The variables used are definedsin

The identifying assumptions are that only the age of thedahikes the treated group
different from immigrants who come with somewhat older dreh and that the effect
child age has on labor force participation is the same fdn hate immigrants and Earlier

immigrants.

18These include whether the partner was born in Sweden, inateigmore than five years earlier, immigrated
1-4 years earlier, and immigrated the same year.
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Are there ways to examine whether these assumptions argpke® The first assump-
tion is connected to why people with children immigrate toefen in a certain year and
whether the reasons depend on the age of the children. kayees, there is less reason
to expect that there is any difference between parents witinger and with older chil-
dren. To receive a residence permit in Sweden for refugesmnsait’s the conditions in
the home country that determines the decision, not the atfeeahild. For non-refugees
however, the reason may be family connections or labor maeesons, since an older
child probably has stronger connections to the home cotiméng may be unobserved dif-
ferences between immigrants with younger and older child&nce refugees are more
likely to come from certain regions, a heterogeneity analysll be performed by region
of origin. Parents with younger children may also plan to e@nd work in Sweden for a
few years and then return to their home country when it is fonéhe child to start school.
These parents will then emigrate after a few years and, asioned above, emigration
may then cause biased results if this emigration changesoimosition of the groups.
Therefore, also estimations without immigrants who leawed&n will be performed in
the sensitivity analysis.

It may be hard to find a good control group to control for chiggt@nd thereby fulfill
the second assumption. Does the child’s age affect laboe fparticipation in the same
way for those mothers coming to Sweden as those motherglglieang in Sweden?
Labor force participation among mothers differs in diffgreountries. This may be due
to both values being connected with raising a child and waykn each country, but also
if the various institutions in the country make it easierimothers to combine work and
family life. Values and institutions are probably correldtand affect each other. In Swe-
den many mothers work, facilitated by access to childcadetlam possibility of working
part-time when children are small. All mothers in Swedernuradly face the same insti-
tutions, irrespectively of when they immigrated. The famwork values may however

differ, even if the mothers come from the same region andwilisthey compromise the
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second assumption. Even if a mother wants to be home and aa&etthe household,
she may be forced by the authorities to search for work if ineilfy is not able to support
themselves and needs to rely on social assistance. In tbat ttee Swedish institutions
will probably affect the labor force participation more thhe values of the mothers.

The effect of child age may be correlated with the degree oheotion to the labor
market. If the child’s age has less effect on labor forceigigdtion when the mother
already has some contact with an employer, the control gobearlier immigrants may
not be able to fully control for child age and the estimatdslva negatively biased.

There is also a constructional problem within the group elieaimmigrants. With
the restriction that this group has to have immigrated lgetbeir first child but no later
than 1995, the older the children are, the longer the immigrhave been in Sweden,
creating stronger labor market attachment depending ochilleis age. This may lead to
a greater difference between mothers with older and witmgeuchildren than which is
due to the age of their children. The early immigrant mothelishereby overcompensate
for the effect of the child’s age and produce positive biasstimates. To reduce this
specific constructional problem and to evaluate if the se@ssumption is fulfilled, two
different sensitivity analyses will be done. The first is dooted with immigrants who
have immigrated sometime before 1990. The second sehgdivalysis will be done with
a control group consisting of Swedish-born mothers. If ¢hestimations yields similar
results it is less likely that the effect child age has onipigndtion rates differs between
different populations of mothers in Sweden.

Another problem when controlling for child age appeared nvieidying labor force
participation and employment in subsecti®d. Even if late immigrant mothers want
to work, they may not have access to the labor market from éggnbing. Controlling
for child age may therefore overestimate the effect of axt@parental leave if mothers
among late immigrants are excluded from the labor market thst years in Sweden.

The figures in subsectidh4 suggest that for labor force participation, the group ofyear
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immigrants is a good control group from year 1, while for eayphent, it is not until year

2 that the estimates should be given causal interpretations

5 Results

In this section, the estimation results will be presentedst Fwill show (subsectiorb.1)
the main results for the effect of access to parental leaweftie (PLB) on both labor force
participation and employment. The next subsection wiltdss how the results should
be interpretedq.2). Subsectiorb.3 will try to look at the effect of only the economic
incentives. | then continue, presenting the results fromrsisivity analysis in subsection
5.4 and the results of the heterogenous analysis in subseattorAll subsections will
begin by studying the labor force participation outcomeobektudying the employment

participation outcome, since mothers first face the decigie@nter the labor force.

5.1 Main results

Figure 6 shows the estimated effects of access to parental leavditsgiRtB) on labor
force participation, with 95 percent confidence intervalsch year after immigratiol?.
This is 8" in equation 1), wheret goes from 0 to 9. Reassuringly, the estimates are
similar both with and without the additional control varied, indicating that the earlier
immigrants are good controls. The results show that the giar immigration, mothers
who had access to PLB had a probability of being in the lab@ef@about 6.5 percentage
points lower than that of mothers immigrating at the same tmt with older children.
This gap then increases to about 7—8 percentage pointsi yieat then slowly decreases
until year 7, when no differences can be seen. These resditaie that the PLB delays
labor force participation for some years, but that these amtater catch up with the
women who immigrated at the same time but didn’t have acaeBiB. As mentioned

before, the increasing gap in the beginning is probably ddied obstacles late immigrant

19For point estimates and standard errors see TEdike 4 first column.
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mothers with older children face when they come to Swederaamattending language

courses instead of searching for work.
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Figure 6: Estimated results: effect of access to parental leave benefits on maternal attachment
to the labor force (without and with additional controls).

As with labor force attachment, the graphs displaying tlieceéfof PLB on employ-
ment are very similar, independently of whether additiauaitrol variables are included,
seeFigure 72° The labor force attachment results are to some extent dbiyeolder
mothers who are unemployed and registered at the PES sia@stimates for employ-
ment are smaller than those for labor force attachment. therestimates for the year of
immigration are positive but these are driven by the fadt vieay few mothers with older
children have obtained employment in the first year. In y@asthe estimated effect of

PLB on employment is about 3 percentage points lower empdoymates.
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Figure 7: Estimated results: effect of access to parental leave benefits on maternal employ-
ment (without and with additional controls).

20pgint estimates and standard errors are shown in the fitstncodf TableTable 5
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TableTable B 1lin 6 show estimation results and standard errors for the effdeitB,

the assimilation process, and the estimated effect of elgiélon the different outcomes.

5.2 How to interpret the coefficient: What is the treatment?

To understand the results it is important to know what tresiis. Access to paid parental
leave for these immigrant mothers may be seen as two thirgs, fhe PLB is an eco-
nomic incentive to stay out of the labor force. As seen in satisn2.3, most mothers
immigrating to Sweden between 2000 and 2005 and who claim=®®LB received the
low fixed amount. For mothers claiming the benefit in 200G #mounted to 60 SEK per
day. The fixed amount was then increased to 120 SEK in 2002SEB0in 2003, and fi-
nally 180 SEK for days claimed after January 1st 2004. Hethesamount paid depended
on which day the benefit was claimed for, not when the mothereat or when the child
was born. Is this enough money to create economic inceftiigsire 8shows the social
assistance norm per month each year for two types of familiég first one consist of
two adults and two children, aged four and seven, and thengdemily consists of a sin-
gle parent with a child that is four years old. Families whoetee these norms also get

additional money for housing. The fixed amount is much lowantthe social assistance
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Figure 8: Social assistance norm in Sweden.
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norm in Sweden, especially in the beginning of the periodnaiiysis. In 2000, a mother
claiming PLB received about 1800 SEK each month, comparé280 SEK and 4520
SEK plus costs for housing for a family of four and two, regpety, receiving social

assistance. Even for a single mother with one child, therparéeave benefit is lower
after 2004 when the additional social assistance for hgusitaken into account (PLB
gives about 5600 SEK and social assistance 5130 SEK witlousihg).

But the immigrants do not necessarily compare the pareeta¢fits with the social
assistance norm, for several reasons. If the husband woiflthe family has other assets,
they may not be eligible for social assistance and the PLB they be a good comple-
ment. They may also compare the money to the income levekintiome country.

The second way to see the treatment is as an interruptiomimtitoduction program
or language courses. Parents who claim the PLB are not alléevevork or study and
are hence not able to participate in programs which woulcksse their human capital.
As mentioned earlier, the governmental inquiry found inveys to the municipalities
that many municipalities actually require parents who remtial assistance to first claim
the PLB. If a woman with a four year old child takes a languag@rse (SFI) and needs
additional social assistance for support, four out of temigipalities require that she drop
the language course and claim PLB instead. Even two of tenaipatities will require a
refugee mother to quit an introduction program if she needgianal support and instead
claim PLB (SOU 2012:9).

The treatment is therefore a combined effect of both ecoaamentives and a poten-
tial interruption in introduction or language courses. &y to examine the incentive
part is to use the change in the fixed amount. Even if those en®triving in Sweden
in 2000 also got a higher fixed amount if they claimed days a2 it is possible to
compare mothers who got a residence permit in 2002 with tiadsegot one in 2000.
The treatment in this case will then be having access to &ibenh@20 SEK per day the

year of immigration and 150 SEK the year after immigratiommpared to 60 SEK per
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day in the control group. This analysis will be performedhia hext subsection and may

tell us something about how important the economic incestare.

5.3 Economic incentives

Trying to only study the effect of higher benefits | here preésesults from an difference-
in differences estimation where mothers immigrating in 20@hen the lowest fixed
amount was 120 SEK per day, are compared with mothers imtiigran 2000, when

the lowest fixed amount was 60 SEK. The treated group are inatmg mothers with

small children who got residence permit in 2002. Mother$witler children (immigrat-
ing in 2002) are still included to control for time of immigdi@n, and mothers immigrating
to Sweden in 2000 are used as the additional control grouprwal for age of the child.
The treatment is thus having a higher parental leave benlkeéibwmmigrating as well as
in the following years®. The results for each year are showrFigure 9for labor force

participation and irfFigure 10for employment.
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Figure 9: Estimated results: effect on maternal labor force attachment of access to 120 SEK
instead of 60 SEK the year of migration (without and with additional controls).

All estimates for the effects on labor force participatioa ansignificant. The point

estimates are negative but the confidence interval coversxample -7 to 1 percentage

21The use of PLB among immigrants with children has increased the years. There may be two plausible
explanations for this. The first explanation is that highemdfits have increased the economic incentive to
use the benefit, which is why more immigrants used it. Thishatw try to examine here. However, the
higher benefits have also increased the incentive for thegimadities to require social assistance recipients
to claim the PLB. If the municipalities’ behavior has als@aobed, this would negatively bias the effect of
the economic incentives.
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points in years 1-3. When it comes to employmentirigure 10the point estimate in
year 2 is significant at the 10 percent level. But due to thgelatandard errors and the
statistical probability that some of the estimates showdsignificant, there should be

some caution regarding this result.
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Figure 10: Estimated results: effect on maternal employment of access to 120 SEK instead
of 60 SEK the year of migration (without and with additional controls).

The conclusion from this subsection is that the data do nowadrawing any firm
conclusions about the effect of economic incentives. ldftge continue studying the
total effect of access to PLB. It should be remembered treetfect evaluated in this
subsection is the difference of 60 SEK per day, while manyherstreceived higher ben-

efits in the main analysis.

5.4  Sensitivity analysis
TablesTable 4andTable 5show the estimations from different sensitivity analysss|-
uating the total effect of access to PLB. The first table iswator force participation
as the outcome, while TablEble 5has employment as the outcome. In all the estima-
tions presented, the full model, with all additional cohtrariables, is used. For easier
comparison, the first column contains the main results frobssctiorb.1

Estimations without emigrants are displayed in the secahgens (w/o Emigrants).
As discussed earlier, immigrants who leave Sweden may b&sesults if those who
leave Sweden are differently affected by child age, for gXent mothers with younger

children come to Sweden to work for some years and then rédutreir home countries
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when the child is about to start school. The results showely gimilar results to the

main analysis, giving no indication that emigration biatbesresults.

Table 4: Estimation results: sensitivity analysis, maternal
immigrants as control

labor force participation, earlier

Main w/o New Early im. Swedish
Emigrants Child —1990 born
Access to PLB, each year since immigration:
0 -0.0224** -0.0181* -0.0299** -0.00536 -0.0322*
(0.00713) (0.00774) (0.00714) (0.0104) (0.00667)
1 -0.0650** -0.0613** -0.0713** -0.0559** -0.0665**
(0.00785) (0.00826) (0.00783) (0.0104) (0.00746)
2 -0.0772** -0.07058** -0.0758** -0.0759** -0.0715**
(0.00790) (0.00814) (0.00778) (0.0100) (0.00750)
3 -0.0684** -0.0652** -0.0644** -0.0692** -0.0571**
(0.00804) (0.00818) (0.00792) (0.00971) (0.00763)
4 -0.0614** -0.0626** -0.0568** -0.0635** -0.0428**
(0.00810) (0.00818) (0.00800) (0.00948) (0.00762)
5 -0.0472** -0.0499** -0.0446** -0.0506** -0.0207*
(0.00879) (0.00885) (0.00870) (0.00982) (0.00830)
6 -0.0364** -0.0391** -0.0329** -0.0404** -0.00112
(0.00979) (0.00983) (0.00971) (0.0106) (0.00923)
7 -0.00731 -0.00950 -0.00552 -0.0113 0.0346
(0.0113) (0.0113) (0.0112) (0.0119) (0.0106)
8 0.0132 0.0107 0.0119 0.00817 0.08608
(0.0138) (0.0138) (0.0137) (0.0142) (0.0132)
9 -0.00697 -0.00836 -0.00573 -0.0150 0.0443
(0.0190) (0.0189) (0.0188) (0.0192) (0.0185)
N 463265 444240 463265 183547 7766157

All estimations also include controls for time since imnaition, year, child age, and individual char-
acteristics. Standard errors clustered on individual ireptoeses,
*p<0.1," p<0.05,** p<0.01.

Mothers who came to Sweden with small children may have posip the birth of

another child when waiting for a residence permit. The tssuhy thereby be driven by

mothers having a new child. Since the decision to have anokilé is endogenous, a con-
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trol variable for the age of a new child has so far been exduBeit in the third columns

(New Child), estimations including indicator variables fbe age of the youngest new

child are presented. As expected, the negative estimatesally become smaller but

only a little, and the results can therefore not only be erpld by immigrants in the

treated group having new children. | have also estimatectieet on fertility, having

a new child each year as the outcome (results available wgmprest) and the effect is

positive and significant in year 3 but the estimated effelggs than 1 percentage point.

Table 5: Estimation results: sensitivity analysis, maternal employment, earlier immigrants as

control.

Main w/o New Early im. Swedish
Emigrants Child —1990 born
Access to PLB, each year since immigration:
0 0.0554** 0.0610** 0.0484* 0.0473* 0.0268**
(0.00577) (0.00612) (0.00579) (0.00919) (0.00486)
1 0.00121 0.00388 -0.00577 -0.00732 -0.0173
(0.00692) (0.00731) (0.00691) (0.00963) (0.00634)
2 -0.0328** -0.0301** -0.0321** -0.0463** -0.0463**
(0.00753) (0.00783) (0.00747) (0.00969) (0.00708)
3 -0.0266** -0.0249** -0.0219** -0.0408** -0.0366**
(0.00793) (0.00815) (0.00783) (0.00961) (0.00752)
4 -0.0331** -0.0333** -0.0272* -0.0466** -0.0355**
(0.00824) (0.00838) (0.00814) (0.00956) (0.00779)
5 -0.0363** -0.0388** -0.0319** -0.0505** -0.0305**
(0.00909) (0.00920) (0.00897) (0.0101) (0.00864)
6 -0.0301** -0.0319** -0.0248* -0.0422** -0.0149
(0.0103) (0.0104) (0.0102) (0.0111) (0.00976)
7 -0.0114 -0.0130 -0.00799 -0.0197 0.0117
(0.0120) (0.0121) (0.0119) (0.0126) (0.0114)
8 0.0284 0.0275 0.0283 0.0214 0.0591*
(0.0148) (0.0148) (0.0146) (0.0152) (0.0142)
9 0.00233 0.00167 0.00450 -0.00580 0.0407
(0.0204) (0.0204) (0.0203) (0.0207) (0.0201)
N 463265 444240 463265 183547 7766157

All estimations also include controls for time since imnaition, year, child age, and individual char-
acteristics. Standard errors clustered on individual ireptheses,
*p<0.1," p<0.05,"* p<0.01.
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As discussed in subsectidn the construction of the group consisting of earlier im-
migrants may overestimate the effect of child age. Eanfrenigrants with older children
have to have immigrated to Sweden earlier than 1995 to betalilave older children
born after the first immigration date. Mothers with olderldléen may therefore have
assimilated to the labor market more, which will be capturgdhe variables controlling
for child age. Therefore the two last sensitivity analyséktry to deal with this potential
problem.

The first one changes the population of earlier immigrantsdayiring all earlier
immigrants to have immigrated earlier. Column 5 (Early it990) in TablesTable 4
andTable 5therefore show estimations where the additional contrmlgrconsist of ear-
lier immigrants who received their residence permit befmrén 1990 in Sweden. The
estimates are somewhat more negative from year 3 for lalyoe fparticipation (Ta-
ble Table 4, and for employment (Tabl@able § the differences are somewhat larger,
indicating that the composition of the group consisting aflier immigrants overesti-
mates the effect of child age, thus giving positively biassetimates. However, putting
the limit for immigration earlier also reduces the sampld probably makes the earlier
immigrants more different from the late immigrants.

The other way to remove the construction problem is to used&heborn mothers to
control for the effects which child age has on labor forcdipigmation and employment.
Estimation results with Swedish-born mothers are showmlamn 6 of the tables. Even
if Swedish-born mothers could be expected to have diffevahtes when it comes to
children and work, the results are very similar, at leasttieryears 2-5.

Reassuringly, the estimated effects do not change much pdréorming these differ-
ent sensitivity analyses, which reinforces the effect oBR&ducing labor force partici-

pation and employment up to six years after immigration.
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5.5 Heterogenous effects

The results may differ for different mothers, which is whyrsoheterogenous analyses
are performed in this subsection. First, an analysis bydchge is performed in sub-
section5.5.1, before the mothers are divided by region of origin in subea®.5.2 In
subsectiorb.5.3the analysis is performed for different educational lewaid finally |

study single mothers and mothers living with a partner irseghon5.5.4

5.5.1 By child age
To find the effect by child age, the age of the child has beegrasted with the PLB
variable. To investigate if the cut-off between ages six aeden is reasonable, even
mothers with seven year old children have in these estimsitizeen assigned a PLB
variable equal to one.

Figure 11 shows the estimated results for labor force participatidhe estimated
effect is largest for mothers with children aged 2—4 yeaftsilemno effect is found for

mothers coming to Sweden with children seven years old.

2 3 Z
: 28 it as
Bl astt Pogadtt T T Teggate
%Ii 5 6 7
§;+ ++l s . 11,|+l " .JT.+JT.|+I|
BTN IE A N A A

T
0 5 10 O 5 10 0 5 10

Years after residence permit
Graphs by Age of child

Figure 11: Estimated results: effect of access to parental leave benefits on maternal labor
force participation, by age of youngest child.
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For employment, smaller point estimates together withdacgnfidence intervals give
fewer significant resultsHgure 12. It seems to be the case that mothers with younger
children have lower probabilities of being employed wheaythave access to PLB at
immigration, after controlling for the child’s age. Motlsasf seven years old children do
seem not seem to have been affected and, the estimates fognsmooming with children

six years of age are almost all insignificant.
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Figure 12: Estimated results: effect of access to parental leave benefits on maternal employ-
ment, by age of youngest child.

The access to pre-school classes and the municipalitiésiviter may explain why
there are small or no effects for mothers of children six yedrage. As found by the
inquiry appointed by the government to evaluate how the Pii@&ts labor market par-
ticipation, many municipalities require immigrants whe able to claim PLB to do that
before they can get social assistance (SOU 2012:9). Thisreggent implies that im-
migrants who want to search for work may be excluded from #i®id market by the
municipality. When the child is seven, the municipalities aot longer force mothers to

claim PLB since the child then starts mandatory school. Hewesven mothers of six
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year olds may not be required to claim PLB since most six y&is im Sweden attend
pre-school classes. These classes aren’t mandatory, 2001 93 percent of all six year

olds started this class (Swedish National Agency for Edona2002).

5.5.2 By region of origin

Figure 13andFigure 14show the estimated effect of PLB by region of origin. The sam-
ple is divided into sub-samples and the analysis is perfdrfoeeach region separately.
Dividing the sample reduces the sample sizes, making mattyeofonfidence intervals
include a zero effect. The point estimates are in many caidarge, of more than 5 per-
centage points, but the patterns differ to some extent floysd found when all regions
are estimated together.

The two top sub-figures are for regions where few or no imnmtgreeceived residence
permits as refugees. Immigrants from Western Europe shamiéas pattern as in the
main analysis with an estimated negative effect the firstsybat this effect only lasts to
year 3 before the estimates are close to zero for labor faackcpation and one year
earlier in the employment estimation, even if all estimatesinsignificant.

The second sub-figure, displaying the estimated resultsrfiorigrants coming from
North and South America together with the South Pacific, showgative effect on labor
force participation of over 10 percentage points in yeart@rammigration. When esti-
mating the effect of PLB on employment these estimates arewabat smaller but still
large and not until year 7 do the point estimates become ¢togero, even if the esti-
mates are smaller and insignificant from year 3. The resoitthese non-refugee regions
indicate that there are effects for the first years but thiataffect disappears or at least
gets smaller earlier than when estimating all mothers towget

Mothers from Eastern Europe, mothers from Asia, and motinens the Middle East
and North Africa had lower probabilities of being in the lalimrce for some years if they
had access to parental leave benefits when they came to Swemtanothers from East-

ern Europe and Asia the same pattern is seen for employmexheys from Sub-Saharan
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Africa show similar but smaller estimated effects of PLB ahdr force participation and

they are far from significant.
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Figure 13: Estimated results: effect of access to parental leave benefits on maternal labor
force participation, by region.

Mothers from the Middle East and N. Africa together with Ssdiharan Africa stands
out when it comes to employment. Mothers from these regiens h positive estimated
effect of PLB for the first few years, that slowly reaches zdrbe explanation for this is
the low participation rates among these mothers (not shavamy tables). For mothers

from N. Africa and the Middle East, the employment rates akeer than 10 percent
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for the year of immigration, while the difference betweer #arly immigrant mothers
from the same region is 12 percentage points. Mothers fro;yS&haran Africa have
somewhat higher employment rates the first year (10.1 arftid8cent for the different
child age groups) but they are still low compared to early igrant mothers from this
region (61.7 and 72.3 percent). Mothers from these regieesigo face other obstacles
to entering into employment. These obstacles may be dueestolibth lacking country
specific human capital, such as speaking Swedish, andmisetion in the labor market,

but there may also be a decision made by the mothers.
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Figure 14: Estimated results: effect of access to parental leave benefits on maternal employ-
ment, by region.
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Mothers from the four regions in the bottom sub-figures dreate likely to receive
residence permits in Sweden as refugees. Even if all fourggof mothers show sim-
ilar patterns when it comes to labor force participatior #ffects do not carry over to
employment for all groups. These differences are probabWed by late immigrating
mothers with older children. Even if mothers with older dnén from the Middle East
and Africa are registered at the PES, they are not able to fimgayment, which proba-
bly would be the case even for mothers with younger childféiney didn’'t have access
to PLB.

The estimated effects for labor force participation dependome extent on where
the mothers come from, but the patterns are similar for mb#teoregions, even if the
point estimates are smaller and insignificant for Sub-Sahafrica. When it comes to
employment, the estimated effects are positive in the Iméginfor both Sub-Saharan
Africa and the Middle East and North Africa, probably drivey obstacles to getting

employment for the mothers from these regions.

5.5.3 By educational level
The estimated effect of PLB for mothers with different leeéleducation are shown in
Figure 15andFigure 16 Mothers least affected are those with at least some uiityers
education. University educated mothers have at most a ®p&ge points lower prob-
ability of being in the labor force if they had access to PLBmhy be easier for these
mothers to find some employment, and therefore they may wsédhefit to a lesser
extent.

For mothers with less education, PLB causes the participati the labor force to
be 5 to 10 percentage points lower, depending on educatievel| until about year 7.
This is a result that carries over to the effect on employrf@minothers with some high
school education, even if the estimates have smaller matgst For mothers with only
compulsory school, the pattern changes, showing zero asdeffects the first years

but from year 4 a negative estimated effect for some yearsawahly access to PLB at
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Figure 15: Estimated results: effect of access to parental leave benefits on maternal labor
force participation, by educational level.
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Figure 16: Estimated results: effect of access to parental leave benefits on maternal employ-
ment, by educational level.
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immigration.

A possible explanation for the delayed effect could be if-educated mothers with
older children start labor market programs to increase th@nan capital and then get
their first employment only after some years. Then for the yesirs, mothers with small
children are able to stay on parental leave and mothers \d#ér ohildren attend different

labor market programs, which is why no differences in emplegt can be seen.

5.5.4 Singles and in couples

The last heterogenous analysis is performed for single enstas opposed to mothers
living with a partner. Mothers may be affected differentiythey have a spouse with

which to share both the economic responsibility and the fwaréne children. The results

from these estimations are shownhkigure 17 and Figure 18 For single mothers the

estimated effect on labor force participation is greateraar 2 than for mothers living in

a couple, but single mothers seem to enter the labor matet fdnan mothers in couples.
For single mothers, the estimates approaches zero in tywe.skrst, in year 4 the point

estimate is about 5 percentage points lower for being indberl force and then again
in year 7 the point estimate drops even more. The reductigrean 4 when it comes

to labor force participation does not carry over to emplogimevhere single mothers

have negative estimates of 3—5 percentage points until#e@hnich is larger than that of

mothers in couples.
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Figure 17: Estimated results: effect of access to parental leave benefits on maternal labor
force participation of singles and mothers in couples.
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Figure 18: Estimated results: effect of access to parental leave benefits on maternal employ-
ment for singles and mothers in couples.

The results in this section indicated that single mothexsraore affected the first year
but some joined the labor force faster than cohabiting methEhe differences between

single mothers and cohabiting mothers is not statistiahfferent.

6 Discussion

This paper has studied how access to paid parental leave @HeBts immigrating moth-
ers’ labor market assimilation. All parents who receivesadence permitin Sweden with
children aged below eight get access to 480 days of PLB, rgakpossible for one par-
ent to delay labor market entrance for some years. Many imatiiggy mothers use the
benefit, but far from all. Among mothers immigrating to Swedetween 2000 and 2005
with their youngest child between two and six years old, 48¢mt claimed at least some
PLB for children they had when they immigrated during therygfammigration or the
following two years.

To be able to answer the question, how does the access to Ped Efbor market
participation, | have made two key assumptions in this papee first assumption is that
the only thing affecting labor force participation, or emmyahent, that differs between
mothers immigrating to Sweden with children of differeneags the age of the child. To
control for this “child age effect,” an additional contralogip consisting of mothers who

immigrated earlier to Sweden, and gave birth to their chiddafter their immigration,
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was added. The second assumption is that the effect whitdhadpe has on labor force
participation and employment is the same for both mothersigrating with children
and mothers immigrating earlier and gave birth to theirdreih in Sweden. If these
assumptions are fulfilled, the estimated effects can bengigsual interpretations.

The first assumptions is likely to be fulfilled. There is nosea that mothers with
different ages of their children coming to Sweden shoultedih any other aspects than
the age of their children. The second assumption is howdwenger. To check the
robustness of this assumption | do sensitivity analysegyudifferent groups of mothers,
both mothers immigrating earlier and Swedish born mothersontrol for child age. The
result from these estimations yields very similar resutgridhe main analysis indicating
that the effect child age has on labor force participatiomdodiffer to much between
these groups of mothers.

The main results indicate that labor force participatiof.ispercentage points lower
two years after immigration due to access to PLB, going to efflect seven years after
immigration. For employment, the estimated effect of aste$LB is about 3 percentage
points 2—6 years after immigration. This indicates that itaot only mothers who, without
the benefits, would have been unemployed that are the oneansfaifected.

Since access to PLB can be seen as a combined effect of eacommentives and an
interruption or delayed start of introduction programsamguage courses, subsectto8
showed the results when immigrant mothers facing diffepagitnent schemes were com-
pared. Basically, the treated group had access to a berafivtis about 60 SEK per day
higher each year after immigration compared to the controlig. This analysis gave
negative point estimates but they were insignificant. $®rgiand heterogenous analy-
ses were therefore conducted for the total affect of acceBEB. All sensitivity analyses
were reassuringly very similar to the main estimations.

When studying heterogeneous effects, a few conclusionbeamnawn. Mothers with

their youngest child five or six years of age are somewhattssted than mothers with
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younger children. This difference isn’t surprising sineeér of these mothers claim the
benefit and they are able to use it for fewer years since tidiren turn eight earlier.
Mothers coming from Sub-Saharan Africa seem to be lesstaffewhen it comes to
labor force participation. For employment, both motheosrfithe Middle East and Africa
have positive estimates the first years. This is, thoughedrby low employment rates
among mothers with older children, indicating that therme rmiore obstacles to entering
employment for mothers from these regions.

Is the access to PLB then a huge obstacle for labor marketrex@rfor mothers im-
migrating with small children? During the six years studi@d00 mothers on average
immigrated each year to Sweden with children aged 2—6 y#ddhe estimations give the
true effect of PLB on labor force participation, this copends to at most 100 mothers
being out of the labor force in the second year after immigratdecreasing to zero in
year 7. For employment, about 40 mothers of those immiggaduring a year do not
have employment due to access to the benefits 2-5 yearsraftégiation. Looking at
the number of individuals, it doesn’t seem to be that mangneiithis is per year. Since
only about half of the immigrating mothers obtain employtredter five or six years, the
percentage effect is twice as large as the percentage fteot and substantial for this
group of women. But still, the access to PLB can definitivedy by itself explain the
low employment rates among immigrant women. This is alsaroéhen studying the

participation rates for mothers with older children who dd nave access to PLB.

48 IFAU — Paid parental leave to immigrants — An obstacle to tabarket entrance?



References
Amuedo-Dorantes, C. and de la Rica, S. (2007). Labour mass&milation of recent

immigrants in SpainBritish Journal of Industrial Relationgt5(2):257 — 284.

Baker, M. and Milligan, K. (2008). How does Job-Protectedamdty leave affect moth-

ers’ employmentJournal of Labor Economic26(4):655-691.

Bennett, J. and Tayler, C. P. (20068tarting Strong II: Early Childhood Education and

Care

Bergemann, A. and Riphahn, R. T. (2010). Female labour gupmd parental leave ben-
efits — the causal effect of paying higher transfers for atehgeriod of time Applied

Economics Lettersl8(1):17-20.

Bertrand, M., Luttmer, E. F. P., and Mullainathan, S. (2000twork effects and welfare

cultures.The Quarterly Journal of Economic$15(3):1019-1055.

Bjorklund, A. (2007). Does a family-friendly policy raidertility levels? Technical

Report 2007:3, Swedish institute for European Studies Repo

Borjas, G. J. (1985). Assimilation, changes in cohort quadind the earnings of immi-

grants.Journal of Labor Economic$(4):463-489.

Borjas, G. J. (1989). Immigrants and emigrant earnings:ngimdinal study.Economic

Inquiry, 27(1):21-37.

Borjas, G. J. (2002). Welfare reform and immigrant paratipn in welfare programs.

International Migration Review36(4):1093-1123.

Borjas, G. J. and Trejo, S. J. (1991). Immigrant participatin the welfare system.
Industrial and Labor Relations Review4(2):195-211.

IFAU — Paid parental leave to immigrants — An obstacle to tabarket entrance? 49



Borjas, G. J. and Trejo, S. J. (1993). National origin and igrant welfare recipiency.

Journal of Public Economi¢$0(3):325-344.

Chiswick, B. R. (1978). The effect of americanization on &aenings of foreign-born

men. Journal of Political Economy86(5):897-921.

Clark, K. and Lindley, J. (2005). Immigrant labour markegiaslation and arrival effects:
Evidence from the labour force survey. Sheffield Economisegech Paper Series No.

2005004, University of Sheffield.

Dustmann, C. and Fabbri, F. (2003). Language proficiencylapour market perfor-
mance of immigrants in the UKThe Economic Journall13(489):695-717.

Edin, P.-A., Lalonde, R. J., ankislund, O. (2000). Emigration of immigrants and mea-
sures of immigrant assimilation: Evidence from Swed@&wedish Economic Policy

Review 7:163-204.

Eriksson, S. (2010). Utrikesfodda pa den svenska artzetstaden. SOU 2010:88, Bilaga
4.

Ferrer, A., Green, D. A., and Riddell, W. C. (2006). The effafcliteracy on immigrant

earnings.The Journal of Human Resourced_1(2):280-410.

Hansen, J. and Lofstrom, M. (2003). Immigrant assimilateod welfare participa-
tion: Do immigrants assimilate into or out of welfareJdurnal of Human Resources

38(1):74-98.
Kennerberg, L. andslund, O. (2010). Sfioch arbetsmarknaden. Rapport 201 (FAQ.

Lalive, R. and Zweimilller, J. (2009). How does parentaéeaifect fertility and return to
work? Evidence from two natural experimen®e Quarterly Journal of Economics

124(3):1363-1402.

50 IFAU — Paid parental leave to immigrants — An obstacle to tabarket entrance?



Lemaitre, G. (2007). The integration of immigrants inte tabour market: The case
of Sweden. OECD Social, Employment and Migration Workingd?a 48, OECD

Publishing.

Lindstrom, E. (2010). The effect of own and spousal patdegae on earnings. Workig

paper 2010:4, IFAU.

Longva, P. and Raaum, O. (2003). Earnings assimilation afigrants in Norway - A

reappraisalJournal of Population Economic46(1):177-193.

Lundborg, P. (2007). Assimilation in Sweden: Wages, empleyt and work income.
Working paper 2007:5, SULCIS.

Milligan, K. (2005). Subsidizing the stork: New evidencetax incentives and fertility.

Review of Economics and Statisti3(3):539-555.

Mork, E. and Liljeberg, L. (2011). Fattig, sjuk och arbétst en beskrivning av personer

i klam mellan stat och kommun. Rapport 2011:17, IFAU.

Moss, P. and O’Brien, M. (2006). International review ofMegolicies and related re-
search 2007. Employment Relations Research Series NO eg@rinent of Trade and

Industry.

Nekby, L. (2002). Employment convergence of immigrants aatives in SwedenDe-

partment of Economics Stockholm University Working Pajoér229

Olli Segendorf,,&. and Teljosuo, T. (2011). Sysselsattning for invandraren ESO-
rapport om arbetsmarknadsintegration. Rapport 2011:8,BxXpert Group on Public
Economics (ESO).

Ruhm, C. J. (1998). The economic consequences of pareata leandates: Lessons

from Europe.The Quarterly Journal of Economic$13(1):285-317.

IFAU — Paid parental leave to immigrants — An obstacle to tabarket entrance? 51



SOU 2003:75 (2003). Etablering i sverige mojligheter octsvar for individ och

samhalle. Betankande av Utredningen om flyktingmottedgaoth introduktion.

SOU 2012:9 (2012). Forman och falla - nyanlandas uttefipeildrapenning. Utrednin-
gen om Okat arbetskraftsdeltagnde bland nyanlandaastfdédda kvinnor och anhorig-

invandrare (AKKA-utredningen).

Swedish National Agency for Education (2002). Barnomsskgl|a och vuxenutbildning

i siffror, 2002 del 2: Barn, personal, elever och lararppat 214.

Vikman, U. (2010). Does providing childcare to unemploy#da unemployment dura-
tion? WP 2010:15, IFAU.

52 IFAU — Paid parental leave to immigrants — An obstacle to tabarket entrance?



Appendix A: Data

Below the variables used in the regression estimationseseribed.

Outcome variables
e Employedequals 1 if individual in yeart earns more than the 10th percentile in

the full-time wage distribution in Sweden.

e Labor force attachmergquals 1 if individual is Employedor registered at least 30

days at the Public employment Service.

Explanatory variables
e PLBequals 1 if the mother immigrated between 2000 and 2005 wathld who,

in the year of immigration, turned 2—6 years old.

e D(Timeg; = 1) equals 1 for Late immigrant mothers if ydais 1 years after immi-

gration.t goes from 0 to 9.

e D(Childage = a) equals 1 for a mother if the youngest child at immigratiorther
first year of analysis, ia years old in yeat. a goes from 2 to 20 where 20 includes
ages 20-24.

e D(yeak = b) equals 1 if the year is yedx whereb goes from 2000 to 2009.

Additional control variables - X;
e D(Edu=e)equals 1 if the educational level the first year of analysis iwheree
corresponds to
1. less than compulsory school
2. compulsory school
3. up to two years of high school
4. up to three years of high school

5. tertiary, less than three years
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6.

7.

tertiary, three years or more

doctoral studies

e D(Number=n)equals 1 if individuai hadn children the first year of analysis

goes from 1-6 where 6 also includes mothers with more thachslaren.

e D(Age group=g)equals 1 if individuai belongs to age groug, where each age

group is a five-year interval.

e D(region=r) equals 1 if the region of origin is regian

1.

2.

3.

Western Europe
Eastern Europe

Asia

. The Middle East and North Africa

Sub-Saharan Africa

North America, South America, and the South Pacific

e D(County=l) equals 1 if the individual lives in countythe first year of analysis.

There are 21 counties in Sweden.

e D(Partner=p)equals 1 if the partner the first year of analysis immigratddree p

corresponding to

1.

2.

3.

4.

54

being Swedish-born
immigrated more than five years earlier
immigrated 1-4 years earlier

immigrated the first year of analysis
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Appendix B: Tables

Table B 1: Estimation results: maternal labor force attachment and employment

Labor force Employment
(1) (2) 3) (4)
Access to PLB, each year since immigration:
0 -0.0385** -0.0224** 0.0449** 0.0554**
(0.00726) (0.00713) (0.00570) (0.00577)
1 -0.0796** -0.0650** -0.00797 0.00121
(0.00833) (0.00785) (0.00722) (0.00692)
2 -0.0909** -0.0772* -0.0418** -0.0328**
(0.00839) (0.00790) (0.00803) (0.00753)
3 -0.0814** -0.0684** -0.0360** -0.0266**
(0.00844) (0.00804) (0.00848) (0.00793)
4 -0.0737** -0.0614** -0.0419** -0.0331**
(0.00848) (0.00810) (0.00883) (0.00824)
5 -0.0592** -0.0472* -0.0460** -0.0363**
(0.00923) (0.00879) (0.00987) (0.00909)
6 -0.0457** -0.0364** -0.0385** -0.0301**
(0.0103) (0.00979) (0.0112) (0.0103)
7 -0.0137 -0.00731 -0.0181 -0.0114
(0.0120) (0.0113) (0.0131) (0.0120)
8 0.00618 0.0132 0.0210 0.0284
(0.0147) (0.0138) (0.0163) (0.0148)
9 -0.0147 -0.00697 -0.00127 0.00233
(0.0204) (0.0190) (0.0225) (0.0204)
Each year since Immigration
0 -0.533** -0.467** -0.559** -0.497**
(0.00555) (0.00603) (0.00457) (0.00539)
1 -0.264** -0.200** -0.440** -0.377**
(0.00615) (0.00631) (0.00568) (0.00619)
2 -0.187** -0.121** -0.351** -0.285**
(0.00611) (0.00622) (0.00621) (0.00650)
3 -0.161** -0.0937** -0.309** -0.239**
(0.00612) (0.00624) (0.00643) (0.00666)
4 -0.137** -0.0695** -0.266** -0.193**
(0.00614) (0.00624) (0.00662) (0.00678)
5 -0.118** -0.0467* -0.233** -0.151**
(0.00677) (0.00677) (0.00741) (0.00738)
6 -0.110** -0.0306™* -0.215** -0.122**
(0.00770) (0.00755) (0.00844) (0.00822)
7 -0.110** -0.0273** -0.205** -0.107**

Continue on next page
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Continued from Labor force Employment
last page (1) (2) 3) (4)
(0.00911) (0.00874) (0.00995) (0.00945)
8 -0.103** -0.0252* -0.198** -0.102**
(0.0114) (0.0107) (0.0124) (0.0115)
9 -0.0916* -0.0102 -0.170* -0.0697**
(0.0156) (0.0144) (0.0170) (0.0154)
Child age
3 0.00103 -0.000575 0.0301 0.0262**
(0.00268) (0.00268) (0.00298) (0.00297)
4 0.00102 -0.00285 0.0370 0.0285**
(0.00312) (0.00314) (0.00353) (0.00354)
5 0.00550 -0.000545 0.0468* 0.0340™
(0.00329) (0.00335) (0.00375) (0.00382)
6 0.0127** 0.00446 0.061%* 0.0444*
(0.00343) (0.00355) (0.00393) (0.00406)
7 0.0191** 0.0105* 0.0780™* 0.0587*
(0.00362) (0.00380) (0.00423) (0.00439)
8 0.0221** 0.0127* 0.0905** 0.0686™*
(0.00382) (0.00405) (0.00451) (0.00472)
9 0.0260** 0.0153** 0.100** 0.0757*
(0.00404) (0.00432) (0.00480) (0.00505)
10 0.0256** 0.0131* 0.111** 0.0822**
(0.00430) (0.00463) (0.00514) (0.00541)
11 0.0253** 0.0117 0.116** 0.0843**
(0.00459) (0.00496) (0.00548) (0.00580)
12 0.0286** 0.0128* 0.129** 0.0927*
(0.00491) (0.00532) (0.00585) (0.00619)
13 0.0199** 0.00357 0.129* 0.0905**
(0.00521) (0.00568) (0.00616) (0.00656)
14 0.0219** 0.00580 0.137* 0.0972*
(0.00552) (0.00604) (0.00649) (0.00697)
15 0.0172** 0.00201 0.139* 0.0979*
(0.00591) (0.00648) (0.00687) (0.00742)
16 0.0131* 0.000725 0.139* 0.0990™*
(0.00644) (0.00702) (0.00741) (0.00799)
17 0.000288 -0.00908 0.1832 0.0928**
(0.00711) (0.00770) (0.00809) (0.00869)
18 -0.00841 -0.0144 0.124* 0.0864**
(0.00793) (0.00853) (0.00897) (0.00957)
19 -0.0167 -0.0180 0.123** 0.0891*
(0.00906) (0.00955) (0.0101) (0.0106)
Continue on next page
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Continued from Labor force Employment

last page 1) (2 3) 4)

>20 -0.0444** -0.0328** 0.102** 0.0757**
(0.0118) (0.0120) (0.0129) (0.0131)

Year effects Yes Yes Yes Yes

Xi No Yes No Yes

N 463265 463265 463265 463265

All estimations also include controls for time since imnaition, child age, year, and
individual characteristics. Standard errors clusterethdividual in parentheses.
*p<0.1,” p<0.05* p<0.01

IFAU — Paid parental leave to immigrants — An obstacle to tabarket entrance?

57



Publication series published by IFAU — latest issues

Rapporter/Reports

2012:20 Ulander-Wéanman Carin "Flexibilitet — en dominerande diskurs i de anstéallningsvillkor som rér
sysselsattningstrygghet for arbetstagare i kommun och landsting”

2012:21 Wikstrom Christina and Magnus Wikstrom “Urval till hogre utbildning — Péaverkas betygens
prediktionsvarde av alder?

2012:22 Karimi Arizo, Erica Lindahl and Peter Skogman Thoursie “Effekter av foraldrapenning pa
arbetsutbud”

2012:23 Sibbmark Kristina ” Arbetsmarknadspolitisk dversikt 2011”

2012:24 Liljeberg Linus, Sara Martinson and Jonas Thelander "Vad innebér det att bli coachad? En
utvardering av jobbcoachningen vid Arbetsférmedlingen”

2012:25 van den Berg Gerard J., Petter Lundborg and Johan Vikstrom ”De langsiktiga ekonomiska och
sociala konsekvenserna av att forlora ett barn”

2012:26 Hagglund Pathric, Per Johansson and Lisa Laun ”Rehabiliteringsgarantin”

2012:27 Engdahl Mattias and Olof Aslund "Ekonomiska drivkrafter och studieresultat — effekter av Sfi-
bonus”

2012:28 Lindgren Karl-Oskar ”Arbetsplatsstorlek och sjukfranvaro”

2013:1  Olsson Martin ”Anstallningsskydd och foraldrarelaterad franvaro”

2013:2  Angelov Nikolay, Per Johansson and Erica Lindahl "Det envisa kdnsgapet i inkomster och
l6ner — Hur mycket kan forklaras av skillnader i familjeansvar?”

2013:3  Vikman Ulrika "Sa paverkar foraldraforsakringen nyanlanda invandrares etablering pa arbets-

marknaden”

Working papers

2012:20
2012:21

2012:22

2012:23
2012:24

2012:25

2012:26
2013:1

2013:2
2013:3

2013:4

Angelov Nikolay and Arizo Karimi "Mothers’ income recovery after childbearing”

Wikstrom Christina and Magnus Wikstrom “University entrance selection and age at
admission”

Karimi Arizo, Erica Lindahl and Peter Skogman Thoursie ”Labour supply responses to paid
parental leave”

van den Berg Gerard J., Petter Lundborg and Johan Vikstrom ”The economics of grief”

Aslund Olof and Mattias Engdahl "The value of earning for learning: performance bonuses in
immigrant language training”

Collet Francois and Peter Hedstrdom “Endogenous tie formation mechanisms in a directed
network generated by employee mobility”

Lindgren Karl-Oskar "Workplace size and sickness absence transitions”

Nekby Lena, Peter Skogman Thoursie and Lars Vahtrik "Examination behavior — Gender
differences in preferences?”

Olsson Martin “Employment protection and parental child care”

Angelov Nikolay, Per Johansson and Erica Lindahl “Is the persistent gender gap in income and
wages due to unequal family responsibilities?”

Vikman Ulrika “Paid parental leave to immigrants: An obstacle to labor market entrance?”

Dissertation series

2012:1

Laun Lisa “Studies on social insurance, income taxation and labor supply”



	Abstract
	Table of contens
	IFAU publications

	Search

	Back 



