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Childcare Availability and Maternal Employment Rate

By Yukiko ASAI, Ryo KAMBAYASHI and Shintaro YAMAGUCHI

Abstract
Expansion of subsidized childcare is expected to raise the maternal employment rate. This ex-

pectation is based on observation that maternal employment rates tend to be high in provinces such

as Fukui where the supply of subsidized childcare is sufficient. However, this positive correlation

between childcare availability and the maternal employment rate does not necessarily imply that the

expansion of childcare causally increases the maternal employment rate due to unobserved charac-

teristics at the province level. To overcome this limitation, we focus on the growth, rather than the

level of childcare availability. Using the Census from 1990 to 2010, we do not find evidence that

the expansion of subsidized childcare increased the maternal employment rate. This is because

young families substituted subsidized childcare for grandparental care. However, given that the rate

of co-residence with grandparents dropped to 13.5%, this substitution may cease in the near future.

JEL Classification Number: J13, J21, J22

Key Words: Childcare Availability; Maternal Employment Rate; Nuclear Household;

Three-Generation Household
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