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Introduction

The demographic question is one of the most pressing questions in Europe. The phenomena
of shrinking birthrates and an ageing population has been well documented scientifically for
decades and remains a point of focus for policymakers (Mateos-Planas 2002; Bignami et al.
2024). An OECD meta-level analysis also shows that there is a positive relations between
childcare and parental leave spending with brithrates (OECD 2023). The goal of this analysis
is to focus on the anxieties and values related to family formation and perceived access to
childcare, parental leave and suitable housing for families in relation to support for government
spending on families. Furthermore, one aim is to expose barriers that may play a role in
preventing family well being and formation. Based on the results of statistical analysis, their
interpretation and supportive literature, we propose policy recommendations.

Data Description

The main data source in this analysis is the Cross-National Online Survey 3 (CRONOS-3)
Project, with a focus on the “Make it Strong” theme. The CRONOS-3 Survey is conducted
cross nationality in 11 countries in Europe: Austria, Belgium, Czechia, Finland, France, Hun-
gary, Iceland, Poland, Portugal, Slovenia, and the United Kingdom. It aims to provide addi-
tional data to the European Social Survey (ESS) and recruits participants that have already
been part of the former. The survey focuses on 5 larger themes encompassing health, digitality
, environmental issues and youth. Here we will focus on the part of the “Make it Strong” theme
that regards family values. To supplement our data on an important issue when it comes to
family formation, we also included a variable from the “Make it Green” (European Social Sur-
vey European Research Infrastructure (ESS ERIC) 2025a, 2025b, 2025¢, 2025d, 2025¢).The
analysis is further supplemented with the added data from the ESS Round 10 (European Social
Survey ERIC (ESS ERIC) 2022; European Social Survey European Research Infrastructure



(ESS ERIC) 2025f) and ESS round 11 (European Social Survey European Research Infras-
tructure (ESS ERIC) 2026). All the statistics in this analysis are corrected for the provided
survey weight in CRONOS-3, whereby the weight for the wave with the largest corresponding
population was used.

The most important variable we created in this context is a new variable that identifies whether
people have a child (under 18) living in their household at the time of the ESS round corre-
sponding to the survey participant. The variables indicating relationship to another household
member and age of household member from the ESS are used for this (rshipa2-rshipal5 and
yrbrn2-yrbrnl5). Since we are also interested in the perception of those that do not have
children, living with them but are possible parents we also sometimes limit the age range from
25-40 to include those more likely to become parents (some might already be parents who do
not live with their children) in these years.

Our full code can be found at: https://github.com/Ravenscraven/Datathon

Research Questions and Analysis

RQ1 :

How do respondents with children under 18 living at home differ from those living without
children in the age group 25-40 in their perception of access to services, such as childcare,
parental leave and housing?
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As to the question, whether they would be able to access adequate childcare if they had
another child in the next three years, live-in parents report a mean of 2.73, and others report
a mean of 2.63. Therefore, parents report slightly better access; however, the difference is
small. The inverse is the case for the same question but aimed at parental leave: those with
children living in the report had lower access at a mean of 2.4 versus others at a mean of
2.59. Similarly, for housing, live-in parents report a mean of 2.7 compared to a mean of 2.81
for others. Overall it has to be noted that the difference between non-parents and parents
are relatively small (see Graph 1). All these differences are very small, suggesting a similar
perception of access to family-oriented policy among live-in parents and others. Overall, access
to childcare is perceived as lowest in Portugal and highest in Austria. Access to parental leave
is particularly low in France, Great Britain, and Portugal and highest in Iceland, Poland, and
Finland. Finally, access to housing is lowest in Hungary, Portugal, and Slovenia and highest
in Iceland, Austria, and Belgium (see Appendices entry 1).

Table 1: Table 1: Mean Access to Family Policies by Parent Status and Gender

Has Children Gender Childcare Parental Leave Housing

0.1 No Children  Male 2.86 2.83 2.92
1.1 Has Children Male 2.80 2.47 2.88
0.2 No Children  Female 2.44 2.37 2.72
1.2 Has Children Female 2.69 2.36 2.60

On Table 1 we can see the means for each category of access broken down by live-in parent
and other status and gender. This reveals two interesting dynamics in the data: first, men
overall report higher access across all policies. Secondly, fathers report much lower parental
leave access.

Additionally, we also include an OLS regression using svyglm() from the R survey package,
incorporating weights for the CRONOS-3 wave. Standard errors are design based (see Ap-
pendices entry 2). For each access variable we include a simple model and a complex model.
Again the analysis is limited to ages 25-40.

Simple Model:

Y;; = By + B, Children,; + 3,Gender,; + S3Rural;; + ¢,

Complex Model:

Y;; = Bo+ B, Children;;+ 5, Gender;; + f3Rural; ;+ (6, Country ; 4 S5 Income; ; + SsIdeology, .+ €



Where Y ; is perceived access to childcare, parental leave, or housing for individual ¢ in country
7 Countryj is a vector of country fixed effects; Income, ; is income tercile; Ideologyij is left-right
self-placement; and ¢,; is the survey-weighted error term.

For the purpose of this paper, we are going to summarize the most important results from all
models.

Overall, all 6 models show that gender is negative and significant, showing that women con-
sistently score their access lower than men. Possible explanations for this trend could be that
women often carry more direct responsibility for childcare and therefore are confronted more
often with access. This might mean that they faced more difficulties or experienced more
thoughts about not having access. This result is consistently significant and fairly large across
access categories and model type.

On the other hand, having children in the household is mostly not significant, except in the
complex parental leave model, where it has a significant negative effect. This means that
live-in parents perceive their access to parental leave as worse than others in this model.

In the complex models, income has a significant positive effect on all access categories, with
the strongest effect on housing.

The country fixed effects are quite varied and align with observations from Appendix entry 1.
They do suggest strong cross-national differences (especially on parental leave). This means
access perception is highly country-dependent, suggesting institutional and policy differences
across countries play an important role.

Rural-urban divide and political orientation do not show significance as predictors in any
model.

In summary, these results indicate that perceived access to childcare, housing and parental
leave within the next three years for a new child, is shaped by structural and contextual
factors. Political orientation or already having a child living within the household do not play a
major role. Gender and income emerge as important predictors, with woman and lower-income
individuals reporting lower access across all domains. Women might be more likely to recognize
or experience barriers in accessing family policies. Strong cross-national differences highlight
the importance of institutions and national welfare in regards to perceived accessibility. The
answer to research question one is therefore that there is no high difference between live-in
parents and others in the age group 25-40 for access. However, noticable differences emerge
on the country, gender and income level.

RQ2 :

How do parents (living with their children) perceive differences in policy support for families
by the government compared to non (live in) parents ?

Graph visualization and maybe some other things + age group for people who would have
capability to have children
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Figure 1: Support for government spending on family by living with children under 18 and
gender (ages 25-45)

Figure 1 shows the mean support for government spending on family differentiated by whether
the respondents have children under 18 living in their household and gender. By comparing
women with children living at home and women without children at home we can see a statis-
tically significant difference in support for government spending on family issues. The same
can be said when comparing men. However, gendered differnces do not occur within the group
of people with children at home or not.

The results suggest that parents on the macro scale seem to agree similarly on the issue of
subsidies for families. Although care work or income-differences are not directly measured here,
parents seem to understand themselves as a unit that can be alimented by the government.
Thus, gender doesn’t play a significant role here, although women’s support are slightly higher.
Complementary, parents without children living at home anymore might be more likely to be
occupied by different issues, as the every-day challenges of having kids at home is not apparent
anymore. “Active” parents might be considered more aware of the needs for families and an
important group to listen to when trying to aim policies at families.

RQ3 (Regression):

What individual and structural factors predict support for government spending on family and
policy?

How does living with children moderate this relationship?



Table 2: Regression Models

1]
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
(Intercept) 0.21 0.24 0.28 0.61 0.50
[0.03, 0.38] [0.06, 0.42] [0.07, 0.48] [0.29, 0.92] [0.18, 0.82]
Importance of children —0.05 —0.04 —0.04 —0.03 —0.02
[-0.06, —0.03] [-0.06, —0.02] [-0.06, —0.02] [-0.06, 0.00] [~0.05, 0.02]
Importance of family —0.03 —0.03 —0.03 —0.03 —0.03
[~0.05, 0.00] [~0.06, 0.00] [~0.06, 0.00] [~0.07, 0.00] [~0.07, 0.00]
Responsibility to support family —0.02 —0.01 —0.01 —0.03 —0.03
[—0.04, 0.00] [=0.04, 0.01] [~0.04, 0.01] [=0.07, 0.00] [=0.07, 0.00]
Parents should help adult children 0.00 —0.01 —0.01 —0.01 —0.01
[~0.03, 0.03] [~0.04, 0.02] [~0.04, 0.02] [~0.06, 0.04] [~0.06, 0.03]
Children should care for parents 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.03
[-0.03, 0.03] [~0.03, 0.03] [~0.03, 0.03] [-0.02, 0.07] [-0.02, 0.07]
Parents should get job more —0.04 —0.04 —0.03 —0.02 —0.02
[-0.06, —0.01] [-0.06, —0.01] [-0.06, —0.01] [-0.05, 0.02] [-0.06, 0.01]
Ever had child in household 0.13 0.12 0.12 0.13 0.12
[0.08, 0.18] [0.06, 0.17] [0.06, 0.17] [0.05, 0.20] [0.04, 0.20]
Gender 0.01 0.00 0.00 —0.01 —0.01
[~0.03, 0.05] [~0.05, 0.05] [~0.05, 0.04] [~0.07, 0.06] [~0.07, 0.06]
Access to childcare 0.00 0.00 0.00 —0.03 —0.03
[~0.05, 0.04] [~0.05, 0.04] [~0.05, 0.04] [~0.08, 0.01] [~0.08, 0.01]
Access to parental leave 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00
[-0.02, 0.03] [—0.03, 0.04] [—0.03, 0.04] [—0.04, 0.04] [~0.04, 0.04]
Access to suitable housing 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.03 0.04
[0.02, 0.06] [0.01, 0.06] [0.01, 0.06] [0.00, 0.07] [0.00, 0.07]
Income: Middle vs Low 0.05 0.07 0.07 0.05 0.05
[0.00, 0.10] [0.02, 0.12] [0.02, 0.13] [~0.02, 0.12] [~0.02, 0.12]
Income: High vs Low 0.02 0.03 0.03 0.02 0.04
[~0.04, 0.07] [~0.03, 0.09] [~0.03, 0.09] [~0.07, 0.12] [~0.05, 0.13]
Political orientation: Center vs Left 0.00 0.00 —0.06 —0.07
[-0.06, 0.07] [~0.06, 0.06] [-0.16, 0.03] [-0.16, 0.02]
Political orientation: Right vs Left —0.06 —-0.07 —0.11 —0.12
[~0.12, 0.00] [~0.13, 0.00] [~0.22, 0.00] [-0.22, —0.01]
Religion: Yes vs No —0.03 —0.09 —0.11
[-0.09, 0.02]  [-0.16, —0.02]  [0.18, —0.04]
Responsibility to reduce climate change —0.01 —0.01
[~0.03, 0.00] [~0.03, 0.00]
Trust in government on climate change 0.00 0.00
[0.02, 0.02] [~0.02, 0.01]
Worried about climate change —0.01 —0.01
[-0.06, 0.03] [~0.05, 0.03]
Effectiveness of current gen. on climate change —0.01 0.00
[=0.04, 0.03] [=0.03, 0.03]
Country: Belgium vs Austria 0.06
[~0.05, 0.17]
Country: Czechia vs Austria 0.32
[0.12, 0.53]
Country: Finland vs Austria 0.14
[0.03, 0.24]
Country: France vs Austria 0.04
[-0.07, 0.15]
Country: Great Britain vs Austria 0.05
[~0.05, 0.16]
Country: Hungary vs Austria 0.18
[~0.05, 0.41]
Country: Iceland vs Austria 0.09
[~0.05, 0.22]
Country: Poland vs Austria 0.08
[-0.06, 0.22]
Country: Portugal vs Austria 0.08
[-0.07, 0.23]
Country: Slovenia vs Austria 0.05
[~0.06, 0.16]
Num.Obs. 4454 4114 3816 1432 1432
R2 0.063 0.064 0.064 0.088 0.110
R2 Adj. 0.060 0.060 0.060 0.075 0.091
AIC 3536.5 3275.0 3138.7 1364.3 1357.5
RMSE 0.39 0.40 0.39 0.40 0.40

Confidence intervals (95\%) in brackets.



What individual and structural factors predict support for government spending on family and
policy?

How does living with children moderate this relationship?
DESCRIPTION

Table 2 shows the results of 5 consecutively adjusted survey-weighted linear regressions which
were conducted with the survey package in R. Most noticingly the importance of children is a
significant predictor of support for government spending on families across almost all models.
Only Model 5 which includes controls for countries lifts the significant association. Similar to
signified importance of children, importance of family seems to predict an increased support
for government spending on family, although its relation is not as robust as the previous
question. The results also show that respondents in favor of prioritizing parents on the job
market are also more likely to entertain a demand for family subsidies. This relation however,
is only apparent in the first three models. The scales of the previously mentioned variables
are inverted semantically which is why coefficients are negative.

The strongest predictor of all and across models is ever having had children living in the
respondents household. In accordance with prior analyses, the presence of children increases
the support for government spending. The regression models also reconfirm that gender is
neither an important individual or structural marker in the dependent variable.

Surprisingly, access to childcare and parental leave are not performing well in the models.
However, having access to suitable housing consistently predicts negative support of family
spending from the government. Which could mean that higher income households could follow
the same association. Indeed, Models 1, 2 and 3 predict a significant difference in lower
support for government spending on families for individuals in the middle tercile income group
compared to the lower tercile. Surprisingly though, the difference between low and high income
terciles is not to be found in any model.

Exceeding the baseline model, political orientation is shows predictive power on prioritizing
family spending. In particular, being more right leaning is associated with a stronger support
for family spending compared to left-leaning respondents. Culturally, this is also religiously
suggested, as being religious is positively associated with higher support for government spend-
ing on family too.This association is shown as important for Model 4 and 5. All included
variables form the Make it Green pillar are not significant predictors across models.

The final Model 5 which controls for country specific effects, shows that they mostly do not
play a significant role in comparison to Austria as a reference. Two exceptions, namely Czech
Republic and Finland have a significantly negative association with support for government
spending on family compared to Austria.

The goodness-of-fit metrics show a conitinous improvement across models, although from
Model 4 on the inclusion of the ke it Green are responsible for a substantial reduction in
the number of observations. The R? 47 reaches in Model 5 a maximum of 0.091 meaning that
the model explains roughly 9% of the variance in support for government spending on family



in the ESS and CRONOS-3 sample. Also, the RMSE showcases a rather same prediction error
across all models and the AIC improves over across all models too.

INTERPRETATION This analysis re-emphasizes the importance of “active” families and
households that are currently occupied with children. Variables like importance of family or
children, having had children in the households composition show sufficient predictive power
for increased government spending on families across models, even with small or progressively
neglectable effect sizes. This is not surprising. Yet, there seems to be an income driven distinc-
tion taking place between the middle income tercile in comparison to the lowest. Those who
have the means to suitable housing for their families are less likely to support family alimen-
tation. This could be because they are less likely to need government support for their family
and may perhaps see the government as an unnecessary middleman. The distinction between
middle and low income terciles could be a result of rhetoric addressing relative social justice
in terms of living standard and work performance every individual or family contributes to
the economy. Incomprehensibly, the middle tercile opposition might be of self-harm as they
might profit with the low income tercile the most from family spending, whereas the top tercile
might be on the same side as the low tercile but not really being dependent on family bonuses.
Perhaps, work-ethic seems to play a role in support of family spending, as people in favor of
prioritizing parents on the job markets can be read as a wish to a) have a more family friendly
labor market and b) a state-independent source of income to sustain family life. It is however,
unclear how many of the sample really think like this. Moreover, family spending from the
government seems to enjoy specific support from right leaning and religious respondents which
could be a result of the cultural and political context in which family life is embedded. The
fact that the Make it Green variables do not show any significant association with support for
family spending could be an indication that the climate change related anxieties and values
are not directly related to family values and support for family policies. Given, that Finland
and Czech Republic are significantly less supportive of family spending from the government
compared to Austria, this is the most puzzling result. Finland and Czech Republic being less
supportive of family is counter intuitive given the fact that it is known for its family friendly
policies. However, this could be a result of a general normalization of family support in Finland
as to why people might not feel a need to increase family spending.

To conclude, living with children and running an “active” family seems to be beneficial for
support of family government subsidies. Also, conservative, right-leaning ideologies might help
with that and provide a cultural context in which family life is appreciated and supported —
both individually through morals and institutionally through spending. Government spending
however, is limited by middle tercile income and access to suitable housing which leaves open
a window for policy intervention to suppport middle income families despite their distinction
to lower income families.



Limitations

As this analysis aims to be comprehensive we ought to acknowledge some limitations that come
with it. First, concerning the choice of variables we selected, we had to compromise on the
number of variables from across pillars from the CRONOS-3 data set and the ESS data set.
Also, choosing specific variables that carry important concepts to us where we thought that
they could have an association with our dependent variables. Having a left-right scale as a
control was nice but regarding the different political cultures within the European countries the
scale is most definitely not accurate. Thus, this variable but also others must be interpreted
with reservation. Especially concerning the regression analyses we’ve conducted.

This leads to the second point, namely the goodness-of-fits of our analyses. Overall, the Rfldj

are relatively small, although improving across models. However, those are most likely caused
by drastic drops in numbers of observations, especially in the analysis of RQ3. The more we
include, the more we lose observations, as seen with the Make it Green variables. But not
only missing values may have posed a problem, but also variables that contribute far more in
explaining family formation and support for family policies. For example, we did not include
variables that directly measure care work or time spent with children, which could be a more
direct measure of “active” family life. Also, we did not include any measures of social norms or
cultural attitudes towards family life, which could also play a significant role in shaping support
for family policies — only touching them superficially with items measuring religiousness and
political orientation.

Finally, working within a time constraint and with a large data set posed a challenge that comes
with natural caveats, spanning unity in formatting, missing values, and the sheer number of
variables that could be included. We had to make choices on which analyses we try and how
complex or simple they should be and how satisfied we are going to be with their robustness.
Especially the regression analyses are not as robust as we’d wished but we think they still
provide insights that can translate into policy recommendations.

Conclusion

This analysis examined both individual and structural influences that potentially shape gov-
ernment spending on families across 1 European countries while utilizing CRONOS-3 and ESS
data from the 10th and 11th wave. Three research questions lead our analysis, covering per-
ceived access to family policies, differences between parents and non-parents, abd predictors
of support for government spending.

Consistent across all results is the importance of actively living with children. It is the most
important driver of support for government family spending, suggesting that direct experience
with family life shapes political demand for subsidies. Perceived access to family policies is
not strongly differentiated between parents and non-parents, but is noticeably structured by
gender, income, and country, while women and lower-income individuals show lower access.



Regarding individual and structural predictors, conservative and religious value orientations
are found to be culturally consistent predictors of family spending support. As a continuation
of less relevance of climate change awareness, environmental attitudes show no meaningful
association. Instead income plays a nuanced role, with middle-income households being less
supportive than lower-income households, potentially reflecting differing perceptions of need
and state dependency.

Country-level differences are most likely absorbed by individual-level predictors as they aren’t
as predictive, with the notable exceptions of Finland and Czech Republic, whose lower support
may reflect a normalization of family policy rather than opposition to it.

Overall, the findings suggest that family spending enjoys broad but needs-driven support,
shaped more by “active” family experience and cultural values than by policy access or envi-
ronmental attitudes.

Appendices
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Figure 2: Perceived access to childcare, parental leave and suitable housing by country (ages
25-40)
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Childcare (Simple) ~ Parental leave (Simple) — Housing (Simple)  Childcare (Complex)  Parental leave (Complex) — Housing (Complex)

(Intercept) 3.098*** 3.070%** 3.120%** 3.018%** 2.647F** 2.512%**
(0.161) (0.169) (0.181) (0.172) (0.217) (0.234)
has_ children_ul8 0.114 —0.163+ —0.084 0.109 —0.183* —0.158+
(0.079) (0.087) (0.094) (0.079) (0.086) (0.089)
gndr.x —0.298%** —0.316%** —0.209* —0.268%** —0.247** —0.156+
(0.083) (0.092) (0.098) (0.077) (0.090) (0.093)
rural_binary —0.011 0.011 0.024 0.000 0.025 —0.006
(0.084) (0.086) (0.095) (0.081) (0.084) (0.092)
cntryBE —0.177+ 0.276* 0.305*
(0.099) (0.140) (0.140)
cntryCZ —0.126 —0.012 0.051
(0.141) (0.178) (0.196)
cntryFI —0.008 0.168 —0.155
(0.099) (0.140) (0.139)
cntryFR —0.348** —0.358* —0.089
(0.109) (0.142) (0.151)
cntryGB —0.162 0.132 0.060
(0.129) (0.162) (0.158)
cntryHU —0.294+ 0.121 —0.340
(0.153) (0.242) (0.219)
cntryIS —0.087 0.763%** 0.402%*
(0.105) (0.140) (0.146)
cntryPL —0.032 0.281+ 0.063
(0.106) (0.164) (0.160)
cntryPT —0.570%** 0.245 0.036
(0.146) (0.170) (0.174)
cntrySI —0.076 0.336* —0.057
(0.094) (0.134) (0.142)
income__tercilesMiddle 0.226+ 0.110 0.337*
(0.117) (0.119) (0.139)
income__tercilesHigh 0.412%* 0.293* 0.707%%*
(0.126) (0.123) (0.141)
Irscale —0.001 0.038+ 0.034
(0.016) (0.022) (0.022)
Num.Obs. 1698 1686 1692 1698 1686 1692
R2 0.033 0.035 0.013 0.090 0.121 0.093
R2 Adj. 0.031 0.033 0.011 0.081 0.112 0.084
AIC 4168.9 4649.2 4926.4 4119.7 4546.2 4832.2
BIC 14064.9 11264.2 11044.9 14664.6 11851.3 11149.0
Log.Lik. —7013.858 —5613.502 —5503.846 —7265.365 —5858.771 —5507.588
F 6.659 5.154 1.854 4.575 10.007 6.231
RMSE 0.78 0.97 0.99 0.75 0.87 0.95

+ p < 0.1, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, ¥** p < 0.001
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