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1 Introduction

Families in Southern Europe have changed enormously over the past decades as a result of the democratization of its societies as well as being agents of great cultural change. In a process of mutual reinforcement and determination, southern families, markets and States have been the protagonists of important cultural transformations. In most Southern European societies some decades ago, it was difficult to imagine women leading governments and large enterprises, fathers changing nappies and cooking, and it seemed improbable to have important numbers of employed mothers, voluntarily childless couples, homosexual marriages, consensual unions and voluntarily single mothers. Within two generations most families have witnessed a democratisation of their members’ relationship and a fusing of women’s and men’s roles. Quantitatively and qualitatively important social policies have been institutionalised guaranteeing universal health care, education and old age pensions. Transitions into liberalized market economies with internationally competitive enterprises and large internal demand have been achieved. However, markets, institutions and culture in Southern Europe have not simply converged with northern Welfare Regimes, since institutions have adapted differently to the challenges of democratisation and modernisation and have channelled cultural change in particular ways, different from institutional configurations elsewhere.

This chapter aims to describe and interpret the particularities of the configuration of Southern European families and State-family relations within their more general economic and social context. The analysis focuses on family changes and social policies for families in Greece, Italy, Spain and Portugal from a comparative perspective. Whenever possible Southern European particularities are compared to the particularities of countries representing other Welfare Regimes. In opting for a comparative approach, the countries are selected taking into account two criteria: 1) their type of Welfare Regime, as it results from the arrangements between the three most important sectors by which welfare is produced and resources redistributed: the State, the Family and the Market, and 2) their type of family policies, which is the result of the division of labour between the state and the family in the area of reproductive and care work. To this end a broad range of Welfare State regimes has been selected, including at least one exemplar from each of them, one from the Social-democratic, the Conservative, the Liberal and the Southern European welfare state according to the main types found in Welfare State research (Esping-Andersen, 1990; Leibfried, 1992; Ferrera, 1996)
. As well as all four Southern countries, whenever possible and useful, we include in our analysis Denmark as representative for the Social-democratic Welfare regime, the United Kingdom for the Liberal regime, and two countries, France and Germany, as representatives for the Conservative regime. We have decided to include two countries as representatives of the latter regime, because there is important variation within the Conservative Regime in family patterns and family policy. As gender and family literature and debates on comparative welfare states have widely shown, current welfare state typologies are not able to explain the variation in family-State relationships and in the relationship between gender and welfare state (Lewis, 1992; Millar and Warman, 1996; Gauthier, 1996; Bahle and Pfenning, 2000; Daly and Rake, 2003). In order to explore differences within European Welfare States in relation to family policies and State-Family relationships, we have chosen to use the five clusters of countries proposed by Bahle and Pfenning (2000), which are 1) Scandinavian countries with child-oriented policies and emphasis on gender equality; 2) the English-speaking countries with a liberal, non interventionist family policy; 3) the Southern countries with weak welfare states and strong kinship ties; 4) the French speaking countries as the European pioneers of family policy with a combination of traditional and progressive policy elements; 5) German speaking countries with less developed and more conservative family policies.

The chapter deals with two dimensions of southern modernisation. On the one hand, changes and continuities in family formation, in living arrangements and family solidarity are described. On the other hand, it deals with the relationship between state and family and its evolution over time. The nature of this relationship is captured through the analysis of the division of responsibility between the family and the state in the area of reproductive and care work, and the way in which this division of responsibility has been codified by social policy and laws. It unveils the logic whereby the most “familialist” countries (Esping-Andersen, 1990, 1999) are not those where the State generously supports families with children through family policy programmes, but those where family policy and social care programs are extraordinarily underdeveloped. Despite a very fast changing socioeconomic context and new family demands, southern States have so far offered only limited policy responses. Interestingly, the European Union social policy agenda has promoted some changes in different family policies.

This chapter argues that most of the demographic trends and family changes in Southern Europe since the 60’s have been different not only in their timing but also in the pattern and in the trajectories of family changes observed in the region. The chapter is structured according to our theoretical perspective and divided into four sections. In the following second section, the guiding theoretical perspective and the South European Family Model are presented. Then the democratisation processes and institutionalisation of the Southern European Welfare States are described, focusing on family law reforms and the underdevelopment of family policy. This provides the specific southern institutional context in which the weakening of patriarchy occurred and new family strategies’ emerged. The determinants and consequences of these new strategies are presented in section three: female education and employment revolution on the one hand, and the doubling of the domestic burden and an increasing family disruption on the other.

2 The Institutional Context and the Southern European Family Model 

For over 30 years, there has been an unprecedented concern in Western society about the state of the family. According to accounts of renowned social analysts (Roussel, 1992; Barbagli, 1990; Van de Kaa 1987), the most compelling changes in Western European family patterns began in the mid-60s, as a consequence of both demographic changes and normative shifts. Since 1965 a reduction in the fertility rate and an escalating divorce rate is observed in most European countries, with varying intensities and timing. Other family changes have been related to the spread of cohabitation and to the increase of births outside of marriage. With respect to family culture, a greater tolerance towards minority living arrangements is being observed. However, the most significant reported change has been the increase of female educational enrolment and labour force participation and the democratisation of family relations, between sexes and generations. These changes have followed alongside deep family law reforms as well as a qualitatively and quantitatively important Welfare State expansion. Yet, southern European family changes occurred later than in northern Europe and, in addition, they have shown less pluralisation of household and family living forms. This could mean that we are facing a delay that will eventually end in a convergence with Europe. According to the thesis of the Second Demographic Transition
 and the ideas of a transformation of family relations in terms of individualisation of social relations, post-industrial and post-modern societies will tend towards a pluralisation and an individualisation of family relations (Van de Kaa 1987). However, these two theoretical perspectives cannot explain the persistence of family particularities in Southern Europe forty years later. In order to overcome these theoretical problems, we take an institutional perspective and posit the existence of a Southern European Family Model which is deeply rooted in a particular southern configuration between family, state and market relations. We do not deny the existence of individualisation and value change processes in Southern Europe, but we think that southern societies adapt differently to the new economic and social challenges which have been produced by modernisation and globalisation. This leads us to postulate the thesis of a relative convergence of Southern European families and the existence of a Southern European Family Model.

The relative convergence of South European families refers to two main aspects. First, some patterns of people’s, in particular, women’s lives in the South are very similar to those found in Northern European countries, while others differ significantly. Second, within Southern Europe we also find differences. The theory of the Second Demographic Transition (Van de Kaa 1987) is seriously challenged by South European family changes, which have to be understood analysing these societies from an institutional perspective, which takes into consideration economy, politics and the family as a whole. Family changes in southern Europe differ from changes in northern Europe. Firstly, fertility decline, the increase of female economic activity, divorce and children born out-of wedlock occurred 10 to 15 years later, around 1975-85 as shown in Figure 4, Figure 6, Figure 8 and Figure 9 below. Consensual unions also began to grow later in time and very slowly. Secondly, up to this date there is no southern convergence towards Northern female activity rates, divorce, consensual unions, births out-of wedlock and household pluralisation patterns. Also, young people delay leaving home more than elsewhere. Related to this, fertility decline in the South was so deep that fertility rates even overtook most northern rates, so that Spain, Italy and Greece belong now to the group with the lowest fertility rates together with some eastern European countries. With respect to the gender division of domestic and care work, southern countries also display a generally stronger gender division than in other Northern European countries. There are also important political idiosyncrasies in the South with respect to the role of families in southern Welfare Regimes. Legal obligations of solidarity within family and kinship are very extended and accompanied by the unchanging idea that caring work is a family’s, – and in particular women’s – responsibility (Naldini, 2003). Finally, in Southern European countries one finds very low public support for families with children and an unbalanced distribution of public social protection between gender and generations (Millar and Warman, 1996; Esping-Andersen 1999; Ferrera 1996). All these southern commonalities lead us to posit the existence of a distinctive Southern European Family Model, as already identified ten years ago for Italy and Spain (Jurado and Naldini 1996a). In our previous work we did not analyse Greece and Portugal, but as we will show in this chapter their inclusion confirms the existence and persistence of this model, despite changes which have taken place over the last 10 years, while at the same time it shows more clearly which features make-up the persistent core of the Southern Family Model. The reader may however object that family patterns in Portugal are very different from its neighbouring countries.

In fact, Portugal displays some specificities: it has very high female employment rates, divorce and extra-marital birth rates, in line with countries like Germany and France. However, we affirm that Portugal clearly belongs to the Southern European Family Model, because its fertility rates are converging into southern patterns since the year 2000 and consensual unions are less common than in Northern Europe. In addition, young people stay very long at the parental home; family obligations and parent-children support networks are highly valued; women very often take care of children, the older people and other dependents within the family and household patterns are similar to those of its southern neighbours. In other words, the state-family division of work is very similar to that in Greece, Spain and Italy. The Southern European Family model is an ideal-typical description which includes five common family patterns and five state-family divisions of work patterns, as illustrated in Figure 1 and described in the following sections. It has to be noted that there are important variations between Southern European countries and within the countries between regions. Yet, the Southern European Family Model stresses the commonalities found across regions and countries during the last 25 years.

Figure 1: Ideal-typical Dimensions of the Southern Family Model, 1980-2005



One of the main thesis behind this chapter, and a distictive feature of the Southern European Family Model, is that the balance of responsibilities between the state and the family in Southern Europe is allocated more heavily on the family, while the State’s role is mainly to provide social security to the male core-worker. But why did this South European Family Model emerge and what are the prospects for change? This question leads to the dynamics of States, families and markets in Southern Europe. This model has far reaching roots in the particular form of state-church relations, agrarian regimes, democratisation processes, industrialisation and social modernisation. Without going far back in history, the guiding perspective here is to offer a historical interpretation of the interrelationships between changes in the institutional context of Southern Welfare Regimes and changes in families’ and peoples’ life strategies. We do not provide an exhaustive explanation in terms of micro-macro mechanisms. Instead, we propose an encompassing interpretation of the inter-relationships between family strategies and Welfare States which may constitute a theoretical framework for future multi-level research on these interrelations.

2.1  Democratisation and Family Law Reforms 

A gender analysis is fundamental for understanding both family changes and the changing relationship between the State and the family. In addition, one can argue that the progressive reduction of inequalities between men and women in different spheres of life can be interpreted as a part of a general process of modernisation, of cultural secularisation and of democratisation (Künzler 2002, Bonke 2004). It is well-known, that in all four countries authoritarian regimes had worsened women’s civil, political and social rights (see Della Porta et al. in this volume) and strongly supported traditional family law based on inequalities between gender and generations. Family law changes, the introduction of women’s and individual’s civil rights, as well as the gender equaliy principle in law, occurred in these countries only after the advent of the democratic period and the subsequent promulgation of the new Constitusions.

From a timing perspective  there was a difference of 30 years between the democratic transition and subsequent promulgation of the Constitution in Italy, on the one hand, and the transitions in Greece, Spain and Portugal, on the other. Thus the process of transition to democratisation occurred in the former country in a diverse geopolitical, international, and socio-economic context, from Spain, Greece and Portugal. However, in all four countries the structure of traditional family law, based on the principle of legitimacy and on marital and paternal authority, remained standing until the end of the 1960s. Husbands had more rights than wives: they had to authorise their wife’s employment, the wife had to obey her husband, a distinction between legitimate and illegitimate children was made, among other issues as well. Women’s civil rights, abortion and modern contraceptive methods, for instance, unlike the other Western countries, were not allowed, and civil marriage and divorce did not exist, until the 1970s. Like many other Western industrialised countries, Italy, Spain, Portugal, and Greece proclaimed the formal principle of gender equality in their Constitutions (Del Re, 1995; Picontò-Novales, 1996; Carlos, 2000). Thus in Italy this occurred in 1948, in Greece in 1975, in Portugal in 1976 and in Spain in 1978. However, while in Italy these formal principles existed for a long time side by side with a fascist-era civil code that institutionalised inequality between husbands and wives and discriminated against children born out of wedlock, the Portuguese civil code reform occurred in 1972 before  the formal declaration of those principles in the Constitution (1976). 

Despite the almost thirty-year gap between Italy and the other three Southern countries in the political democratisation, the democratisation of family relations, with the introduction of a new or amended civil code, as well as the introduction of several women’s and individual rights (i.e. gender equality, abortion, contraception, divorce, etc.) occurred in Italy and Portugal in the 1970s, with the same timing than other European countries. For instance in Italy the use and the advertising of contracteption was legalised in 1971, divorce law was introduced in 1970 and family law reform in 1977. In Portugal the reform of civil code and of family law occurred in 1972. By contrast in Spain and Greece this process occurred later, in the 1980s, but it was quicker. In Spain the civil code reform and divorce law was introduced only in 1981 (Picontò-Novales, 1996). Also in Greece the introduction of civil rights occurred only in the 1980s, civil marriage was introduced as the legal equivalent to religious marriage in 1982, and only in 1983 the legal institution of the dowry was abolished, differences in legal treatment between legitimate and illegitimate children were eliminated and divorce by mutual agreement was introduced (Carlos, 2000). 

In other words, the 30-year gap appears not relevant for understanding the legal definitions of the family and family law reform in Southern countries that appear to be convergent with the others Northern countries. In Italy, the 30-year delay from the transition to democracy to women’s rights and to family law changes, as well as the most recent Italian opposition to extent family rights to homosexual people, must be seen in relation to the strong cultural influence on family issues exercised in Italy by the Catholic Church and the main governmental party, the Christian Democrats (DC). The position of Catholics and Christian Democrats on family issues should not obscure the ambivalent position of the Communist Party, the other main political force, on family matters since the drafting of the Italian Constitution (Naldini, 2003). In this volume Della Porta et al.  look at the timing of legal changes and women’s rights and show that democratisation alone is not sufficient in bringing about full citizenship. Thus, even if transition to democracy in Italy occurred earlier than in the other three southern countries, the consolidation of democracy in this country was completed only a couple of years earlier than in the other three cases. These deep changes in civil rights were accompanied by important changes in social rights, as described next.

2.2 Welfare State Development and Family Policy Underdevelopment

The relationship between the state and the family has always been crucial for understanding the material and symbolic organization of the families and its influences on gender relations and the achievement of gender equality. In this paragraph we capture this relationship looking at the division of responsibilities between the family and the state in the area of social reproduction and caring work by looking at the variation among welfare states. Comparative research on Welfare States has often regarded Southern countries as the more ‘family-oriented’ or ‘familialistic’ ones (Esping-Andersen, 1990; 1999). As we will see in the next section, unlike other countries belonging to Continental welfare regimes (i.e. France, Austria and Germany), in Southern European countries “familialism” has not translated into State support for families through social policies. In the South, the family is not only the key provider of welfare but also one of the factors which marks a specific way of the functioning of the welfare state (Martin, 1996). This means that the burden and costs for maintenance and care of children, disabled or dependent people is largely a private/family matter. This thesis is close to those who interpret family decline (trends in family formation and fertility decline) in Southern countries not as a consequence of family (women’s) changes, but as a consequence of an unbalanced gender contract, of the lack of services for those groups of people whose need for care is greatest (mainly very young children, the elderly and disabled people) and the lack of policies aimed at combining family and employment. 

According to several scholars, Greece, Italy, Spain and Portugal constitute a distinctive cluster of analysis, the so-called, ‘Mediterranean’ or ‘Southern European countries’ in Welfare State literature (cfr. Naldini, 2003, p. 24-26). Leibfried (1992) has pointed out the “rudimentary nature” of these Welfare States. Castels (1994) has emphasized the influence of Catholicism and the important role its social doctrine plays in shaping welfare state in these countries. In general terms one can say that the Church, particularly the Catholic and Orthodox Church, has continued to emphasize the principle of “subsidiarity” by which is meant that priority is given to smaller and voluntary organizations over the state, whenever possible. In this regard particular attention should be given to the development of care services for both the frail elderly and children, because of the traditional importance of the Church in this field and to the development of public poor-relief policies and the influence of religious groups.
 The idea that Southern countries (Greece, Italy, Spain and Portugal) are not merely rudimentary but that they compose a distinctive cluster with its own characteristics and experience has been widely developed by Ferrera (1996), and recently by García and Karakatsanis (2006). According to Ferrera (1996), the Southern European countries are characterized by a unique mode of political functioning. All four countries have: 1. A high income-transfer model of Welfare State (especially pensions), within a two-fold and “dualistic” protection system: high protection for whoever works in a stable job, that is, the adult male (breadwinner), and weak protection for those who are economically inactive or have precarious jobs. 2. National health systems aiming at universal cover, but with extended scope for private provision; which means the permanence of a private-public mix. 3. Low penetration of the Welfare State and low degree of ‘stateness’. This means a low degree of state autonomy, with a persistence of partisan ties, clientelism and the existence of patronage machines. 

This institutionalisation of Southern Welfare States during the last decades has resulted in four particularities in the configuration of labour markets, social policies, housing markets and families:

1. Contrary to its northern counterparts, all southern labour markets have experienced emigration of surplus labour force during the 1960s, persisting high female and youth unemployment rates, and family businesses and the informal sector are more common (Mignione 2001). The very segmented labour market nature and the “dualistic” welfare state based on these characteristics has worked systematically to the detriment of “non-core” workers (Ferrera 1996; Guillén 1996; García and Karakatsanis, 2006). Thus, an unbalanced distribution of risks can be observed between generations, the elderly and the young, and between sexes. In Southern countries social insurance systems privileged from the very beginning the risk related to old-age and the figure of the adult male breadwinner, while reserving a “secondary” protection to other individuals, youth, children and women. 

2. This is coupled with a marginal role in several areas of social protection: social assistance and the safety net and family policy. As a matter of fact, if the level of pension benefits is within the European average, the same cannot be said for social assistance and social security minimum old-age pensions, which are very meagre and mainly concern women’s pensions. Until the 90s, no national income scheme existed in these countries and such an absence has been a defining trait of the rudimentary social assistance system in southern Europe (Gough, 1996; Ferrera, 1996, Ferrera, 2005). On the other hand, income maintenance in case of unemployment is available only to those who have an adequate work history, because unemployment benefits are based on the contributory system. Since unemployment in the South is heavily concentrated among the young, many unemployed are without adequate social protection (Gallie and Paugam, 2000). This influences family arrangements of youth in these countries. For instance, they live to a greater degree with their parents, as this partially shields from poverty (Saraceno, 2002). 

3. In addition, Southern Welfares States display a particular housing system. In Greece, Spain, Portugal and Italy social renting does not represent more than 6% of all dwellings, while the European Union average in 1999 was 18% (Trilla, 2001, p. 64). Provision of housing has largely been left in family hands, in particular in Greece, Italy and Portugal, where self-promotion of housing has played a very important role. The dualistic labour market makes family solidarity necessary for young outsiders who want to acquire a first dwelling, and the large informal economy sector provides resources for housing acquisition. Home ownership is considered to be an advantage as it offers personal and family stability in a context of frequent employment crisis. It works as a sort of social security throughout the life cycle of non core-workers with low pension prospects and it also guarantees political stability. In addition, housing construction promotes economic growth and it is used as a counter-cyclical economic policy instrument. In this market and family contexts, public housing policies have been scarce, in particular, housing allowances for renting dwellings and offers of social renting are very rare (Allen et al. 2004). In addition, existing housing policies are directed towards home acquisition (Symeonidou, 1996). In this context intergenerational support is very important for the acquisition of housing and the southern housing system strengthens family solidarity (cf. section 4.3).
4. As in other Conservative Welfare Regimes a corporatist social security system was institutionalised very early, but in the case of Greece, Portugal and Spain social security expanded only during the 1980 and 1990s. Compared to other European countries, where welfare state expansion occurred during the economic prosperity of the post-war period, welfare state expansion in all of Southern Europe, with the exception of Italy, occurred later and still remains limited. This is due to political factors such as the persistence of autocratic regimes in Spain, Portugal, and Greece until the mid-1970s; due to socioeconomic and demographic differences and to the difficulties of implementing a social system at times of economic recessions and neoliberal economic policies (Martin, 1996; Portugal, 1999; Castles 2006). 
In this context of late expansion within limited public spending capacities and willingness, the smooth-functioning of family solidarity has permitted to delay more generous benefits and services in certain social policy areas. The fact that in these countries we find a shared value-system which supports intra-familial pooling of resources and intergenerational redistribution (Moreno, 1997, p.2) has probably reduced the social and electoral pressure towards further Welfare State expansion. In other words, one may argue that the significance of family-provided welfare, and the transfer of resources between generations, have made the need to strengthen public social safety nets, housing policies or family policy less pressing than might have been the case otherwise. However, also the above-mentioned economic particularities, structural employment shortage, strength of family businesses, important informal sector and dual labour markets, determine to some extent strong family and kinship solidarity networks. Surely, we face a reinforcing spiral where causes and effects are interwoven. Currently, and even more in the future, the weak points of Southern Welfares States represent causes for change in demographic and family solidarity patterns as will be shown in section 4. Next we provide a more detailed description of one of the weakest social policy areas of Southern Welfare States.

2.3 Types and levels of state support for families 

In most European countries family policy is not a well-defined concept. Very often there is no “explicit” family policy, but a mix of arrangements and benefits which take the family “implicitly” into account (Bahle and Pfenning, 2000, p. 1). Therefore, here we assume a broad definition of family policy including both implicit and explicit polices regarding families and we rely on an empirically based cross-national typology of family policy clusters. Among the five groups of Western European countries with similar family policy features, proposed by Bahle and Pfenning (2000, p. 2), it is particularly interesting to contrast the Southern European family policy model to the French one. The French case displays an explicit, visible, coherent, and pro-natalist system of family policy, which over the years has implemented an impressive array of measures designed to encourage both family formation, size, and gender equality. To this end the French welfare state has developed a generous and “universalist” system of family cash-benefits (Gauthier, 1996) and a comprehensive system of childcare and parent-friendly policies aiming at helping women to be both mothers and workers (Jenson and Sineau, 1998; Gornick et. al 1997). Differently from the French family policy, the South European family policy is characterised by the absence of an explicit family model and by a very fragmented array of measures which are comparatively very poor. 

The type of state support for families and especially for caring and services for the elderly has to be seen in relation to the principle of “subsidiarity”. According to this principle, it is first the family that has the duty to provide for a dependent family member. To a low level of public responsibility for the maintenance and the care of dependent people relates a strong enforcement of family obligations. Indeed, in Southern countries family obligations are strongly enforced. The State has the obligation to intervene only as a second resort and in case of failure of the family, an example is the duty of alimony between kin) (see for Italy Trifiletti 1995; for Spain Valiente 1995, Warman and Millar, 1996). Not only Italy and Spain (Naldini, 2003), but also Portugal (Wall, 1995) for a long time have been characterised by the legal definitions of kin obligations which go well beyond the residential boundary of the household to include adult parents, sons and daughters-in-law, fathers and mothers-in-law and siblings. Beyond maintenance laws, family legislation and social policy of Southern countries continue to incorporate an extended concept of dependent family relationships. As it has been shown for the Italian and Spanish historical cases, the principle of the male breadwinner family continued to be ‘stretched’ to include ‘family/kinship solidarity’ (Naldini, 2003). For instance, in the Italian and Spanish case, a peculiar and long-lasting feature of family allowances and of survivors’ pensions has been the extension of these benefits beyond the ‘nuclear’ family, to other economically dependent family members, i.e. parents, siblings, parents-in-law. 

In accordance with this view on family-state relations, in all four Southern Welfare States family policies are extraordinarily underdeveloped (Bradshaw and Ditch, 1993; Flaquer, 2000; Carlos and Alipranti, 2000; Symeonidou, 1996; Portugal, 1999). Southern European countries had indeed the lowest level of public funding for families with children during the 1980s (Bradshaw and Ditch, 1993). ESSPROS time series confirm the persistence of this underdevelopment (EUROSTAT 2007). From 1990 until 2004 public expenditure on family cash benefits in Spain, Italy and Portugal remained low and without any significant change, except in Greece where a slight increase of expenditure can be observed. In 2000, cash family benefits
 represented in proportion of GDP: 1% in Greece, 0.2% in Spain, 0.5% in Italy and Portugal, compared to 2.1% in Germany, 2% in France and an average of 1.4% in the EU 15 (EUROSTAT, 2003a). Italy, Spain and Greece are the only countries in the European Union without a ‘universal’ system of family allowances (Missoc, 2002). Portugal is the only Southern nation with an universal, although very modest, family allowance system (Portugal, 1999). As will be shown in the section 5, more recently cash-benefits for households have assumed in all four countries a selective nature, becoming a measure for fighting family poverty.

On the other hand, Southern European Welfare States and family policies display deficits especially in the provision of services, such as child care facilities for very young children and social services for the frail elderly (see González, Jurado and Naldini 2000; Flaquer, 2000; González, 2003). In Southern countries the lack of child-care services for the youngest children (0-3), the inadequacy of most child care services in terms of quality and time schedules, as well as the low number of part-time jobs make it difficult for people to combine family with work (Naldini, 2006). As can be seen from Table 1, child-care facilities for under-3 are very limited in Southern countries: Greece (3%), Spain (5%), Italy (7%). The level of provision is a little bit higher in Portugal (12%). This is strongly in contrast to 64% of coverage for children aged 0 to 3 in Denmark, 34% in France and England.
 In addition, in Southern countries, childcare services for the under-3 are very unevenly distributed at regional and local level (Valiente 1995; Gonzalez, Jurado and Naldini, 2000). In all Southern countries, as in most other European countries, the situation is better for children between 3 and 6 years old, especially where the public services are directly dependent from the Ministry of Education, as in France, Italy, Spain, and to some extent Greece (Eurodyce 1996; Sims-Schouten, 2000). Italy and Spain show nowadays very high rates of children aged 3 to 6 in pre-primary schools. In recent years, Portugal has made notable progress in early childhood education and care policy, both in terms of formulation and of implementation. The main policy instrument developed in Portugal was the law on pre-school education (passed in Parliament in 1996), for the over-three year olds. This law aimed at reaching 90% of five-year-olds, 75% of four-year-old and 60% of three-year-olds by the year 2000  (Wall et al., 2001). As displayed in Table 1, this policy goal has been achieved.

Table 1: Formal Childcare Provisions around 2000

	Country
	Year
	Children under 3

In %
	3 to school age

in %



	Denmark
	1998
	64
	91

	France
	2000
	34
	99

	Germany
	2000
	10
	78

	Greece
	2000
	3
	46

	Italy
	2000
	7
	91

	Portugal
	1999
	12
	75

	Spain
	2000
	5
	84

	UK*
	2000
	34
	60


Sources: OECD, 2001, tab. 4.7; For France Morgan and Zippel (2003); For Italy: Istituto degli Innocenti (2001). *For UK data refer only to England
In all countries family members still provide the bedrock of care not only for children. As a matter of the fact social care for older people is perhaps the field in which Southern Welfare States have more extensively applied the principle of “subsidiarity” and transferred the burden of responsibility to the family or to the private action of the Church and other non-governmental organizations. As a result, in Southern European countries there are limited service provisions for the elderly. Institutional care and home help services are the most important care services targeted towards the elderly. Figure 2 assembles some comparative figures regarding these services.
 One can see that the good providers of care in institutions tend to be good providers of home care as well. In Spain and in Italy they are available only to those who have no family members who can provide for them (Trifiletti 1995). But more worrying still, for those who have to provide care, is the absence of a well-developed system of social services and state provisions, which should help older people or disabled adults to live in their own homes (Saraceno, 2003). Home help and institutional care for the elderly is almost not developed at all in Greece and to a very limited extent in Portugal. One has to take into account that data for Portugal and Greece are scarce or not available. However, the lack of data is also an indicator of the scarce relevance of this policy field. 

Figure 2: Social Care Services for the Elderly. Share of Population Aged 65 and Over in Institutions and Share of Population aged 65 and Over Receiving Home Help, 1992-2001
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EUROSTAT, 2003b, based on international and national sources available. Data refer to years 1992-2001. 

Other data and studies confirm these figures. A comparative study on social care (Blackman et al., 2001) that includes Norway, Denmark, Ireland, Italy and Greece confirms that in the latter two countries there are extremely low levels of publicly funded institutional and home help. In Italy and Greece local authority and, in particular, church and voluntary organizations exist as sources of help for older people who are poor or without a family  (Sotiropoulos, 2004). In Portugal a recent report (Wall, 2005 b) shows that formal care for the elderly is weak, and home help and day care centres for the elderly have an uneven distribution among regions and towns. In Spain in the mid-90s approximately 2 per cent of the elderly were cared for in public and private institutions (see Valiente, 1995 and Fernández Cordón 2004) and only around 5% of old dependent people living at home received help from social services or from paid domestic service, while the remaining group received informal help, mainly from the family (Campo Ladero 2000). In December 2006 a law was passed to create a new public social service for dependent people, which intends to change this situation substantially.

The lack of public care services for small children, old-aged people and dependent people is being counterbalanced, from a smaller to greater extent according to the country, by medium to high income households buying private services on the market. The increasing offer in formal and informal labour by immigrants is a common feature of all South European countries since the end of the 1990s. Even if this phenomenon is difficult to capture in quantitative terms, available indicators point to the importance of immigrants’ work in the domestic and personal service sector. As shown by the OECD for 1998-99, Greece, Spain, Italy and Portugal are the OECD countries with the highest proportions of immigrant workers employed in the household sector, as much as 20% of foreign employment in Greece, 16% in Spain, 10% in Italy and 6% in Portugal compared to 0% in Denmark, 1% in Germany, 0,5% in the United Kingdom and 7% in France. In addition, immigrants are clearly overrepresented in the household sector compared to national workers in all four countries (OECD 2001, Table 5.4). National research and statistics confirm the importance of immigrants doing domestic and care work, particularly elder care (Baganha et al. 2000, Zanfrini 2004, Garrido 2005, Karakatsanis and Swarts 2003; Lyon, 2006; Gori, 2002; Blackman, 2001). The elder care provided by migrant workers not only sustains the continuity of informal family care, being home-based, but such care-arrangements are encouraged by the state (Naldini, 2006). The State supports informal care through policies which support care performed by family members or immigrant irregular workers by means of cash payments provided directly to the family or to the disabled person, such as care allowances. 

2.4 Family Policy Underdevelopment: An Interpretation 

Why are family policies underdeveloped in the South? The explanatory factors that account for the scant development of family policy in the Southern countries, in post-autoritarian regimes, are not identical for the four countries, but they have certain similarities. An explanatory variable of the Italian and Spanish scant development of family policy during the democratic period has to be seen in relation to the legacy of authoritarian regimes. In Italy, the fascist experience left strong opposition towards any policy that seemed to have pro-natalist aims. Policies explicitly aimed at supporting the cost of children were easily perceived as pro-natalist and were thus avoided (Saraceno, 1994; Naldini, 2000) The same is true for Spain, where lawmakers tried to avoid policy-making in the area of the family during the post-authoritarian period (Valiente, 1995, Naldini, 2003 p. 208). In Italy and Spain the political parties’ demands for social policies for families with children have been constrained by the ideological division on the representation of which family model should be supported by the state. In these two countries the left-oriented parties avoided putting family policy and social policies for children in the political agenda and have preferred to frame requests in terms of social rights for women, and individual rights (Naldini, 2000). 

For Portugal, an analysis of political and legal discourses on family issues, since the revolution of 1974, shows that there was a strong contradiction between an explicit ideological commitment to the family and the subsidiary position that family policy occupies within social policy (Portugal, 1999). In Portugal and Greece, the policy agenda of democratic governments during the first 10 years after regime transition was the result of party competition around class issues. As for Italy and Spain, the importance of the class cleavage in Portuguese and in Greek politics (Carlos 2000) led to a focus by political parties both of the left and of the right to compete on the basis of workers benefits rather than family benefits. Southern Welfare States in Spain, Portugal and Greece were late comers and many resources had to be invested into the consolidation of social security income maintenance benefits, mainly pensions, and the creation of universal health and education services. Political discourses in electoral periods were framed by issues such as wage increases, unemployment compensation, and social security rights and less by family issues, despite very low fertility rates since the 1980s (Figure 8). Contrary to countries, such as France, which responded to fertility decline with the implementation of explicit pronatalist policies, in Southern Europe fertility decline did not enter the political agenda up to very recently. As in the case of Spain, it may be argued for all four southern countries that the recurrent employment crisis and large baby boom generations becoming adults during the 1980s and 1990s prevented the perception of fertility decline as a social problem among political actors and voters, while the extension and the level of old age pensions, early retirement policies, and unemployment benefits, were for a long time perceived as social priorities (Garrido and Malo 2005). 

In addition, as already mentioned, in all four countries the Church, both the Roman Catholic and the Greek Orthodox Churches, exercised a strong influence. In Spain, Italy, and Portugal, the cultural and political hegemony exercised by the Catholic Church is fundamental in understanding the nations’ similar ‘culture’ of the family and the absence of citizen’s demand for social services for families. Also, the cultural traits of the Southern family systems, in particular the strength of intergenerational ties and kin solidarity, have been grounded on the enduring norms of ‘rural’ society and patriarchal relations. These norms were reinforced during the authoritarian period (Naldini, 2003; Carlos, 2000; Portugal, 1999). Family cultures stemmed from a cultural and social context largely oriented to Catholic values. The strong cultural hegemony exercised by the Catholic Church on family definitions and on family issues hindered any suggestion of alternative definitions, delayed the reform of traditional family law in Italy, and influenced divorce law in all Catholic regions of the South. The Catholic concerns over the family has remaind high in all Southern Catholic countries, however, its influence on political debates and on family matter seem nowadays different in Italy, Spain and Portugal. In Italy the political change of the early nineties, which uprooted and transformed the Italian political system, instead of allowing a less heavily ideological perspective on family issues compared to the previous period, has strengthened the ideological dimension, while reducing the space for the practical compromises which had characterised the so called “first Republic” of the post war years (Naldini and Saraceno 2007). So that currently the Vatican intervenes heavily in the Italian political debate, exercising de facto a veto power on the law on civil unions (for cohabiting couples both heterosexual and homosexual) and on many other issues concerning sexuality, divorce, abortion and contraception. This is quite different from what has recently occurred in Spain, which in 2005 approved homosexual marriage, becoming the champion of homosexual rights among the Catholic countries. In Portugal the influence of Catholic Church and doctrine of family issues and political debates seems to remain in an intermediate position between Italy and Spain, as seen in the recent referendum (11th February 2007) on easing its strict abortion law, where Portuguese bishops and Catholics campaigned against it, but the majority of voters had been in favour and the new law has been ratified. 

The general late timing and qualitatively different form of industrialization and modernization in Southern Europe has affected Welfare State development, namely social services development, and it relates strongly to women’s participation in the labour market. As it is well-known most of child care programmes in Europe have been developed in relation to the entrance of women into the labour market. There are certain labour market characteristics in Southern countries which contributed to make women the main provider of care services and the key actor in promoting intergenerational solidarity. First of all, in all Southern countries, there have been for a long time structural employment shortages (except in Portugal), and a widespread hidden informal economy. Second, self-employment, small and family enterprises are still predominant in Southern countries. These small firms are a source of employment, mostly for women and other family members (Karamessini 2006), and they constitute a type of jobs that allows women to continue fulfilling their roles as carers, since many firms are family businesses, where the borders between family and employment are blurred. 

The outlined historical reasons for the underdevelopment of family policies are in part fading away and new circumstances push towards an expansion of some family policies. In fact there are signs of a qualitative change. First, pronatalist family benefits have been introduced in Southern European Welfare States in the last years, as shown in section 5.1. Secondly, care services for children, in particular for those aged 3 to 6, have been expanded since the end of the 1990s in most Southern European countries. Thirdly, southern European families are facing very profound demographic changes. Family solidarity and support may not diminish as a value system, but family help will no longer suffice to care for family dependents. These demographic and family changes represent new pressures towards the expansion of family policies, such as services and benefits in order to support the conciliation of employment and childrearing and of a social care system for the elderly. 

3 Changes in Women’s behaviours: Weakening of Patriarchy?

Legal changes, coupled with welfare state development, expanded people’s options by allowing women to emancipate from their traditional roles of homemakers. In this part of the chapter we will illustrate how certain changes, such as, the silent revolution of women with respect to education and employment became crucial forces driving other family changes like the increase of births out of wedlock, of divorce and the decline of fertility. These changes will be discussed in relation to the reduction of gender inequalities. 

3.1 Changes in Women’s Education And Mothers’ Employment: The Decline Of The Male Breadwinner Family

Women’s access to higher education and the quasi disappearance of their educational disadvantages with respect to men represent one of the most impressive changes in contemporary societies. In the 1980s the proportion of young people in higher education (i.e. any level above secondary school) was favourable to men in Italy, Spain and Greece, and very similar for both genders in Portugal. In the 1990s - only ten years later -  women became a majority in universities in all four countries (EUROSTAT 2001b). Figure 3 shows these changes from a cohort perspective. Among cohorts born between 1937-1946 only 6.9 % of women and 13.7% of men attained tertiary education in European Union countries; gender differences were high as shown by a ratio of two men to one woman in tertiary education. In thirty years the gender difference in educational attainment has been reversed. The European Union cohorts born between 1967-1976 reached tertiary education rates of 37% of women and 33% of men and the gender ratio has reversed. Now on average 0.9 men for each woman reach tertiary education among the youngest cohorts. In Southern Europe the positive gender ratio for women in the youngest cohort is very large in Portugal and larger than the European Union mean in all South European countries. In 2001, women with a tertiary education degree represented 13% of women aged 25 to 34 in Italy, 17% in Portugal, 27% in Greece and 39% in Spain, compared to 34% in Denmark and 29% in the United Kingdom.

Figure 3: Ratio Men/Women With Tertiary Education. Cohorts Born 1937 to 1976 as Reported in 1991 and 2001.
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Sources: own elaboration with OECD 2003 and Künzler 2003. 

Note: Ratio = 1 means the same proportion of men and women with completed tertiary education.

On the other end of the educational scale, that is, the proportion of women with less than upper- secondary education, we observe a rapid decrease in Southern Europe, but in 2001 these women still made up a very large proportion of Southern European women aged 25 to 34: 63% in Portugal, 41% in Spain, 40% in Italy, and 24% in Greece, while the OECD average was 26% (OECD 2003, Garrido 2001). This particularly high incidence of low educated women in southern Europe has very important consequences for female employment patterns, as shown below.

The increase in the number of highly educated women has many consequences for employment and family patterns. Education tends to increase women’s occupation rates and their long-term attachment to the labour market, which is also true in Southern Europe (OECD 2004, González 2001, Bernardi 2001). With respect to family relations, and especially gender relations, higher education levels relate to a delay in family formation; to a higher probability of living in cohabitation; to higher rates of partnerships where the woman has a higher education level than the man and to a higher incidence of divorce. Employment patterns are presented next, while changes in family formation are described in section 4.

Together with women’s increasing education the higher labour force participation by women, particularly in the younger cohorts, is certainly the most important social innovation in both the labour market and in household/family organization (EUROSTAT, 2000). Since the 1960s women’s employment rates have increased in all OECD countries (OECD, 2004). Moreover, increasing the rates of women’s employment has become a central plank of European employment strategy (Rubery et. al. 2001). If the traditional model of family and of female occupation meant a definitive withdrawal soon after marriage or childbearing, highly educated women tend to break with this pattern. The novelty, then, is the progressive increase in the number of women who remain permanently in the labour force, regardless of their family circumstances. This means that more women are able to consolidate their position as paid workers and, consequently, secure their economic independence in the long run. For family life this means that dual-earner families have become the norm in most European countries, although the number of hours women work outside home varies greatly (OECD, 2004). According to the European Labour Force Survey, households with both partners in the labour force were almost twice as numerous in 2000 as those with only one. Thus, a male breadwinner model family cannot longer be assumed to be central. An important division is found between the northern Member States and Portugal on the one hand, where 70% or more of households were dual-earner and Spain, Greece, Ireland and Italy where the number was under 50% (Franco and Winqvist 2002). Thus, in the employment dimension, South European countries show more traditional patterns, since women have comparatively low activity and employment rates, with the exception of Portuguese women (cfr. Figure 4). 

As shown in Figure 3 and Figure 4, the 1957-1966 cohort of women, who entered labour markets around 1977-1987, were women who profited from democratization, equal rights and education expansion. These women were the protagonists of increasing activity rates in Southern Europe despite a more or less profound employment crisis and despite underdeveloped family policies. Due to these limitations and to other factors, changes in female employment patterns since then have not led to convergence with northern countries.
 The lower level of participation of women in Southern countries (with the exception of Portugal) has to be seen with respect to their historical evolution, modes of political domination, the form and the time of economic development and their system of class relations (Giner, 1985). One of the most important difference between the Northern European countries and those of Southern Europe (with the exceptions of Northern Italy, and Catalonia and Basque Country in Spain) is late industrialisation (Sapelli, 1995; Fua, 1980). The main consequences of this lag in development for all Southern European countries, with the exception of Portugal, are evident in: (1) the comparatively lower percentage of the total population involved in the labour force; (2) the slower decline in the number of agricultural workers without prior peaks of industrial employment; (3) a rapid growth and a rapid change from a mostly agrarian society toward a service-oriented society, but with a comparatively small service sector; (4) higher levels of emigration where Southern European countries supply labour to the Continent; and (5) persistently higher total unemployment rates with respect to the northern countries (cfr. Naldini, 2003). Structural employment shortage, the late development of the service sector, and high presence of “black” or “gray” jobs, mainly held by women, are three of the main historical features for Greece, Italy and Spain which surely have shaped the contrast between southern and northern European female labour force participation. 

Figure 4: Women’s Activity Rates 1960-2005
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The more recent entrance of women into the labour market in Greece, Italy and Spain shows three main peculiarities which distinguish women’s employment patterns in these countries from those of other northern countries. First, the growth of female activity rates meant and still means an increase in women’s unemployment rates. Second, the level of women’s activity is still lower than in other European countries. Third, women’s part-time employment is very low. This is true for Portugal as well. Among countries of the European Union part-time jobs represent on average 30% of female employment, in contrast to the 73% of the Netherlands. By contrast, in 2003 its incidence in Italy was 23.6, 16.5% in Spain, 14.9% in Portugal and 9.9% in Greece (OECD 2004). In other words, in many countries, the use of part-time work is one of the main strategies for working mothers but not as much in southern countries. In these countries, the most widespread working time arrangements in households of two workers is one where both (male and female) work full-time. In Greece, Spain and Portugal, these family working time arrangements account for over 80% of dual earner families and in Italy and France over 70%. In addition, in all southern countries the most prevalent pattern of dual earner couples is for both to work more than 40 hours a week. In the Netherlands, Great Britain and Germany the model defined as one-and-half-worker households: male full-time and female part-time, account for over 40% of all dual earner families (Lewis, 2001; Franco and Winqvist 2002; Naldini, 2006). This means that in southern countries work is less compatible with childbearing and child-raising. As a consequence, Southern European mothers have to choose more frequently than in other North European countries between a continuous occupational career or the interruption of paid employment. Thus, many women have to stop employment after the birth of a child, in particular after the birth of a second child. This explains why in Southern Europe of all couples with at least one working partner and with children, except for Portugal, dual earner families make up only half or less of them. Thus, in most Southern European countries, family formation means for around half of all young working couples the withdrawal of the mother from the labour market. This is particularly true for mothers with low to medium educational levels, except for Portugal (Franco and Winqvist 2002; Bettio and Villa, 2000, Schizzerotto, 2002). This leads us back to the particularly high rates of low-educated women in Southern Europe, as shown previously, and to stressing the importance of education levels on women’s working patterns.

The rise of women with higher education combined with the persistence of a large proportion of women with low educational attainment eventually leads to a crowding-out of the latter from the labour market due to the devaluation of their educational credentials as Bettio and Villa (2000) have shown to be the case in Italy. As a consequence, we would face a polarisation (Lister, 2003) of female labour market opportunities in the South (OECD, 2001), with highly educated women achieving occupational careers similar to male patterns, while low educated women facing very high unemployment and precarious job rates which normally leads them to interrupt their employment when having small children. Portuguese high female employment rates do not fit into this picture, due to historical reasons related to various factors. On one hand, the colonial wars and male emigration led to a need for more female employment, and on the other hand, the 25 April revolution led to a favourable ideological climate for women’s employment in a context of democratisation and education expansion (Dores Guerreiro, 2003). Another important factor for many Portuguese households over the last 30 years has been the need to constitute two earner families, since it has been difficult to live exclusively on the salary of one factory worker, the operario (see García and Karakatsanis 2006). In this southern full-time employment context, how do women in dual-earner couples resolve the conflict between paid employment and family work?

3.2 Division of Domestic and Care Work within the Family

Analysing comparative data on the changes in the gender division of unpaid work is very hard, because there are no truly comparative time-use surveys.
 However, the existing international and national surveys (Bonke, 2004; Gershuny, 2000; Hantrais, 2004) show that the increasing of women’s education and of female employment has not significantly changed the division of unpaid work within the family. Indeed, gender differentiation is increasingly based on time. Some forms of part-time work for women have historically been the main way of combining family and work in some European countries (especially in Netherlands, UK and Germany), unlike U.S. where women work full-time and rely on market provision of care, and unlike the Southern countries where women have tended to work full-time, often with a working time pattern of long hours, and rely on family (relatives) provision of informal care. The vast majority of men have continued to work full time in every country. From this perspective gender inequalities are still far away from disappearing. The existing data show that: 1) gender and employment are the two crucial factors in explaining differences in the use of time within and between countries; 2) women (and mothers) everywhere still perform a much higher share of household and caring work than men (and fathers); and 3) gender differences are greater in Southern European countries than in Scandinavia, with Northern European countries exhibiting the greatest heterogeneity. 

According to the European Foundation for the Improvement of Living and Working Conditions, over 80% of female workers claimed that they were the main provider of housework and shopping. When asked about time spent on housework and childcare, 63% of the women questioned stated that they spent at least 1 hour a day on housework, compared with less than 12% of men. Around 41% of women stated they spent at least 1 hour each day caring for children, compared with just over 23% of men (Hantrais, 2004, p.97). The pattern appears to vary strongly among countries. Within the EU15, Portugal and Italy recorded the highest values for female housework, and women in Netherlands the lowest. Although in all Member States the proportion of women engaged in caring is much higher than men, women involved in looking after children spent, on average, twice as many hours a week as a men doing so. In the four Southern countries (plus Ireland and Austria) the proportion is 2-4 times higher than for men (EUROSTAT, 2002). To a lower level of involvement in housework and in childcare, fathers also tend not to take parental leave. In the mid-1990s, only 5% of all new fathers in the European Union took any parental leave at all. Not surprisingly, the highest percentages are found in the Scandinavian countries: 28% in Denmark, 64% in Sweden and 80% in Norway (OECD 2001). A recent survey on European’s attitudes to parental leave has been carried out by the Eurobarometer (European Commission, 2004). It shows that within the EU15-average 84% of men interviewed said that they had neither taken parental leave nor were thinking of doing so, and there were important variations between countries. However, only in Scandinavian countries men show figures substantially above the EU average. While 33% of Sweden said that they had not taken or were not considering taking up parental leave, the equivalent figure in Spain was 95%, 89% in Portugal, 87% in Italy, 77% in Greece, 89% in Germany and 80% in UK. Part of the difference among countries is due to the policy framework, partly to the degree to which parental leave is paid (see EUROSTAT, 2004a) and partly to deeply ingrained gender models. For instance, in Italy, although the first month of parental leave for public-sector workers is fully paid at 100% of the wage, only 18% of fathers take it although they are legally entitled to do so (Saraceno, 2004).

Changes over time in the gender division of domestic work is hardly being studied. A notable exception is Künzler’s study (2002), which analyses the gender divisions of unpaid work from the sixties to the nineties in OECD countries. Participation rates and time spent in housework by sexes are collected using national sources. The data refer to the division of housework, such as; cooking, laundry, cleaning, but not to child care or elder care. Taking the 80s and the 90s together one finds Spain, Greece, Italy, Luxembourg and Japan in the fourth quartile of countries, the very traditional ones. Portugal belongs to the third quartile of moderately traditional countries together with France, Netherlands, the Federal Republic of Germany, Austria and Ireland. 

Figure 5: Participation Indexes of Fathers Doing Two or More Household Tasks During Preschool Years of the Child 
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Figure 5 shows in a comparative and cohort perspective the distance in fathers’ participation to domestic tasks between southern and northern countries. The data show very low level of fathers’ participation in Italy, Greece and Spain throughout the 1960s, the 1970s and the 1980s. In Portugal, where women have a higher participation into the labour force and a working time pattern of long hours, fathers have a participation rate to domestic tasks closer to Danish and British fathers and higher than the other three Southern countries. 

The higher women’s workload in terms of family tasks has many consequences: it reduces the time women can devote to paid work, puts them at risk of being perceived by employers as less involved in professional work and reduces the options in choosing a job distant from home. One may even expect that a mother’s double burden increases the probability of having only one child and the risk of experiencing divorce, as some evidence shows (Cooke 2004). 

3.3 The Increase of Separation and Divorce

The possibility for women to exit from a marriage clearly weakens patriarchy. In Southern Europe divorce legislation was introduced relatively late. In fact, divorce was introduced only in 1970 in Italy, in 1975 in Portugal, in 1981 in Spain and in 1983 in Greece
. The main distinctive feature of divorce in Italy and Spain has been that divorce has to be preceded by separation as a legal step, while this is not the case in Portugal and Greece. This has made divorce in the first two countries more costly for couples than in other European countries. In Italy the condition to get a divorce is that the spouses demonstrate that they have been legally separated for at least 3 years (before 1987 the legal separation period was 5 years). Until 2005, in Spain divorce required a certain time period until the final dissolution of the marriage could be achieved. The couple had first to get separated and then had to wait for some time (1 to 5 years). In 2005 a new divorce law was passed in Spain, which allows for an easier and more rapid access to divorce, eliminating the previous step of legal separation
. In Greece divorce was very difficult up to 1982, since only religious marriages existed. They could be dissolved following a two-stage procedure involving, firstly, ecclesiastical authorities and, secondly, a civil court. From 1982 (law 1250/1982, article 1) civil marriage was made equally binding as a religious ceremony (Moussourou. 1994, p. 89, quoted in: Hantrais & Letablier, 1996, p. 30). In this country divorce can be claimed after a minimum period of six months living apart (Symeonidou 2002). However, the dissolution of a religious marriage is still complex, since any form of remarriage is only possible after an irrevocable court decision for the dissolution of the marriage and an authorisation of the ecclesiastical authorities for the spiritual dissolution of the marriage (Koutsouradis 2002). In Portugal, divorce for civil married couples exists since 1910 and after a renegotiation of the concordat with the Vatican in 1975 divorce became also possible for religiously married couples. Since 1977 there are two general types of divorce: divorce by mutual consent and litigious divorce. Judicial separation does not have to precede divorce. In Portugal, divorce has been made easier by further amendments in 1995, 1998, and 2001, whereby divorce by mutual consent can be requested at anytime and is no longer a judicial process but rather obtained by request in civil registry offices (Oliveira 2002). How far is divorce a common practice in Southern Europe and which women tend to divorce more?

More people in Italy and Spain accede to legal separation than divorce. In Italy in 1980 the number of separations was 29.462, meanwhile the number of divorces was 11.844. Twenty years later the number of divorces in Italy has increased by three times (43.856 in 2003), but they are still half of the number of separations, which amounted to 81.744 in 2003 (ISTAT, 2005). In Spain the number of separations has increased by more than three times from 1982 to 2001, while the number of divorces has doubled in this time period (Castro 2003). In 1982, 17,436 legal separations were registered in Spain and in 2001 they amounted to 65.610 separations, while divorces increased from 21.463 to 37.630. In Portugal divorces also more than doubled from 1985 to 2000, passing from 8.988 divorces to 19.104. Instead, in Greece divorce growth in this period was lower, it went form 7.568 to 11.119. However, as can be seen from Figure 6 divorces have increased in all southern European countries. 

Figure 6: Crude Divorce Rates in Southern Europe, France, Germany and the United Kingdom, 1960-2005
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Unfortunately comparison of marital disruption is difficult to perform, since one should take in account not only the number of divorces but the number of legal separations as well, since a lot of couples remain at the stage of separation. We focus here only on a comparison of divorces. Divorces in southern Europe continue to be lower than in northern Europe despite their rapid increase. Even if one added separations in the Italian and Spanish cases, this would remain true. Actually, the large proportion of mature women economically dependent on their husbands (i.e. many mature women are full-time homemakers in Italy, Greece and Spain) may be primarily related to the current low levels of divorce, since it is difficult for women without a stable income to get divorced (Klein and Kopp 2003). In fact, the Portuguese divorce figures support this idea (cf. Figure 6).

Different micro-level studies have found a positive relation between education, female employment and divorce. The idea is that women with higher educational levels have more frequently a stable job outside a family business and the agrarian sector, which permits them more easily to cope with the economic consequences of a divorce or, if they are in a male-breadwinner family, they have more possibilities to find a job during or after divorce. For Italy, a relationship between the regional level of female employment and the level of separations was found (Barbagli 1990; Barbagli and Saraceno, 1998). For Spain, Ruiz (1999) found through individual data for 1991 that the incidence of divorce and separation is higher among employed women and among women working in the public sector. They also show that a part of divorced and separated women began to work during the same year of marital disruption or afterwards. In addition and like in Italy, divorced women have higher educational levels than the general female population (Blossfeld et al. 1995). Thus, it can be concluded that women’s educational expansion and their rising participation in the labour market has eased a rise in marital disruption also in Southern Europe. 

4 Southern Particularities: Family Formation and Family Solidarity

We have shown that there is some convergence of southern to northern family patterns in democratisation of families and increasing gender equality. The persistence of certain particularities may be explained as the result of a delayed modernisation that will eventually end up in convergence. We think that it is much more interesting to think in terms of configurations and interrelations between different institutions, such as the Welfare State, the economy, political institutions and the family, born out of specific historical paths. Convergence is limited, among other reasons because southern Welfare Regimes are quite different from northern ones. On the one hand, many socio-economic restrictions exist, which impede further individualisation and pluralisation of families, and a better conciliation of family and work. On the other hand, families show persisting mutual help strategies and patterns. In southern Europe great tensions have arisen between profound family changes and a very slow development of more encompassing and generous family policies. These tensions simultaneously promote the persistence of southern family particularities, but also challenge current welfare arrangements and make family policy changes more necessary.

4.1 Delayed Family Formation, and Limited Cohabitation 

A late and marriage-dominated family formation is one of the distinctive features of southern families since the 1980s, which is partly related to strong intergenerational ties and solidarity. These are rooted in parents’ values concerning their obligations towards children and vice-versa. Solidarity occurs through different mechanisms, such as parents’ long-term economic support of their children through extended living-together, important economic support for first home-acquisition of their off-spring, caring services for small children provided by grandparents and care for older people most frequently provided by informal family support.

One South European particularity since the 1980s is the continuous postponement of the moment of  leaving the parental home and of family formation. Postponement of leaving home is a general European trend, but these delays is much more accentuated in Southern Europe, where in 1998 around 70% of youth aged 25 to 29 were living with their parents compared to 23 to 37% of their French, British and German counterparts (see Figure 7). In addition, in Southern Europe leaving home is strongly connected to marriage, since most young people leave home when they marry. According to Billari et al. (2001), most young people in Northern Europe leave home before partnership formation, since more young people live nowadays away from parents’ home in university residences, sharing a dwelling with peers, living in a one-person household or living in cohabitation with a partner; while in Southern Europe less than one quarter of youth follow such patterns. Instead, nearly three quarter of southern youth leave home to enter marriage. In addition, consensual unions are also comparatively less diffused in Southern Europe compared to other European countries, despite of the fact that they are rising generally in all four Mediterranean countries (Billari et al. 2002, Symeonidou 2002, Carrilho and Magalhães 2000). Data from the European Community Household Panel show that in 1998 among couples aged 16 to 29 around 8 to 15% lived in consensual unions in Italy, Greece, Spain and Portugal, while this proportion raises to around 40% in West Germany, France and the United Kingdom. 

Figure 7: Young People Living at the parental home, 1987, 1998
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European Community Household Panel (EUROSTAT 2002).

Why do young southern people leave home so late in order to marry, instead of leaving earlier in order to form a consensual union like in north-western Europe? Explanations distinguish frequently between the timing and the form of leaving home. With respect to the first dimension, postponement, social scientists relate South European late home-leaving to socio-economic causes, to public policies choices and to cultural factors. From a socio-economic perspective, it has been shown empirically that difficulties in finding a stable full-time job and in achieving a sufficiently high income and savings, which allow access to independent dwellings, in a context of limited public policies directed towards youth independence and a prevalence of first home ownership, is related to late home leaving (Aassve et al 2002, Jurado 2001, Requena 2002). Among women with high educational credentials leaving home early may be a risk for their professional career, since family obligations make the investment in consolidation of jobs more difficult. Instead, professional women tend to delay the exit from their parents’ home (Aassve et al. 2002, Corijn/Klijzing 2001, Garrido and Requena 1996). From a cultural perspective, it has been stressed that in many southern European regions historical roots of late home-leaving and social norms favouring these patterns date back to previous centuries (Barbagli/Castiglioni/Della Zuanna 2003, Reher 1997). In addition strong ties and mutual help between parents and children are considered to be a very important factor in order to explain late home-leaving in Italy (Dalla Zuanna 2004, Saraceno, 2004). A comparative case study shows how French parents follow an out-of-home push strategy with respect to their grown-up children, while Spanish parents follow retainment strategies. In addition, youth in France seem to value highly independence, while Spanish youth would be more risk averse (Gaviria 2002). One may conclude that late home-leaving in Southern Europe is the result of a context with more socio-economic restrictions than elsewhere, social norms favouring staying at home until marriage and strategies of postponing home-leaving until upward social mobility is guaranteed. Yet, late home-leaving may also be related to the fact that young people choose less frequently partnership formation through a consensual union. But why are consensual unions less diffused in Southern Europe, despite the fact that they would fit well with high socio-economic uncertainty during youth according to some analysts (Blossfeld et al. 2005)?

Also here, socio-economic and cultural interpretations have been offered. Social scientists taking the first perspective, affirm the importance of housing markets, housing policies and a lack of social policies directed towards youth in order to understand the dominance of marriage as a family formation strategy in the South. For instance, in a comparative study on youth in France and Spain it was shown that Spanish housing policy promotes home-ownership more than affordable renting, a fact which fits well with long-term commitments through marriage and less with premarital consensual unions (Jurado 2001, 2003). Other authors agree with this view and add that these institutional particularities together with traditional family norms explain the low diffusion of consensual unions through social learning mechanisms in the case of Italy and Spain compared to Germany, France and Sweden (Nazio and Blossfeld 2002)
. In fact, Spanish and Italian opinion data on cohabitation support the socio-economic against the cultural interpretation, since they show a continuous increase of youth approving cohabitation and the proportion of supporters does not diverge much from the European Union average (Jurado and Naldini 1996b, EUROSTAT 1997). On the cultural perspective side, it is argued that strong ties between parents and children have prevented up to now the diffusion of cohabitation, because most parents do not approve a consensual union for their children, while children in the South need their economic support more than elsewhere (Rosina and Fraboni 2004, Jurado 2003). To conclude, the causes of a slow progression of consensual unions during youth and late home-leaving in the South seem to be strongly related to socio-economic restrictions. In addition, the consequences are to be found in the postponement of family formation and in low national fertility levels.
4.2 The decline of fertility

Postponement of childbearing and the reduction in final cohort fertility
 is a general trend of the Second Demographic Transition. Southern European countries have followed this general trend with some delay. Northern countries saw the beginning of a steep decline of total fertility rates in the mid 1960s, while Southern Europe’s total fertility rates’ steep decline began from the mid 1970s onwards, headed by Italy and followed by the the other three countries at the end of the 1970s, as shown in Figure 8. During the 1990s Portugal’s total fertility rate began to stabilize while the other South European rates continued their decline. Nowadays, Greece, Italy and Spain belong to the lowest of low fertility countries, as their total fertility rate is below 1.3 since the 1990s (Kohler/Billari/Ortega 2002). Since 2000 Portugal’s total fertility rate began to fall, while Italy’s and Spain’s rates increased somewhat.

Figure 8: Total Fertility Rate, Selected European Countries 1960-2005
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The decline of the total fertility rate is the result of two changes in fertility patterns. First, women delay childbearing into later ages and second, their final number of children is lower than in previous groupings. Thus, fertility decline is composed of a tempo and a quantum effect. Lowest-low fertility countries show two particular patterns: women postpone childbearing and they frequently do not make the transition to a second child (Kohler/Billari/Ortega 2002). Does this apply to all southern European countries?

Postponement of childbearing into later ages is a phenomenon that started earlier in northern countries, but southern European countries followed this path, too. It occurred first in Italy and Spain, and later Portugal and Greece (Frejka and Sardon 2004). However, despite late home-leaving in all four countries the average age at first birth is still lower in Greece and Portugal compared to Italy and Spain and other northern European countries. Thus, late age at first birth does not constitute a South European particularity, but is very similar all over western Europe. More women in the South end up remaining childless than before, but a high level of childlessness is not a distinct feature of Southern Europe, at least not for the moment. Instead, women who only gave birth to one child represent an increasing number of women in all Southern Europe. In Italy, Spain and Portugal the grouping of women born at the beginning of the 1960s and thus starting childbearing around the 1990s, when a general fertility decline was going on, show increasing final fertility rates of one child only (Frejka and Sardon 2004). In addition, other analysis show that for this cohort of women the sum of childless women and women with only one child totalled 40 to 45% in Italy, Spain and Portugal, while in countries like France, Denmark or the Netherlands the sum reached only around 30 to 35% (EUROSTAT 2001a, Frejka and Sardon 2004)
. Thus childlessness and, in particular, one-child families are becoming widely common in Southern Europe and this is not only a result of voluntary decisions, but a result of postponement due to socio-economic restrictions (González and Jurado-Guerrero 2006)

Postponement of childbearing is related to higher education of women. In 1996, Italian women aged 30-34 with primary education had their first child at the age of 23.9 as compared with those with higher education who had it at the age of 33.1; and the age difference between these two educational groups in Spain in 1994 went from 24.8 to 31.1 (Beets 1997).  Similar differences in the timing of the first child is described for Portuguese and Greek women (Cunha 2004, Carrilho and Magalhães 2000, Symeonidou 2002). Postponement is also related to a lower final fertility. The fact that highly educated women have to wait until the moment they have consolidated their career, entails less time for procreation and a reduction in family size or even childlessness. Micro-level data for Spain show such a relation, women aged 36 to 40 years in 1999 and those with high educational levels show the highest proportion of childlessness (Bernardi y Requena 2003). Also Italian, Portuguese and Greek data show a negative correlation between education and the number of children among women aged 39 (Carrilho and Magalhães 2000, Symeonidou 2002, De Sandre et al. 2000). 

If this individual level behaviour is aggregated into context level, it helps in understanding the correlation between educational expansion in Southern Europe and fertility decline. In fact, it is shown that regions with higher fertility rates relate to regions where women have lower educational levels, as is the case in southern Spain and southern Italy (EUROSTAT 2004b, Delgado and Livi-Bacci 1992). Finally, the Portuguese particularities may also be explained in these terms. Until 2000, the total fertility rate in Portugal was higher than in other South European countries. At individual levels, women tend to have children earlier on average, which is related to relatively high teenage and youth fertility in Portugal from 1975 to 1985, probably due to value changes during the revolution of 25th April (Nunes de Almeida 2004). In addition, Portugal has a relatively high rate of births outside marriage, despite displaying a low prevalence of consensual unions (Lesthaege and Moors 2000). These fertility patterns might be related to the fact that Portuguese women with lower educational levels have higher marital and non-marital fertility (Cunha 2004, Nunes de Almeida 2004) and that their number among Portuguese women is higher than in the other South European countries, as was shown above. What about births outside marriage in Portugal’s neighbour countries? 

Births outside marriage are another feature of the theory of the Second Demographic Transition, which relates them to the diffusion of consensual unions. Thus they may be seen as an indicator of the prevalence or not of marriage as the main family formation institution. 

Figure 9: Live-births Outside Marriage, Selected Countries 1960-2005
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In fact, Figure 9 shows that northern European countries experienced an impressive increase of births outside marriage. South European countries show also increasing rates, but at a much slower pace until 1980 in Portugal, 1995 in Spain and 2000 in Italy. Since then births outside marriage in Portugal, Spain and Italy have risen fast. This is to a great extent related to births of immigrant women in Spain. In Italy this important increase is mainly due to Italian citizens, it is related to immigration in so far as births ouside of marriage are higher among mixed marriages, which are also increasing rapidly. Therefore marriage as the dominant family formation institution is still prevalent in most of Southern Europe, but the rise of births out of wedlock and of divorces show that in the South, marriage as an institution has seen better days.

To conclude, fertility patterns in Southern Europe follow the ideas of the Second Demographic Transition, since fertility has experienced a sharp decline. Most Southern European countries now belong to the lowest-low fertility countries. In addition, Portugal, Spain and Italy show a high incidence of women who have no child at all or only one child at the end of their fertile lives. These southern fertility patterns may be the result of a very rapid modernisation process, in particular a sharp increase of highly educated women and of continuous female labour market careers; facts that have not been followed at the same pace by a supportive context for combining family tasks and employment. Male participation in care and domestic tasks is low and public policies supporting families and the conciliation of paid and unpaid work are scarce, as shown in sections 2.2 and 5.2.

4.3 Intergenerational ties and solidarity

Country-specific as well as cross-country studies indicate that the nuclearisation of family households does not mean the irrelevance of the extended family or of intergenerational ties. On the contrary, during the last decades, national and, more recently, cross-national research has shown that support within kin networks plays a crucial role, particularly that involving close intergenerational relations (Bruckner, Knaup and Müller, 1993; ISTAT, 1993; De Miguel, 1992). Comparative research on inter vivos intergenerational redistribution (Bengtson and Achenbaum, 1993) and studies on intergerational transfers of time and money (Attias Donfut, 2000; Attias-Donfut et al 2005) point to the fact that intergenerational financial and time transfers  mainly flow to the younger generations and that there are country-specific patterns that follow the typology of welfare regimes. In addition, a recent study (Albertini et al. 2008) shows that transfers from parents to children are less frequent but more intense in Southern countries than in Nordic or Continental Europe.  

In all Southern countries (Greece, Italy, Spain and Portugal) family members of different generations live longer together than anywhere else in Europe. This suggest that co-residence might be in the South a way of transfering resources form parents to their children. Although in the last decades a longer delay in family formation is observable everywhere; that is, a delay in leaving the parents’ home, entering in a partnership, having the first child, and so on, this is especially evident in the South. Among young people aged 25-29, data shows for Portugal that the percentage of those living with their parents passed from 39% in 1980 to 74% in 2000; in the same period the percentage increased in Spain from 49% to 72%; from 39% to 65% in Greece; from 39% to 73% in Italy (see Figure 7). In this respect Greece and Portugal show similar patterns of family formation and of intergenerational ties like those of Italy and Spain. The difficult and long processes of attaining economic independence among youth explains the frequent support that parents in the South give to their children through gifts and economic help, in particular for first housing (Bernardi and Poggio 2004, Jurado 2003). This extended and manifold support originates moral pressure to support one’s parents when they become old (Davaki 2006).

The lengthier period of cohabitation between generations surely encourages and makes it easier to expect kin support, family duties and intergenerational obligations. Using World Values Study 1990-1993 Jurado and Naldini (1996a) have shown that at the beginning at the 90s Italians and Spaniards have higher feelings for duties between parents and children compared with Danes, West Germans and Britons. Here we want to verify the persistence of perceived feelings of intergenerational obligations in Southern Europe. To this aim in the following table we use the same questions, about duties between generations, from the the World Values Study of 1999. This is the only survey year in which all four Southern countries are included.

Table 2: Love and Respect Parents and Parental Duties Related to Children, 1999

	Column %. How many people mentioned
	Greece
	Italy
	Portugal
	Spain
	France
	Germany
	United Kingdom
	Denmark
	Group-average

	‘Regardless of what the qualities and faults of one’s parents are, one must always love and respect them’
	71,8
	77,9
	81,1
	81,7
	72,1
	53,5
	62,1
	47,0
	71,9

	‘ One does not have the duty to respect and love parents who have not earned it by their behaviour and attitudes’
	28,2
	22,1
	18,9
	18,3
	27,9
	46,5
	37,9
	53,0
	28,1

	Total
	100,0
	100,0
	100,0
	100,0
	100,0
	100,0
	100,0
	100.0
	100,0

	‘Parents’ duty is to do their best for their children even at the expense of their own well-being’
	56,2
	66,9
	78,7
	77,3
	73,6
	51,2
	71,9
	51.9
	66,7

	‘Parents have a life of their own and should not be asked to sacrifice their own well-being for the sake of their children’
	29,6
	10,9
	15,4
	13,5
	17,3
	40,2
	20,3
	39
	21,8

	Neither**
	14,3
	22,2
	5,9
	9,2
	9,1
	8,5
	7,8
	9.1
	11,4

	Total
	100,0
	100,0
	100,0
	100,0
	100,0
	100,0
	100,0
	100,0
	100,0


Source: World Values Survey, 1999 var. 224. People aged 25-54 *For DK data refers to World Values Survey, 1990–1993, var. 224, because these questions were not asked in 1999.** The category of Neither was included in this question but not in the question about parents.

Over 70% of Spaniards, Portuguese, Greece, Italian and French interviewed felt attached to their parents, independently of their behaviours, and expressed a more family-oriented opinion when compared with West-Germans, Danes and Britons as shown by Table 2. This confirms the results found for Italy and Spain almost a decade ago (Jurado and Naldini, 1996a). Parents’ duties towards their children are limited by parents’ own well-being in West-Germany and Denmark, while this is much less so in the other countries, in particular in most of Southern Europe. “Love and respect parents” and “parents’ duties” in relation to children point to some cultural qualities of intergenerational obligations which are found not only in Italy, Spain and Portugal but also in other countries, especially in Catholic countries, if one looks at the French case. To this regard one can argue that a “Catholic ethic” (in contrast to the Protestant one) implies that the value of sacrifice and of family obligations strongly influences family values. Another idea to be further investigated are the recurrent family and welfare similarities found among countries which experienced the Protestant Reformation and those which did not, as commented by Castles (2006). However, religious ethic and affiliation– Catholic, Orthodox or Protestant - produce variations in family values and intergenerational obligations depending also on other factors, partly connected to the modernisation and secularisation processes, such as state-church relationships during dictatorship and before the transition to democracy. For instance, we find a rapid and deep secularisation in Spain, which is interpreted by some analysts as a reaction to the strong support of the church to the authoritarian regime (Requena 2005). 

In many Southern European regions the prevalent pattern of rules of residence to be followed after marriage, which date back to previous centuries, have been different from Northern Europe (Reher, 1999). This influence is still seen in the fact that most of the new families settle near their parents’ home. For instance, in the mid-80s, 57% of Italian couples were living less than 15 minutes far from on of their mothers, compared with 32% of Britons and 38% of Germans (Barbagli, Castiglioni e Dalla Zuanna, 2003). In the mid 1990s, most Spanish working mothers (77%) have a close relative living in the same town and in half of the cases it is their own mother (Fernández Cordón 2004). Generations living closer and longer together partly explains the more frequent contacts and exchange in the South. The resilience of the family and kinship in Southern countries is indicated also by the importance of kin and relatives in performing welfare and in providing help in family care. Care for children provided by grandparents is a crucial resource for working parents, both as an alternative to the absence of formal child care or as additional support after school hours or during school holidays. According to the data provided by EUROSTAT (2002, p. 58), the average hours spent by men and women aged 50-64 looking after children and someone other than a child, without pay, are in Portugal, Spain, Italy and in Greece higher than in the EU average (EUROSTAT, 2002).
The strength of kinship solidarity is also reflected in household composition and household pluralisation. In Southern Europe household and family pluralisation has increased since the 1960s, but remains comparatively low, due not only to late home-leaving of youth, but also to lower marital disruption, in particular divorcees’ and widows’ living arrangements and due to patri-local and matri-local family formation. In the South we still find more extended families and two-generation households than in northern Europe. In Spain, Portugal, Greece and Italy around 10 to 15% of households in 1994 were “complex households”, while the EU average was 4%. This is due, most importantly, to higher rates of widows living with their children, one may speak of the phenomenon of re-cohabitating (Saraceno and Naldini, 2007) and, in second place, to higher rates of young married couples living with parents and to separated and divorced people going back to live with their parents (Requena 2001). Thus, household and family pluralisation in the South is more the result of changes in the life-cycle due to a comparatively high life-expectancy of women and of higher rates of old-aged people. 

In conclusion, one can observe in the last decades, a process of persisting intense intergenerational ties and family support in the South. Especially strong are economic and social support between parents and young children and between adult children and their older parents due to the lack of public care services for dependents. In southern countries family members are more often and for a long spans of life living in the same household, or young couples settle very near to their parents’ home, often because they are receiving childcare or other caring services from them. The persisting strength of family and kinship solidarity explains to a large extent why women and young people have not pressured public policy makers, through collective action and voting, to increase welfare services that would allow to combine family and employment and to support young people’s economic independence through active employment policies, such as non-contributory income maintenance schemes and housing benefits, among other possibilities. Instead, many family policy changes have instead been introduced because of European Union policy guidelines. Yet other unintended consequences of the modernisation of Southern European Families, such as fertility decline and family breakdown, have provoked some institutional innovations. How far has Southern Europe’s Welfare State development, in particular, family benefits and family-work reconciliation issues, been influenced by the European Union agenda and directives and how much by family changes?
5 Reorientation of Policies for Families and Inputs from the European Union

In this last section, we try to see if Southern European Welfare States have moved from their very poor family policy tradition towards a more explicit and supportive type of social policies for families, especially for families who have to combine family with work. It will be shown, that despite  the experience of very fast family changes and socio-economic transformations, only family law reforms have been convergent towards other Northern countries, while Southern European Welfare States have so far offered only limited policy responses to family changes. Nevertheless, such characterization should not obscure, on the one hand, important signs of change that bring Southern family patterns closer to European ones and, on the other hand, the significant policy efforts, often EU-driven, that have been taking place, especially in the last decades in the countries under analysis.

In particular two new issues entered in the European Union family agenda: 1) poverty and fertility, on the one hand amd 2) reconciliation issues on the other. Both contributed to the re-orientation of Southern European social policies for families.

5.1 EU Anti-PovertyAgenda and Fertility as Change Promoters

The more recent reforms of family benefits in all four southern countries, focused on the notion of selectivity, have given a stronger importance to social assistance policies and to the fight against poverty. Here, one can argue that the delay in facing this issue in Southern countries has been made possible because of the role of protection and social inclusion played by the family. In other words, the absence of a minimum income scheme for individuals and families has been possible because of the pivotal role of intra-familial and intergenerational income re-distribution. However, in the ’90s, in all four Southern countries, there has been a new interest in the issues of poverty and social exclusion, with the creation of new policy initiatives in the field of social assistance and, in particular, with the spread of minimum income schemes (Ferrera, 2005, p. 11). EU initiatives have played a significant role in promoting such policies, from the Council Recommendation 92/441 to the Lisbon strategy, of December 2000, which launced a “social inclusion process”, based on an open method of coordination (OMC) (Ferrera, Matsaganis, Sacchi, 2002). In Spain, starting from the late 1980s, the regions (Comunidades Autonomas) began to implement minimum income programmes (Rentas Mìnimas de Insercion) in the wake of EU recommendations, but without having introduced a standardised national scheme. The first programme was introduced in the Basque Country in 1989 (Laparra and Aguillar 1996) and the latest scheme was introduced in the Balearic Islands in 1995. These regional programmes have a common purpose, but they differ with respect to adequacy, coverage and means towards achieving social integration. As noted by Arriba and Moreno (2005), while there are no doubts about the institution and financial solidity of the Basque or Catalan RMI, the prospects for the other regional scheme remain less certain, as these programmes are autonomous initiatives taken by the Spanish mesogovernments with a common political discourse but different policy outputs (Arriba and Moreno 2005, p.177). In Italy, a formal experiment with reddito minimo di inserimento, began in 1998 in 39 municipalities and extended to another 260 in 2000, but with the newly elected center-right government it has not been refunded from 2002 (Saraceno, 2003; Sacchi, 2006). As for Portugal, it once again differs from its Southern European counterparts as the rendimento mínimo garantido was launched in 1996 as a pilot scheme and generalised nation-wide in 1997. The programme is a family support plan with two components: social welfare and social reintegration, a programme aimed at restoring the autonomy of the family. The Guaranteed Minimum Income Programme is a priority measure in the fight against social exclusion, its implementation has involved the State, the Private Social Solidarity Institutions, local government, and citizens. Greece is the country in which less progress has been made so far in the social assistance sector and in providing a public “safety net”. The 2001 National Action Plan for Inclusion (NAP-incl.) implicitly ruled out the option of minimum income, while at the same time reiterating a commitment to selectivity. A number of new measures, taking effect from 2002, were announced and subsequently implemented with little success (Matsaganis, 2005b). The 2003 NAP-incl. adopted an even more conservative approach, limiting itself to a strategy of marginal adjustments to fill the most visible gaps (Ferrera, 2005, p. 13). 

Thus, the most important family-related policy area where important reforms in Southern Europe are to be observed, is in income support for the family through the establishment and consolidation of a national guaranteed minimum income. In this context, family benefits have been re-defined as policies aimed at combating poverty and social exclusion. All four countries have introduced elements of selectivity of access to family allowances. The new family benefits are income-tested and have been introduced with the purpose of alleviating poverty in large households (those with many children), which are the hardest hit by poverty. 

Selectivity criteria in family benefits were first introduced in Italy in 1988. This benefit reform abolished family allowances for dependent workers and introduced “household allowances” (assegno per il nucleo familiare, ANF), a completely means-tested measure aimed at protecting families against poverty (Naldini, 2000). In addition, in this country a new means-tested benefit was introduced in 1999 (assegno al nucleo familiare con 3 figli minori, ANF3), aimed at alleviating poverty in large households. The monthly cash transfer is paid to households with at least three children under the age of 18. In Spain, previously existing but financially insignificant child allowances were reorganised in 1990 by introducing the selectivity principle, as well as a clear distinction between contributory and non-contributory benefits within a larger plan of poverty alleviation (Naldini, 2003). In addition, Spain in January 2000 also introduced two new lump sum benefits, a means-tested allowance for the birth or adoption of a third or higher order child and a non-means tested but income-related multiple birth allowance (Arriba and Moreno, 2005, p. 168). In 2002, a tax-benefit for formally employed mothers with children under age three of 100 € monthly was introduced as a financial support for child care (Reducción por cuidado de hijos). In Greece selectivity was introduced in 1997 (Matsaganis, 2000; 2005a, Carlos 2000) when the Greek government passed a law changing eligibility conditions for the three so-called “many-children benefits”
. In a little noticed policy reversal, income requirements for access to “many-children-benefits” were dropped in 2002. However, most of the other family benefits, such as unprotected child benefits and birth grants to uninsured mothers are received by low-income groups
 (Matsaganis, 2005b, p. 54). In general, Greek family policy reflects some traditional fixed ideas. The policy, as we have shown is biased towards the social protection of family with many children and it offers weak or short-term social protection to the rest of the families; it reproduces division between who is inside and who is outside of the labour market because most allowances are related to occupational status. The EU’s impact on Greek family policy has been stronger in setting policy targets than in fulfilling them, most of the announced reforms remain on paper. (Sotiropoulos, 2004, p. 279). In Portugal, Decree 133-B/97 of 30 May 1997 has defined the new rules of entitlement to family benefits combining universality with elements of selectivity (Wall, 2005b, see also Capucha et al, 2005, p. 228). The Child and Young People’s Allowance (Decree 133-B/97, 30 May 1997) defined the new rule combining universality and selectivity. For the first time, allowances were indexed to family income and lower income families benefit from proportionately higher allowances than those of other beneficiaries. Thus, children and young adults (up to 24 and enrolled in vocational or higher education) are entitled to the main child benefit, with levels differentiated according to family income. Some smaller, flat rate benefits were abolished (birth grants, marriage grants and nursing allowances) but benefit levels went up across all income benefit levels and also vary according to the age of the child and the birth order (Wall 2005b). 

The second line of reforms are designed towards a timid support of childbirth and motherhood as a public response to a very low birth rate. In 1999 in Italy, a maternity cheque (assegno di maternità) has been introduced for mothers who are not entitled to insurance-based maternity allowance. This benefit, as previously mentioned, is means-tested, but it is aimed less at combating poverty than supporting motherhood (Saraceno, 2003) Indeed, in the last years through Budget Laws the current centre-right government, concerned with population decline, has introduced a pro-natalist measure: una tantum, a birth grant starting with the second child. Like in Italy, a first pro-natalist measure was introduced in Spain with the reform of the tax system in 2003. Children allow a tax deduction, which differs according to parity, that is, parents can deduct more for the second compared to the first child,  more for the third compared to the second child and so on (Bernardi 2005). Also some regions include specific regional tax deductions for large families and since 2003 families with three or more children are considered large families and have the right of reductions in public services fees and priority in some social policies at national, regional and local levels, etc. (MTAS 2005). In Greece, in 1992 universal family benefits for families with at least three children were introduced, presumably as a reaction to fertility decline (Davaki 2006), but in 1997 this benefit became means-tested like the other “many children benefits” described above. In Portugal, within the family benefits reform of 1997 different rates of child benefit for larger families, with higher benefits for third and subsequent children, were introduced for all income levels, while previously only low-income families were entitled to this (Wall 2005b). Thus, pronatalist measures have begun to be implemented everywhere, but their generosity is something still to be assessed statistically. Other measures which may have an impact on fertility and may even be inspired by fertility decline are reconciliation policies.

5.2  EU Policy Agenda and Reconciliation Issues 

Finally, another area of policy change during the 90s in family policy has been the so-called policies for the reconciliation of work and family. At the outset, it is important to stress that European integration has been a major driving force behind these policies. In general, EU policies for the reconciliation of work and family life have stemmed from the 1992 gender equality program.
 Since the mid-90s gender equality programmes are reformulated on the one hand, as gender mainstreaming policy and on the other, as policy aimed at reconciling work and family (European Commission, 1999). Through these EU policy initiatives, the issue of reconciliation of work and family has also been placed into the national agendas of the member states’ governments. However, as has been argued, the entrance of the issue of reconciliation of work and family life in the EU policy agenda occurred only after a shifting of its meaning: from a gender equality goal (sharing family responsibility between men and women) to a market oriented goal (reducing unemployment and encouraging flexible forms of work) (Ostner, 2000; Stratigaky, 2004, Hantrais, 2004). As a matter of fact, the issues to reconcile work and family became incorporated in the European Employment Strategy of the mid-1990s. The Community Action programme on equal opportunities for men and women (1996-2000) had as one of its objectives the reconciliation of work and family life, focusing on the quality of care services, flexible work and sharing domestic and caring responsabilities between men and women. The March 2000 Lisbon summit of the European council laid out a series of goals aimed at the creation, by 2010, of a competitive, knowledge based economy with full employment. The Lisbon agenda included a 2010 target employment for women of 60%. Two years later in Barcelona, the European Council went one-step further and set targets for the supply of childcare facilities in order to promote employment among women. By 2010, member States should provide childcare for at least 33% of children under age 3, and 90 % of children aged between 3 and the mandatory school age. 

As a consequence of these initiatives, at EU level there are now a series of guidelines and objectives that seek to make policy reforms across member states follow a uniform set of goals. These objectives, as far as reconciliation work and family life are concerned, can be categorized into four main areas: 1) leave arrangements; 2) flexibilisation of working schedules and/or part-time work; 3) development of child care facilities; 4) public awareness campaigns and gender mainstreaming. While the development of childcare policies has been analysed in section 2.2, here we will focus on the first two family policy instruments introduced under EU directives: leave arrangements and flexible working time. We show how the EU policy agenda had an influence in setting policy in the area of reconciliation issues and to what extent national states were able to implement them. 

While maternity leave, with employment protection, has been widespread in EU countries for several decades, parental leave is a more recent development. Parental leave options (together with childcare facilities) are crucial policies for working parents with very young children. Since June 1996, national policies for leave arrangements have been underpinned by a directive of the European Council (96/34/EC), which obliges member states to introduce legislation on parental leave that will enable parents to care full-time for their children over a period of at least three months. This directive ensures that a certain minimum standard is guaranteed within the member states. The right to leave should ‘in principle’ be an individual, non-transferable entitlement. Payments for workers on leave are left to member states to decide (Moss and Deven, 1999). As a result of this directive all member states have now changed their legislation in order to meet this requirement. However, as it can be seen from Table 3, entitlement rights, payment, duration and flexibility still vary considerably between countries. 

Table 3: Statutory Parental Leave, 2001
 

	
	Right
	Payment
	Maximum

duration
	Part-time
	Spread
	Age of child

	Denmark 

	Family

	Calculated upon the basis of the hourly wage of the worker with a maximum of € 406 per week
	32 weeks b

	Yes
	No
	0-8

	France
	Family
	For two or more children, since 2004 also for first child. Rates depend on income and child parity.
	3 years
	Yes
	Yes
	0-3 year

	Germany
	Family
	€ 307 per month (24 months) d
	36 months e
	Yes
	Yes
	0-3 year

	Greece
	Individual
	None
	3 months
	No
	No
	0-3 ½ year

	Italy
	Individual
	30% of last earnings, if taken within the first 3 years of the child
	10 months f
	No
	No
	0-8 year

	Portugal 
	Individual
	None
	3 months
	No
	No
	0-3 year

	Spain
	Individual
	None
	3 years
	No
	No
	0-3 year

	United Kingdom(
	Individual
	None
	13 weeks 
	Yes
	Yes
	0-5 year

	Notes:b It can be shared between parents. 8-13 weeks can be postponed with the agreement of the employer up to age 8 of the child. Can be doubled if coupled with part-time work. Can be extended to 40 weeks (all) or 46 (employees) and rate reduced proportionately . c Parents can also receive a flat-rate benefit payment only if they have two or more children. € 460 a month. This benefit is provided until the youngest child reaches the age of three years. d Or budget of €460 for 12 months. e Thereof a maximum of 12 months may be taken until the child reach the age of 8. f This could be extended to 11 months if the father takes at least 3 months leave. In any case, parental leave is compensated only at 30% of wages for a maximum of 6 months, if taken within the first 3 years of the child. If taken when the child is between 3 and 8, it is not compensated at all.

Source: EUROSTAT in: The Clearinghouse for International Developments in Child, Youth, Family Policies at Columbia University  http://www.childpolicyintl.org/ table 1.14. For France: CNAF 2006.


First of all, parental leave schemes differ with respect to whether the leave is an individual or a family entitlement. If parental leave is a family right, parents can decide between themselves who shall make use of the leave. If both parents have an individual entitlement, then both can claim the individually assigned period of leave. In this case, the leave is non-transferable; in other words, the admitted period of time cannot be transferred from one to the other (Bruning and Plantenga, 1999). In most European countries, the ones that have recently introduced reforms have done it as non-transferable individual entitlements. Only in France, Germany and Denmark it is still a family right. Whether parental leave is paid or unpaid also varies. In Denmark, Germany, Italy and, France parental leave is paid. Payments vary from flat-rate payment systems to income-related ones. In Greece, Portugal, Spain and United Kingdom the leave is unpaid
. Unpaid parental leave poses a severe limit to the use of such measure, as fathers are reluctant to take it if it is unpaid (Plantenga and Remery 2005; OECD, 2001; Brunning and Plantenga, 1999; Kamerman, 2000). In addition, several studies show that when parental leaves are unpaid, they are not a real alternative for parents that need to rely on two salaries, especially if the leave is extended (Kamerman, 2000; Morgan, Zippel, 2003). Indeed, parental leave schemes vary a lot in duration. Rather short periods are available in Greece, Portugal and in UK. Long leave of two three years are granted in Germany, France and Spain. In addition, a factor to value is the flexibility of parental leave. In northern countries it is possible to take leave part-time or to take leave in one or more ‘blocks’. In southern countries part-time and spreading options are not available. The number of years during which entitlement to parental leave remains valid is limited by the age of the child. In most countries the leave has to be taken before the child reaches the age of three or five. But in Italy and Denmark, the time span is longer; leave can be taken till the child reaches the age of eight. In order to provide some comprehensive information about the availability of maternity and parental leave provision and especially for having information of the quality and of these measures some comparative indicators are needed. 

Table 4: Maternity/Parental leave Legal Entitlements Indicators

	

	
	Duration of maternity leave in weeks1
	Duration of parental leave1
	Maternity benefits (% of average wage)1
	Parental leave benefits*2
	Average payment per week of both leaves 
	Practical relevance

	Denmark 
	30
	52
	100
	63
	76.54
	High

	France
	16
	146
	100
	39
	45.02
	Medium

	Italy
	22
	42
	80
	30
	47.19
	Medium

	Germany
	14
	148
	100
	24
	30.57
	Medium

	United Kingdom
	18
	26
	44
	0
	18.0
	Low

	Greece
	16
	26
	50
	0
	19.05
	Low

	Spain
	16
	148
	100
	0
	  9.76
	Low

	Portugal 
	24
	104
	100
	0
	18.75
	Low


Sources: Bettio and Plantenga (2004), table 1

1 Data are gathered from OECD 2001, table 4.7; 2 Data are gathered from Plantenga and Remery 2005.
*In some contries, the benefits are paid as flate-rate benefits. They were converted into percentage using data on the female average wages in manufacturing (from ILO Yearbook of Labour Statistics).

Table 4 illustrates the consecutive weeks of maternity leave plus parental leave available by law to families in our countries. In order to make a comparison possible, flat-rate payments have been converted into a percentage of gross female wages. By weighing the duration of the leave with the level of payment, and dividing that number by the total number of weeks leave, one can obtain a score that points to the quality of leave provisions, and which can be interpreted as the average pay per week of leave (Bettio and Plantenga, 2004). If we take a country as Spain we see that it has long parental leave but unpaid, so it therefore scores low in practical relevance. The most generous country is Denmark, followed by Italy, France and Germany. The less generous are, after Spain, Great Britain, Portugal and Greece. 

However, these conclusions need to be qualified. First, it should be noted that leave entitlement arrangements are often conditional on previous working years. Eligibility is restricted to employees who have been at least employed for a certain period (usually a year). Exceptions include the Scandinavian countries, where most women are covered, and Germany, where mothers in training and unemployment are covered as well. In the Southern countries, conversely, entitlement often depends on having a contract for permanent employment (OECD, 2001). As we know, many young women in Southern Europe are not entitled to this maternity or parental leave benefits either because they work in an informal sector, or because they work in atypical jobs. Obviously, this makes family formation, and especially the choice to have a child, even more difficult in Southern countries. Furthermore, these formal regulations do not provide information about their actual impact. The data concerning the percentage of families that actually take up parental leave are very limited. To gain a better understanding of the actual impact of leave arrangements, statistical information on the take-up rates and the actual duration of taken leave are needed (Bruning & Plantenga, 1999). 

Finally, we want to comment briefly the impact of EU policy about flexibilisation of working time on reconciliation issues. First, some general remarks have to be made. The reconciliation of work and family is not, of course, the only motive for working part-time, neither is it for introducing flexible working arrangements. However, for many people, especially women, part-time work has in every day life provided a way to combine work and family life. Despite the EU Council Directive on part-time (97/81/EC), variation among member states (see section 3.1) on part-time workers is strong. In particular, a low level of part-time work characterizes the Southern countries, it does not represent a real option for women who have to combine family and work. Despite this fact, we must not forget that these part-time jobs are often - though not everytime - low-grade, low-paid and without substantial career prospects (OECD, 2001). In other words, flexibility in working arrangements has been introduced for different reasons, and the provisions do not always have the intention of benefiting employees with children. Information for flexitime is not easily comparable. However, the data available show higher figures for Germany (33.2%), UK (31.8%), France (25.6%) and Denmark (24.9%) and lower ones for Portugal (19.1%), Italy (19.2%), Spain (20.4%) and Greece (22.7%) (OECD, 2001, table n. 4.8). Thus, as with parental leave measures flexible time arrangements are also underdeveloped in Southern Europe compared to northern European countries. 

To conclude, social policy analysis, as well as family changes analysis, show that Southern European countries differ also within themselves. For instance, Portugal has a model of social policies affecting families more similar to other European countries, since it has a universal family benefits system, a national social safety net, and recently it has somewhat improved childcare facilities for very young children. Yet public expenditure on family cash benefits in Portugal is as low as in other southern countries, as shown in section 2.3. 

6 CONCLUSION: The Persisting Southern Family Model?

This chapter had two aims. First, to offer an overview on family changes in Southern European countries since the 1960s and to posit the existence of a Southern European Family Model. Second, to interpret this model as the outcome of the way in which Southern Welfare States were implemented and developed in the last decades. At this point, three questions remain. Does a Southern Family Model exist? How can this model be explained from an institutionalist perspective? Will this model persist in the future? 

To answer the first question, the changes in Southern Europe were compared to northern Europe. In line with the evolution of northern countries, significant family, law and social policy changes can be observed in Southern Europe in their transitions to democracy and in their entrance into the European Union. Family laws in Southern Europe had converged towards northern and western standards by the 1980s. Legal gender equality was enacted, and divorce, contraception and abortion became legal, even if some national particularities exist, such as the legal status of separation in Italy. Also, political and cultural resistence still exists toward new family forms, as with the case of homosexual couples in Greece and Italy. On the side of social policies, social security systems were improved, in particular old-age pension systems. Also, national and universalistic education and health systems were implemented. In addition, some means-tested family allowances and anti-poverty measures were introduced in most southern countries, but not everywhere have they been institutionalized and generalized. More important was the extension of paid maternity leave and the creation of parental leave, mostly unpaid. Recently, political awareness of the very low fertility rates has led the two countries with lowest-low fertility, Italy and Spain, to some timid pronatalist policy measures. These two countries have recently attempted to answer the dramatic fertility decline introducing various types of birth grants and moderate pro-natalist measures which have been a sort of taboo since the fall down of the authoritarian regimes.

Parallel to these institutional changes, South European women have strongly increased their enrolment in secondary and tertiary education, so much so that nowadays, they attain more often than their male counterparts a university title. As a consequence, they enter more often than previous cohorts the labour market and also stay more frequently attached to employment throughout their life-cycle. In addition to these new female education and employment biographies, new fertility patterns are observed. Final fertility of women born in the early 1960s show that many Portuguese, Spanish and Italian women gave birth to only one child or remained childless, much more often than their Danish, Dutch and French counterparts. In addition, current total fertility rates in Southern Europe are considerably lower than in Denmark, France and the United Kingdom. Together with Germany and many Eastern European countries, Southern Europe belongs to the lowest-low fertility countries, despite increasing number of births out-of-wedlock. Increasing female employment also goes hand in hand with increasing separation and divorce numbers in most of Southern Europe. Some of these family changes were not equally pronounced in all Southern countries. Italy and Spain show the deepest changes in fertility patterns, while Portugal shows the highest increase in rates of female activity and divorce. 

Despite of all these social policy and family changes, we posit that there is no convergence of Southern family patterns and Welfare States to northern European standards. Here it has to be clarified that northern countries also differ across them. This is the reason why we have compared Southern Europe with four countries that differ in their type of welfare regime and in their type of family policy: France, Germany, Denmark and the United Kingdom. However, we affirm that a distinctive Southern European Family Model exists, despite the fact that there is also some divergence within the South. First of all, Greece, Spain, Portugal and Italy share so many common features, that in our opinion they should be considered as one model. Southern Welfare States may be characterized, beyond their corporativism, as gender and generationally biased. They protect mainly core workers and differentiate benefits according to the status of the worker and, as a consequence, many women and young people are less covered by income-maintenance transfer payments, since they frequently have no job with social security insurance. This leaves women’s, mother’s and young peoples’ social protection needs firmly in family hands, except if they are core-workers and with exceptions for health and education. In addition, these Welfare States are mainly transfer-oriented and offer few public services for children and other dependent people. Some important gaps can be observed with respect to housing policies and social assistance in most countries, for instance no or very limited housing allowances exist and social renting is nearly irrelevant. No explicit family policy and no universal family allowances exist, except in Portugal, and existing family benefits are less generous in comparative terms. Public measures in order to support the conciliation of family and paid work, in particular parental leave measures and childcare services for the under age 3, are also less generous than in northern countries. Lastly, a factor uniting these countries is not only their traditionally poor development of public services for children but also of caring programmes for the elderly. These features relate to the specific southern family patterns. First, high family solidarity and long living-together of different generations; second, low household pluralisation among youth; third, low fertility and high incidence of small families. The fact that many low-educated women work in precarious jobs and high-educated women work mainly full-time and in long-hours jobs make direct and indirect costs of having children very high. This is particularly true if the children are below age three, but also when they are young adults living in the parental home. Fourth, women -mothers and grandmothers- remain the main provider of care for children and for the frail elderly. Among all four Southern countries the  idea that caring work is primarily women’s responsibility is still very strong. Thus, in the new context of a higher participation of women in education and employment, the division of work between the State and the Family in the provision of social welfare in Greece, Italy, Spain and Portugal is not supportive of early home-leaving and family formation, of child-bearing and child-rearing of more than one child. This does not mean that the existence of the Southern Family Model is only related to the way in which Southern Welfare States have been institutionalized; equally important are labour, housing and other market particularities in southern countries. It has been argued that most southern labour markets have for a long time been characterised by structural employment shortages for men and women, they offer less service jobs, have large informal work sectors and high rates of family enterprises and self-employment. All this influences existing job opportunities for women and young people and reinforces family ties. In addition, there is on the one hand a low incidence of part-timers and on the other a high rate of women working full-time and long hours. Also, the short supply of rented dwellings and the predominance of home acquisition in the transition to an independent dwelling is related to public housing policies as well as the financial markets.  

With respect to the second question, we have tried to interpret the Southern European Family Model as a product of the specific historical combination of modernisation and democratisation in the South. During the last century, all four South European countries suffered the experience of dictatorships and a strong influence of the Church, which explains the prevalence of patriarchal norms until the end of the 1970s. These totalitarian experiences reinforced traditional family values and norms linked to agrarian societies. Despite different timing and socio-economic diversities across South European regions, all these societies experienced emigration of surplus labour force from the end of the 1950s, late and partial industrialisation, rapid urbanisation, economic growth and mass consumption. These changes, together with the advent of political democratisation and secularisation during the 1970s in Greece, Spain and Portugal, resulted in economic and political transitions in all South European countries. Particularly important for the family as an institution were the reforms of family laws which ensured equal rights to women and men. 

These socio-economic and legal changes had important consequences for family strategies as they created a context of more urban relationships and diffused the northern European life styles through tourism, emigration and democratic mass media. These dynamic young democracies created new economic and social opportunities for individuals to choose from with much more autonomy than before. In particular women had more options for emancipation. In fact between the 70s and the 80s women’s participation in employment increased and females’ employment strategies through their life-cycle began to change, as did their reproduction strategies. More and more couples and women began to control their fertility through modern contraceptive methods and during the 1980s fertility rates fell throughout South Europe. The value of children and of children’s education changed, leading to a greater investment of families in their offspring’s education. The increase in divorce rates further demonstrates the expansion of people’s options. Parallel to these changes in family strategies, social security systems expanded and universal health and education systems were created. Welfare State expansion further increased individual choices and in particular made mass education possible. It also increased the autonomy of the elderly through modern pension systems and increased the decommodification of the male work force through income maintenance benefits in case of unemployment or illness. Yet, Welfare State expansion followed the Conservative model where contributory benefits prevail over universalistic subsidies. In addition, its expansion, compared to the northern models, was limited. During the 1980s and 1990s no explicit family policies, that is, significant cash benefits and services for families were developed. This limited the newly gained autonomy of women and young people from their families and reinforced traditionally strong family and kinship solidarity ties. However, the lack of state support did not hinder further family changes during the 1990s, but made families adapt differently to increasing female education and employment compared to other countries which developed important family policies. By the 1990s women had surpassed men in attaining university education; dual-earner couples became more diffused and in Italy and Spain fertility fell to the world’s lowest levels, amongs other reasons, because underdeveloped family policies make it particularly difficult to conciliate family and work. Since the 1990s different European Union directives have supported the setting up of new conciliation measures and since the beginning of the 21st Century South European Welfare States are timidly applying some pronatalist benefits. Thus we have tried to show that institutional changes in Southern Europe have enlarged people’s autonomy and have reduced their dependence on traditional communities and kinship, but at the same time, people’s independence has been limited more than elsewhere due to social and family policy shortcomings. 

At last, we arrive at the third question about the future. We are convinced that Welfare Regime contexts and individual family strategies influence each other mutually. Nowadays Southern Welfare States are being challenged to respond to the unintented consequences of the new southern family strategies. These consequences are a persistent fertility decline, population ageing and a lower future capacity for family-based social care. In the future we may expect at least two scenarios. First, people may vote and struggle for institutional innovations following some of the latest policy reforms, such as the creation in Spain of a new national social security system to cover the needs of the  dependent elderly. The introduction of entitlements to paid parental leave in Italy or of universal and generous family benefits as well as a greater offer of childcare services in Portugal represent changes towards more generous family policies. In this scenario, more pronatalist measures may be enacted too. The lack of these alternatives or their limited implementation, constitutes the second scenario. In this case low fertility will persist, female employment may reverse or male involvement in care-work, increase. What is more likely is that families’ demand for private care services, for example those provided by the immigrant labour force, will continue to grow and old people may use their housing properties as collateral to pay for care. This second scenario would mean the emergence of a sort of “bottom-up” strategy adopted by families, in which the high level of intergenerational solidarity would continue to be strong but might not be sufficient to counter the vulnerability that these societies produce due to their ageing population and to the posponement of family formation. 
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The Southern European Family Model





State-Family Division of Work





* Family/kinship solidarity is assumed by law and social policies.





* Underdeveloped public family and housing policy.





* Few public care services (for both children and older people). 





* Social policies are transfer-oriented and unbalanced distributed between generations and gender.





*Few policies for reconciliation of family and employment.





Family Patterns





* High family solidarity: generations living long together, parent-child obligations highly valued, high level of social and economic support between generations.





* Low household and family pluralisation: few “youth” single-person and single-parent households, low incidence of consensual unions.





* Low divorce rate and low number of births out-of wedlock





* Low fertility and a comparatively high incidence of one-child families.





* Low participation of men in unpaid work.





* Few part-timers and long full-time work in dual participant couples.
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� There is an ongoing discussion about the existence of a specific Southern European Welfare State. Esping-Andersen (1999) argues that Southern European Welfare State belong to the Conservative Welfare Regime in spite of important differences in the degree of de-familiarization. Castles (2006) also considers that with respect to social security Southern Europe belongs to the family of Conservative nations. Others, see section 2.2 defend the existence of a separate Welfare State type in Southern Europe. The purpose of this chapter is to show that there is a Southern European Family model which is part of a specific Southern European configuration of relations between the State, the family and markets, independently of the advocacy of a separate or common Welfare State in Southern Europe.


� The Second Demographic Transition is the name of a theory which describes and explains the new demographic scenario of postindustrial societies, which is characterised by low (or very low) fertility levels, low marriage rates, postponement of marriage and childbearing, the increase of consensual unions and births out-of-wedlock, more unstable partnerships and new models of household formation different from the nuclear family. 


� Although Greece does not belong to Roman Catholic Church one can argue that Greek Orthodox Church held and still holds a strong role in helping families and in providing social services for the elderly and children (hostels, orphanages, old people’s home, etc.) (Symeonidou, 1996). In addition the Greek Orthodox Church’ defense of traditional values is not different from the other Southern countries, and it has been especially strong on issues such as the role of women; particularly in rural areas, where the attitudes and values of women are predominantly defined by church doctrine. In this sense, and especially wherever gender-outcomes or public policy outcomes are at issue Greece can be considered as a member of a “Catholic family of nations”, in Castles’ sense (Castles, 1994). 





� In this publication family cash benefits include both periodic and lump sum benefits, such as child and family allowances, parental leave benefits and other specific benefits for families (lone parents, birth grants, etc.), whereas income maintenance allowance in the event of childbirth is excluded.


� Since 2000 these figures have increased in most countries, but important comparative differences remain and difficulties to collect comparative figures persist, too (OECD 2007).


� Comparative research and data on social care for older people has met several problems. The lack of reliable quantitative data is partly due to existing large variations between definitions and categories of different care services for older people. On this issue see Anttonen et. al., 2003; Bettio, Plantenga, 2004; Blackman, Brodhurst, Convery, 2001


� LEY 39/2006, de 14 de diciembre, de Promoción de la Autonomía Personal y Atención a las personas en situación de dependencia.





� As can be seen from Figure 4, Spanish female activity rates are approaching French ones in 2005.


� EUROSTAT together with the national statistical institutes has conducted national time use surveys in the European Union, but comparison across countries is difficult, since not all surveys have been conducted in the same way. In addition, published data are very aggregated, so that in most cases there is no distinction by employment status and family situation (EUROSTAT 2005b, 2006).


� In Portugal and Spain divorce was introduced in 1910 and 1933 respectively. In Spain it was abolished in 1939 during the dictatorship, while in Portugal it was abolished for religious marriages in 1940, but remained possible for civil marriages. In Greece divorce existed before 1983 for religious marriages, but it was a very difficult procedure.


� The new law was enacted in july 2005 (LEY 15/2005, de 8 de julio, por la que se modifican el Código Civil y la Ley de Enjuiciamiento Civil en materia de separación y divorcio).


� Also conference of Hans-Peter Blossfeld at the UNED in Madrid, 6th May 2005.


� Final cohort fertility refers to the number of children a women had along her entire fertile life. This can only be calculated for a birth cohort of women who actually are 49 years old or somewhat younger, so that we know or can estimate the total number of children these women have born. 





� In Greece the 1960 cohort display a rate of 27% childless women and of women with one child (Frejka/Sardon 2004, table CO-11). 


� “Many children benefits”, comprising 3rd child benefit, large family benefit and  lifetime pension for many-children mothers, were all introduced in 1992. In 1997 “many children benefits” became income-tested (Matsaganis, 2005b, p. 53).


� In addition, in Greece family allowances schemes exist but they are contributory and mainly a privileged option for civil servants (Davaki 2006).


� The first EU initiatives on a gender equality program date back to the 70s and 80s and stressed the importance of achieving equal opportunities between men and women through an equal sharing of family and work responsibilities (Stratigaki, 2004).


� Statutory parental leave refers to leave arrangements after maternity leave has finished.


� In Spain in some regions parental leave is paid for civil servants.
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Sheet1

		Sistemi di cura per anziani, inizio anni '90.

		Paesi		65+ in istituto, in %		65 + riceventi cure a domicilio, in %

		Finlandia		7		24

		Danimarca		5.2		17

		Norvegia		6.8		14

		Olanda		9.1		8

		Francia		5		7

		Belgio		5.2		6

		Austria		4.6		3

		Irlanda		5		3

		Spagna		2.4		2

		Germania		5.4		1.5

		Italia		2.4		1

		Portogallo		2		1

		Grecia		0.5		:

		Fonte: Oecd, 1996, tabella 3.1 e 3.6
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				Share of population aged 65 and over in institutions (Mid.90s)

				EL		P		E		Italy		UK		F		D		DK

		in insitutions		0		0		2.9		3.9		5.1		6.5		6.8		7

		home help		0		1		2		3		5		7		5		9

						Fonte: Eurostat, 2003, on the basis of international and national sources available

				Fonte: Eurostat, 2003, on the basis of OECD data

				Share of population aged 65 and over receiving home help (include only significant long-term help), year varies between 1992-2001
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		Fonte: Eurostat, 2003, on the basis of international and national sources available





Sheet4

		EL

		P

		E

		Italy

		IRL

		B

		D

		A

		UK

		F

		L

		Fi

		S

		DK

		NL



Share of population < 65 and over receiving home help, 
years 1992-2001

0

1

2

3

4

5

5

5

5

7

7

8

8

9

10



Sheet3

		

		Fonte: Eurostat, 2003, on the basis of OECD data
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		Tab. 5.2 –Tassi occupazione, disoccupazione (15-64) e gap di genere, 2000

				MF		Disoccupazione		M		F		Gender gap in occupazione		FTE		FTE

														Donne		Uomini

		Dk		76.3		4.7		80.8		71.6		9.2		62.2		76.9

		NL		72.9		3		82.1		63.6		18.5		40.5		74.7

		UK		71.5		5.5		78.1		64.8		13.3		49.7		74.4

		D		65.4		7.9		72.7		57.9		14.8		46.1		71.1

		F		62		9.5		69.1		55.1		14		48.7		69.2

		I		53.7		10.5		67.9		39.6		28.3		36.7		67

		EU total		63.2		8.2		72.5		54		18.5		45.3		71

				Tasso occupazione		FTE

		Dk		71.6		62.2

		NL		63.6		40.5

		UK		64.8		49.7

		D		57.9		46.1

		F		55.1		48.7

		I		39.6		36.7

		EU total		54		45.3

				Congedi pubblici		Congedi aziendali		Servizi Pubblici < 3 anni		Servizi infanzia aziendali		Misure di flessibilità dell’orario

		Danimarca		Alto		Basso		Alto		Basso		Medio

		Francia		Medio		Medio		Alto		Medio		Medio

		Germania (occidentale)		Alto		Alto		Basso		Medio		Medio

		Gran Bretagna		Basso		Basso		Basso		Medio		Alto

		Italia		Alto		Alto		Basso		Basso		Basso

		Olanda		Medio		Medio		Basso		Alto		Alto
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				Italy		Denmark		France		Great Britain		Germany		Portugal		Greece		Spain

		1960		39.6		43.5		46.6		46.1		49.2		19.9		41.6		26

		1968		33.6		56.4		47.1		49.8		47.7		26.8		33.4		27.7

		1974		34.1		63.2		50.6		54.3		50.6		51.2		32.6		33

		1985		41		74.5		54.8		60.6		52.9		56.7		41.8		33.3

		1990		45.9		78.5		57.6		65.5		57.4		63.2		43.6		40.9

		1994		43.4		73.8		59.1		65.6		61.8		62.2		44.4		44.1

		2000		46.8		75.9		62		67.9		64		67.5		50.2		52

		2005		50.7		76.5		64.5		68.5		67.4		71.7		51		58.4

		Fonte: OECD, 1996, Historical Statistics;  For 2000 and 2005,OECD, Labour Force Statistics, 1985-2005
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Foglio2

				I		DK		F		UK		D		NL		EU15

		1960		39.6		43.5		46.6		46.1		49.2		26.2		42.1

		1968		33.6		56.4		47.1		49.8		47.7		27.5		41.9

		1974		34.1		63.2		50.6		54.3		50.6		29:07:00		45.6

		1985		41		74.5		54.8		60.6		52.9		40.,9		50.4

		1990		45.9		78.5		57.6		65.5		57.4		53.1		55.4

		1994		43.4		73.8		59.1		65.6		61.8		57.4		56.6

		2000		46.8		75.9		62		67.8		64		65.2		60.3

														60.3





Foglio3

				I		DK		F		UK		D		NL		EU15

		1960		39.6		43.5		46.6		46.1		49.2		26.2		42.1

		1968		33.6		56.4		47.1		49.8		47.7		27.5		41.9

		1974		34.1		63.2		50.6		54.3		50.6		29.7		45.6

		1985		41		74.5		54.8		60.6		52.9		40.9		50.4

		1990		45.9		78.5		57.6		65.5		57.4		53.1		55.4

		1994		43.4		73.8		59.1		65.6		61.8		57.4		56.6

		2000		46.8		75.9		62		67.8		64		65.2		60.3
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Hoja1

		Indice de participación padres con niños preescolares en dos o más tareas domésticas de seis, EB 34; 34.1 1990

				Spain		Italy		Portugal		Greece		Denmark		United Kingdom

		60s		17.5		15.4		30.5		15.4		30.6		50.4

		70s		26.1		15.6		36.4		21.5		37.6		53.8

		80s		27.8		16.5		32.6		22.8		48.5		49.3

		Fuente: elaboración propia con Künzel 2002 Tabla 8.11.
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		table		ndivind		Divorce indicators

				time		2000a00								2001a00								2002a00								2003a00

				indic_de		div		divmarpct		gdivrt		mardivrt		div		divmarpct		gdivrt		mardivrt		div		divmarpct		gdivrt		mardivrt		div		divmarpct		gdivrt		mardivrt

		geo

		eu15				:		:		:e		:		714997.0e		:		1.9e		:		751419.0e		:		2.0e		:		:		:		:		:

		dk				14381.0		37.5		2.7		6.7		14597.0		39.9		2.7		6.8		15304.0		:		2.8		:		15763.0		:		2.9		:

		de				194408.0		46.4		2.4		5.1		197498.0		50.8		2.4p		5.2		204214.0		:		2.5		:		:		:		:		:

		gr				11119.0p		22.7		1.0p		:				20.2				:		11080.0p		:		1.0e		:		11100.0p		:		1.0p		:

		es				38973.0p		18.0		1.0p		:		37630.0		18.2		0.9		:		42017.0		:		1.0p		:		:		:		:		:

		fr				:		:		:		:		112600.0p		37.1		1.9p		4.6		127643.0		:		2.1p		:		:		:		:		:

		it				37573.0		13.4		0.7		1.3		40051.0		15.4		0.7e		:		40972.0p		:		0.7e		:		:		:		:		:

		pt				19104.0		30.0		1.9		:		18851.0		32.3		1.8p		:		27708.0p		:		2.7e		:		22182.0		:		2.1		:

		uk				154628.0		50.5		2.6e		6.9		156814.0		:		2.6		:		160726.0		:		2.7e		:		:		:		:		:

		p		Provisional value

		e		Estimated value

		geo		Geopolitical entity (declaring)

		indic_de		Demographic indicator

		geo		Geopolitical entity (declaring) [list of dimensions]

		eu15		European Union (15 countries)

		dk		Denmark

		de		Germany (including ex-GDR from 1991)

		gr		Greece

		es		Spain

		fr		France

		it		Italy

		pt		Portugal

		uk		United Kingdom

		indic_de		Demographic indicator [list of dimensions]

		div		Divorces

		divmarpct		Divorces per 100 marriages

		gdivrt		Crude divorce rate

		mardivrt		Divorce rate of married persons

		versionTemplateForEden for Java release 1.0



:e

714997.0e

1.9e

751419.0e

2.0e

2.4p

11119.0p

1.0p

11080.0p

1.0e

11100.0p

1.0p

38973.0p

1.0p

1.0p

112600.0p

1.9p

2.1p

0.7e

40972.0p

0.7e

1.8p

27708.0p

2.7e

2.6e

2.7e

geo

indic_de

Geopolitical entity (declaring) [list of dimensions]

Demographic indicator [list of dimensions]
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		table		ndivind		Divorce indicators

		indic_de		div

				time		1960a00		1965a00		1970a00		1975a00		1980a00		1985a00		1990a00		1995a00		2000a00

		geo

		eurozone				128910.0		149293.0		180214.0		271389.0		:		:		:		:		:

		gr				2463.0		3505.0		3492.0		3726.0		6684.0		7568.0		6037.0		10995.0		11119.0p

		es				:		:		:		:		:		18291.0		23191.0		33104.0		38973.0p

		it				:		:		:		10618.0		11844.0		15650.0		27682.0		27038.0		37573.0

		pt				749.0		695.0		509.0		1552.0		5843.0		8988.0		9216.0		12322.0		19104.0

		p		Provisional value								indic_de		div

														time		1960a00		1965a00		1970a00		1975a00		1980a00		1985a00		1990a00		1995a00		2000a00

												geo

		indic_de		Demographic indicator								eu15				170354.0		205990.0		265847.0		439314.0		:		:		:		:		:

		geo		Geopolitical entity (declaring)								eu12				149730.00		183410.00		236504.00		393810.00		460573.00		580242.00		555520.00		624978.00		:

												eurozone				128910.0		149293.0		180214.0		271389.0		:		:		:		:		:

												de				73418.0		85304.0		103927.0		148461.0		141016.0		179364.0		154786.0		169425.0		194408.0

												gr				2463.0		3505.0		3492.0		3726.0		6684.0		7568.0		6037.0		10995.0		11119.0p

		indic_de		Demographic indicator [list of dimensions]								es				:		:		:		:		:		18291.0		23191.0		33104.0		38973.0p

		div		Divorces								fr				30200.0		34900.0		38949.0		55612.0		81143.0		107505.0		105813.0		119189.0		:

												it				:		:		:		10618.0		11844.0		15650.0		27682.0		27038.0		37573.0

												pt				749.0		695.0		509.0		1552.0		5843.0		8988.0		9216.0		12322.0		19104.0

												uk				25804.0		40607.0		63166.0		129278.0		159676.0		175342.0		165555.0		170050.0		154628.0

		geo		Geopolitical entity (declaring) [list of dimensions]

		eurozone		Euro-zone (EUR-11 up to 31.12.2000 / EUR-12 from 1.1.2001)

		gr		Greece

		es		Spain

		it		Italy

		pt		Portugal

		versionTemplateForEden for Java release 1.0
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		T2.4  Crude divorce rate: divorces per 1000 population

		Taux brut de divortialité : divorces pour 1000 habitants

		Country

				1960		1965		1970		1975		1980		1985		1990		1995		2000		2005				2005a00

		France		0.7		0.7		0.8		1.2		1.5		1.9		1.9		2.1		1.9		2.2

		Germany		1.0		1.1		1.3		1.9		1.8		2.3		1.9		2.1		2.4		2.7

		Greece		0.3		0.4		0.4		0.4		0.7		0.8		0.6		1.1		1.1		1.2				2.8				Denmark

		Italy		...		...		...		0.2		0.2		0.3		0.5		0.5		0.7		0.8				2.7		p		Germany (including ex-GDR from 1991)

		Portugal		0.1		0.1		0.1		0.2		0.6		0.9		0.9		1.2		1.9		2.2				1.2				Greece

		Spain		...		...		...		...		...		0.5		0.6		0.8		1.0		1.1				1.1		p		Spain

		United Kingdom		0.5		0.7		1.1		2.3		2.8		3.1		2.9		2.9		2.6		2.6				2.2		p		France

		Denmark		1.5		1.4		1.9		2.6		2.7		2.8		2.7		2.5		2.7		2.8				0.8		p		Italy

																										2.2				Portugal

																										2.6				United Kingdom
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				1960		1965		1970		1975		1980		1985		1990		1995		2000

		gr		2463		3505		3492		3726		6684		7568		6037		10995		11119

		es		:		:		:		:		:		18291		23191		33104		38973

		it		:		:		:		10618		11844		15650		27682		27038		37573

		pt		749		695		509		1552		5843		8988		9216		12322		19104

																								Increase 1985-2000																								Increase 1985-2000

						1960		1965		1970		1975		1980		1985		1990		1995		2000		in %						1960		1965		1970		1975		1980		1985		1990		1995		2000		in %

				gr		2463		3505		3492		3726		6684		7568		6037		10995		11119		46.9				gr		2463		3505		3492		3726		6684		7568		6037		10995		11119		46.9

				es		:		:		:		:		:		18291		23191		33104		38973		113.1				es		:		:		:		:		:		18291		23191		33104		38973		113.1

				it		:		:		:		10618		11844		15650		27682		27038		37573		140.1				it		:		:		:		10618		11844		15650		27682		27038		37573		140.1

				pt		749		695		509		1552		5843		8988		9216		12322		19104		112.6				pt		749		695		509		1552		5843		8988		9216		12322		19104		112.6

				uk				25804.0		40607.0		63166.0		129278.0		159676.0		175342.0		165555.0		170050.0		154628.0				uk		25804		40607		63166		129278		159676		175342		165555		170050		154628		112.6

				de				73418.0		85304.0		103927.0		148461.0		141016.0		179364.0		154786.0		169425.0		194408.0				de		73418		85304		103927		148461		141016		179364		154786		169425		194408		112.6

				fr				30200.0		34900.0		38949.0		55612.0		81143.0		107505.0		105813.0		119189.0						fr		30200		34900		38949		55612		81143		107505		105813		119189

				eu12				149730.00		183410.00		236504.00		393810.00		460573.00		580242.00		555520.00		624978.00						eu12		149730		183410		236504		393810		460573		580242		555520		624978
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		% youth living with their parents (25-29 años)1		Spain		49		59		72

				Italy		39		56		73

				Portugal		39		49		74

				Greece		39		49		65

				France		14		17		37

				Germany		20		21		36

				United Kingdom		15		17		23
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		Table 1: Young people living at the parental home, 1987-1998.

				1987		1998

		Spain		49		72

		Italy		39		73

		Portugal		39		74

		Greece		39		65

		France		14		37

		Germany		20		36

		United Kingdom		15		23
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		1957-1966		1957-1966		1957-1966		1957-1966		1957-1966		1957-1966		1957-1966		1957-1966		1957-1966
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		Table A3.1c. Educational attainment of the population, by gender (2001)
Percentage of the population that has attained at least upper secondary education or at least tertiary education, by age group and gender																								Mujeres

						1937-1946				1957-1966				1947-1956				1967-1976

								1991						2001												1937-1946		1947-1956		1957-1966		1967-1976

						45-54		Ratio m/f		25-34		Ratio m/f		45-54		Ratio m/f		25-34		Ratio m/f				Francia		8		18.4		11.4		36.6

		Denmark		Males		14		1.30		12.1		0.98		25.1		0.86		24.9		0.74				Alemania		8		18.5		12.6		20.2

				Females		10.8				12.4				29.3				33.6						España		4.6		13.2		17.8		39

		France3		Males		11.4		1.43		11.5		1.01		19.2		1.04		31.8		0.87				Italia		3.6		9.5		6.4		13.3

				Females		8				11.4				18.4				36.6

		Germany		Males		24		3.02		15.4		1.22		30.7		1.66		23.3		1.15

				Females		7.95				12.6				18.5				20.2

		Greece		Males		16.5		2.54		19.5		1.00		20.3		1.78		21.4		0.81

				Females		6.5				19.5				11.4				26.6

		Italy		Males		6.4		1.78		6.8		1.06		11.3		1.17		10.3		0.77

				Females		3.6				6.4				9.6				13.3

		Portugal		Males		2.2		1.69		4.1		0.89		6.0		0.82		10.0		0.57

				Females		1.3				4.6				7.3				17.4

		Spain		Males		8.5		1.85		14.9		0.84		19.4		1.46		32.1		0.82

				Females		4.6				17.8				13.2				39.0

		United Kingdom3		Males		10.8		2.45		13.4		1.38		28.0		1.17		30.0		1.03

				Females		4.4				9.7				24.0				29.0

		Country mean		Males		13.7		1.99		14.5		1.21		23.0		1.21		26.0		0.90

				Females		6.9				12				19.0				29.0

		Belgium												22.9		1.01		33.1		0.85

														22.7				39.0

		Ireland												29.8		1.05		45.4		0.90

														28.3				50.4

		Lux												18.6		1.52		24.8		1.12

														12.2				22.1

		NL												27.0		1.50		27.0		1.04

														18.0				26.0

		A												16.8		1.68		27.0		1.04

														10.0				26.0

		Fin												28.4		0.93		30.4		0.65

														30.6				46.4

		Sw												29.3		0.86		34.4		0.87

														34.0				39.5

		UE_15		Males														32.9

				Females														36.5

		3. Not all ISCED 3 programmes meet minimum requirements for ISCED 3C long programmes. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/els/education/eag2002).

				1991 45-54		2001 45-54		1991 25-34		2001 25-34

		Cohorts born in		1937-1946		1947-1956		1957-1966		1967-1976

		Denmark		1.3		0.9		1.0		0.7		Rate of people who attain tertiary education. Ratio men to women. Cohorts born 1037 to 1976

		France		1.4		1.0		1.0		0.9

		Germany		3.0		1.7		1.2		1.2

		Greece		2.5		1.8		1.0		0.8

		Italy		1.8		1.2		1.1		0.8

		Portugal		1.7		0.8		0.9		0.6

		Spain		1.8		1.5		0.8		0.8

		United Kingdom		2.5		1.2		1.4		1.0

		UE_15		2.1		1.2		1.1		0.9

		OECD mean		2.0		1.2		1.2		0.9

		Belgium		2.6		1.0		1.2		0.8

		Ireland		1.8		1.1		1.1		0.9

		Lux		2.3		1.5		1.4		1.1

		NL		2.8		1.5		1.6		1.0

		A		3.3		1.7		1.0		1.0

		Fin		1.5		0.9		1.2		0.7

		Sw		1.2		0.9		1.0		0.9

		Cohorts born in		1991 45-54		2001 45-54		1991 25-34		2001 25-34

				1937-1946		1947-1956		1957-1966		1967-1976

		Francia		1.4		1.0		1.0		0.9

		Alemania		3.0		1.7		1.2		1.2

		Portugal		1.7		0.8		0.9		0.6

		España		1.8		1.5		0.8		0.8

		UE_15		2.1		1.2		1.1		0.9

												Sources: own elaboration with OECD at glance 2002, OECD 2003 and Künzler 2003(www.oecd.org/scripts/cde/members/LFSINDICATORSAuthenticate.asp.
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		Table A3.1c. Educational attainment of the population, by gender (2001)
Percentage of the population that has attained at least upper secondary education or at least tertiary education, by age group and gender

		Females				At least tertiary education (tertiary-type A education, tertiary-type B education and advanced research programmes)

						55-64		45-54		35-44		25-34

						1937-46		1947-56		1957-1966

		France3		Francia		13		18		24		37																																Males		59.0		-9919.5		63.0		51.8		-9962.9				Males		9.9		18.8		9.3		8.1		4.6

		Germany		Alemania		12		18		21		20																																Males		76.2		83.0		82.0		75.7		62.5				Males		10.1		10.5		12.7		10.5		5.2

		Italy		Italia		5		10		11		13																																Males		41.0		61.5		49.7		33.0		17.4				Males		8.9		10.4		11.0		8.7		4.1

		Spain		España		7		13		25		39																																Males		78.3		87.1		83.4		76.7		62.5				Males		13.3		12.1		13.3		15.4		11.2

		1. Excluding ISCED 3C short programmes.
2. Year of reference 2000.
3. Not all ISCED 3 programmes meet minimum requirements for ISCED 3C long programmes. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/els/education/eag2002).
Source: OECD. See Annex 3 for a descriptio
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