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Abstract

Mothers are known to be influenced in their labour supply by their
environment. Why is that a problem? A fundamental reason may be
that they do not identify with the norms they follow. Social pressure
can be a source of discrepancy between choices and welfare. We have
collected data from a sample of German mothers of young children
about their preferred labor time under different scenarios. A substantial
share (27%) state that they would work a different number of hours if
no one would criticize them on the grounds of how much they work.
We then estimate a discrete labor choice model based on which we
compute the welfare cost of this social pressure. The estimated welfare
cost appears equivalent to an additional tax of about 2.8% on household
income on average.
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1 Introduction

People are influenced in their behaviour by social norms and social pressure (Bursz-
tyn and Jensen, 2017). In particular, the influence of the social environment on
women’s labour supply behaviour has received a lot of attention in the literature.
Women have been shown to be influenced by others’ choices (Maurin and Moschion,
2009; Olivetti et al., 2020; Boelmann et al., 2025; Cavapozzi et al., 2021; Meluzzi,
2024) and by norms (Fernández and Fogli, 2009; Bertrand et al., 2015; Lippmann
et al., 2020; Boelmann et al., 2025; Hermes et al., 2024). This is sometimes argued
to be a problem in so far as it limits women’s labour supply and therefore may harm
gender equality and economic independence of women.

There may, however, be another, even more fundamental reason why such con-
forming behaviour is problematic: if the behaviour is not desired by women them-
selves. When policies are evaluated based on their influence on welfare, it is typi-
cally assumed that rational and well-informed choices reveal what individuals think
is good for them, with the consequence that preferences should be respected and
a higher satisfaction of preferences corresponds to a higher level of welfare. The
fact that preferences, as revealed by choices, should not necessarily be used to mea-
sure welfare is debated in economics since at least Sen (1977). Many researchers,
since then, have insisted on the necessity for individuals to develop their preferences
through an autonomous deliberation process in which this individual is free and
faced with a sufficiently large menu of opportunities (see, e. g., Thaler and Sun-
stein (2003); Fleurbaey (2008)). In line with these principles, social pressure can
be viewed as a source of discrepancy between choices and welfare. Social pressure,
for instance, is well known to influence female labor supply (as shown, e. g., in
Maurin and Moschion (2009); Cavapozzi et al. (2021); Olivetti et al. (2020)). It
is known to be particularly the case in Germany (as shown, e. g., in Lippmann
et al. (2020); Bauernschuster and Rainer (2012); Boelmann et al. (2025); Beblo and
Görges (2018); Hermes et al. (2024)), where young women with children may be stig-
matized by family members, neighbors or colleagues, either because they go back to
the workplace whereas they should take care of their children or because they stay
home whereas colleagues count on them. Social pressure as we measure it in this
paper may originate from very different sources, not limited to gender norms. It
can be any implicit or explicit form of pressure, through stigmatization of one’s own
choices, by family members, peers or colleagues, which introduces a wedge between
labor time choices (what individuals do) and welfare (what these individuals think
is good for them).12

1Whether this wedge reveals a utility gain of conforming to a social norm or the avoidance
of a utility loss for failing to follow the norm does not matter for us and will not influence
our way of measuring it in Section 5.

2By restricting our attention to labor time choices, we do not consider social pressure
that would directly bear on income, such as the breadwinner norm studied by Bertrand

2



In this paper, we document the effect of social pressure on young German moth-
ers on their labor supply, and measure the welfare effect of it. We collected data from
1000 mothers of children younger than 3 years old, a subpopulation of women who
are known to be a particular target of social pressure (see Boelmann et al. (2025),
which documents the stigmatization of young working mothers as “Rabenmutter”–
raven mother). We asked them (1) how many hours they work in a week at present,
(2) how much they would work in the absence of labor market frictions and limita-
tions on child care availability, and (3) how much they would work absent labour
market frictions, child care availability limitations, and should “no one around them
criticize them on the grounds of how much or how little they work.” This enables
us to disentangle the role of social pressure from other factors influencing mothers’
labour supply decisions. We observe that approximately 27.1% of young mothers
have given different responses to (2) and (3), unambiguously revealing that they
would modify their work time absent social pressure, with 17% (resp. 10.1%) claim-
ing that they would decrease (resp. increase) their labor time. To obtain a measure
of the cost of such social pressure, we first estimate a model of labor supply in
which social pressure is one of the determinants of the disutility of labor. Using the
preference parameters that we obtain, we compute a tax rate equivalent of social
pressure. We find that being socially pressured to work more or less than one would
ideally like is equivalent to an additional tax of 2.77% on household income of these
pressured women on average.

We contribute to the literature in two ways. First, complementing evidence that
shows that women’s labour supply is influenced by gender norms and peer effects,
we document that mothers’ labour supply decision can be sub-optimal from their
own point of view, because social pressure introduces a wedge between their choices
and their preferences. Second, we add to the nascent literature that measures the
costs of social pressure (DellaVigna et al., 2012, 2017; Bursztyn et al., 2020) by
providing a measure of the welfare costs of such pressure on labour supply in the
form of a tax on household income.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. The next section discusses
how our study relates to the literature. Section 3 presents our data on social pressure
and its correlates. Section 4 describes the estimation of the labour supply model.
Section 5 presents the tax equivalent of welfare loss due to social pressure and section
6 concludes.

2 Related literature

Our paper relates to a vast literature on how mothers’ or women’s environment
influences their labour supply, and in which Germany has often been studied.

et al. (2015).
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Evidence of the effect of peers and norms on women’s labour supply

A first strand of this literature shows that women’s labour supply is influenced by
the labour supply of others around them: a reference group described by female
survey respondents (Woittiez and Kapteyn, 1998), the female neighbors (Maurin
and Moschion, 2009), their peers (Cavapozzi et al., 2021; Meluzzi, 2024), the moth-
ers of school peers (Olivetti et al., 2020), colleagues coming from East-Germany for
West-German women (Boelmann et al., 2025). At an earlier stage, educational and
occupational choices have also been shown to be influenced by a woman’s environ-
ment (e.g. Humlum et al., 2019; Friedman-Sokuler and Senik, 2025). Relatedly, the
literature also shows that culture, or beliefs or attitudes of women about what is
appropriate for mothers or women to do, are also a determinant of mothers’ labour
supply. Fernández and Fogli (2009) show that the labour supply of migrant women
is related to past female labour force participation in their country of origin. Boel-
mann et al. (2025) find the same for women who grew up in Eastern Germany and
migrate to West-Germany, but interestingly not the other way around. In a similar
vein, Bertrand et al. (2015) show that the pattern of distribution of earned incomes
within a couple seems to conform to traditional gender identity norms. Interest-
ingly, this finding is not reproduced by Lippmann et al. (2020) in East-Germany,
where the male breadwinner norm was not present during the German Democratic
Republic.

Social pressure and women’s labour supply

However, these papers do not raise the question whether people identify with the
behaviour or the norms that they conform to. Some studies do hint at the possibility
that this may not be the case, as people seem to behave differently if social pressure
changes. Bursztyn et al. (2020), Cortés et al. (2024) and Hermes et al. (2024) show
that people overstimate how conservative others are regarding gender norms, and
that they become more progressive in their valuation of female labour supply when
their information is updated. Bursztyn et al. (2017) show that female MBA students
behave differently when male students see their answers, arguably because they try
to conform to what male students find desirable characteristics for a potential wife.

Our paper is close and complementary to Hermes et al. (2024). They study the
causal effect of gender norms on mothers’ employment attitudes when the exoge-
nous change in the norm comes from updating information on the prevalence of the
norms around these women. This information update changes mothers’ perception
of the norms because they overestimate the conservatism of people around them
(consistently with the findings of Bursztyn et al. (2020) and Cortés et al. (2024)).
One of their result is that mothers’ expected labor time in a year from the inter-
view increases after their perception of the prevalence of the norms around them
is updated. We first note that the observed distance between the perception of
conservatism around them and mothers’ own level of conservatism shows that not
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all mothers adhere to the norm (that mothers of young children should not work),
which confirms the assumption on which this paper is built. Second, their last result
suggests that, absent the norm, the fraction of mothers who would increase their
labor supply is of the magnitude of 7.4%, whereas we find that 10.1% of them would
increase their labor time absent social pressure. There are two main differences be-
tween Hermes et al. (2024) and this paper. First, we are not interested in the effect
of gender norms per se. Of course, if the norms had no impact on mothers’ behavior,
the effect we are documenting in this paper would not exist. But in the existence of
a norm with behavioral impact, if all mothers would adhere to the norms and iden-
tify themselves with the behavior that they command, we would not observe any
welfare effect of social pressure either. Second, we are agnostic about which gender
norms influence mothers’ behavior, whereas Hermes et al. (2024) focus on the norm
that young mothers should not work in the interest of their children. This is why
we also observe that another (actually larger) fraction of mothers would decrease
their labor time absent social pressure.

Measuring the welfare cost of social pressure

Social pressure may generate socially undesirable outcomes, as listed in, e.g., Bursz-
tyn and Jensen (2017). More fundamentally, welfare analysis should take preferences
into account only if individuals identify themselves with their preferences (Rawls
(2001), Dworkin (1981)). It is therefore important to distinguish between social
norms that are integrated into preferences and social norms that are perceived as a
constraint. The aim of this paper is to measure how much mothers feel constrained
by social norms. We measure the cost of the social pressure constraint as an equiva-
lent tax rate, which we derive from a labour supply model that we estimate using a
discrete choice approach (McFadden, 1974; Van Soest, 1995). Similar welfare analy-
sis that take heterogeneity of preferences into account include Bargain et al. (2013),
Decoster and Haan (2015), Carpantier and Sapata (2016).3 However, contrary to
these works, we do not measure welfare using individuals’ actual choices, but the
choices they would make absent social pressure. That is, we simulate individuals’
choices by making their environment change. Using structural models of labor sup-
ply to simulate the choice and welfare effects of changes in the environment has of
course a very long tradition in economics (see, among many others, Blundell et al.
(1988); Aaberge et al. (1998); Haan and Prowse (2010); Blundell and Shephard
(2012); Bradley and Kügler (2019); de Boer and Jongen (2023)). What is original
in our paper, though, is that the environment variable that we turn-off is modelled
in the estimation as a preference shifter and not a parameter that is external to the

3In many applications, it is important to take into account that wage rates may differ
across job offers (Aaberge and Colombino, 2014). In our setting, however, we ask mothers
to state which number of hours they would work under the assumption that their hourly
wage would remain the same.
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individual.
We contribute to the literature that measures the costs of social pressure (DellaV-

igna et al., 2012, 2017; Bursztyn et al., 2020) by studying the costs of social pressure
on mothers’ labour supply. Unlike the studies mentioned here, we do not consider
the image motivation channel source of welfare cost. Indeed, the pressure to stay
home with young children or to go back quickly to the workplace after having given
birth mostly arises from personal interactions with colleagues, friends or relatives, as
suggested by the evidence we provide. Complying with the norms these interactions
convey may be better explained by the cost of losing friends than by one’s social
image. We are therefore more in line with the general identity model of Akerlof and
Kranton (2000, 2010), in which individuals trade-off between satisfying their own
preferences and incurring an identity cost for failing to make the choices that others
expect them to make. Studying this trade-off, many papers measure the effect of
conforming to a norm experimentally (DellaVigna et al., 2012, 2017; Bursztyn et al.,
2020; Carranza et al., 2022; Boltz et al., 2019). We don’t believe it is possible to
totally switch off the pressure that women feel around them on their labor supply
experimentally, which is why we used questionnaires.

To sum up, we contribute to the literature on social pressure by showing evidence
of social pressure on labour supply even when women suffer from conforming to the
norm, and we provide a tax equivalent measure of the welfare costs of such pressure
based on a labour supply model.

3 Evidence of social pressure

In this section, we present our questionnaire and we describe the answers of re-
spondents. We show that our questionnaire reveals the existence of social pressure
on young mothers’ labor supply: a large fraction of women would change their la-
bor supply, absent social pressure, and this goes in both directions: social pressure
pushes women to work less or more than what they would freely choose. We also
document that the constraints coming from social pressure are much weaker than
those coming from classical frictions on the labor market (including the shortage of
daycare). Finally, we show that the correlation between socio-demographic charac-
teristics and the fact of feeling social pressure is very weak: while gender norms are
arguably correlated to socio-demographic characteristics, experiencing social pres-
sure seems mainly idiosyncratic, possibly driven by informal interactions.

3.1 Questionnaire

We surveyed 1061 German mothers whose youngest child is younger than 3 years
old through the Bilendi panel. The data was collected in September 2020, a period
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during which schools and day care facilities were open.4 The socio-demographic
characteristics of our sample are reported in Table A1 in the Appendix. These
characteristics are in line with those for mothers of children aged 3 and younger in
the German Socio-Economic Panel.

After questions about their current labour supply and that of their partner (if
present), we asked them to answer the following questions:

“Here are a number of imaginary situations. Can you please try to imagine how
many hours you would work if these imaginary situations would apply? Please imag-
ine that whatever is not mentioned in the imaginary situations remains unchanged
(e.g. your job, your hourly wage, the quality and price of the available child care,
etc.).

Situation 1
Your employer can offer you a contract with exactly the number of hours that

you want. Your tasks and your hourly wage rate remain unchanged. [Or, for women
who work 0 hours: “There is an employer that can offer you a contract with exactly
the number of hours that you want. Your tasks and your hourly wage match your
qualifications and experience.”]

The person (or persons) who can take care of your child (or children) while you
work (daycare, nanny, relative, etc.) can do so for as many hours per week as you
want.

How many hours would you then work?
Situation 2
Your employer can offer you a contract with exactly the number of hours that

you want. Your tasks and your hourly wage rate remain unchanged.
The person (or persons) who can take care of your child (or children) while you

work (daycare, nanny, relative, etc.) can do so for as many hours per week as you
want.

No one around you criticizes you on the grounds of your working time, regardless
of how much or how little you work.

How many hours would you then work?”

Euwals et al. (1998) show that the preferred number of weekly working hours as
stated in a survey is a good predictor of future labour supply.

Situations 1 and 2 are always presented in the same order, because it seems
easier and more intuitive for the respondents to first think of the removal of practical
constraints, since they are probably the most constraining (this is confirmed by our
data, see below), and then think of the removal of social pressure.

Our measures of practical constraints and of social pressure are very weakly
correlated, confirming that the two situations in our questionnaire indeed capture

4We discuss the potential impact of the COVID-19 situation on our results later in this
section.

7



two different phenomena. In case respondents already think of lower social pressure
when they contemplate situation 1, our estimates are lower bounds on the effect
of social pressure. Similarly, in case respondents are reluctant to admit that they
are obeying social pressure by working a number of hours different from what they
would do absent any criticism, our estimates of social pressure and its cost are a
lower bound. Given that 73% of respondents report no difference between their
preferred hours between situation 1 and situation 2, this might be the case. In
any case, this suggests that respondents do not exaggerate the difference due to an
experimenter effect. We note that any reluctance to admit being subject to social
pressure or any experimenter effect are likely to be limited due to the fact that the
data was collected online.

3.2 Descriptives

First, we document the social pressure as measured in our questionnaire. The fre-
quencies, extent of the constraint, and characteristics of the sub-samples experienc-
ing different kinds of constraints are reported in Table 1. In this table, h0 stands
for the actual labor time, h1 for the labor time absent frictions on the labor mar-
ket, and h2 for the labor time absent frictions and social pressure. Figures 1 and 2
display the density of the extent of the practical constraints and the social pressure
experienced by respondents.

Let us begin with the effect of frictions on the labor market. The numbers show
that 85% of all mothers of young children would like to work more (h1 > h0, 50.4%)
or less (h1 < h0, 34.3%) than they do, but cannot due to practical constraints coming
from labour demand or child care. Figure 1 shows that quite some mothers would
change their labour supply substantially in the absence of such practical constraints.
Most full-time working mothers would work less, suggesting constraints coming from
the availability of part-time contracts. Mothers who are not working would work
more, which can be due to either labour demand or child care availability. Part-
time working mothers are in between the two previous groups, with a relatively
large share not experiencing practical constraints, a substantial group willing to
work more, and a minority willing to work less.

Less women feel affected by social pressure than by practical constraints, but
the fraction remains substantial. No less than 27.1% of all mothers of young chil-
dren experience additional constraints coming from social norms (people criticizing
the number of hours they work as too high or too low): 17% would like to work
less (h2 < h1), 10.1% would like to work more (h2 > h1) if no one criticized them.
As mentioned in section 2, the later finding is consistent with recent research by
Hermes et al. (2024). Figure 2 shows that social pressure causes a significant mi-
nority of mothers to work a modest number of hours (5 or 10) more or less than
their ideal. Interestingly, the distribution of social pressure looks rather similar
for full-time working, part-time working and non-working mothers. This reveals
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that, while practical constraints strongly relate to employment status, the extent
to which mothers feel a social pressure that leads them to make choices that they
do not consider optimal for themselves is almost independent of their employment
status. Social pressure seems to be experienced by a significant minority of women
across the board.

While h0, h1 and h2 are clearly correlated, it is worth stressing that our measures
of practical constraints (h1 − h0) and of social pressure (h2 − h1) are not (the
correlation coefficient is -0.02). The question about social pressure really measures
something different from constraints coming from labour demand or child care.

At the risk of stressing the obvious, we insist that our measure of social pressure
does not reveal the impact of the norms themselves, be it the norm of staying home
with young kids or the norm of quickly going back to the workplace. The evidence
we provide show that 27.1% of the women do not internalize the norm they face.
Women with h2 < h1 (resp. h2 > h1), for instance, who are 17% (resp. 10.1%) of
the population, are women who would decrease (resp. increase) their labor supply
absent social pressure, that is those women are pushed by people around them to
work more (resp. less) than what they would like to. Also, these numbers do not
tell us anything about whether the norm is effective or not, because all women who
absorb the norm and behave according to what people around them tell them to do,
and women who don’t absorb the norm and behave independently of what people
around them tell them to do declare h2=h1. In conclusion, 27.1% of women in our
sample suffer a welfare loss because the critics they hear around them based on their
labor time incentivize them to take suboptimal decisions.
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Figure 1: Distribution of practical constraints

Note: The figure shows the distribution of h1 − h0, the difference between the hours mothers would work
in the absence of practical constraints coming from their employer or from daycare and the hours actually
worked.

Figure 2: Distribution of social pressure

Note: The figure shows the distribution of h2 − h1, the difference between the hours mothers would work
in the absence of both practical constraints and social pressure and the hours mothers would work in the
absence of practical constraints coming from their employer or from daycare.
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Table 1: Descriptives of constraints on labour supply
h1 < h0 h1 = h0 h1 > h0 h2 < h1 h2 = h1 h2 > h1 Total

N 364 162 535 181 773 107 1061
Median (h1 - h0) or (h2 - h1) -10 0 20 -5 0 5 -
N that would stop or start working 1 - 305 5 - 2 -
Working 1.00 0.95 0.44 0.76 0.70 0.71 0.71
On parental leave 0.13 0.31 0.70 0.36 0.46 0.50 0.45
East Germany 0.33 0.21 0.16 0.28 0.22 0.16 0.22
Single 0.07 0.04 0.09 0.12 0.07 0.05 0.07
N children younger than 6 1.30 1.35 1.39 1.38 1.35 1.32 1.35
Age youngest child in months 15.87 19.32 16.70 16.25 16.82 17.72 16.81
Education level: low 0.13 0.19 0.27 0.25 0.20 0.20 0.21
Education level: middle 0.46 0.43 0.49 0.40 0.48 0.50 0.47
Education level: high 0.41 0.38 0.25 0.35 0.32 0.31 0.32
Age 33.14 33.39 32.77 33.01 33.03 32.66 32.99
German not mother tongue 0.14 0.16 0.21 0.19 0.17 0.17 0.18
Health 1.81 1.79 1.90 1.87 1.85 1.80 1.85
Own net earnings 6399.47 5015.79 3769.81 6180.34 4288.07 10826.95 5292.32
Own gross earnings 28463.07 8628.65 4601.29 8623.38 6176.78 109341.40 16960.13
Partner’s net earnings 12611.30 7008.77 4087.83 6768.76 6997.94 12941.35 7575.70
Partner’s gross earnings 41135.51 11217.47 4912.77 7353.54 9028.47 99115.00 18884.74
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3.3 Correlates of social pressure

We now study the correlates of feeling social pressure to work more or less. The
estimation results of regressing a dummy for feeling pressured to work more (resp.
to work less) on a number of socio-demographic characteristics are shown in Table
2. The results show that socio-demographic characteristics (age, education, marital
status, number of children) are only weakly correlated to the fact of feeling the
pressure. These results suggest that, while social norms are arguably correlated
to socio-demographic characteristics, feeling social pressure, i.e. not identifying
with the social norm or expectations of others, is for an important part a local,
idio-syncratic phenomenon, directly related to unobserved interactions with family
members, neighbors or colleagues. This is consistent with the fact that husband’s
education, not income, is correlated to the feeling of social pressure. Education is
observed by people around you, not income.

If anything, we observe that lower educated women feel slightly more pressure
to work more than they would like, and partnered women less such pressure. East
German women tend to feel less pressure to work fewer hours, and more pressure
to work more hours than they want, than their Western German counterparts.
Again, the evidence presented in Table 2 should be distinguished from evidence
that East German and West German women are subject to different norms. This
is a well established fact but our evidence is independent of that. Our result is
that more West German than East German women are incentivized by the norm
to sub-optimally choose their labor time. Of course, if the norm to stay home with
young kids does simply not exist in East Germany, no women could be affected by
it. However, one could very well have imagined that West German women adhere
to such a norm and freely choose to follow it and stay home. As a matter of fact,
this is not the case. Many West German women have a lower labor time than what
they would choose absent social pressure.

Robustness checks

If we add the number of hours actually worked (h0) as a regressor to the model (see
Table A2 in the Appendix), we find a positive correlation between hours worked and
feeling pressure to work more than one would like, but this correlation is weak (as
suggested by Figure 2) and the coefficients on the other variables remain similar.

Women on parental leave are also those who work less hours, and they also have
lower preferred hours (h1 and h2) on average. If we add being on parental leave
as a regressor to the model, we find that it is negatively associated with feeling a
pressure to work more. Apparently, these women are not subject to, or not senstitive
to, the norm to go back to the workforce after childbearing. The coefficients on other
variables remain similar.

Given that the coefficients on socio-demographics have mostly opposite signs
when explaining pressure up and pressure down, we do not expect them to explain
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Table 2: Determinants of social pressure

(1) (2) (3) (4)
h2 > h1 h2 > h1 h2 < h1 h2 < h1

age 0.002 (0.012) -0.003 (0.017) 0.014 (0.015) 0.027 (0.021)
age × age -0.000 (0.000) 0.000 (0.000) -0.000 (0.000) -0.000 (0.000)
low education -0.012 (0.025) -0.003 (0.031) 0.057* (0.031) 0.049 (0.039)
middle education 0.000 (.) 0.000 (.) 0.000 (.) 0.000 (.)
high education -0.009 (0.022) -0.032 (0.027) 0.039 (0.027) 0.031 (0.034)
N children under 6 -0.010 (0.018) 0.007 (0.020) 0.009 (0.023) 0.001 (0.026)
age of youngest child 0.001 (0.001) -0.000 (0.001) -0.002 (0.001) -0.001 (0.002)
parental benefits 0.008 (0.020) -0.001 (0.023) -0.032 (0.025) -0.031 (0.029)
German native 0.019 (0.025) 0.015 (0.028) -0.036 (0.031) -0.054 (0.036)
health 0.012 (0.013) 0.011 (0.015) -0.009 (0.017) -0.007 (0.019)
East Germany -0.040* (0.023) -0.039 (0.026) 0.051* (0.029) 0.045 (0.033)
partner 0.030 (0.040) -0.008 (0.133) -0.113** (0.050) 0.113 (0.169)
married 0.008 (0.022) 0.007 (0.026) -0.002 (0.028) -0.026 (0.033)
no partner 0.000 (.) 0.000 (.)
partner low education -0.006 (0.031) 0.025 (0.039)
partner middle education 0.000 (.) 0.000 (.)
partner high education 0.061** (0.029) 0.027 (0.036)
ln(partner earnings) 0.006 (0.010) -0.013 (0.013)
partner’s age -0.001 (0.002) -0.003 (0.003)

0.055 (0.211) 0.124 (0.287) 0.037 (0.263) -0.160 (0.363)

N 1051 828 1051 828
adj. R2 -0.004 -0.005 0.006 0.003

Standard errors in parentheses

* p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01
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pressure as such. Indeed, if we use a dummy variable for feeling pressure or the
absolute value of h2-h1 as the dependent variable, we find no influence of socio-
demographics. The only exception is having a partner with a high education level,
which is positively correlated with feeling pressure.

3.4 Data quality checks

We have good reasons to believe that our data are reliable. We explain them in this
section.

Time spent on the survey and timing of answers

The median respondent spent 271 seconds, i.e. 4.5 minutes on the survey. If we
drop the lowest decile of the distribution, the analysis of the determinants of feeling
social pressure is not affected much. The explanatory power is not higher, so the
lack of explanatory power does not seem due taking the survey too quickly.

6.6% of respondents took the survey during the night (between midnight and 6
am). Taking the survey during the night seems correlated with having very young
children (who presumably still wake up and need feeding at night). If we drop
responses given between midnight and 6 am, the analysis of the determinants of
feeling social pressure is not affected much. The explanatory power is not higher,
so the lack of explanatory power does not seem due taking the survey during the
night.

16% of respondents took the survey during the weekend. As one would expect,
those who answer during the weekend work longer hours.

Survey experience

We asked respondents “How difficult was it for you to answer the questions about
your working time in the hypothetical situations? (1 = very easy, 5 = very diffi-
cult)?” and “How did you like filling in the questionnaire? (1 = not at all, 5 = very
much)?”. Dropping those who found the questionnaire difficult (score >3, N = 66),
or those who did not like filling in the questionnaire (score <3, N = 124), does not
substantially change the analysis of the determinants of social pressure.

COVID-19

Given the timing of our study in September 2020, it is worth discussing how the
COVID-19 pandemic might have affected our results. On the one hand, the pan-
demic might have increased social pressure for mothers to stay at home with their
children rather than working. On the other hand, the increasing possibilities to work
at home due to the pandemic might have reduced downward pressure on mothers’
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labour supply, and possibly increased the pressure to work more. It is not clear
upfront which effect should dominate.

Another concern is that due to the COVID-situation, our respondents may have
given answers that were different from what they would have answered “normally”.
First, as mentioned above, our survey was conducted at a moment a which schools
and daycare facilities were open. Also, in September 2020, it was unclear for how
long the pandemic would have an influence on society, and how many lockdowns
would still have to be put in place. We believe that this should have limited bias
in the answers. Second, at the end of the questionnaire, respondents were asked
in how far the present COVID-situation had influenced their answers. They could
give open answers, which we coded into three categories: the COVID situation did
influence answers (18%), it did not (79%), or it did somehow (3%). Those who
report an influence of COVID on the answers to hypothetical questions work longer
hours (h0), their labour supply is less limited by practical constraints (h1-h0), and
they are slightly more likely to feel social pressure (h2-h1) in any direction. Our
results do not change if we remove them from the sample. Interestingly, those who
said that COVID influenced their answers often state that it changed the way they
view their work-family balance. It therefore seems like COVID introduced a durable
change in preferences, rather than a temporary bias in answers.

4 Estimation of the labor supply

In this section, we use our data to estimate a labour supply model and obtain
preference parameters that we can use to compute the welfare cost of social pressure.
We estimate a “male chauvinist” discrete choice labour supply model, with male
labour supply and earnings fixed, and female labour supply as the choice variable.
We first describe the model we estimate, then the construction of the budget set,
and then we discuss the estimation results.

4.1 Labour supply model

Since we are primarily interested in social pressure, we estimate the labour sup-
ply model absent practical constraints, taking the hours worked in the absence of
practical constraints as the choice made by the mothers in our data.

We assume the following form for the utility function. There is a set J of possible
labor time. All women have access to all options in J . Women are interested in
consumption, which we denote c, and leisure, which we denote ℓ. We assume that
the total amount of available time is 50 (hours per week), so that leisure associated
to labor time j is equal to 50 − j, which we denote ℓj to save on notation. The
utility that individual i derives from labor option j, denoted Uij , is assumed to be
Box-Cox (Box and Cox, 1964):
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Uij = Vij + ϵij = β1
cβ2
ij − 1

β2
+Xiβ

′
3

ℓβ4
j − 1

β4
+ β5

cβ2
ij − 1

β2

ℓβ4
j − 1

β4
+ ϵij (1)

where cij stands for (equivalized5 household) consumption associated to labor
option j given the characteristics of (the household of) women i, Xi are taste-
shifters, and ϵij are stochastic terms assumed to be independently and identically
distributed, and to follow a Type 1 Extreme Value distribution. We estimate the
model based on 10 discrete labour times (| J |= 10), running from 0 to 45 hours per
week in steps of 5 hours.

Consistently with the evidence of the previous section, which indicates that social
pressure is an idiosyncratic phenomenon, we estimate a model in which we assume
that facing social pressure is a determinant of the disutility of the labor supply. We
interpret the difference between ideal labor time and ideal labor time absent any
social pressure as the evidence of feeling some social pressure. We thereby introduce
four dummies among the taste-shifters Xi: feeling pressured to work more than 5
hours more than one would like; feeling pressured to work at most 5 hours more
than one would like; feeling pressured to work at most 5 hours less than one would
like; and feeling pressured to work more than 5 hours less than one would like.

Our choice to estimate the labour supply model based on hours absent practical
constraints (h1) and to add social pressure (h2 − h1) as a taste shifter is motivated
by our aim to measure the welfare costs of social pressure. In order to measure
such costs, we need to have a utility function in which we can “switch off” social
pressure to compare optimal choices with and without such pressure (see section 5).
Estimating and comparing labour supply models based on hours with social pressure
(h1) and without (h2) would not be appropriate, since the estimated parameters
and the corresponding optimal choices may differ due to other factors than social
pressure, be it only the different fit of both estimations. Obviously, we cannot use
hours absent social pressure (h2) instead of h1 as the basis to estimate the labour
supply model, since our measure of social pressure (h2 − h1) should not influence
utility in this model, and indeed does not in empirical estimations.

The following simulated log-likelihood is estimated:

SLL =
N∑
i=1

dijln

(
1

R

R∑
r=1

exp(Vij [cij , lj , Xi, ŵ
r
i ])∑

j∈J exp(Vij [cij , lj , Xi, ŵr
i ])

)
(2)

where ŵr
i are draws from the predicted wage distribution6, and dij = 1 if i chose

j and zero otherwise.

5We use the OECD equivalence scale (1,0.5,0.3).
6For those women for whom the hourly wage was observed, we take the actual wage for

each draw of r. More details on the estimation of wages are given in the next section.
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4.2 Construction of the budget set

To estimate the discrete choice labour supply model, we first have to construct a
budget set for each mother in our data. Gross earnings are observed for part of the
sample of working mums only (N=604). For those who answered only the question
about their net earnings (N = 143), gross earnings are imputed based on marital
status and earnings of the husband, parental leave benefits, number of children, East
vs. West Germany.7 Based on gross earnings (observed or imputed) and observed
number of hours worked, the gross hourly wage is computed for each mother. For
non-working mums (N=307) (i.e. on full-time parental leave or not working for other
reasons), the gross hourly wage is estimated using a Heckman model. 8 The wage
prediction error is integrated out in the estimation, using 200 Halton draws from the
wage distribution. Based on the gross hourly wage, gross earnings are computed for
the 10 different levels of weekly working hours. The level of parental leave benefits is
derived for different weekly working hours for those who are on parental leave (part-
time or full-time). Based on tax rules, the net earnings are derived for different
weekly working hours. Here we lose observations on partnered women with missing
information on the income of their partner. Then, the consumption levels cij of
mother i in choice j are derived. It is is the sum of own net earnings, net earnings
of the partner, parental leave benefits, parental leave benefits of the partner and
child benefits, divided by the equivalence scale. Here again, we lose observations on
partnered women who do not work and report no information on the earnings of
their partner.

After construction of the budget set and exclusion of extremely high values for
equivalized consumption and mothers older than 50, we are left with 808 observa-
tions that we can use to estimate the labour supply model.9 The socio-demographic
characteristics of the estimation sample are reported in Table A4 in the Appendix.
The estimation sample turns out to be very similar to the raw sample, showing that
the loss of observations did not lead to sample selection. Descriptive statistics of
earnings, hourly wages and disposable income, observed and imputed, are reported
in Table A5 in the Appendix.

7Because of the complexity of the tax system, the conversion from net to gross could not
be derived using a single formula. A dataset of “fictive” gross earnings has been generated
for both women and their husbands (or partners), the corresponding net earnings computed,
and those matched to observed net earnings in order to derive the gross earnings of those
reporting only their net earnings.

8The prediction from the Heckman model is also used to compute the gross hourly wage
of mothers who self-report as working, but either report zero hours of work, or report no
information on earnings at all, or for whom the observed or imputed gross hourly wage was
implausibly high (above 100 euros per hour). Our estimation results are not sensitive to
exclusion of these observations.

9Our estimation results are robust to different choices regarding the exclusion of outliers
in terms of consumption, hours and age.
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4.3 Estimation results

The estimation results are presented in Table 3. Model (1) presents the results with-
out including social pressure as a taste shifter, and models (2) and (3) include social
pressure in respectively 3 and 5 categories (the reference category being no social
pressure, h2 = h1). The β-coefficients indicate that utility is concave in consump-
tion and leisure, as one would expect. Looking at the taste shifters, single women
and women with more children appear to have a stronger peference for leisure. The
coefficients on the social pressure dummies indicate that the preference for leisure
estimated from the observed choice (absent practical constraints) is underestimated
for women who feel pressured to work more than they would like (h2 < h1), and over-
estimated for women who feel pressured to work less than they would like (h2 > h1).
This is what one would expect. Note that the role of pressure to work less (h2 > h1)
seems to be independent of how strong the pressure is: the preference for leisure
is shifted by the same amount for both categories in model (3). To the contrary,
pressure to work more (h2 < h1) does not appear to play any significant role as long
as it is weak (−5 ≤ h2−h1 < 0), but becomes important if it leads mothers to work
much more than they would like to (h2 − h1 < −5).

5 The welfare cost of social pressure

In this section, assuming that the preferences we obtain by neutralizing the effect
of social pressure are the true preferences, we measure the welfare cost of social
pressure. At the risk of stressing the obvious, we need to acknowledge that gender
norms may affect the welfare of young mothers even if they do not affect their labor
supply. A mother may decide not to conform to the recommended behavior and
yet suffer that people around her criticize her based on her labor time. What we
measure here is the welfare loss due to the additional constraint on their labor time
that mothers feel because of the social pressure. To put it differently, we measure
the magnitude of the mistake in welfare analysis when it forgets that young mothers
may distort their labor supply to comply with norms they don’t adhere to.

5.1 How to measure the welfare costs of social pressure?
An equivalent tax rate

Based on the estimation results presented in Table 3, we define two utility functions
for each individual (woman): Û1

ij , estimated from choices h1 (that is, with social

pressure), and Û2
ij , computed from Û1

ij by removing the effect of social pressure.

Our objective is to use Û2
ij , which we consider the normatively compelling utility

function of individual i, to measure the welfare loss between the choice according to
Û1
ij and the ideal choice (i.e. the optimal choice according to Û2

ij).
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Table 3: Labour supply estimation including social pressure

(1) (2) (3)

β1: linear consumption 3.975*** (0.483) 4.023*** (0.476) 4.141*** (0.485)
β2: exponent consumption 0.324** (0.147) 0.336** (0.144) 0.344** (0.143)
β3: linear leisure 0.128 (0.107) 0.111 (0.094) 0.120 (0.099)
β4: exponent leisure -1.744*** (0.332) -1.891*** (0.348) -1.826*** (0.331)
β5: linear cons. × leisure 0.107 (0.072) 0.079 (0.059) 0.097 (0.065)
East Germany -0.049 (0.049) -0.025 (0.042) -0.043 (0.046)
Single 0.280** (0.140) 0.234* (0.124) 0.256** (0.130)
N children under 6 0.102* (0.057) 0.085* (0.050) 0.098* (0.053)
Age of youngest child 0.019 (0.024) 0.011 (0.020) 0.013 (0.021)
Low education -0.057 (0.057) -0.042 (0.049) -0.038 (0.052)
High education -0.071 (0.053) -0.051 (0.046) -0.068 (0.050)
Age -0.023 (0.022) -0.019 (0.019) -0.021 (0.020)
Age2 -0.013 (0.015) -0.013 (0.013) -0.017 (0.014)
German not mother tongue -0.081 (0.053) -0.065 (0.046) -0.064 (0.048)
Health 0.026 (0.031) 0.024 (0.027) 0.027 (0.029)
h2 < h1 -0.079* (0.048)
h2 > h1 0.443*** (0.172)
h2 − h1 < −5 -0.182** (0.082)
−5 ≤ h2 − h1 < 0 0.005 (0.061)
0 < h2 − h1 ≤ 5 0.455** (0.228)
h2 − h1 > 5 0.450* (0.244)
N 808 808 808

Standard errors in parentheses

* p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01

To compute this welfare loss, we generate ĥi1 (resp. ĥi2), the predicted labor
time choice according to Û1

ij (resp. Û2
ij). Then, to evaluate the difference between

the two, based on Û2
ij , we would like to compute the difference Û2

ij2
− Û2

ij1
between

the utility at the ideal choice j2 = ĥi2 and the utility at the constrained choice
j1 = ĥi1. We face two problems. First, utility functions represent preferences and
we have no way to interpret their cardinal utility values. Second, utility functions
differ across individuals, so that utility levels and differences are not interpersonally
comparable.

To circumvent these difficulties, we chose to measure the welfare loss in terms of
an equivalent tax rate. That is, knowing that ĥi1 is not optimal for Û2

ij , we compute
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the tax rate ti that would leave individual i indifferent between ĥi1 and the number
of hours that maximizes her utility Û2

ij (without social pressure) given a modified
version of her budget set in which her household income is taxed with this additional
constant rate ti.

Formally, the after-tax income, or consumption, of (the household in which lives)
woman i choosing option j ∈ J is defined as

cij = zi + fi(j)

where zi is the non-labor income of this woman (including the earned income of
her husband, see above) and fi the function associating each labor option with
the corresponding after-tax income (depending on the gross hourly wage and the
imputed tax schedule, see section 4.2). For all t ≥ 0, we define Û2

ij(t) as the utility,

according to utility function Û2
ij , of labor time j and consumption cij(t) = (1−t)(zi+

fi(j)), that is the level of consumption when the household income associated to
option j is taxed at an additional rate of t.10

The equivalent tax rate for woman i is ti ≥ 0 such that

Û2
ij1 = max

j∈J
Û2
ij(ti)

For instance, if a women has an equivalent tax rate of 1% , it means that her
utility loss from social pressure (the utility loss between her ideal labor time ĥi2 and
her constrained choice ĥi1) is equal to the utility loss of an additional one percent
tax on the total income of her household in a situation in which social pressure
would not influence her labor time. By construction, those women who do not feel
any social pressure have an equivalent tax rate of zero.

5.2 Results: the tax rate equivalent of social pressure

Using the labour supply estimation from the previous section, we can compute a
measure of ti for each mother in our sample. Descriptive statistics for this measure
are reported in Table 4.

The welfare costs of social pressure corresponds to an additional tax of 2.77% on
average on the household income of the 222 mothers subject to social pressure. For
about half of these mothers, we do not find any cost of social pressure. This is due
to the fact that our labour supply model is discrete, so that the preferences with
and without social pressure can yield the same optimal choice in our estimations if
social pressure is weak and preferences with and without pressure therefore differ
only slightly. In that sense, our results give a slight underestimation of the welfare

10All consumption variables are defined in our empirical estimations and computations in
equivalized consumption (that is consumption divided by an equivalence scale). Note that
this does not affect the interpretation of t as a tax rate on household consumption.
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costs of social pressure. Interestingly, the cost of social pressure differs along with
the direction and magnitude of the pressure experienced. For mothers who feel
pressured to work less than they would like (h2 > h1), the costs of social pressure
amounts to a tax between 1.9 and 2.6% on their household income. For mothers
who feel pressured to work more than they would like (h2 < h1), a relatively weak
pressure (−5 ≤ h2 − h1 < 0) does not translate into a significant tax at all, but for
those who feel a strong pressure, i.e. who work more than 5 hours more than they
would like, the cost of social pressure can be substantial, amounting to an additional
tax of about 9% on their income. Our estimates of the tax rate equivalent of social
pressure remain similar if we limit the sample to those mothers who state that their
answers were not influenced by the COVID-19 situation.

Table 4: Average tax equivalent of social pressure
t̄

N 222
t̄ 0.0275
SD 0.0678
p5 0.0000
p25 0.0000
p50 0.0012
p75 0.0267
p95 0.0823
t̄ for:
h2 − h1 < −5 0.0900
−5 ≤ h2 − h1 < 0 0.0000
0 < h2 − h1 ≤ 5 0.0257
h2 − h1 > 5 0.0185
h2 < h1 0.0304
h2 > h1 0.0223

21



6 Conclusion

In this paper, we have measured the welfare cost of labour-supply related social
pressure on young German mothers. We collected data from 1000 mothers of chil-
dren younger than 3 years old. We asked these mothers how much they would work
in the absence of pratical constraints coming from daycare availability and labour
demand, and how much they would work in the absence of social pressure. We ob-
serve that 27.1% of them would modify their labor time, should no one around them
criticize them on the grounds of how much or how little they work. We compute the
detrimental welfare effect of social pressure by estimating a model of labor supply
in which social pressure is one of the determinants of the disutility of labor. We
find that being socially pressured to work more or less than one would ideally like
is equivalent to an additional tax of 2.77% on household income of these pressured
women on average.

Our results do not measure how much the labour supply of mothers is influenced
by social norms. They measure how many mothers do not internalize the norm they
face, and therefore end up making choices that they do not consider to be in their
best interest, and the welfare cost of such sub-optimal choices. Social pressure may
arise from different sources, social norms about gender roles being the most obvious
one, but only one of them.

While the extent to which women would modify their labour supply absent social
pressure can be considered modest, the evidence that we find on women who do not
identify with what is expected from them, but still conform to it, challenges the
classical dichotomy between “fix the system” vs. “fix the women” in the debate
about selection into part-time jobs and the gender wage gap. For these women,
what needs to be “fixed” is not their preferences, and also not practical constraints
coming from day care or the labour market, but some other, more difficult to grasp,
form of constraint.

Further research should identify the different sources of social pressure, possibly
by measuring how hypothetical labour supply would react to “switching off” crit-
icisms from different groups that may have an influence on the mother (husband,
family, colleagues, neighbours, etc.). Explicitly integrating dynamic considerations
about labour supply into the model and modelling the choice of the social environ-
ment (partner, occupation, etc.) would also be welcome extensions, that fall outside
the scope of this paper.

This paper has focused on mothers of young children in Germany, as, in line
with the literature, we expected social pressure to play an important role for this
group. In further research, it would also be very relevant to study other categories
than mothers of young children (fathers of young children, comparing women and
men in general), and to study different countries. The method we use in this paper
could be applied to study other forms of social pressure and their welfare costs, for
instance social pressure in the workplace or social pressure put on migrants by their
network in their country of origin.
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Appendix

Table A1: Socio-demographic characteristics of the raw sample
Variable Obs Mean Std. Dev. Min Max
Working 1,061 0.71 0.45 0 1
On parental leave 1,061 0.45 0.50 0 1
East Germany 1,061 0.22 0.42 0 1
Single 1,061 0.07 0.26 0 1
N children younger than 6 1,061 1.35 0.53 1 5
Age youngest child in months 1,057 16.81 9.56 0 36
Education level: low 1,060 0.21 0.41 0 1
Education level: middle 1,060 0.47 0.50 0 1
Education level: high 1,060 0.32 0.47 0 1
Age 1,056 32.99 5.20 16 67
German not mother tongue of both parents 1,061 0.18 0.38 0 1
Health (1 is very good, 5 is very bad) 1,061 1.85 0.71 1 5
Own net earnings 753 5292.32 46538.34 0 800000
Own gross earnings 609 16960.13 267864.00 0 6500000
Partner’s net earnings 752 7575.70 64919.49 0 1000000
Partner’s gross earnings 691 18884.74 291897.30 0 7500000
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Table A2: Determinants of social pressure (alternative specification)

(1) (2) (3) (4)
h2 > h1 h2 > h1 h2 < h1 h2 < h1

h0 -0.000 (0.001) -0.001 (0.001) 0.001** (0.001) 0.002** (0.001)
age 0.003 (0.012) -0.002 (0.017) 0.012 (0.015) 0.026 (0.021)
age × age -0.000 (0.000) 0.000 (0.000) -0.000 (0.000) -0.000 (0.000)
low educ -0.013 (0.025) -0.006 (0.031) 0.063** (0.031) 0.058 (0.039)
middle educ 0.000 (.) 0.000 (.) 0.000 (.) 0.000 (.)
high educ -0.009 (0.022) -0.029 (0.027) 0.032 (0.027) 0.022 (0.034)
N children under 6 -0.011 (0.019) 0.005 (0.021) 0.015 (0.023) 0.008 (0.026)
age of youngest child 0.001 (0.001) -0.000 (0.001) -0.001 (0.001) -0.001 (0.002)
parental benefits 0.007 (0.022) -0.010 (0.024) -0.012 (0.027) -0.006 (0.031)
German mother tongue 0.019 (0.025) 0.015 (0.028) -0.038 (0.031) -0.056 (0.035)
health 0.012 (0.013) 0.012 (0.015) -0.011 (0.017) -0.010 (0.019)
East Germany -0.039* (0.023) -0.036 (0.026) 0.045 (0.029) 0.036 (0.033)
partner 0.030 (0.040) -0.001 (0.133) -0.117** (0.050) 0.094 (0.168)
married 0.008 (0.022) 0.006 (0.026) -0.002 (0.027) -0.024 (0.032)
no partner 0.000 (.) 0.000 (.)
partner low educ -0.006 (0.031) 0.024 (0.039)
partner middle educ 0.000 (.) 0.000 (.)
partner high educ 0.062** (0.029) 0.024 (0.036)
ln(partner earnings) 0.006 (0.010) -0.013 (0.013)
partner’s age -0.001 (0.002) -0.002 (0.003)

0.055 (0.211) 0.129 (0.287) 0.035 (0.263) -0.174 (0.363)

Observations 1051 828 1051 828
Adjusted R2 -0.005 -0.005 0.009 0.007

Standard errors in parentheses

* p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01
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Table A3: Heckman model for hourly wage

(1)
lnhwage
age 0.007 (0.047)
age × age 0.000 (0.001)
low educ 0.000 (.)
middle educ 0.075 (0.073)
high educ 0.371*** (0.080)
married 0.000 (.)
cohabiting -0.022 (0.058)
single -0.095 (0.116)
German mother tongue 0.058 (0.069)
health 0.067* (0.036)
East Germany -0.072 (0.063)
unemployment rate 0.020 (0.016)
Constant 2.173*** (0.833)
working
age 0.138** (0.059)
age × age -0.002** (0.001)
low educ 0.000 (.)
middle educ 0.340*** (0.124)
high educ 0.943*** (0.154)
married 0.000 (.)
cohabiting 0.026 (0.108)
single -1.186*** (0.402)
German mother tongue 0.126 (0.120)
health 0.069 (0.064)
East Germany 0.119 (0.122)
unemployment rate 0.012 (0.028)
parental benefits -0.001*** (0.000)
N children under 6 -0.068 (0.090)
age of youngest child 0.011** (0.005)
no partner 0.000 (.)
partner low educ 0.085 (0.150)
partner middle educ 0.165 (0.128)
partner high educ 0.000 (.)
partner’s age -0.019* (0.010)
Constant -1.878* (1.042)
rho 0.107 (0.106)
sigma 0.654*** (0.018)
Observations 1000
selected 700
nonselected 300
ll -1197.56

Standard errors in parentheses

* p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01
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Table A4: Socio-demographic characteristics of the sample used for labour
supply estimations

Variable Obs Mean Std. Dev. Min Max
Working 808 0.72 0.45 0 1
On parental leave 808 0.43 0.50 0 1
East Germany 808 0.23 0.42 0 1
Single 808 0.09 0.29 0 1
N children younger than 6 808 1.35 0.53 1 3
Age youngest child in months 808 17.00 9.53 0 36
Education level: low 808 0.19 0.39 0 1
Education level: middle 808 0.50 0.50 0 1
Education level: high 808 0.31 0.46 0 1
Age 808 32.85 4.98 16 48
German not mother tongue of both parents 808 0.18 0.39 0 1
Health (1 is very good, 5 is very bad) 808 1.85 0.70 1 5
Own net earnings 578 27271.83 17998.08 0 127636
Own gross earnings 578 19537.28 11998.07 0 92542
Partner’s net earnings 735 41743.19 30021.07 0 360000
Partner’s gross earnings 735 29704.72 18713.30 0 219744

Table A5: Earnings and consumption, observed and imputed
Variable N p5 p25 p50 p75 p95
gross earnings (observed) 604 300 1300 2100 3100 5100
gross earnings (imputed from net) 143 0 1200 1900 3200 5900
gross hourly wage (from observed gross earnings) 604 4.25 11.55 16.77 23.09 53.43
gross hourly wage (from imputed gross earnings) 143 0.00 10.39 16.83 25.48 69.28
gross hourly wage for non-workers (from Heckman model) 307 10.87 12.37 13.49 15.22 20.23
gross hourly wage (used for budget constraint) 1053 5.20 12.03 14.73 19.97 34.64
at present labour supply:
net monthly earnings (observed) 753 100 950 1500 2200 3900
net yearly earnings (from observed monthly) 753 1200 11400 18000 26400 46800
net yearly earnings (imputed using gross hourly wage) 909 0 0 12499 22428 36372
yearly disposable income (imputed using gross hourly wage) 822 10028 29723 41312 55715 86147
along budget constraint (imputed using gross hourly wage, used for estimations):
net yearly earnings 8080 0 5270 12499 20508 36066
yearly disposable income 8080 12864 31314 42874 55533 82525
yearly disposable income, equivalized 8080 7744 15810 21700 28393 42919
weekly disposable income, equivalized 8080 149 304 417 546 825
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