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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Employment Continuity Among New Mothers
Jacob Alex Klerman and Arleen Leibowitz

The last two decades have seen radical changes in the work patterns of new mothers.
In the early seventies, work among new mothers was a rarity. Today nearly half of all
mothers of one-month-old infants are employed. Only about 10 percent of these mothers of
one-month-old infants are actually at work. The difference — those who are employed, but
not at work — are the large number of women on paid and unpaid leave. This leave tapers
off quickly. By the time the infant is three-months-old, work is nearly at its long-term level
(i.e., it is nearly the same as it is for mothers of children between 12 and 24 months). This
use of paid and unpaid leave constitutes the de facto maternity leave policy of American

employers.

Legislation at the state and federal level now requires employers to guarantee that
women may return to their old jobs after a maternity leave of several months (three in the
federal statute, one to four in the state statutes). This paper evaluates the importance of
such legislation: How many women already returned to their pre-childbirth jobs in the
absence of a legislated right to maternity leave, and how many women are covered by

maternity leave laws given their non-universal coverage.

The protections of maternity leave statutes are dynamic. They gnarantee to women
the right to return to their pre-childbirth employer after a leave of up to a guaranteed length.
Similarly, the eligibility requirements for coverage under the maternity leave statutes are
dynamic. To be covered women must have had a certain number of months of full-time
tenure (a year under the federal Family Leave Act). Considering the impact of these
maternity leave laws requires, not only information on women’s labor market choices at a

point in time, but also longitudinal data on labor market choices before and after childbirth.

To evaluate the likely effects of such legislation, we use the longitudinal data collected

rt of th itinzons work hist

Longitudinal Survey-Youth (NLS-Y). Doing so is complicated because the NLS-¥ is a cohort
study. It follows a sample of about six thousand women who were aged 14 to 21 in 1979.

tory data of the Nation 18]

Some recent mothers were born before the cohort represented in the NLS-Y; some were horn
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after. For our purposes, we want to make statements about all recent mothers, We
extrapolate our NLS-Y based results to the set of all recent mothers using regression
standardization. We estimate models of the labor supply behaviors of recent mothers using
the NLS-Y sample. Those models include regressors which describe how the NLS-Y sample
differs from the set of all recent mothers (age, year of birth, race/ethnicity, marital status,
education). We then use the model to predict behavior for a sample of all recent mothers.
The characteristics of recent mothers are derived from the Fertility Supplement to the June
1990 Current Population Survey.

Qur basic finding is that the maternity leave statutes Fodiﬁr existing practice. The
overwhelming majority (88 percent) of women who work full-time both before and after the
birth of a child return to their pre-childbirth employer. This percentage is, however, lower
than the corresponding number among all women (whether or not they had a child in the
interim) with similar demographic characteristics as the mothers (97 percent). Both among
new mothers and among all demographically similar women, far from all women are still
working full-time eighteen months later; for new mothers, the figure is 51.3, for all women
the figure is 56.5. Among women who worked full-time a year before their child was born,
about 20 percent are working part-time six months after the child is born, and 28 percent are
not working at all. Among all demographically similar women, only 10 percent are not still
working full-time.

These high rates of return to the same employer are particular to full-time workers.
Among part-time workers, only about 8 percent work for their pre-pregnancy employer
(whether full- or part-time) six months after childbirth. Among all women, rates of job
conttinuity over a similar 18 month interval are also low (34 percent), but not as low as for

new mothers.

These employment continuity rates vary with the demographic characteristics of the
new mothers. In particular, employment continuity rates for full-time work before and after
the birth of the child are lowest for first births and higher for later births (33.8 percent for
first births vs. 52.1 percent second births, and 56.3 percent for third and higher births).
Thus, although most women are working shortly after the birth of the child, even some
women who worked full-time before the birth of their first child, totally leave the labor force.
Across all first births, about 19 percent of all women worked full-time before the birth of the
child and are not working at all six months after the birth of the child.
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The paper then uses this combined NLS-¥/CPS approach to estimate the coverage of
the federal Family Leave Act (FLA). In the effort to build a coalition for passage, the federal
FLA was deliberately crafted to cover only some new mothers. Specifically, only employers
with 50 or more employees, and employees with 12 months tenure and 1250 hours during the
previous year (about 24 hours per week) are covered. Using the data on job tenure, hours
worked, and firm size in the NLS-Y, we show that the FLA covers only a minority of working
new mothers. Each of the exclusions is important. Among the 63 percent of new mothers
who were working a year before the birth of the child, only 77 percent meet the full-time
work requirement. Of them, only 68 percent meet the job tenure requirement. Of those
women who meet the full-time work and the job-tenure requirement only about 53 percent
are working in large enough firms. Thus, the FLA guarantees to only about 32 percent of

working women the right to return fo their pre-childbirth employer.

Together, these findings have important implications for the likely effects of the FLA.
Both analyses suggest that the FLA will have only minimal effects on the labor supply of new
mothers. First, only women who worlk full-time are covered by the FLA. Among them,
nearly all women who are working six months after the birth of the child are working for the
same employer they worked for during pregnancy. Thus, the FLA!s right to return to the
pre-pregnancy employer is already standard business practice. Second, the FLA only covers
about a third of all new mothers who were working a year before the birth of the child and 41
percent, of new mothers who worked full-time. Thus, the law’s protections do not apply to
many new mothers, and those covered new mothers were almost always returned to their

employers even before the FLA.

Family leave legislation may affect other dimensions of women’s labor market
behavior. As we emphasized in our model, it is possible that, prior to the new laws, women
would have liked to have taken longer leaves after the birth of their children, but that
employers strictly limited the amount of leave. Given the “choice” of a very short-leave or
quitting her job, a women may “chose” the short-leave. Perhaps given the right under the
FLA to longer job protected leaves, new mothers will take longer leaves.



ABSTRACT

Recently both state and federal governments have enacted maternity leave legislation.
The key provision of that legislation is that after a leave (of a limited duration), the recent
mother is guaranteed the right to return to her pre-leave employer at the same or equivalent
position. Using data from the National Longitudinal Survey-Youth, this paper correlates
work status after childbirth with work status before pregnancy. Almost all women (nearly 90
percent) who work full-time both before and after childbirth continue to work at the same
employer. Thus maternity leave legislation is unlikely to have a major effect on employment
continuity. However, compared to all demographically similar women, new mothers do have
an excess probability of leaving their jobs. Finally,. most maternity leave legislation limits its
protections to full-tme workers with sufficient job tenure sufficiently large firms. Using the
NLS-Y, the paper estimates that the federal Family Leave Act covers only about a third of all
working new mothers. The restriction to full-time workers is relatively unimportant because

few part-time workers would satisfy the tenure and firm-size requirements,




L INTRODUCTION

The Family Leave Act of 1993 (FLA) was the first piece of legislation that President
Clinton signed info law. The FLA, which took effect August 1, 1993 guarantees to new
mothers (among others) the right to up to 12 weeks of leave without pay and the right to
reinstatement without penalty at the job held at the start of the leave. Although the passage
of this legislation had enormous political and social significance, the practical significance of
the FLA is yet to be determined. In this paper we assess the likely effects of the FLA by
examining pre-FILA labor supply patterns for women following childbirth and by determining
what proportion of new mothers would he covered by the FLA.

Much of the impetus for the passage of the FLA came from the substantial rise in iabor
force participation by mothers of young children. Women's labor supply, especially around
the birth of a child, has grown rapidly over the past two decades (Leibowitz and Klerman,
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not return to the labor force until their youngest child entered school. Today, more than half
of all new mothers are in the labor force only three months after giving birth. Such a high
level of labor supply suggests that women ave retaining the jobs they held in pregnancy and
returning to work after a short maternity leave. Yet, there has been little analysis of
whether, in the absence of legislation, women return to the same job after childbirth, or
whether they begin a new job. Such information is crucial to understanding the impact of
the FLA, which guarantees a right to return to the job held in pregnancy.

From the employer's point of view it also important to know whether a female worker is
likely to return to the job after having a child. Deoing so requires comparing job changing
among women who are new mothers with jeb changing among similar women who did not
give birth in the period studied. Because the FLA only covers women working more than 25
hours a week with at least a year of job tenure in firms with at least 50 employees,
understanding which new mothers continue to work after giving birth and how this relates to
the coverage provisions of the FLA is also important to understanding the likely impact of

this new legislation.

In this paper we use longitudinal data from the National Longitudinal Survey of Youth
{NLS-Y) and representative population data from the Current Population Survey (CPS) to
determine what proportion of new mothers are covered by the FLA, taking into account the

coverage restrictions relating to firm size, job tenure and hours worked. We also investigate



the characteristics of women who return to the job they held in pregnancy and whether they
would be covered by the FLA. This allows us to determine whether the FLA simply codifies
existing business practice with regard to maternity leave, or whether it provides new options

for women who have not returned to their jobs in the period before the FLA was in force.

The balance of the paper proceeds as follows. Section IT reviews the stylized facts and
the literature on women’s labor supply by age of the youngest child. Section III presents a
simple economic model of time away from work around the birth of a child and the decision to
return to the pregnancy employer. Section IV motivates and describes our methodology,
which combines the NLS-Y and the CPS using a system of logistic regressions. Section V
presents our results on job continuity. Section VI presents our results on coverage of the
federai Family Leave Act. The conciusion relates the results to the family leave debate and

identifies directions for future research.
II. WORK AMONG NEW MOTHERS

The last two decades have seen major and widely noted changes in the work patterns of
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[Alfter their schooling, the life eycle of married women features several stages which
differ in the nature and degree of labor-market and home invesiment. There is usually
continuous market work prior to the birth of the first child. The second siage is a
period of non-participation releted to childbearing and child care, lasting betiwveen §
and 10 years, followed by intermitient participation before the youngest child reaches
school age. The third stage is a more permanent return to the labor force for some,
though it my remain intermitient for others. {Mincer and Polachek, 1974, p. S83).

This characterization was based on tabulations from the (then recently available) first wave
of the National Longitudinal Survey of Mature Women. Most of these women, who were 30
to 44 in 1867, had their first child during the baby boom of the mid-1950s.

The patterns that Mincer and Polachek described were beginning to change by the 1970s.
Figure 1 shows women's labor force participation by age of the youngest child in months,

based on data from the June Current Population Survey (CPS).1 Clearly, at later dates, a

1The basic CPY interview is designed to supply the nation’s official unemployment statistics, and it
therefore contains careful probes about work status, distinguishing labor force participation from
non-participation, employment from work, and paid from unpaid leave. See Klerman and
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greater percentage of women were labor force participants, at each time period following
childbirth. In the earliest period, 1973-75, about 35 percent of mothers of two-year-olds (aged
25-36 months) participated in the labor force. Eight years later (1981-83), the percentage
had risen ten points to about 45 percent. For the most recent period (1990), work is now the

norm, with about 55 percent of mothers of two-year-olds participating in the labor force.

Leibowitz (1994) for a description to the June CPS data and the issues invelved in using it to
analyze women’s Iabor foree behavior. The data for 1973-75 and 1981-83 are simple averages of the
rates of participation over the three-year bands, using the June survey, which is the month in
which the interview includes information about the age of 2 woman's youngest child in months.
The data for 1990 is computed differently. The CPS is 2 rolling panel where individuals can be
interviewed for up to four consecutive months. The data for 1990 combine information for up to
four monthly 1990 interviews that women responding in June 1990 also provided. Reweighting
accounts for differential match rates (each interview’s weight is computed as one over the number
of interviews found for 4 particular woman). Details of the matching procedure are available on
request.
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Fig. 1—Labor Force Participation (LFP) for Mothers by Age of Y_oﬁhgest
Child, 1973-75, 1981-83, and 1990

Source: Authors’ tabulations from 1973, 1974, 1975, 1981, 1982, 1983 June
CPS and from matched June 1990 CPS file.

Not only has the level of the participation-age relation shifted up, but the lines have

become less steep. In the earliest period, as the youngest child aged from 7 to 36 months,

labor force participation rose nearly 10 percentage points. By 1990, despite the higher levels

of work among mothers of older children, the increase in participationn between 7 and 36

months following childbirth was only two percentage points. This change can be seen more

clearly in Figure 2, which magnifies the scale of the previous plot for the most recent period

(1920). Figure 2 also plots employment, which subiracts the unemployed from labor force




participants. The figure demonstrates dramatically that mothers of one-year-olds are nearly
as likely to have a job as mothers of three-year-olds.
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Fig. 2—Detail of Employment by Age of Youngest Child in Months, 1920.
Source: Authors’ tabulations from author’s matched 1990 June CPS file.

These changes in women’s labor force participation among new mothers have been widely
noted. Hayghe (1986, with updates in the Statistical Abstract) is an official source. 0’Connell
(1990) uses Survey of Income and Program Participation retrospective data on the timing of
leaving work during pregnancy and returning to work after childbirth fdr first births to
identify similar time-series trends. Several papers used hazard models to analyze the timing
of return to work after childbirth. Papers by Even (1987) using the first wave of the National



Survey of Family Growth (again retrospective data on first births), McLéugMin (1982) using
the National Longitudinal Survey-Mature Women, O'Connell (1990) using the SIPP, and
Leibowitz, Kierman and Waite (1291), and Klerman (1993) using the NLS-Y have all shown
gimilar patterns.

The Importance of Informal Maternity Leave

This shrinkage of the time away from work makes possible different strategies for
juggling child-raising and a career. For women who will be away from the labor market for
several years (as in the quote from Mincer and Polachek or the earlier period of Figure 1),
quitting the pre-pregnancy job is the only alfernative. When women will be away from the
labor force for well under a year, it becomes possible for employers and employees jointly to
make arrangements that allow both for employment continuity and for the new mother fo
spend some time away from the workplace caring for/enjoying the new child. In the next

section, we outline a simple model of these choices.

The labor force participation (LFP} measure used in the plots in the previous section is
an aggregate of four categories: the unemployed (those actively seeking émployment), those
who are employed and at work, those on paid leave, and those on unpaid leave. The last two
categories include women who are employed, but not at work. Such paid or unpaid leave
allows women fo maintain their connection to their pre-pregnancy employer while still
enjoyving time away from work in the early post partum period. In fact, this leave taking in
the months immediately following childbirth, accounts for a large share of the labor force
participants (see Figure 3). The percent of new mothers of one-month-old children actually
at work was 15% in 1880, not very different from the percentage of new mothers who were
labor force participants in 1973-1975. By 1990, however, as many women were on paid leave
as were working, and another ten percent were on unpaid leave. Thus, LFP is nearly three
times greater in 1990 than in 1973-1975, but most of these labor force participants were
actualiy on leave from a job.

This use of paid and unpaid leave is a very short-run accommodation. Figure 4
emphasizes this point by plotting paid and unpaid leave explicitly. The paid leave has
egsentially disappeared after two months and the unpaid leave after three months.
Conversely, the percentage of mothers actually at work grows 25 percentage points by the
fourth month following childbirth.
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Fig. 3—Components of Labor Force Participation by Age of Youngest
Child, 1990. W-Work, V-Paid Leave, L-Unpaid Leave, U-Employment

Source: Tabulations from authors’ matched 1990 June CPS file..
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Child in Months V-Paid Leave, L-Unpaid Leave,

Source: Tabulations from authors’ matched 1990 June CPS file..

However, using CPS data it is not possible to determine whether these women are
returning to a job held during pregnancy or whether they are working for a different
employer (or whether they held no job in pregnancy). The next two sections describe a simple
model for time away from work after childbirth incorporating the decision to return to the
same employer, and a methodology for exploring these dymamic aspects of maternal work

patterns. Thig methodology combines cross-section data from the CPS with longitudinal data

Fig. 4—Paid and Unpaid in 1290 by Age of Youngest ‘



from the NLS-Y to address questions about new mother’s continuity with a given employer
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and how this compares with job continuity for women who did not give birth in the period.

1. AMODEL LEAVE FOR MATERNITY

The essence of the new mother's labor supply choice — when to return to work, whether
to return to the pre-childbirth employer, and the role of maternity leave is captured by the
following simple model. Women (families) maximize a life-time utility function U which is
the integral over instantaneous additive sub-utility function V, a function of life-time

consumption C(¢) and leisure L(z)
E
U= [ e Vie@), Lyt dt )

where B is the beginning of working life, £ is the end of life, and it is useful to think of =0 as
time of the birth of the child.

the problem, we further simplify by assuming that the ]
choice at each instant is dichotomous (a woman either works or does not work), that the sub-
utility function V is additive in leisure and consumption, and that the marginal utility of

consumption is constant and equal to v. Thus,
V(t) = oL ]+ v C(H) 2)

Note that we explicitly allow the utility of leisure to vary with the age of the child, £, thus the
normalization of #=0( noted above. Specifically, we assume that the utility of leisure is
monotonically increasing through pregnancy to childbirth, and monotonically decreasing as
the child ages.

The household faces a life-time budget constraint (assuming perfect capital markets} of
FempC) di=y + | e"‘w(t}[l — L(H)}dt Ne)
Vi3

Discounted life-time consumption equals discounted lifetime income, where lifetime income
is the sum of the present value of other household income, vy, (e.g. from a spouse) and
woman's labor earnings (a function of when she works). For convenience, we assume that

utility is discounted at the market interest rate.
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Then the assumptions on the utility of leisure imply that the household chooses three

items:
1} when to begin leave during pregnancy (b < 0) .
2) when to end leave after childbirth (e > 0) .
3) lifetime consumption.

Substituting into the lifetime utility expression from the budget constraint, we have

Mmax = _{: e U[0;£)dt + j:e""‘un;t]df + fe""u.r[o, £1dt

@
+%{y + Ee"‘w(t)dt + fe"’w(t)dt}

We illustrate this graphically in Figure 5. The utility of leisure is falling with an
increase in the number of weeks since childbirth. Lifetime utility will be maximized if the

end of leave is chosen at e=e”, where the utility of leisure equals the weekly wage.

$)
weekly wage =w,
weekly wage at
c~—— . alternative job =
reservation a
wage
ep e* e,
Weeks since childhirth

Figure 5: Wage and utility of lesiure by weeks following childbirth

Wo wage at pregnancy job .

Wa wage at alternative job (forfeiting accumulated firm specific capital)
e” unconstrained return date to pregnancy job

ey start date for a new (alternative) job

€g maximum allowable leave for maternity at pregnancy job



So far, we have discussed the optimum e as though it depended only on the woman’s
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given day in a spot market. Rather, a new mother faces a labor market with tied offers. A
higher wage, wg, is available to her if she returns to the employer she had in pregnancy; but
the abilify to come back to the pregnancy job is conditional on returning before exhausting
the employer’s allowed maternity leave of e; weeks. Alternatively, the woman could choose
e" weeks of leisure, where ¢*> eq, but, at a new job, she will earn a lower wage.2 At that new
(alternative) job the optimal return date would be later (eg>e") and the wage lower. If a job
with a higher wage were available to her, she would already have chosen that job in
pregnancy. Therefore, we can assume that wgy > twg. Clearly, if the woman’s preferred
duration of maternity leave does not exceed the employer’s maternity leave e, there is no
problem. However if e* > ey as illustrated in Figure 5, the woman must choose between
forgoing leisure by refurning to work earlier than she would have chosen, or sacrificing

consumptlon by returning to work (at a later date) at a new job with a lower wage (shown as

point nre 5).

DLEAL &£ = ot

Equation 5 can be used to examine the choice. Instead of behaving as though she faces a
spot marked for labor, a woman compares lifetime utility at the old job (I7,) where the
maternity leave lasts ey weeks, with lifetime utility on a new job (U,) with maternity leave of
eg weeks. That difference in lifetime utility is:

U, -U, = [* e {U0, ] - UlL;t]dt + l{j e"”wdt+f e (w, —w,)df}  (5)
p %o

9

where the first term is the lower utility of working from e, to ¢4 (the limited leave wvs.
unlimited leave, but returning at the time appropriate for the lower wage wg), the second
term is the additional consumption from earnings from work between ey and ey, and the
third term is the higher earnings (w, - wq) from not forfeiting the accumulated firm-specific

human capital on the current job over the remaining Working life.

Clearly a higher inifial wage and/or a lower alternative wage makes returning to the
pregnancy job more attractive. Also, the longer the allowed leave, the more attractive will be

staving with this emnlover. In nvalua_:ln the gai in from hmnncr a hicher wage after the
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28ince specific human capital- is a major component of earnings (Topel, 1991), the cost in earnings’
consumption of changing jobs will be considerable.
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return from maternity leave, we should consider the expected duration of this job, rather
than the remaining working life. Our results show that there is more turnover in part-time
Jjobs, even among women who do not become mothers. Thus, we expect that women with
more job specific training, longer offered leaves, and full-time jobs would be more likely to

return to the job held in pregnancy.

IV, METHODS AND DATA

In this section, we describe a method for combining data from the National Longitudinal
Survey-Youth (NLS-Y) and the dJune Current Population Survey (CPS) to estimate
longitudinal patterns and labor supply for a representative population. The NLS-V data are
longitudinal and allow us to determine if a particular individual changes employers.
However, the NLS-Y sample is not representative of new mothers, In contrast, the CPS hag
a representative sample of the U.S. population (and thus of new mothers), but does not. follow
individuals for an extended period of time. Therefore, we combine data from the two sources

to yield population estimates of job continuity.

The NLS-Y is a longitudinal sample of young people sponsored by the U.S, Department of
Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics. The original sample was drawn in 1978 from 14- to 21-
year-old men and women. Approximately 12,000 individuals were selected in a sampling
scheme that over-sampled blacks, Hispanies, and poor whites. This original sample has been
interviewed annually since 1979. Here we use data through the 1990 interview. Consistent
with the NLS-Y's purpose of measuring labor market dynamics, at each interview an
Employer Supplement collects information on each job held since the previous interview.
Among the information collected is hours worked and whether this job is the same as the one
reported in the previous interview. Thus, using the NLS-Y data it is possible to track

employment continuity through time.

Although the NLS-Y has longitudinal job change data, it poses four problems for
computing current, representative estimates of maternity leave. First, the NLS-Y is not a
simple probability sample, but a stratified sample that deliberately oversampled blacks,
Hispanics, and peor whites. This is simply corrected using the 1979 sample weights (which

also correct for differential non-response at the first interview).® Second, the available data

3Work is more common in the weighted than in the unweighted data, as seen in Appendix Table B-1.
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include women who gave birth between 1978 (retrospective answers at the 1979 interview)
and 1950. Because of the large time-series changes in behavior, simply averaging over all
NLS-Y births will not describe the behavior of recent mothers. Third, the NLS-Y is a cohort
sample that enrolled women who were aged 14-21 in 1979. These women were 25-33 in 1990;
later ages. Finally as always, the sample

is smaller than we would like, making it difficult to present analyses cross-classifying by

covariates.

there iz no information on women giving hirths at

To address all of these problems simultaneously, we employ a two-stage strategy. In the
first stage, we estimate a system of weighted logistic regressions on the full NL3-Y sample.
The regressors explicitly control for the non-representativeness of the NLS-Y sample (black,
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interest (parity, education and time period). The weights control for nonresponse and
stratified sampling. Then in the second stage, we use the regression model to predict labor
force behavior for a sample with the demographic characteristies of all recent mothers drawn
from the 1990 June CPS.

In order to examine fransitions across labor force statuses and over employers, we cross-
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b.lH.BB].Ly .I.H.UUI' IUI'LB bbdbub pI'lUI' lfU pregndn(,y \.L& INCIILILS UBJ.UI'e Lﬂe Dl.l'.bﬂ 01 a L.LI.LL(].} a.uu
following childbirth (6 months after the birth of a child). We chose 12 months before the
birth for two reasons. First, we want a point where labor supply was not affected by the
pregnancy. Second, 12 months before the birth is consistent with the FLA's 12 month tenure
requirement. We examine employment six months after the birth because this interval is
long enough so that most women who are returning to work have come back from maternity
leave. We could not examine employment at a mﬁch earlier time (for example 3 months)
because the NLS-Y does not distinguish well between those who are employed and on leave
and those who are employed and at work (see Klerman and Leibowitz, 1994). With a longer
interval than six months, more women may have changed jobs after returning initially to

their pregnancy employer, thus cbscuring true maternity leaves.

Our goal is to identify the set of women who would have returned to their pre-pregnancy
employer if a moderately long maternity leave had been offered (e.g. the 12 weeks of the
FLA), but instead quit because their employer aHowed conly a much shorter leave. Since we
noted above that LFP rises only slightly after the first few months post-partum, six months
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results with an 18 months post-delivery window. For intervals greater than 18 months after
childbirth, the mother faces a fundamentally different employment decigion; child care
options differ for toddlers and infants and employers are unlikely to offer maternity leave for

absences of more than 18 months.

Our pre-birth classification has three statuses: no work, part-time work, and full-time
work (usual hours 35 or more hours per week). For post-delivery status, we define five
possible statuses: no work, part-time work for the same employer or for a different employer,
and full-time work for the same employer or new employer. Cross-classifying pre-birth and
post-delivery statuses yields thirteen cells (3 x 5, less the two impossible cases: no work
before to full-time work for same employer after, and no work before to part-time work for

same employer after).

We arrange the 13 cells into a tree-structure as represented in Figure 6. At the root
(highest level) of the tree is the decision whether or not to work before pregnancy. Those who
work before pregnancy decide between part-time and full-time employment. At the next
level, women decide whether or not to work after childbirth. At the next level, they decide
whether to work part-time or full-time. At the lowest level of the tree, those who work both
bhefore and after childbirth decide whether to return to the same employer.

Using this tree structure, there are 12 dichotomous decision points, labeled with letters A
to L. Figure 6 shows the percentage of women choosing each option at each decision node.
The number of women in each of the 13 final statuses and the percentages are based on the
sample of all births to women in the NLS-Y for which we observe labor force hehavior
12 months before the birth of the child and 18 months after the birth of the child.4 It is
important to note that some of the cells have only a small number of observations (especially
the transitions from part-time to full-time work, and from full-time to part-time, which have

Jess than a hundred observations each).

4Note that many women appear in the sample more than once (they have several births over the 12
years). We have made no corrections for any induced correlation.
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Work Buring Pregnancy

)

Work after Childbirth (nofyes) a 9‘
-1
B88% /12% 53% 1 47% 41% /59%

9

41%:59%| ‘49%/51%|73%f223?| |31%169%ﬂ11%189%

. alaNalolalulaNalatalt

Raw Cell Count 2169 169 240 441 85 88 166 46 823 111 242 §6 744
Cell Percentage 40.0% 3.1% 4.4% 8.1% 1.6% 1.6% 3.1% 0.9% 15.2% 2.1% 4.5% 1.8% 13.7%

Part-time/Full-time

Sathe Employer (nofyes)
45% [ 59%

Part-time/Full-time

Fig. 6—Tree Representation of System of Logistic Regressions

Using the shorthand BP-Before Pregnancy and AC-After Childbirth. The final

statuses and decisions are:
Final Status

1- No work BP or AC . '
2 - No work BP , part-time work AC o
3 - No work BP , full-time work AC

4 - Part-time work BP , no work AC

5 - Part-time work BP , part-time work at different employer AC

6 - Part-time work BF , full-time work at different employer AC

7 - Part-time work BP , part-time work at same employer AC

8 - Part-time work BP , full-time work at same employer AC

9 - Full-time work BP , no work AC

10 - Full-time work BP part-time work at different employer AC

11 - Fullstime work BP , full-time work at different employer AC

12 - Full-time work BP , part-time work at same employer AC

13 - Full-time work BP , full-time work at same employer AC

Decision Points

A -Work at all BP _
B - Among those not working BP , work A

(7 _ Asvnnerthnos nat twarlrsisaoe R £407 v e art~ Fimn o
o AdUO00E LlUsE OO0 WU LINE OO , i OF Pali~Ciilc

D - Full-time or part-time work BP
B - Among those working part-time BP , work AC
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F - Among those working part- -time BP and working AC, return to the same employer ora
different employer

G - Among those working part-timne BP and returning to a different employer, full-time or
part-time work

H - Among those working part-time BP and returning to the same employer, fuli-time or
part-time work

I- Among those working full-time BP , work AC

J - Among those working full-time BP and working AC, return to the same employer or a
different employer

K- Among those working full-time BFP and returning to a different employer, full-time or
part-time work

L - Among those working full-time BP and returning to the same employer, full-time or part-
time work .

The dichotomous choice at each of the 12 decision nodes is estimated by a weighted
logistic regression. Regressors that were available in bhoth the CPS and the NLS-Y and that
were unchanging characteristics of the mothers were selected using a simple two-step
procedure. At the first step the following variables were entered in levels and interacted
with a dummy for first birth: black, Hispanic, age, age squared, year of birth, national
unemployment rate, high school dropout, some college (i.e., 13 or more years of education),
college graduate (16 or more years of education), never married, once married but not
currently married, and an intercept. In the second step the following variables were always
included; black, Hispanic, calendar year, first child, age and the infercept. Any other
variable with a t-statistic less than 1.28 (p=0.50) was dropped from the second step.

Appendix C presents the logistic regression equations estimated on the NLS-Y sample of
new mothers. Each column presents results for the predictors of a choice made at a node
represented schematically in Figure 6. For example, Table C-1 shows logit coefficients for
the probability of any work before pregnancy (node A in Figure 6) and for those not working
before pregnancy, whether they worked after childbearing (node B) and if this job was full-
time or part-time (node C). Column four relates the full tlme/part-txme choice for women
who worked before pregnancy (node D). ;

The tables contain a large number of parameters that interact in complicated ways to
vield the observed statuses. To draw out these implications in a $cale that is more easily
interpreted, we present simulations of the distribution of women across dynamic labor force
behaviors. A comparison of the observed probabilities in the NLS-Y with the predicted
probabilities for each cell (given the NLS-Y covariates) shows that the model fits the data
well (See Appendix Table B-2). However, as noted earlier, the NLS-Y mothers are not

representative of all new mothers.
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To extrapolate to all mothers, we selected all women in the 1890 June CPS who had
given birth in the Iast 36 manths and who were age 12 or aver at the hirth of the child (so
that they were over age 18 a year before the birth). Comparing the characteristics of
representative new mothers from the CPS with the new mothers in the NLS-Y data, we find
as expected that the NLS-Y sample is considerably younger than the CPS sample (more than
three years). The NLS-Y also over-represents blacks, high school drop-outs, those who were
never married, and first births. We then use the system of logistic regression models to
estimate the probabilities of each choice at each node for each woman in the CPS sample.
Finally, we multiply the probabilities at each dichotomous decision point to yield the
probability of each final state. The estimates we present helow are averages of these

predictions across the CPS sample.b

V. RESULTS ON JOB CONTINUITY

To understand recent mothers’ job mobility, we first present simulations of dynamic labor
market behaviors for women with the characteristics of new mothers as of 1990, which are
then compared to job mobility of demographically similar samples of all women. We then
explore the robustness of those comparisons. Finally, we use the system of logistic
regressions to examine how job mobiiity varies between first and iater births and with

differences in education.

Job Continuity

Table 1 shows work status after childbirth (the columns) cross tabulated by work status
prior to pregnancy. The estimates for new mothers in the left panel are obtained by using
the logit regressions on NLS-Y described above to make predictions for women with the

characteristics observed for new mothers in the CPS in 1990.

SAppendix Table B-3 compares the weighted NLS-Y data with the extrapolation to the weighted CPS
population. Compared to the NLS-Y, the CPS has a smaller share of women who work neither
hefore pregnancy nor after childbirth, a smaller share of women who work full time before
pregnancy and then stop working, and a larger share of women who work full {ime before and after
their pregnancy.
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Table 1
Job Continuity for New Mothers and for Demographically Similar Non-Mothers

ta r Childbirth (% %_of Before Pregnancy State
Work before Part Part Full Full _ Part Part Full Full
pregnancy None Diff Same Diff Same Total None Diff Same Diff Same Total

New mothers — 12 months before birth to 6 months after birth (18 months interval)
None 256 2.7 [BEEW 54 § 317 806 s5HEEN 09 000

Part-time 144 46 15 60 06 270 532 169 55 221 2.3 1000
Full-time 116 22 68 25 188 413 281 52 153 59 454 1000
Total 515 94 7.8 119 194 100.0

— = - sak o I

All women — interval of 18 months

None 18.2 B 7oR 304 596 155/ o4 ol 1000
Part-time 34 37 40 78 87 226 150 165 17.8 342 16.4 100.0
Full-time 49 29 126 08 257 469 105 63 268 18 b547 100.0
Total 26.5 114 166 162 29.4 100.0 s

NOTE: Weighted tabulations from the June 1990 CPS using NLS-Y logistic regression
model. Fulil-time work is 35 or more hours per week. Columns refer to employment twelve
months before childbirth. Rows refer to employment six months after childbirth. N=5793

The first three rows of the table index whether a woman was not employed, employed
part-time or employed full-time 12 months before giving birth. The first five columns
represent employment status following delivery, The columns distinguish whether the
woman was not employed, employed part-time with same (as pre-pregnancy) employer,
employed part-time with a different emplover, employed full-time with same employer, or
employed full-time with a different employer.

The first panel of Table 1 relates to women who gave birth and shows that nearly one-
third of women were not working at all before the birth of their child. These women are very
unlikely to be labor force participants when their infant is 6 months old—only 19.4 percent
are at work following delivery. However, the probability of working was higher for women
who worked part-time before the birth (46.8 percent) and even higher for women who worked
full-time before the birth (71.9 percent). Overall, about half of new mothers (48.5 percent)

work when their infant is 6 months old.

Among women who worked in pregnancy, the high proportion who are working when
their child is six months old suggests that many women return to the job they had prior to
the pregnancy. To examine how job continuity differs by level of pre-pregnancy work status,
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the five columns on the right show distributions of post delivery work status separately for
+—

not at all hafara nraomenesy Tahia 1 :l'l"lnmr.' *Hﬂnt

not at all before pregnancy. Table 1
among women who worked full-time before the birth, levels of job continuity are quite high.
More than 60 percent of these women return to their pre-pregnancy employer, on a part-time
or full-time basis. Part-time workers were much less likely to return to the job they held
before becoming pregnant—fewer than 10 percent did so. More than half had not returned to
work by the time their child was 6 months old. Among those who were working, the majority
had changed employers.

How does this level of job mobility compare with the general experience of
demographically similar women who did not give birth? To provide a comparison we used

status and employer over an 18 month

the NLS-Y data to estimate change in empl

ymen
period (equivalent to the 12 months before pregnancy and 6 months after childbirth in the
top panel of Table 1) for women. We then used this equation to make predictions for women
with the characteristics of the new mothers observed in the CPS. Therefore, the second
panel in Table 1 shows job continuity for women with identical demographic characteristics
(race/ethnicity, age, education, parity before the current birth) who differ only in whether or
not they had a child. The second panel shows that the contrel group women who work part-
time also change jobs frequently. After an interval of 18 months, over half of part-time
workers were working for a different employer. Job stability was much greater for women
who work full-time. Over 80 percent (26.8+54.7=81.5) of young women who are working full-

dimn i b o et 3 fa ] 3
time af a point in time are sHll working for the sam

There is considerable movement across the full-time/part-time boundary for both new
mothers and others. About half (51.3 percent) of new mothers who worked full-time before
pregnancy return to full-time work. Another 20 percent return to work on a part-time basis.
Among the control group who did not give birth only slightly more (56.5%) maintained their
full-time status over an 18 month period. Another 33 percent moved to part-time work, for

to return to full-time work after childbirth., Ameong those who retirned to work, the vast
majority were working part-time six months following childbirth. In contrast, more than
fifty percent of the part-time workers who did not give birth moved to full-time work, either
at the same or a new job. Only 43 percent of these women were still working part-time 18
months later. Thus, women working part-time tend to move to full-time jobs, except if they
give birth.

I the same or a new employer. Women working part-time before pregnancy were very unlikely
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The data in Table 1 show that almost all (85%) new mothers who work full-time both
before the birth and work after the birth of the child, return to the same employer, within 6
months on either a full-time or part-time basis. One interpretation of this finding is that
FLA’s guarantee of the right to return to the pre-leave job merely codifies existing practice.

Even without the protection of the FLA, relatively few of the woman. with this Ligh labor -

market commitment (those who worked full-time before the birth of their child) did not

return to their pre-pregnancy employers.®

However, another interpretation is possible. Our model emphasizes that new mothers
often face a choice between taking a shorter leave than they would like, in order to return to
their pregnancy employer, or a longer leave, but to return to a different job at lower wages.
Perhaps our six-month cut-off is too short. Perhaps at that interval since the birth almost all
of the women who return are returning to their old employer, while women choosing longer
leaves than allowed by their pregnancy jobs, start new jobs after the six month cut-off. Since
their wages on a new job will be lower, it is possible that time out of the labor force could be

quite long.”

To consider this possibility, Table 2 reports the same information as Table 1, except that
the cut-off is 18 months after the birth (so the total interval is 30 months). Again, at this
longer interval, most women (79%) who were working full-time before the birth and who are
working after the birth have the same employer. This is consistent with the results in Figure
2 gshowing that labor force participation does not rise much between six and eighteen months.
The fact that few full-time workers returned to work for a new employer in the interval
between 6 and 18 months post-partum suggests that few women who wanted fo return to

their pregnancy jobs were prevented from doing so because of lack of maternity leave.

It is possible that given that they could not take long leaves or were denied the right to
any leave, women. chose to stay away from the workplace for even longer than eighteen
months. This however, does not seem to be a plausible argument. In terms of our model, the

utility of staying home drops quite guickly over the twelve month interval. Most of the

6This not to say that they might not have preferred longer leaves. The argument of the model section.
was that limited (or non-existent) employer leave policies might have caused them to return to
work earlier than they would have liked.

TIn the Ianguage of the model, for many women 6 months is between e and ep.
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women who are still not working at 18 months presumably have much higher utility of

leisure.

The analysis presented above uses the Census definition of full-time work as 35 or more

hours ner week. However, the FLA cov
i1l per week., r, i)

aa YTV AL S~ adlR RRAVTL VPRSI ize,

rs women working 20 hours a week or more, Are
there many women working 20-35 hours before pregnancy for whom the FLA will provide an
option they do not currently have to return to their pre-pregnancy job? The second panel of
Table 2 presents estimates of job continuity for women working more than and less than 20
hours a week. As was the case with the 35 hour per week cut-off, 60 percent of women
working 20 or more hours per week return to their pre-pregnancy employer. Thus, the fypes
of women who currently return in large numbers to their pre-pregnancy jobs would be
formally protected by the FLA. Fewer than 10 percent of the working women who work less
than 20 hours per week before pregnancy and therefore are not covered by the FLA,
currently return to their old employer. Under this definition as well, most full-time workers
return to full-time work after childbirth. Few women who worked part-time before
pregnancy work full-time after childbirth and most non-workers do not work at all following

| delivery.
Table 2
| Job Continuity for New Mothers 18 Months After

Childbirth and by Definition of Full-Time Work

Work Status After Childbirth (%) % of Before Pregnancy State e

Work Before Part Part Full Full Part Part Full Full
Pregnancy None Diff Same Diff Same Total None Diff Same Diff Same Total

New Mothers —18 Months After Chuldbirth

Nons 0 TR OB =° 715 199 MR 55 M 1000
Part-time 5.0 113 1.7 175 0.0 255 196 444 6.7 293 00 100.0
Full-time 186 35 89 35 17.7 522 3.7 6.6 17.1 6.7 33.8 100.0

Total 89.6 192 107 129 17.7 100.0 B e

New Mothers —Full-Time=20+ hours/week

None 256 2.7 34 I 317 256 27 BN < DN 3.7

Part-time 144 46 15 6.0. 06 270 144 46 15 6.0 08 27.0
Full-time 116 22 6.3 25 188 413 116 22 63 25 188 413
Total 516 94 7.8 119 194 100.0 515 94 78 119 194 1000
NOTE: Weighted tabulations from the June 1990 CPS using NLS-Y logistic
regression model. Full-time work is 35 or more hours per week. Columns refer to
employment twelve months before childbirth. Rows refer to employment six months
after childbirth. N=5793
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Job Continuity Differences by Parity and Educational Level

This section presents simulations of labor force behavior that highlight differences in
participation rates by parity and by educational level. These simulations compare the
behavior of mothers in one category (e.g., first births) with that of those in another ecategory
(e.g., second births). In each case, we allow all the characteristics of the women to change.
Thus, for example, the results for women having their second birth also include the effects of
all other differences between women at their first and women at their second births (e.g.
greater age). Alternatively, one could examine partial effects by allowing only one covariate
to change at a time. Resulis from those simulations are presented and discussed in Appendix
C. Appendix Table A-2 contains the sample means for the sub-groups considered below.

Table 3 examines differences in labor force patterns surrounding the first and second
births. The top panel presents work status following the first birth and the bottom panel
presents work status following the second birth.

Table 3
Job Continuity for New Mothers, by Parity

Work Status After Childbirth (%) % of Before Pregnancy State

Work Prior to Part Part Full Full Part Part Full Full
Pregnancy None Diff Same Diff Same Total _ None Diff Same Diff Same Total

First Birth
None 160 <4 ok 223 7.8 LS S o0
Part-time 50 11.3 1.7 75 0.0 255 19.6 444 6.7 293 0.0 100.0
Full-time 186 35 89 35 11.7 522 357 66 17.1 6.7 33.8 100.0
Total 396 19.2 10.7 129 17.7 100.0 '

Second Birth
None T 253 24000 2B s1° 793 <N 33 oo
Part-time 208 14 18 52 11 30.2 68.9 46 59 171 3.5 100.0
Full-time 85 16 56 26 198 380 223 4.1 147 67 521 1000
Total . 545 53 7.3 120 20.9 100.0 -

Third Birth
None 361 13 42 416 868 80 102 1000
Part-time 172 09 09 53 08 250 68.7 36 38 210 3.0 1000
Full-time 77 14 43 12 188 333 23.0 42 129 35 56.3 100.0
Total 610 3.6 53 107 195 100.0

NOTE: Weighted tabulations from the June 1990 CPS using NLS-Y log13t1c regression
model. Full-time work is 85 or more hours per week, Columns refer to employment twelve
months before childbirth. Rows refer to employment six months after childbirth. N=5793
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Before the birth of the first child, nearly 80 percent of all women work, and more than
half of all women work full-time. But after the first child is born, only 60 percent of women
work and only 31 percent are working full-time when the child is six months old. The pre-
birth labor supply for the second birth is measured 12 months prior to the delivery date of
the second child. Work rates increase in the interval between six months after the birth of
the first child and our next measure 12 months prior to the second birth. Rates of non-work
have declined about 8 percentage points, but rates of full-time work are still 14 percentage
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Table 3 reveals considerable evidence of heterogeneity among women. Before the birth of
their first child, more than three-quarters of all women (77.7=25.5+52.2) are working; before
the birth of the second child, the figure is 10 percentage points lower (68.2=30.2+38.0). The
contrasts are even stronger for full-time work before pregnancy, which declines from 52.2
percent to 38.0 percent. Among those who work full-time before their second pregnancy,
however, job continuity is considerably higher (77.7 percent working and 66.8 percent for the
same employer) than after the first birth (64.3 percent working and 50.9 percent for the same
employer). Note also that part-time work, which grew from pre-pregnancy level of 25 pereent
before the first birth to a level of about 30 percent following the first birth, declines markedly
after the second birth (from 30.2 percent to 12.6 percent).

The third panel of Table 3, relating to higher order births, finds additional evidence of
heterogeneity. The percentage of women working and working full-time falls as the number
of children increases, but the percentage of women who worked full-time returning to full-

time work with the same employer increases with parity.

Table 4 presents similar comparisons across education groups. Both before and after the
pregnancy, high school graduates ave much more likely to work than high school drop-outs. |
Nearly half of high school drop-outs do not work before the birth, in contrast to only 21
percent of high school graduates. Furthermore, high school_graduates are much more likely
to continue working after the birth of a child. Six months after the birth, 73 percént of drop-
outs, but only 47 percent of graduates are not working. Conditional on returning to full-time
work, high school graduates are more likely to return to the same employer. If we associate
more education with more on-the-job training, these findings are consistent with our
expectations and with the findings of Desai and Waite {1990).
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Table 4
Job Continuity of New Mothers, by Educatlon
" Work After Childbirth(%) % _of Before Preguancy State
Work before Part Part Full Full Part Part Full Full
pregnancy None Diff Same Diff Same Total None Diff Same Diff Same Total

High School Drop-outs

None 481 2. - '48W 550 875 3.7 5B 1000
Part-time 116 2.8 1.0 12 03 169 _ 687 164 59 7.2 17 1000
Full-time 129 12 38 07 06 282 459 4.3 133 25 84.0 100.0
Total 72.6 61 47 68 9.9 100.0

High School Graduates
None 21.0 2sFilE 32 27.0 778 10500 e
Part-time 149 49 16 69 0.7 20.1 51.4 169 55 239 2.3 100.0
Full-time 114 23 68 28 206 439 ~ 259 53 155 6.4 469 100.0
Total 47.3 101 84 129 213 100.0 '

College Graduates

None 141 37 19 19.7 7L7 187 96 100.0
Part-time 172 44 15 118 09 358 48.1 123 42 329 25 100.0
Full-time 109 28 45 55 208 445 246 63 101 124 466 1000
Total 423 109 6.0 19.2 21.7 100.0 '

NOTE: Weighted tabulations from the June 1990 CPS using NLS-Y Ibgiétic regression
model. Full-time work is 35 or more hours per week. Columns refer to employment
twelve months before childbirth. Rows refer to employment six months after childbirth.
N=5793

Similarly, compared with high school graduates, college graduates are as likely to be
working full-time before the pregnancy. Conditional on full-time work status, their rates of
return to work are similar to those of high school graduates. Compared to high school
graduates, college graduates are somewhat more likely to be working part-time rather than
not working. College graduates who work part-time before the pregnancy are somewhat
more likely to switch to full-time work after childbirth than are high school women.

VI. COVERAGE OF THE FAMILY LEAVE ACT

In the previous section, we presented estimates of job continuity in the absence of
maternity leave legislation. Those results suggested that, because most women who work
full-time before and after the birth of a child are already returning to their pre-pregnancy
employer, maternity leave legislation, and particularly the federal FLA, are unlikely to have
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major effects on job continuity. In this section, we suggest another reason why maternity
leave legislation, and in particular the federal FLA, is unlikely to have major effects on job

continuity: The legislation’s coverage is far from universal.

The FLA was deliberately crafted to cover only some employers. The list of exempted
employvers and employvees was designed to build a coalition sufficiently strong to allow
passage of the legislation. The FLA applies only to employers with 50 or more workers.
Furthermore, to be covered by the Act's guarantees, an employee must have been
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year and must have worked more than hours
within the previons 12 months. Finally, there is an exception for *highly compensated
individuals®: those who receive the top ten percent of earnings within this workplace. The
General Accounting Office (cited in Lenhoff and Becker, 1989) estimated that a 50 employee
threshold prevides coverage for fewer than half of all workers. However, the GAO estimate

did net account for the job tenure requirement.

in this seciion, we apply methods simiiar to those of the previous seciion to estimaie the
coverage of the FLA. These estimates consider the job tenure, firm size and hours per week
thresholds. We determine the employment status a year before delivery for each woman over
age 19 at the birth of the child. From that point we can identify if she was working and
whether or not she was working full-time (here defined as 24 hours per week; 1250 hours per
yvear/52 weeks). To incorporate the job tenure requirement, we compare the current
employer to the employer 12 months earlier (24 months before the birth). Finally, in most
yvears (but not 1981-1985), the NLS-Y asks about firm size for the employer as of the
interview. We explore the minimum effects of the firm size exemption for the subset of cases

for which we have firm size data.

To determine eligibility for the FLA, we estimate the system of logistic regressions
corresponding to the decision tree shown in Figure 7. In the first level we estimate if the
woman works 12 months before childbirth. In the next level we estimate if she worked a
sufficient number of hours (24 or more hours per week). If she qualified on hours at the next
level, we determine if she was at work 24 months before the birth. At the lowest level, we

estimate if she worked for a firm with at least 50 workers.
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Work Before 7% / 63%

Pragnancy {nofye
Part-time/Full-time

{<24 hours/>=24hours)
Job Tenure

{<12 months/>=12 months) 35% , 65% [32% ; 68%

Firm Size
(<50 employees/
>=50 employees) 7% I q%_l { 41 % /599 /c.

Final Status d Eﬁ

Cell Percentage 36.9% 50% 8.8% 0.3% .154% 13.3% 20.4%

Fig. 7: Tree Representation of FLA Coverage Extrapolated to CPS Sample

1 - No work before pregnancy (BP)

2 - Part-time work BP, job tenure less than 12 months

3 - Part-time work BP, job tenure greater than 12 months, firm size less than 50 employees
4 - Part-time work BP, job tenure greater than 12 months, firm size 50 or more employees
5 - Full-time work BF, job tenure less than iZ months

6 - Full-time work BP, job tenure greater than 12 months, firm size less than 50 employees
7 « Full-time work BP, job tenure greater than 12 months, firm size 50 or more employees

Decision Points

A - Work at all before pregnancy (BP

B - Full-time or part-time work BP

C - Among those working part-time BP, job tenure greater or less than 12 months

D - Among those working part-time BP and with job tenure of 12 months or more, firm size
greater or less than 50 employees

E - Among those working full-time BP , job tenure greater or less than 12 months

F - Among those working full-time BP and with job tenure of 12 months or more, firm size
greater or less than 50 employees

r to that of the previous section
logistic regressions for each node of the tree (in Figure 7). We do not report the logistic
regressions for the branches below part-time work because the sample sizes are small and

because these women would not be covered by FLA due to the hours of work restriction.
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Again, we drop any variable with a t-gtatistic below 1.28, except for a list of key variables
(which for these analyses does not include time or time-squared). The logistic regressions are
then used to simulate the population percentages for the representative CPS sample of
women.® These are shown in Figure 7. Complete logistic regression results are available

upon request.

The extrapolations to the CPS data show that about 63 percent of new mothers are
working a year before the birth of the child (Node A). Of those who work, 77 percent meet
the hours per week requirement of 24 hours per week (Node; B). Of these who work enough
hours, only 68 percent meet the 12 months tenure requirement (Node E). Together, the
hours and tenure requirements eliminate eligibility for nearly half of those who remain
eligible. Only 59 percent meet the firm size requirement of 50 employees (Node F). Thus,
only 20 percent of all women and 31 percent of all working women are covered by the

legislation.

Each of the conditions contributes to this low coverage rate. Most working women meet
the hours requirement, but even among full-time workers the coverage rate is only 40
percent (.68 x .59). Because part-time workers are only 23 percent of the total, the real
constraints are the tenure and firm-size requirements. Among full-time workers, neither
eliminates a majority of women, but together they eliminate coverage for 60 percent of

women working full-time.

Tables 5 and 6 show the effects of covariates on coverage. Table 5 presents the percent of
all women with given characteristics who meet the eligibility requirement at each nede of the
tree. Each column represents women with given characteristics. Among all working women,
second births are more likely to be covered than first births, but third births are less likely to
be covered. High school drop-outs are less likely to be covered than those with more
education (22 percent vs. 33 percent for high school graduates, those with some college, and

college graduates)..

8Table B4 shows the percent of women at each branch of the tree. The first column shows the status of
women observed in the NLS-Y. The second column compares the observed data with the predicted frequencies
for the NLS-Y data. The model fits the NLS-Y data quite well, as the comparison and predicted values for the
NLS-Y shown in Appendix Table B4 indicates. Figure Bl in the appendix shows the tree estimated on the raw

NLS-Y data.
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Table 5 :
___ Coverage Among All Women with Given Characteristics
High High

First Second Third or School  School  Some  College

Node . Child Child  More Child Drop-out Grad  College Grad
A £1.48 58.88 - 48.23 2928 6792 72.57 76.05
B - 87.17 74.21 69.32 80.25 76.38 71.90 67.57
C 51.78 55.92 57.37 41,14 57.76 64.79 71.56
D 0.20 7.56 7.79 0.58 _ 6.09 545 4.59
E ... _ ._. 5869 75.19 69.80 4974 7163 . 74.39 79.02
F 58.97 65.78 52.36 56.15 _ 59.93 62.08 62.14
Percent Covered Among

All New Mothers 2458 21.61 12.22 8.80 22.27 24,10 25.23

Workers 30.17 36.70 25.33 2241 32.79 33.20 33.18

Full-time Workers 34.61 49.46 36.55 27.93 4293  46.18 49.10

NOTE: All covariates vary from case to case. Subsamples are within June 1990 CPS sample of
recent mothers.

Partial effects of varying one (or two) covariates at a time are presented in Table 6.
Comparisons are made relative to the base case of a second birth to a 27-year-old, married
white high school graduate. Table 6 shows that black women are considerably more likely to
be covered by MLA than whites (56 percent vs. 39 percent). This is due to the fact that
blacks are more likely to be working full-time (96 percent vs. 82 percent) and more likely to
work for large firms (76 percent vs. 62 percent).

Table & y
Partial Effects on Coverage Under FLA
' Age 32
Base Never Not Age 19 Age 32 2nd

Case Black Married Married 1st Birth 1st Birth Birth
59.65 60.10 47.37 59.65 71.80 89.57 68.75
81.83 95.77 81.83 20.51 75.53 91.72 78.04
54.92 64.91 54.92 34.88 16.89 84.06 80.94
11.92 56.85 11.92 1l.92 0.00 0.00 0.69
- 76.92 7772 67.39 64.57 27.22 85.82 92.90
61.92 75.71 61.92 61.92 55.00 58.80 63.33

HEOOWR>

Percent Covered ) o
All New Mothers  23.25  83.87 1617 2159 812 4121 3157

All Workers 38.97 56.35 34.15 36.19 11.31 ~ 46.01 45.91
Full-time - 47.63 58.84 41.73 39.98  14.97 50.17 58.83
Workers

NOTE: Base Case: second birth to a 27-year-old married white high school graduate.
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Coverage is most likely for the currently married and least likely for those who are never
married (39 percent for the currently married, 34 percent for the never married, 36 percent
for widows and divorcees). Coverage is clearly lower for the very youngest mothers (19-year-
olds) because they;'crirtr)_' not have enough jﬁli)wtenure. Conversely, blder mothers (32-year-olds)
almost always have the required tenure (one year). Again, first births are more likely to be
covered due to the greater likelihood of full-time status. )

In summary, coverage is not very sensitive to demographics. The major variation is that
both blacks and older mothers are more likely to be covered. Effects of education are mostly
due to the correlation of education with age at birth. of a child.

VII. Conclusion

The last two decades have seen radical changes in the work patterns of new mothers. In
the early seventies, work among new mothers was a rarity. Today nearly half of all mothers
of one-month-old children are employed. Only about 10 percent of them are actually
working. The difference is the large number of women on paid and unpaid leave. This
unpaid leave tapers off quickly. By the time the child is three-months-old, work is nearly at
its long-term level (i.e., it is nearly the same for mothers of children between 12 and 24
months). This use of paid and unpaid leave constitutes the de facto maternity leave policy of

American employers,

Legislation at the federal and state level now reqguires employers to guarantee that

women may return to their old jobs after a maternity leave of several months (three in the

federal statnte, one t

four in the state lagislation). Our analyses of work patterns of new
mothers show high levels of job continuity with the same employer even prior to the FLA.
Among those women who work full-time before their child is born, over 60 percent return to
work for the same employer. This figure is roughly comparable with the figure for all women
{whether or not they are mothers). The majority of full-time workers who do not drop out of
the labor force are working for the same employer they had before delivery. Furthermore,
the number of women returning to full-time work between the time their children are 6- and
18-months-0ld is small. Therefore, we conclude that for most new mothers the requirements
of the FLA are already incorporated into current business practice: women. take leave and
then return to their original employers, This statement is not meant to imply that this is
uniformly the case, but rather that the legislation merely codifies standard business practice

facing most women.
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Family leave legislation may affect other dimensions of women’s Jabor market behavior.
As we emphasized in our model, it is possible that, prior to the new laws, women would have
liked to have taken longer leaves after the birth of their children, but that employers strictly
limited the amount of leave. Given the “choice” of very short-leaves or quitting their job,
women may “chose” the short-leave. Perhaps given the right under the new laws to longer
job protected leaves, new mothers will take longer leaves. Only research that covers the
period after the FLA was implemented can address this question.

We also examine the coverage of the federzal Family Leave Act, which excludes part-time
workers (less than 24 hours per week), those with short job tenure (under a year), and those
working for small firms (fewer than 50 employees). We estimate that only about 20 percent
of all new mothers or 30 percent of working women are covered by the legislation. If
employers adjust their behavior to avoid the law, coverage could be even lower (e.g., hiring 49
workers, being reluctant to hire women of childbearing age; see Heabbe Saddkerm “Small
Firms Try to Curb Impact of Leave Law,” Wall Street Journal, August 5, 1993, B1). For
example, Gruber's (1992) study of the effects for mandating coverage of maternity benefits in
employer-sponsored health insurance plans, found evidence that employers increased hours

and reduced employment among eligible women in order to avoid the legislative

Our computations suggest that the hours of work requirement is not very important in
Hmiting coverage. Most part-time workers would not satisfy the tenure requirements and/or
the firm size requirements. The binding constraints are the tenure requirement and the firm
size requirement. We therefore conclude that the FLA. codifies, to a large extent, existing
labor force patterns for new mothers. The limitation of coverage to full-time workers with a
year of tenure means that women with the greatest labor force commitment are covered by

the FLA. These women are already quite likely to return to their pre-pregnancy jobs.



- 81 —

Appendix A

SAMPLE MEANS

Table Al

Sample Statistics for NLSY and CPS Samples and the Base Case

NLSY CPS
Unweighted Weighted Weighted Weighted ~Weighted Base
_ Mean Mean Std. Dev. Mean . Std.Dev.  Case

Black 0.2771 0.1686 0.3744 0.1458 0.3529 o
Hispanic - 0.1958 0.0819 0.2742 0.1168 0.8212 0
Year 83.9450 84.0579 2.7099 20.0000 © 0 a0
(Year)2 7054.11 7073.07 454.5517 8100 N 0 8100
Unemployed 7.3038 7.2571 1.3252 5.40 0 ' 54
Age 24.2575 24.5936 2.9997 27.7500 5.1018 27
(_Age)2 597.3804 613.8418 14978643  796.0890 297.1577 _ 189
HS Drop Out 0.3188 0.2406 0.4274 0.1870 0.3729 0
Some College 0.2456 0.2740 0.4460 0.4237 0.4941 0
College 0.0731 0.0876 0.2828 0.2040 0.4030 0
Graduate
Not Married 0.0937 0.0848 0.2786 0.1033 0.3043 o
Never Married 0.2333 0.1531 0.3601 0.1343 0.3410 0
Previous '0.5614 0.5252 0.4994 0.6647 0.4721 1
Child 1
Previous 0.2072 0.1723 0.3776 0.3124 0.4635 0
Child 2+ :
First x Black 0.1054 0.0634 0.2437 0.0359 0.1861 0
First x 0.0817 0.0338 0.1808 0.0322 0.1766 0
Higpanic
First x Year 36.5952 39.7081 41.8043 30.1777 42,4888 0
First x (Year)2 3056.79 3324.34 3510.34 2716.00 3823.99 1]
First x 3.2561 3.4936 3.7866 1.8107 2.5493 0
Unempl
First x Age 10.3002 11.3251 12.0818 8.7790 12.6552 1]
First x (Age)2 245.6390 274.2268 305.0118 237.2243 366.6132 0
First x ©IS 0.0911 0.0748 0.2630 0.0341 0.1815 0
Dropout 7
First x Some 0.1417 0.1610 0.3675 0.1636 0.36929 0
College
First x College 0.0472 0.0568 0.2315 0.0859 0.2802 0
Graduate
First x Not 0.0240 0.0265 0.1606 0.0268 0.1614 0
Married
First x Never 0.4756 0.0815 0.2736 0.0582 0.2342 ]

Married




— 32 —

Table A2

Sample Means for CPS Subsamples

First Second Third

Child Child Child HSDO HSG CG
Black 1071 .1368 .1975 .2005 .1348 L0610
Hispanic 0961 1070 L1501 3184 T 0764 0407
HSDO o017 1453 2614 1 0 0
S0CO 4878 4447 3312 0 5086 1
COGR 2561 L2124 .1388 0 2449 1 ... .
MarrSpP 7465 8065 L7297 5561 ..8037 9293
MarrNot S .0798 .0859 .1481 .1618 - .0916 .0382
MarrNev 1737 078 1222 2821 047 .0325
Child2 0 1 1 7958 .6384 5792
Child3 0 0 1 4893 2770 2126
Blackl 1071 0 a 02156 .0388 0182
Hisp 1 0961 0 0 0661 0254 .0187
Year 1 90.0000 0 0 18.8780 32.5426 37.8704
Year Sgl 8100.0 0 0 1654.02  2928.84 3403.83
Unempl 75,4000 0 0 1.1027 19528 2.2722
Agel 26.1818 0 ] 4.8567 9.5651 12.2131
Age Sgl 707.4813 0 0 119.3250 260.8536 360.3183
HSDO 1 1017 0 0 2042 0 0
SOCO1 4878 0 0 0 L1964 .4208
COGR1 2581 0 )] g 1031 4208
MarrNotl .0798 0 0 0209 .0279 .0127
MarrNevl 1737 0 0 0773 - 0544 .0239
Year 90.0000 S0 90 90 90 . a0 i
YearSq 81.00.00 8100 8100 8100 8100 8100
Unempl 5.40G0 5.4 5.4 5.4 5.4 54
Age 26.1818 27.5361 29.5639 25.8679 28.1272 ' 30.6514
AgeSq 707.4813 780.3974 908.8661 695.6780 816.2132 956.9756
N 1940 2052 1801 888 4905 1221

NOTE: Table presents the sample means for subsamples of recent births in the

June 1990 CPS. Columns are
First Child — All first births
Second Child — All second birthg

Third Child — All third (or higher) order births

HS DO - All High School Drop-outs (12 or less years of schooling)

HSG — All those with exactly 12 years of completed education

CG — All those with 16 or more years of completed education
Most sample members are included in two columns (one for their parity, one for
their education group; the exception is those with 13-15 years of completed
schooling, who are not included in a schooling group).
S0CO0 - Some College
COGR - College Graduate
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Appendix B
SUPPORTING TABLES
Table B1

NLS-Y Unweighted vs. Weighted )
Unweighted (%) = weighted (%)

Not working 63.3 T 60.5
Working < 35 hours, different employer 6.7 7.5
Work < 35 hours, Same Employer 6.1 6.3
Work > 35 hours, different employer 2.3 10.4
Work > 35 hours, Same Employer 14.6 15.3

NOTE: Weighted tabulations from the NLS-Y. Weights are 1979 sampling
weights. Full-time work is 35 or more hours per week. Columns refer to
employment six months before childbirth. Rows refer to employment six
months after childbirth.

Table B2

Work Status Before and After Childbirth: Comparison
of Actual and Predicted Frequencies

Work before Part Part Full Full Part Part Full Full
pregnancy None Diff 7_ Diff Same Total None Diff Same Diff Same Total

41.7 343 33 ﬁ 4.1 i 41.7

None 343 33 EEER 4.1 §

Part-time 87 1.8 1.7 41 08 171 87 18 17 42 08 171
Full-time 1756 2.4 4.6 22 145 412 1756 24 4.7 22 1485 411
Total 605 75 63 104 153 100.0° 605 75 6.3 104 153 100.0

NOTE: Weighted tabulations from the NLS-Y. Weights are 1979 sampling weights.
Full-time work is 35 or more hours per week. Columns refer to employment six
months before childbirth. Rows refer to employment six months after childbirth.
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Table B3 .

Work Status Before and After Childbirth: Predicted
Frequencies for NLS-Y and CPS Samples

NLS-Y Predictions 1990 CPS Predictions (%)
Percent Working After Percent Working After
Childbirth Childbirth

‘Work before Part Part Full Full Part Part Full Full
pregnancy None Diff Same Diff Same Total None Diff Same Diff Same Total
None T 343 350S4 1 417 256 2/HB S 317
Part-time 87 18 17 41 08 171 144 46 15 6.0 06 270
Full-time 175 24 46 2.2 145 41.2 116. 22 6.3 2.5..188 413
Total 605 7.5 6.3 104 155 1000 515 84 7.8 119 194 100.0

NOTE: Weighted tabulations from the June 1990 CPS using NLS-Y logistic regression

model. Full-time work is 35 or more hours per week. Columns refer to employment

twelve months before childbirth. Rows refer to employment eighteen months after
childbirth. N=5793
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m.1.1. D

A

dapic D

_ Coverage of FLA (part-time defined as 24 hours)

NLS-Y Weighied CPS Weighted
Observed Predicted Predicted
% of women
No work Before Pregnancy 40.36 40.88 .86.87
Part-time Work Only 4.64 4.66 499
Part-time, LT 50 employees 2.68 -2.19 8.82
Part-time, GT 50 employees 1.10 1.60 0.30
Full-time, LT 12 months 21.05 21.00 15.36
Full-time, GT 12 months, <50 13.11 13.05 13,81
employees ) - . . :
Full-time, GT 12 months,> 50 17.06 17.12 20.35
100.00 100.00 100.60

A - working 59.64
B-if A hours > 24 hours 85.88
E - if B, have 12 month tenure 58.90
F - if E, firm size > 50 56.55

% of women at each node

58.52
84.36
54.90

_95.61

oo 19
Vo. 1l

77.08
67.98
58.30

NOTE: 1-7 Percentage in Final State
A-D Percentage in Left Branch
(less likely to be covered by FLA)

Columns do not sum to exactly 100.0% because of rounding.

i



Coverage of FLA

Work Before
Pregnancy (nofyes)

Part-time/Full-ime

(<24 hoursf>=2¢haurs)
Job Tenure

{<12 months/>=12 months)
Firm Size

(<50 employees/

>=50 employees) —

T3% F27%

Final Status ﬂ
Raw Cell Count 2300 147 34 13 1385 330 423
Cell Percentage 40.4% 28% 1.6% 0.6% 227% 14.1% 17.5%

Fig. B-1: Tree Representation of FLA Coverage for Raw WNLS-Y Data

Using the shorthand BP-Before Pregnancy and AC-After Childbirth. The final

statuses and decisions are:

Final Status

1 - No work BP

2 - Part-time work BP, job teoure less than 12 months L

3 - Part-time work BP, job tenure greater than 12 months, firm size less than 50 empioyees
4 - Part-time work BP, job tenure greater than 12 months, firm size 50 or more employees
5 « Full-time work BP, job tenure less than 12 months o

6 - Full-time work BP, job tenure greater than 12 months, firm size less than 50 employees
7 - Full-time work BP, job tenure greater than 12 months, firm size 50 or more employees

Decision Points

A - Work at all BP

B - Full-time or part-time work BP ,

C - Among those working part-time BP , job tenure greater or less than 12 months

D - Among those working part-time BP and with job tenure of 12 months or more, firm size
greater or less than 50 employees -

E - Among those working full-time BP , job tenure greater or less than 12 months

F - Among those working full-time BP and with job tenure of 12 months or more, firm size

greater or less than 50 employees
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Appendix C
LOGISTIC REGRESSION PARAMETER ESTIMATES FOR JOB
CONTINUITY ANALYSIS

Table C1
Determinants of Work Before Pregnancy

~ (Logit Coefficients and Standard Errors) ~

Node A B C T D

e ) s — - e e o

TowT  TIT A Th
AL INO YYOIK LIior

If No Work Prior, and Work After If Work Prior,

Decision Point Any Work Prior Work After? =  FullTime = Fuil Time?
Intercept -24.0 36.7 -17.0 . 9.644

(46.6) 47.4) (1.7) (2.280)
Black -0.028 C0.127 0.242 0.4182
(0.067}) © {0.088) ' (0.194) .. (0.118)
Hispanic h -0.131¢ -0.091 T -0.042 0.203¢
{0.068) (0.106) (0.239) (0.108)
Year -1.6972 1.087 0.068P -0.0462
(0.587) (1.157) (0.034) ~ (0.014)

Year Squared 0.0102 -0.006 ©0.000 0.000
(0.003) (0.007) (0.000) C o {0.000)

Unemployment Rate -0.082¢ 0.000 . 0.000
(0.046) (0.000) (0.000)
Age 0.0592 -0.029¢ -0.038 0.0602
(0.013) (0.017) (0.034) {0.018)

Age Squared 0.000 0.000 0.000
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

High School Drop out -0.3484 -0.101 0.000 0.000
(0.059) (0.082) (0.000) ©(0.000)
Some College Credit 0.1732 0.202b 0.000 -0.1762
(0.065) (0.082) . {0.000) (0.065)
College Graduate 0.000 0.000 -0.440%
(0.000) (0.000) (0.149)
Not Married 0.000 - D.294 0.225b
{0.000) (0.204) (0.103)

Never Married . -0.2882 05108 - 0.000 . 0210
(0.059) 0.119) (0.000) (0.158)
One Previous Child 93.72¢ -8.128P 12.169¢ 12.3182
(52.68) (3.268) (7.316) {2.189)
Two Previous Children -0.3352 -0.2182 0.421b -0.204P
e £0.055) ) Qoryey  0a78) . (0.089)

Note: * a= p<0 01; b=p<.05; c=p<.10
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Table C1 (continued)

(Logit Coefficients Work and Standard Errors
Determinants of Work Before Pregnancy)

Node ' A B C o _' 2 o
- If No Work Prior
If no Work Prior, and Work After, If Work Prior,
Decision Point Any Work Work After? Full Time Full Time?
Black*1 T .o.1es¢ _ 0.000 635 -0.5382
(0.101) (0.000) (0.372) (0.164)
Hispanic*1 G.000 o 0.000 0.000
{0.000) (0.000) T (0.000)
Year*l T 2.041 0.000 . . . 0.000 . 0.000
(1.279) (0.000) - (0.000}) 0.000)
Year Squared®1 -0.012 0.000 0.000 0.000
{0.008} (0.000} . {0.000) (0.000)
Unemployment Rate*1 -0.059 0.108b 0.000 _ 0.000 .
(0.037) (0.052) © (0.000) (0.000)
Age*1 0.7092 -0.7392 1.105¢ 0.9972
(0.152) (0.272) (0.622) 0.177)
Age Squared*1 -0.0142 0.0152 -0.025¢ -0.0192
{0.003) {0.006) (0.013) . {0.004)
High School Drop- -0.109b .0.352b 0.000° 0.000
Out*1 {0.097) (0.154) (0.000y = (0.000)
Some College Credit*1 .0.210b 0000 0000 _ 0.000
(0.094) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
College Graduate*1 0.000 0.000 0.458k
{0.000) (0.000) . (0.180)
Divorced*1 .0.3194 0.301 .. . -0.000_ . . 0.000
(0.116) (0.192) , (0.000) © {0.000)
Never Married*1 0.195 0.000 -0.313
{0.170) {0.000) (0.190)
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Table C2

Determinants of Work After Childbirth for Those
Working Part-time Prior to Pregnancy

- (Logit Coefficients and Standard Errors) = .
Node E F . G _H
If Return to Different If Return to Same
Return to Same Employer, Work Employer, Work
Decision Point Work After? Employer? Part-time? Part-time?
Intercept 2677.3b 3.776 -36.0 -523.8
(108.0) (2.568) (13.8) (324.5)
Black 0.465 -0.311 0.628 0.533
(0.211) (0.221) {0.390) T (0.830)
Higpanic -0.1260 -0.123b 0.268 0.443
{0.201) - (0.:330) ' {0.474) (0.505)
Year 5.209b -0,087 0.110 - 0114
(2.278) (0.037) (0.079) (0.079)
Year Squared -0.032 0.000 0.000 0.000
(0.014) (0.000) (0.000) {0.000)
Unemployment Rate -0.178 0.000 0.000 0.000
(0.095) {0.000) (0.000) {0.000)
Age 0.0998 0.1582 -0.127¢ -0.130P
(0.032) (0.039) (0.072) (0.059)
Age Squared 0.000 0.000 ) 0.000 0.000 -
{0.000) (0.000) (0.000) - (0.000)
High School Drop-Out .0.2550 0.000 0.000 0.000
(0.128) (0.000) (0.000) - {0.000)
Some College Credit 0.000 -0.058 0.000 _ - 0.000
(0.000) (0.201) (0.000) (0.000)
College Graduate 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 - 0.000
(0.000) {0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
Divorced o -0.7172 0.000 0.000 0.000
(0.208) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
Never Married 0.000 0.553 0.000 . 0.000
(0.000) (0.435) (0.000) {0.000)
One Previous Child -489.12 -0.093 29.63b 0.00
{143.8) (0.205) (13.47) 0.00)
Two Previous Children -0.190 0.000 0.000 "~ 0.000
(0.148) {0.000) 0.000) . . (0.600)

e

Note: * a= p<001, B;p<.05; c=p<.10
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Table C2

Determinants of Work After Childbirth for Those
Working Part-time Prior to Pregnancy

{Logit Coefficients and Standard Errors) ‘ ;
Node ' E o F - G H
- S If Return to Different If Return to Same
Return to Same Employer Work Employer Work
Decision Point _ Work After? Employer? Part-time? Part-time?
Black *1 0528 0.000 - -0.678 ' 0.000
{0.279) (0.000) (0.569) (0.000)
Hispanic *1 0.000 0.000 0.000. . 0.000
(0.000) {0.000) (0.000) . {0.000)
Year+l -12.298 0.000 0.000 . 12.592
(3.49) (0.000) 0.000) (7.852)
Year Squared*1 0.074 0.000 -0.002b - -0.078
(0.021) (0.000) : " (0.001) (0.047)
Unemployment*1 0.4102 0.000 -0.274b -0.267
(0.131) (0.000) (0.138) (0.251)
Age¥l 1.293 0.000 - 3.852 0.000
(0.360) (0.000) ' _{1.231) (0.000)
Age Squared*1 _ -0.029 0.000 _ -0.0788 0.000
(0.007) {0.000) (0.026) {0.000)
High School Drop- 0.000 -0.960b 0.000 0.000
Cut*1 (0.000) (0.398) {0.000) (0.000)
Some College Credit*1 0.000 0.201 . -0.968b 0.000
(0.000) (0.312) ' (0.409) : (0.000)
College Graduate*1 0.5050 -0.313 0.709 0.442
(0.229) (0.322) (0.623) _ (0.458)
Divorced 0.000 -0.839 0.000 0.000
{0.000) (0.842) & (0.0003" ' (0.000)
Never Married - 0.000  -Q.845¢ 0.000 0.000
(0.000) (0.491) (0.000) _ (0.000)

Note: *1 indicates intéraction with. first birth indicator.
a= p<0.01; b=p<.05; c=p<.10
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Determinants of Work After Childbirth for Those Working
Full-Time Prior to Pregnancy

_(Logit Coefficients and Standard Errors)

Node , T - d K L .
If Return to If Return to Same
I Return to Same  Different Employer, Employer, Work
Decision Point Work After?  _ Employer?  Work Part-time? . . Part-time
Intercept -11.4 1.892 -3.170 14.313
(2.6) (1.422) (2.556) (5.502)
Black 0.001 0.097 0.658 0.747
(0.129) (0.118) (0.232) (0.220)
Hispanic -0.040 0.107 0.404 0.260
(0.183) (0.155) (0.301) (0.237)
Year 0.0488 -0.051P ~ 0.059 -0.032
(0.015) (0.020) (0.087) 0.037) o
Year Squared 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 —
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) {0.000) _
Unemployment Rate 0.000 0.000 . 0.000 0.000 _
(0.000) (0.000} {0.000) (0.000)
Age 0.034 0.1382 -0.057 -0.811P
(0.022) (0.028) (0.037) (0.381)
Age Squared 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.0160
{0.000) {0.000) (0.000) (0.007) B
High School Drop-Out .0.463a 0.000 -0.585¢ - 0.000
(0.093) (0.000) (0.318) ~ (0.000)
Some College Credit 0.4312 0.000 -0.383b 0000 o
(0.127) (0.000) "~ (0.161) (0.000)
College Graduate 0.000 0.000 0.000 -0.9458 L
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) T (0.27D) B
Divorced -0.257 -0.6862 0.000 -~ -0.488
(0.147) (0.197) {0.000M (0.337)
Never Married -0.175¢ 0.000 © 0.000 0.000
(0.103) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
One Previous Child 6.8208 -0.507 0.236 - -0.079
(2.534) (0.409) (0.170) (0.514} B
Two Previous Children 0.000 -0.260 0.000 0.600 B
{0.000) . (0.153) " {0.000Q) (0.000) .

Note: * a= p<001, b=p<.05; c=p<.10



Determinants of Work After Childbirth for Those Working

Full-Time Prior to Pregnancy
(Logit Coefficients and Standard Errors) o
Node i g K L
- T IfReturnto If Return to Same
Return to Same Different Employer  Employer, Work
Decision Point Work After? Employer? Work Part-time? Part-time?
Black*1 77 0.4480 0.000 0000 0.000
(0.178) {0.000) (0.000) " (0.000)
Higpanic*1 _.0.401 0.000_ 0.000 ' 0.000
(0.235) {0.000) (0.000) . (0.000)
Year*1 0.000 0.000 . : -0.000 ST 0000
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) {0.000)
Year Square*1 0.000 0.000 _0.000 0.000
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) - (0.000)
Unemployment Rate¥1 0.060 - 0.000 0.000 .. -0.0386
(0.000) (6.000) T {0.000) . {0.088)
Age*1 0.5628 0.000 0.000 0.000
(0.201) (0.000) (0.000) . (0.000)
Age Square*] -0.012a ~ -0.001 . 0.000 _.. 0.000
(0.004) _ (0.001) (0.000) (0.000)
High School Drop- 0.000 0.000° .. . 0882 0.000
Out*1, (0.000) {0.000) (0.4635) (0.000)
Some College Credit*1 -0.3862 0.000 o _.0.000 0.000
(0.149) {0.000} “(0Joo0y {0.000)
College Graduate®l 0000 0000 0.000 . 0454
(0.000) (0.0007) (0.000) (0.320)
Dijvoreced*1 05710 0.355 0.000¢ 0.888
(0.225) (0.285) (0.000) "~ (0.555)
Never Married*1 0.000 0.319 o.000¢ 0 7 0.000
(0.000) (0.173) ~(0.000) N {0.000)

Note: #1 indicates interaction with first birth indicator
a= p<0.01; b=p<.05; c=p<.10
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APPENDIX D —

SIMULATIONS FOR PARTIAL EFFECTS

Tables D1 through D6 provide an alternative analysis of demographic effects. Tables 1 through 4
in the body of the paper provided total effects. They considered the characteristics of all mothers in
the CPS with the relevant characteristic (parity or educ.'eﬂ:ion),':a.IlctWiI:m,t:;,r all of the covariates to
change between the subsets. Tables D1 through D6 compute a partial effect, only the single
variable's changed, the women are otherwise identical. They correspond to interpreting individual

regression coefficients in a standard single regression equation model.

We begin with a base case: A white, 27-year-old high school graduate having her second child.
This is approximately the median woman in the June CPS population sample of mothers. We then
vary one (or sometimes two) of these characteristics and discuss the effects on the joint labor force
statuses. When interpreting these tables it is important to note that (at least before the one-step
pruning of the system of logistic regressions) these effects were included at each node of the tree, so
these tables represent changes in (at least) 12 parameters. In addition, for the parity effects of the
original gpecification (up to a relatively mild data-driven step-wise procedure), the system of logistic

regressions was completely interacted with. first bixrth.

Table D1 considers the partial effect of race. The top panel is the base case (whites). The bottom
panel is for (otherwise identical) blacks. Pre-pregnancy rates of work in the two samples are similar,
though blacks are more likely to work full-time (49.2 percent vs. 39.2 percent). After pregnancy,
whites are much more likely to not work (56.4 vs. 47.3) and slightly less likely to return to their pre-
pregnancy employer conditional on returning to full-time work (84.9 vs. 96.3).



Table D1

A A

Job Continmity for White Mothers and Black Mothers: Partial Effects

Work Status After Childbirth(%) % of Before Pregnancy State
Work before Part Part Ful Full Part Part Full Full
pregnancy None Diff Same Diff Same Total  None Diff Same Diff Same Total

_ White High School Graduate, Age 27, Second Child

None 246 Sl 3038 706 S1 122 100.0
Part-time 217 17 21 32 12 299 726 5.7 69 10.7 4.1 100.0
Full-time 101 1.6 6.7 31 17.7 392 258 42 17.0 8.0 45.1 100.0
Total 56.4 5.9 87 101 18.9 100.
Black High School Graduate, Age 27, Second Child
None 242 2400 5:HRE 318 759 7.5 aae 167l 1000
Part-time 105 11 38 18 17 190 554 59 201 97 89 100.0
Full-time 12.7 06 86 1.0 .26.3 492 25.7 12 176 2.1 534 100.0
Total 473 41 125 82 28.0 100.0 '

NOTE: Weighted tabulations from the June 1990 CPS using NLS-Y logmtlc regresmon model. Full-
time work ig 35 or more hours per week. N=5793

Table D2 considers the partial effect of education. The top panel refers to high school drop-
outs. The middle panel is for (otherwise identical) high school graduates. The bottom panel relates
to college graduates. High school drop-outs are more likely to be working part-time before
pregnancy, slightly less likely to be working and much less likely (nearly 15 percentage points) to be
working full-time. Post-childbirth labor force statuses are, hdwever; quite similar. The difference is
that high school drop-outs are both more likely to begin working after childbirth and more likely to
continue working full-time after childbirth. However, conditional on staying with full-time
employment, more educated women are much more likely to remain with the pre-pregnancy

employer (84.9 vs. 53.5 percent). This is consistent with Desai and Waite (1991).

The bottom panel shows that, compared with high school graduates, college graduates are
less likely to be working, but more likely to be working full-time both before and after i;he
pregnancy. Conditional on pre-pregnancy employment status, nonworkers and full-time workers
look quite similar; part-time college graduates are more likely to stop working. Again consistent
with Desai and Waite, the rates of return to the same employer are higher for college graduates.

When total effects where examine r’l ve, more education was associa od with lower rates of retu
ore educafion wasg assoclated

to the same employer. This appears to be due to dlﬂ'erences across in d1v1duals in other covanates

that eounteract the pure education effect.

e ———
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Table D2
Job Continuity for High School Graduates and High School Drop—outs Partlal Effects
 Work After Childbirii(%) N n'F"Rpfnv-A Procnancy State _
Work before Part Part Full Full Part Part Full Full
pregnancy None Diff Same Diff “Same Total None Diff Same Diff Same Total
. . High School Drop-out, Age 27, White
None 154 27000 40N 250 735 106 5N 1000
Part-time T 366 30 37 582 20 504 726 60 7.3 102 39 1000
Full-time 34 19 41 70 81 248 140 7.8 16.7 286 329 1000 _
Total 584 7.6 7.8 1620 10.1 1000 o -
. N . High School Graduate, Age 27, White
Nome _. 246 2550 SR 308 2796 SIE =2l 1000
Part-time - © 217 17 21 32 12 209 (726 57 69 107 41 1000
Full-time 101 16 67 31.17.7 392 258 42 17.0 8.0 451 100.0
Total B 56.4 59 87 10.1 189 100.0

College Graduate, Age 27, White

None 305 2o oS 2° 710 4o 2-<B 1000

Part-time 44 0.3 1.3 34 07 101 43.7 2.7 127 338 7.1 100.0
Full-time i24 84 166 0.6 13.9 48.9 26.4 7.1 354 1.4 2086 100.0
Total 473 56 179 145 146 1000 ey
NOTE: We1ght;ed tabulations from the June 1990 CPS using NLS Y loglsttc regression model.
N=5793

AN s P

Table D3 considers the partial effect of marital status. The top panel is the base case
{currently married). The bottom panel is for (otherwise identical) never married women. Compared
with the currently married, never married women are more likely to not be working both before and

after the pregnancy (41.6 vs. 30.8). Furthermore, full-time never married women are more likely to

ston wor u_hn- after the hirth of a child (31 7 va, 25.8). Co r'hf nal on return to work, rates of return

i ol wadiD AAED vas WL G0 eraiiii (WP A e Litsailge LT na: F Ay LAV WA A i e

to the same employer are similar.
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Table D3 -
Job Continuity by Marital Status: Partial Effects

Work After Childbirth(%) . %.of Before Pregnancy State
Work  before Part Part Full Full _Part Part Full Full
pregnancy None DiUff Same Diff Same Total  None Diff Same Diff Same Total

Mamed Woman, Age 27, White
None T 246 2.5) 8§ 30.8 796 &1 e 122 100.0
Part-time 217 17 21 32 1.2 299 726 57 6.9 107 4.1 100.0
Full-time 101 16 6.7 31 17.7 39.2 258 42 17.0 8.0 45.1 100.0
Total 56.4 59 8.7 10.1 189 100.0
_ Never Marrled Woman, Age 27, Whlte i

None 37.8 Lipaeee 235 415 910 S5Emms C4pmemm 100.0
Part-time 149 07 08 30 12 206 726 3.2 39 147 5.7 100.0
Full-time 120 15 59 28 157 378 317 38 156 7.4 41.4 1000
Total 648 36 6.7 81 16.9 100.0

NOTE: Weighted tabulations from the June 1990 CPS usiﬁg NLS-S.E logistic regression model.
N=5793 :

Table D4 considers the partial effect of age. The top panel is for a (otherwise identical) 19-
year-old. The middle panel is the base case (a 27-year-cld). The hottom panel is for a 32-year-old
mother. Both before and after the pregnancy the younger mothers are much less likely to be
working (48.9 vs. 30.8 before pregnancy; 71.4 va. 56.4 after pregnancy). The difference is clear in
both part-time and full-time work pre-pregnancy where the younger women are less likely to stop
working (for part-time work 91.9 vs. 72.6; for full-time work 35.3 vs. 25.8). However, conditional on
return te work, the younger workers are more likely to return to the ére-ﬁregﬁancy employer. Note

_ T, -111, o

that this is inconsistent with Desai and Waite; younger workers should have fewer job specific skilis.

Compared to a 32-year-old mother, a 27-year-old mother is much less likely to be working
(80.8 vs. 21.3 before pregnancy; 56.4 vs. 42.4 after pregnancy). Both before and after pregnancy the
younger women, are slightly more likely to be working part-time, but the older women are much more

13T aler b Thn mormsdetan e Fall fdmn FR2 K won DO D Tnfiama AG A Vs 2 N n-ﬁ-n-u-\ f‘m-..d;{-. mal Ar vokirrrinier Ba
LLTLY LU MC YWULDILER IUMINUILLG Lo VD, Cd/odd UTILLT, T Vo Lv.\ lJJ.UMﬂ-I- Vi LTuv s Wy

full-time work, return to the same employer is more common among older Workers (unlike the 18 to

27 comparison, this is consistent with expectations about job-specific gkills}.




Table D4

Job Continuity by Maternal Age: Partial Eﬂ'ects

— s o = s

W_Qr.k_Afiz.e_rMMd Zﬁf_ﬁiﬁﬁg@mﬁt@m
Work before Part Part Full Full Part Part Full Full
pregnancy None Diff Same Diff Same Total None Diff Same Diff Same Total
o __Age 19, White, High School Graduate
None 35.4 scHEE #©° 72¢ 790N 19 7i 100.0
Part-tinie 28.1 6.1 &2 317 818 08 62 8.7 1000
Full-time 6.9 0.2 85 194 35.3 43 413 0.9 18.2 100.0
Total 71.4 9.9 8.7 100.0 L
_ B _ _Age 27, White, High School Graduate .
None 246 2. soihmm 308 796 s1 N 22 1000
Part-time 217 17 21 32 1.2 299 72.6 57 6.9 107 41 100.0
Full-time 101 16 6.7 31 17.7 3982 25.8 42 17.0 8.0 45.1 100.0
Total 564 5.9 87 10.1 18.9 100.0 i L
o B Age 32 White, High School Graduate
None 17.8 SE 835 720 <M 1000
Part-time 13.6 84 1.0 252 54.1 59 2.6 33.3 4.0 100.0
Full-time 11.0...1.3 32 1.8 362 535 20.6 24 359 34 67.7 100.0
Total 424 44 3.8 12,1 37.3 100.0 .
NOTE: We1ghted tabulations from the June 1990 CPS using NLS—Y Iog';stm regression model.
N=5793

Table II5 considers the partial effect of parity for young mothers. Here both panels (differing

from the base case) refer to 19-year-olds.

The top panel is for a first child; the bottom panel for a

second child. As in the comparison across all ages, women with more children are more likely to not
work both before and after childbirth (before 48.9 vs. 33.3; after 71.4 vs. 40.4). The difference is
mostly the fifty percent drop in part-time work by mothers of two children compared with a drop of

only a quarter among mothers of one child, Almeost all young mothers of two children who worked

part-time, stop working, mothers of one child are more likely to continue working.
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Table D5
Job Continuity by Parity for Young Mothers: Partial Effects
Work After Childbirth(%) % of Before Pregnancy State
Work before Part Part Full Full Part Part Full Full
pregnancy _ None Diff Same Diff Same Total. None Diff Same Diff Same Tofal

First Chilci, 19 Year-old Mother

None T 233 32 | coERmR 333 697 95y cosHiN 100.0
Part-time 7.3 340 01 56 00 471 156 722 0.3 119 0.0 100.0
Full-time 98 09 54 02 33 195 50.0 46 275 11 168 100.0
Total 404 381 55 128 3.3 1000

Second Child, 19 Year-old Mothe

None 854 3.9 9. 48.9 72.4 T7OBEEER 10.78SREN 100.0

Part-time : 201 03 20 01 02 3L7 91 09 82 03 0.7 100.0

Full-time 69 08 80 02 35 194 353 43 413 09 182 100.0.

Total 714 50 100 9.9 8.7 100.0 ,
NOTE: Weighted tabulations from the June 1990 CPS using NLS-Y logistic regression model,
N=5793

Table D6 considers the partial effect of parity for older mothers, aged 32. The top panel is for
a first child; the middle panel for a second child. The bottom panal is for a third child. Here the
differences are strikingly different from the younger women. As expected, hefore the birth women
with no children are more likely to be working full-time (60.0 vs. 53.3) than women who already have
one child. However, after the birth, these relations reverse, so that while 49.4 percent of those who
have just had their second child work full-time after the birth; only 32.3 percent of those women
having their first births do. The same differences are clear in the conditional responses. 67.7
percent of those women who worked full-time before the birth. of their second child continﬁe to work
full-time and at their pre-pregnancy employer. For first births, only 36.5 percent of the full-time
workers continue to work full-time. The difference is that more of the single parity mothers simply
stop working (51.1 vs. 20.6). Perhaps, being older they have the savings to be able to afford to spend
time exclusively with the child.




Table D6
Job Continuity by Parity for Older Mothers: Partial Effects

V}Q;g After g;m'jg birth(%} ] % of ﬁg_,ﬁm;ggm gnancyv State
Work before Part Part Full Full Part Part Full Full
pregnancy ~ None Diff Same Diff Same Total None Diff Same Diff Same Total

Flrst Chﬂd 32 Year-old Mother .

None 12.0 4580 o158 166 722 27. 2ﬁ oc Il 1000
Part-time 128 17 00 89 00 234 547 73 00 380 0.0 1000
Full-time 306 22 388 14 219 60.0 511 37 63 24 365 100.0
Total 55.4 85 3.8 104 219 100.0 _T_ )

B . ____ Second Child, 32 Year-old Mother . -
None 178 L7ipes Lo 212 35 7SN S 1000
Part-time 136 15 0.7 84 10 252 541 59 26 333 4.0 100.0
Full-time 11.0 13 32 18 362 535 206 2.4 59 34 67.7 100.0
Total 422 44 38 121 3873 1000  _.

Th.lrd Child, 32 Year-old Mother

None ‘285 1.2 63 32.2 88.4 3.7 i 8.0 i 100.0
Part-time 165 13 06 75 09 269 ~ 615 50 22 279 34 100.0
Full-time 84 15 37 13 26.0 409 206 3.6 9.0 32 636 1000
Total 534 40 43 114 26.2 100.0 — - -

NOTE: We1ghted tabulations from the June 1990 CPS using ! NLS Y 1oglst1c regressxon model
Full-time work is 35 or more hours per week, N=5793 B}

The bottom panel relates to third births for older mothers (32-year-olds). Before their third
birth, mothers are less likely to be working full-time (40.9 vs. 53.5) and more likely to not be working
(21.3 vs. 32.2) than women having a second child. After the birth, those with more children are less
likely to work full-time, although the conditional rates are quite similar.
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