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Abstract 

In public finance, political budget cycles have been studied with respect to different 

policy fields and institutional contexts. The goal of this paper is to test for election 

cycle effects in child and youth welfare expenditures at the level of counties and 

municipalities in Germany. Exploiting the timing of local elections in different fed-

eral states and controlling for time and regional fixed effects as well as time varying 

regional characteristics the empirical analysis reveals increasing public spending on 

childcare institutions and youth work prior to elections. The effect for childcare 

institutions is driven by rural counties and counties with high financial power. The 

effect for youth work is only observed in larger cities and in states with a lower 

minimum voting age. Institutional heterogeneities can help to explain these find-

ings.  
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1 Introduction 

In Germany, the responsibility for child and youth welfare services (Kinder- und 

Jugendhilfe) lies to a large extent with local governments at the level of municipali-

ties or counties (Rauschenbach et al. 2024). This paper focuses on public expendi-

tures for these policies in the light of local elections contributing to the literature 

on political budget cycles in public finance. Specifically, the analysis exploits the 

timing of local elections in West German states in a difference-in-differences design 

to identify potential causal effects of election dates on public expenditure decisions 

with respect to child and youth welfare services.  

Earlier empirical literature has documented distortionary effects of elections on tax 

setting and public spending resulting from strategic behavior of politicians who face 

electoral competition. For example, Alesina/Paradisi (2017) exploit a tax reform in 

Italy revealing that the closer the next local election date, the lower are property 

taxes set by municipalities. Benito/Bastida (2013) analyze cultural expenditures in 

municipalities in the Spanish region of Murcia observing an expenditure increase in 

election years and a decrease afterwards. In Sweden and Finland, municipalities em-

ploy more civil servants in election years compared to non-election years as shown 

by Dahlberg/Mörk (2011). For Germany, earlier papers studying election cycles at 

the local level found effects on business taxes being lower during and before an 

election year (Foremny/Riedel 2014), and on an increase in the number of construc-

tion permits granted before an election (Garmann 2017). 

There might be different reasons why politicians implement such policies prior to 

elections and why rational voters would reward them. In a seminal contribution to 

the public choice literature, Nordhaus (1975) was the first to theoretically consider 

governments that consist of individuals driven by private interest like own income 

or reelection prospects beyond their roles as social planners. For example, 

Rogoff/Sibert (1988) and Rogoff (1990) argue that politicians seeking re-election 

want to signal their competency by increasing public spending at a given level of 

taxes or reduce taxes holding public spending constant. This can be rationalized by 

the imperfect observability of the fiscal (intertemporal) tradeoffs for the electorate. 

Moreover, politicians might have incentives to implement unpopular policies far 

away from upcoming elections if the impact of these policies is discounted by the 

voters (Nelson 2000). More popular policy decisions, such as an increase in public 

spending or tax cuts, on the other hand, would be implemented close to an election. 

Drazen/Eslava (2010) argue that politicians want to implement public policies in 

line with their voters’ preferences leading to a shift in priorities prior to elections 

towards policies that are most valued by and most visible to the voters targeted by 

those politicians in office. Such voter targeting could vary by government ideology 

and composition of the electorate. In line with seminal work by Black (1948), who 

studied the role of preference distribution among voters for electoral outcomes, a 

larger fraction of young voters and families in the population could thus explain 

disproportionately higher spending on child and youth related expenditures. On the 

other hand, the scope of adjustment that policy makers face likely differs by policy 

field depending on legal grounds and financial resources (see e.g. Beznoska/Kauder 
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(2020) who find that the dynamics of different public expenditures in the German 

state of North-Rhine-Westphalia differ by local public debt).  

Another strand of literature studies direct connections between politics and the local 

economy or society at the individual level. Using plant-level data from France, Ber-

trand et al. (2018) show that politically connected CEOs alter corporate employ-

ment decisions prior to local elections in order to support politicians in their re-

election campaigns. Diegmann et al. (2025) analyze members of the federal parlia-

ment in Germany with dual roles as corporate managers finding that being ap-

pointed to a corporate board improves a company’s credit rating and its survival 

rate. Their data also reveal that the share of firms with political connections in Ger-

many has been steadily growing over the last 20 years.  

So far, the field of child and youth welfare has not received much attention in the 

political economics literature. In Germany, child and youth welfare policies are ad-

ministered at the local government level and include a wide range of services like 

the provision of childcare facilities, youth work and socio-educational support. The 

latter comprises measures ranging from consultation infrastructure for parents to 

foster care and out of home placement facilities for children and interventions fol-

lowing e.g. cases of child abuse and neglect. The different services vary regarding 

their share in the public budget, the degree of obligation by law for their provision 

and the visibility to the electorate. A couple of studies have focused on regional 

variation in the provision and expenditures for these services. Van Santen (2011), 

Mühlmann (2019) and Enste/Möller (2015) describe large regional heterogeneities 

for the provision of socio-educational support in Germany and do not find indica-

tors, which substantially explain these cross-sectional differences. Cavalca et al. 

(2022) study regional variation in child protection decisions in Denmark and present 

evidence for effects of fiscal budget constraints on child protection at the municipal 

level. As for the role of politicians regarding child and youth welfare policy, Baska-

ran/Hessami (2023) and Baskaran et al. (2024) have studied how the demographic 

representation among members of local parliaments in Germany affect the provi-

sion of public childcare. They find that a higher share of young elected politicians 

and a higher share of females in parliament increase the provision of public child-

care in the community. Riedel et al. (2021) find that left-wing local governments 

spend a higher share of their budget on social services. In a descriptive, cross-sec-

tional study, Grohs/Reiter (2017) confirm this finding for youth work expenditures.  

However, there is no literature analyzing political budget cycles for child and youth 

welfare expenditures so far. The subsequent analysis aims at filling this gap and 

reveals the presence of election cycle effects for expenditures on childcare institu-

tions indicating that local governments increase spending on public childcare pro-

vision in pre-election years. This seems to be driven by direct expenditures on public 

institutions and not by subsidies for private institutions. The effects are most pro-

nounced and statistically significant for smaller communities that are part of a larger 

county and particularly driven by the state of Bavaria (the state with the strongest 

increase in expenditures during the analysis period). I also find election cycle effects 

for youth work expenditures; these results are driven by larger cities which are not 

part of a county and by federal states with a minimum voting age of 16 (compared 

to states with a minimum voting age of 18).  
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On the other hand, I cannot identify any clear effects for other expenditure catego-

ries, which include promotion of care and upbringing in the family and socio-edu-

cational support. A possible reason might be that these policy fields are rarely high 

on the political agenda for local elections. The different results might also be ex-

plained by the heterogeneity in child and youth welfare with regard to the legal 

grounds for these services, which differ by expenditure category, as well as the or-

ganizational structure, i.e. institutions and political decision bodies, which vary be-

tween measures, county types and federal states. Moreover, the results suggest that 

the election cycle effect for institutional childcare, which corresponds to a substan-

tial shift in public budgets, is rather driven by financially well-off counties. An in-

terpretation of this finding could be that incumbents require an adequate financial 

scope to implement expansionary public budget adjustments prior to elections.  

In the following, Section 2 describes the data used in the analysis and presents some 

descriptive statistics on child and youth welfare expenditures and local election dates 

for the sample period. Section 3 outlines the identification strategy as a basis for the 

regression analysis in Section 4. Section 5 concludes with a discussion of the results 

and potential avenues for future research with regard to the political economy of 

child and youth welfare. 
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2 Data and descriptive statistics 

2.1 Data 

The subsequent analysis relies on data from the German register on child and youth 

welfare expenditures, which is combined with further administrative data (local elec-

tion dates, regional sociodemographic and economic characteristics, public financial 

accounts data) over the analysis period 2005-2019. In particular, expenditures from 

administrative units for different categories of services and measures are aggregated 

at the level of counties (Kreise). Counties can either be larger cities (kreisfreie 

Städte, Stadtkreise) or, typically in less densely populated regions, consist of several 

smaller communities (Landkreise). The analysis sample is restricted to West German 

states only. Communities and counties in East German states, which joined the 

Federal Republic of Germany in 1990, were subject to various mergers and struc-

tural reforms in the subsequent years including the beginning of the analysis period 

(see Holtkamp/Bathge 2014). The city states of Berlin, Bremen and Hamburg, 

which are special cases in many respects within the German federal structure, are 

also excluded from the analysis. 

Importantly, the data covers child and youth welfare expenditures as registered in 

the local public accounts, which can be expenditures by public organizations or 

direct subsidies to private profit and non-profit organizations. Expenditures by non-

public organizations from other sources (like donations) are not registered in the 

administrative statistics and thus not included in the analysis. The following results 

refer to gross expenditures without subtracting revenues (e.g. from user fees) be-

cause these are not separable for different service categories. However, revenues 

only covered about 6% of total expenditures for child and youth welfare services in 

Germany in 2019 (Bundesamt für Statistik 2020). 

2.2 Descriptive statistics on child and youth welfare 

Figure 1 shows that overall public expenditures on child and youth welfare heavily 

increased over the analysis period. Gross expenditures in 2019 were more than 

300% higher than in 2005 (which still is an increase of almost 250% when adjusted 

for inflation during that time period). This increase is well documented for Germany 

as a whole (see e.g. Schayani/Olszenka 2025). 

Expenditures on childcare institutions account for the largest share of child and 

youth welfare expenditures when compared to other categories during all of the 

considered years. Notably, institutional childcare expenditures increased particularly 

over the analysis period. Following a law, the so-called KiföG (Kinderföder-

ungsgesetz), which came into force in 2008, all parents in Germany were given the 

right to obtain childcare for pre-school children aged one and older from 2013 on-

wards (Bundesanzeiger 2008). In Germany, public childcare is heavily subsidized; 

fees paid by the parents only cover about 20% of the actual costs, on average (Bau-

ernschuster et al. 2016). Figure 1 shows that public childcare expenditures, which 
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consist of investments and running costs for institutions directly owned by the com-

munities as well as subsidies paid to other profit and non-profit organizations, in-

creased from 7.1 billion Euro in 2005 to 24.9 billion Euro in 2019. According to a 

survey by Bien et al. (2006), only 20% of working parents with an under three-year 

old child used public childcare in Germany in 2000. In that study, 84% of all non-

employed mothers with an under three-year old child reported that they would like 

to work and more than half of those stated that a major reason is the lack of child-

care opportunities. This shortage was mainly due to a lack of childcare provision in 

West German states because public childcare had been more common in the former 

GDR to which East German states belonged until 1990. Despite the heavy increase 

in capacities in the West German states, part of this gap is still existent until today. 

At the same time, there are also considerable differences in parents’ demand for 

public childcare between East and West Germany (Kayed et al. 2024). This substan-

tial heterogeneity between the East and West Germany will not be captured by the 

following analysis because East German states are excluded as outlined above. 

Fig. 1: Child and youth welfare expenditures in billion Euro (nominal gross 

values) in West Germany (without city states). 

Source: Own calculations based on administrative registers, RDC of the Federal Statistical Office and Sta-

tistical Offices of the Federal States (2025).  

Beyond institutional childcare, the following major expenditure categories for child 

and youth welfare will be distinguished here: youth work and youth social work, 

promotion of care and upbringing in the family, as well as non-stationary and sta-

tionary socio-educational support. Figure 1 shows that for those measures and ser-

vices expenditures increased as well during the analysis period. The data reveal a 

steady and massive expenditure increase from 6.2 billion Euro in 2005 to 14.9 billion 

Euro in 2019. A large share (43% among non-childcare related expenditures in 2019) 

can be attributed to socio-educational support measures, which rather have an in-

tervention character if children or parents are faced with problems affecting a child’s 

wellbeing and which in most cases is accompanied by an individual assistance plan 
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elaborated by the authorities (Kindler et al. 2006). A stark increase by 15% in ex-

penditures not related to childcare in 2015 and 2016 can be partly attributed to 

unaccompanied minors having migrated to Germany for asylum reasons (see e.g. 

Kiepe/Pothmann 2018). 

When looking at expenditures per capita for the different spending categories, a 

substantial variation can be observed across federal states. Figure 2 shows child and 

youth welfare expenditures per inhabitant across states in 2005 and in 2019. Similar 

to the overall expenditure increase illustrated in Figure 1, Panel A shows much lower 

per population spending for 2005 than Panel B correspondingly for 2019. As for 

public childcare expenditures, the strongest increase can be observed for Bavaria 

from 41€ in 2005 to 415€ in 2019. Per capita expenditures are highest in 2019 for 

Hesse (444€) while they are lowest for Schleswig-Holstein (303€). 

Fig. 2: Expenditures per capita (€, nominal gross values) for child and youth 

welfare in West German states (without city states) in 2005 and 2019. 

  

Source: Own calculations based on administrative registers, RDC of the Federal Statistical Office and Sta-

tistical Offices of the Federal States (2025). SH: Schleswig-Holstein, NI: Lower Saxony, NW: North-Rhine-

Westphalia, HE: Hesse, RP: Rhineland-Palatinate, BW: Baden-Württemberg, BY: Bavaria, SL: Saarland. 

 

Figure 2 also shows per capita expenditures by state for other child and youth wel-

fare services. Here, Baden-Württemberg (213€) and Bavaria (202€) have the lowest 

expenditures per capita in 2019. The highest values can be observed for NRW 

(317€), Saarland (311€) and Schleswig-Holstein (305€). States differ in their socio-

demographic and economic structure which are certainly associated with differences 

in demand for those services. At the same time, there could be regional differences 

affecting the supply side. As mentioned above, the child and youth welfare statistics 

only cover expenditures by public funds. Some services though are offered by pri-

vate profit and non-profit organizations with differing importance by region, which 

might explain part of the cross-sectional differences in per capita public spending 

(Böwing-Schmalenbrock/Tiedemann 2019). Strikingly, regional differences are also 

substantial with respect to spending on socio-educational support, which is budg-

eted based on an individual case for which private organizations are refunded by 

the local public administration. 
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To account for time constant heterogeneity between regions, the subsequent analy-

sis will draw on longitudinal variation of the mentioned child and youth welfare 

expenditures at the county level and consider change rates 

𝝉𝒊,𝐭 =
∆ 𝒀 𝒊,𝒕

𝒀𝒊,𝒕−𝟏
=

𝒀𝐢,𝐭−𝒀𝒊,𝒕−𝟏

𝒀𝒊,𝒕−𝟏
   (1) 

with 𝒀𝒊,𝐭 being the expenditure for a certain measure in county i in year t. Figures 3 

and 4 present the distribution of yearly change rates of different child and youth 

welfare services pooled over the analysis period 2005-2019. Figure 3, Panel A refers 

to institutional childcare expenditures, Panel B to other child- and youth welfare 

services.1 First of all, we observe more often expenditure increases than decreases, 

which is in line with aggregate data presented in Figure 1. Moreover, a large fraction 

of increases is quite substantial, with about 50% of the distributional mass of pooled 

annual change rates above 10.0% for institutional childcare and above 6.5% for 

other child and youth welfare services. Regarding institutional childcare in Ger-

many, it is important to keep in mind that the analysis period includes those years 

after the KiföG law took effect in 2008 giving parents the right to claim institutional 

public childcare from 2013 onwards. Until the end of this time period, local com-

munities were obliged to provide sufficient institutional childcare capacities to meet 

the demand leading to massive investments at the local level. This is reflected by 

the right-skewed distribution of expenditure changes in Figure 3, Panel A. In Panel 

B, we see that expenditures for other child and youth welfare services follows a 

similar pattern even though change rates are somewhat lower, on average. 

Fig. 3: Distribution of pooled yearly change rates at the county level for child 

and youth services in West German states (without city states), 2006-2019. 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: Own calculations based on administrative registers, RDC of the Federal Statistical Office and Sta-

tistical Offices of the Federal States (2025).  

 

 

 

1 For the change rate calculation the data are deflated using the consumer price index for Germany as 

published by the OECD (2025). For subsequent analysis, change rates with τ <-0.66 or τ >2 are excluded 

as outliers from the sample. 
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However, when zooming into specific measures, which are part of the aggregate 

data in Figure 3, Panel B, we can observe some heterogeneities in the distributions. 

Figure 4 presents different categories separately ranging from more universal and 

preventive measures to measures with an intervention character: Panel A: youth 

work and youth social work, Panel B: promotion of care and upbringing in the fam-

ily, Panel C: non-stationary socio-educational support, Panel D: stationary socio-

educational support. Panel A and, in particular Panel B reveal a more dispersed 

distribution of expenditure change rates than Panel C and D. A reason for this can 

be differences in potential legal claims for these different services with those in 

Panel A and B being less compulsory and thus more subject to the discretion of the 

local administration than those in Panels C and D (see e.g. Grohs/Reiter 2017). 

However, the distinction of measures and services, in particular between B and C, 

is not always clear, for example concerning the more preventive and universal con-

sultancy services, which can be either attributed to promotion of care and upbring-

ing in the family or part of non-stationary socio-educational support. It is important 

to remember that the overall and absolute level of public spending is substantially 

different for these categories (see Figures 1 and 2). In 2019, the data reveal aggregate 

expenditures for institutional childcare of about 24.9 billion Euro and for socio-

educational support of about 6.2 billion Euro while youth work, youth social work 

and promotion of care and upbringing in the family together accounted for only 2.6 

billion Euro. 

Fig. 4: Distribution of pooled yearly change rates (2006-2019) at the county 

level in West German states (without city states) for specific support 

measures as part of child and youth services shown in Figure 6, Panel B. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: Own calculations based on administrative registers. RDC of the Federal Statistical Office and Sta-

tistical Offices of the Federal States (2025). 
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2.3 Local elections  

The following analysis will bring together the dynamics of child and youth welfare 

expenditures and the timing of local elections. During the analysis period, several 

elections took place at the local level in West Germany. Local elections are coordi-

nated at the state level and generally follow a predetermined election cycle with 

elections being held every five to six years, depending on the state. This implies that 

states hold their local elections at different points in time as Table 1 shows.  

In each state, elections are held for several types of councils and parliaments at the 

same time.2 Counties can either be larger cities (kreisfreie Städte or Stadtkreise) or 

consist of several smaller communities or municipalities, which is generally the case 

for less densely populated counties (Landkreise). The latter have elected local par-

liaments (Gemeinderat) at the community level as well as a joint administration at 

the county level including an additional elected decision body for the whole county 

(Landkreistag, see e.g. Deutscher Landkreistag 2024). In larger cities (kreisfreie 

Städte or Stadtkreise), typically only one parliament (Stadtrat) is elected.3 Policy de-

cisions for child and youth services are either taken at the level of communities (e.g. 

concerning institutional childcare) or at the county level for most other child and 

youth welfare services (with some exceptions where child and youth welfare is ad-

ministered locally below the county level – in some counties in the states of North-

Rhine-Westphalia and Hesse, for example (Mühlmann 2019)4). 

Tab. 1: Election dates in in West German states (without city states), 2004-

2020. 

Notes: The city states Berlin, Bremen and Hamburg are excluded due to their particular administrative 

structure, which differs from other states. SH: Schleswig-Holstein, NI: Lower Saxony, NW: North-Rhine-

Westphalia, HE: Hesse, RP: Rhineland-Palatinate, BW: Baden-Württemberg, BY: Bavaria, SL: Saarland. 

In 2015, local elections in NW concerned some counties where mayors were elected after the local council 

elections. Exclusion of NW observations for 2013-2016 does not affect the results.  

 

 

2 The structure and the responsibilities of local councils and parliament vary only slightly between states 

(Foremny/Riedel 2014). There are slight differences in voting systems for local elections across states 

(Leß/Schwarting 2020); as I do not use any information on candidates or parties, I consider these of 

minor importance for the present analysis but of potential interest for future research.  

3 Special rules apply to city states of Berlin, Bremen and Hamburg, which I exclude from the sample. 

4 My results are robust to the exclusion of the states of North-Rhine-Westphalia and Hesse. 
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3 Empirical identification strategy 

Using a difference-in-difference type regression framework, the following analysis 

aims at identifying systematic variation in change rates for the presented expenditure 

categories around the election dates depicted in Table 1. Therefore, the following 

equation will be estimated: 

𝝉𝒊,𝐭 = 𝜹 𝐞𝐥𝐞𝐜𝐭𝐢𝐨𝐧𝐢,𝐭 + 𝜷𝐗𝐣,𝐭 + 𝝐𝒕 + 𝝁𝒊 + 𝜺𝒊,𝒕          (2) 

The dependent variable on the left-hand side is 𝝉𝒊,𝐭, the change rates from year t-1 

to year t in county i for a specific expenditure category as defined in equation (1). 

The explanatory variables on the right-hand side are a dummy vector 𝐞𝐥𝐞𝐜𝐭𝐢𝐨𝐧𝐢,𝐭, a 

set of county and time varying characteristics 𝐗𝐣,𝐭, year fixed effects 𝝐𝒕, and county 

fixed effects 𝝁𝒊. 𝐞𝐥𝐞𝐜𝐭𝐢𝐨𝐧𝐢,𝐭 consists of three dummy variables capturing election 

cycle effects for the pre-election year, the election year, and the post-election year: 

𝒆𝒍𝒆𝒄𝒕𝒊𝒐𝒏𝒊,𝒕 = [

𝒆𝒍𝒆𝒄𝒕𝒊𝒐𝒏𝒊,𝒕+𝟏

𝒆𝒍𝒆𝒄𝒕𝒊𝒐𝒏𝒊,𝒕 

𝒆𝒍𝒆𝒄𝒕𝒊𝒐𝒏𝒊,𝒕−𝟏

] and {

        = 𝟏  in pre-election year, 𝟎 otherwise

 = 𝟏  in election year, 𝟎 otherwise

           = 𝟏  in post- election year, 𝟎 otherwise

 

 

The vector 𝛿 of coefficients to be estimated represents the election cycle effects of 

interest. 𝐗𝐣,𝐭 includes as control variables demographic characteristics of the county 

(population size (log), population share age 0-2, population share of age 3-18), a 

proxy for the poverty rate (quota of basic assistance (SGB-II) recipients), as well as 

the share of foreign national residents. Furthermore, 𝜖𝑡 accounts for time specific 

shocks affecting the dependent variable in all counties simultaneously and 𝜇𝑖 cap-

tures time constant heterogeneity between counties and, at the same time, different 

federal states. Additionally, the regressions include linear time trends at the state 

level. 𝜀𝑖,𝑡 captures any residual variation. Key to the identification strategy is the 

assumption that election dates vary quasi-randomly across federal states after con-

trolling for time fixed effects, state fixed effects and further control variables and, 

thus, no unobserved confounders bias the estimates of 𝜹. 
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4 Regression results 

This section presents results from estimating equation (2) for relative expenditure 

changes in different child and youth welfare categories as distinguished in Section 

2. As the administrative structure for child and youth welfare services differs be-

tween the two county types (Landkreise and kreisfreie Städte), estimates  are pre-

sented for the pooled sample of all counties as well as separately for two subsamples 

by county type. Reported coefficient estimates and standard errors are those for δ 

while corresponding detailed regression tables for the main results including all con-

trol variables are relegated to the appendix (Table A1, A2). 

First, Table 2 refers to public institutional childcare expenditures as a dependent 

variable, separately for spending on all institutions (first three columns) as well as 

for the subset of institutions operated by the local public administrations (last three 

columns). Results support the existence of election cycle effects for institutional 

childcare expenditures in rural counties (Landkreise). The corresponding expendi-

ture change rates are statistically significantly higher in pre-election years. This 

seems to be particularly driven by expenditures on childcare institutions operated 

by a public administration. The remaining expenditures are subsidies to private 

profit or non-profit childcare institutions. I do not find any statistically significant 

effects for the latter (see Table A3). Table A4 in the appendix suggests that the 

results in Table 2 are driven by counties with above median financial power in a 

given year and state. Financial power (Steuerkraft) is an indicator for how much 

revenues a local administration can collect from the tax base.5 This finding is par-

ticularly interesting as we also observe an election cycle in business tax income in 

the data (Table A5), which is in line with what is documented by Foremny/Riedel 

(2014). Business taxes are a major income source for local governments in Germany. 

In the year before an election, there are statistically significant negative effects on 

change rates in business tax income, supposedly resulting from changes in the busi-

ness tax rates as analyzed by Foremny/Riedel (2014). In our data, however, we can-

not observe tax rates directly. Excluding the period following the financial crisis 

2008-2010 (Table A6), when many local governments in Germany were financially 

constrained due to lower business tax incomes as well as higher expenditures (Ar-

nold et al. 2015), also yields stronger results compared to those reported in Table 2. 

These heterogeneities suggest that financial resources are required for expansionary 

adjustments in institutional childcare expenditures in the light of the political budget 

cycle. 

 

 

5 Information refers to average measures for financial power at the county level as published by the statis-

tics office and available at the INKAR database (BBSR 2025). These are average indicators for all admin-

istrations within a county and abstract from the community specific tax adjustments, which are at the 

discretion of the local governments (Hebesätze). 
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Tab. 2: Regression results for change rates in public expenditures on institu-

tional childcare, 2006-2019. 

Notes: Own calculations based on West-German counties (city states Berlin, Hamburg, Bremen excluded) 

for time period 2006-2019 from administrative child and youth welfare statistics (Kinder- und Jugendhilfes-

tatistik), RDC of the Federal Statistical Office and Statistical Offices of the Federal States (2025) as well as 

aggregate administrative data at the county level (INKAR, BBSR (2025)). τ <-0.66 or τ >2 are excluded from 

the analysis. Table reports coefficient estimates from linear fixed effects regressions; Control variables in-

cluded as shown in regression equation (2); constant included. Standard errors are clustered at the state-

year level. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. 
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Tab. 3: Regression results for change rates in public expenditures on youth 

work/youth social work and promotion of care and upbringing in the family, 

2006-2019. 

Notes: Own calculations based on West-German counties (city states Berlin, Hamburg, Bremen excluded) 

for time period 2006-2019 from administrative child and youth welfare statistics (Kinder- und Jugendhilfes-

tatistik), RDC of the Federal Statistical Office and Statistical Offices of the Federal States (2025) as well as 

aggregate administrative data at the county level (INKAR, BBSR (2025)). τ <-0.66 or τ >2 are excluded from 

the analysis. Table reports coefficient estimates from linear fixed effects regressions; Control variables in-

cluded as shown in regression equation (2); constant included. Standard errors are clustered at the state-

year level. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. 

 

In a next step, the focus is on changes in expenditures for other child and youth 

welfare services as dependent variables. Table 3 shows that expenditures for youth 

work and youth social work increase before an election year in cities with county 

status but not in counties consisting of several communities. For promotion of care 

and upbringing in the family, we do not observe a similar effect. On the contrary, 

Table 3, Column 1 even documents a weakly statistically negative effect of an up-

coming election on expenditure changes in this category.  
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Tab. 4: Regression results for change rates in socio-educational support, 

2006-2019. 

Notes: Own calculations based on West-German counties (city states Berlin, Hamburg, Bremen excluded) 

for time period 2006-2019 from administrative child and youth welfare statistics (Kinder- und Jugendhilfes-

tatistik), RDC of the Federal Statistical Office and Statistical Offices of the Federal States (2025) as well as 

aggregate administrative data at the county level (INKAR, BBSR (2025)). τ <-0.66 or τ >2 are excluded from 

the analysis. Table reports coefficient estimates from linear fixed effects regressions; Control variables in-

cluded as shown in regression equation (2); constant included. Standard errors are clustered at the state-

year level. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. 

 

In Table 4, we turn to stationary and non-stationary socio-educational support. The 

latter makes up the largest share in expenditures after institutional childcare as Fig-

ures 1 and 2 show. For none of these expenditure categories, however, we observe 

any significant coefficient estimates for the dummy variable 𝑒𝑙𝑒𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝒕+𝟏 suggesting 

that election cycle effects are not present here. Indeed, for socio-educational sup-

port, we would expect that any strategic adjustment to the budgets would be less 

likely for several reasons. First, there is a subjective legal claim for treatment in case 

social workers identify any need for support. Second, we would expect that visibility 

to potential voters is more limited for these policies compared to institutional child-

care or youth work. Additionally, the potential for attracting votes with an increase 

in spending might be lower for these categories. This could explain the absence of 

expansionary polices or even declining priorities for these policy domains in the 

light of an upcoming election. 

Hence, youth work and youth social work is the only expenditure category among 

non-childcare related services for which we observe any pre-election expansionary 

effects. Table 5 now shows that the effect for youth work and youth social work is 
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driven by youth work expenditures, which make up the largest share of the expend-

itures in the combined category (2019: 1.4 billion Euro youth work expenditures, 

0.5 billion Euro youth social work expenditures). The separate estimation results 

for youth social work do not yield any significant coefficients (Table A7). 

Tab. 5: Regression results for change rates in youth work, 2006-2019. 

Notes: Own calculations based on West-German counties (city states Berlin, Hamburg, Bremen excluded) 

for time period 2006-2019 from administrative child and youth welfare statistics (Kinder- und Jugendhilfes-

tatistik), RDC of the Federal Statistical Office and Statistical Offices of the Federal States (2025) as well as 

aggregate administrative data at the county level (INKAR, BBSR (2025)). τ <-0.66 or τ >2 are excluded from 

the analysis. States with minimum voting age 16 over the sample period are Schleswig-Holstein, Nieder-

sachsen, North-Rhine-Westphalia; States with minimum voting age 18 are Hesse, Rhineland-Palatinate, 

Bavaria, Saarland; Baden-Württemberg is only included in Columns 1-3 as the minimum voting age 

changed with the election in 2014. Table reports coefficient estimates from linear fixed effects regressions; 

Control variables included as shown in regression equation (2); constant included. Standard errors are 

clustered at the state-year level. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. 

 

The effect for youth work is only observed in municipalities that are not part of a 

larger county. A reason for the absence of political budget cycle effects on youth 

work in counties that consist of several communities (Landkreise) could be that the 

administration of non-childcare related child and youth services is mostly located at 

the county level. Compared to this, institutional childcare is administered to a large 

extent at the community level which is in line with the findings for election cycle 

effects in rural counties reported above. Administration at the county level, as is the 

case for most other services could make it more difficult for incumbents in a larger 

county to coordinate on shifting funds for strategic purposes before an election. 

Another reason might be that electoral competition is different at the county level 

compared to the community level. Moreover, financial constraints as well as the 
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possibilities for fiscal tradeoffs are likely to be different at those different levels of 

government.  

Interestingly, Table 5 also reveals that the effect of higher youth work expenditures 

before a local election is driven by states in which the minimum voting age during 

the analysis period was 16 (Schleswig-Holstein, Niedersachsen, North-Rhine-West-

phalia), compared to other states with minimum voting age 18 (Hesse, Rhineland-

Palatinate, Bavaria, Saarland), where we do not observe a similar effect. Baden-

Württemberg is excluded from this subsample analysis because the minimum voting 

age was reduced here from 18 to 16 in 2014 (see Table A8 for an overview of min-

imum voting age regulation in West German states during the analysis period). De-

tailed regression results for the main results reported in Table 5 can be found in 

Table A2. Results presented in Table A9 specifically refer to election cycle effects 

for youth work expenditures in Baden-Württemberg, where a reform took effect in 

2014 decreasing the minimum voting age for local elections from 18 to 16. Column 

2 confirms the findings presented in Table 5. The coefficient estimates of the inter-

action terms in Table A9, Column 3 indicate that election cycle effects are particu-

larly strong before the 2014 election in Baden-Württemberg. Moreover, we also ob-

serve an increase in spending on youth work after this election possibly resulting 

from the implementation of policies with a stronger focus on the younger electorate. 

In Table A10 we can check whether the results on election cycle effects for youth 

work expenditures as presented in Table 5 are also driven by financially better -off 

counties. In contrast to results presented in Table A4 for childcare, these subsample 

analyses do not reveal that the effect is driven by counties with above median fi-

nancial power in a given year and state. A reason for this might be a lower  overall 

level of expenditures for youth work compared to childcare institutions (see Fig. 1 

and Fig. 2) implying that a given positive change rate refers to a lower absolute 

increase in spending which might be less affected by financial constraints. In gen-

eral, a potential concern with our data is that information on public accounts is 

aggregated across different public administration levels within a county consisting 

of several smaller communities. It is not possible to account for the heterogeneity 

in financial resources among communities within a county, which might play a role 

for the budget available at the county level. Moreover, several rules and automatic 

mechanisms are in place that determine financial relationships between the different 

levels of local governments and their actual financial constraints (see e.g. 

Hauptmeier 2007). Thus implications of financial power indicators are somewhat 

vague without further information from financial accounts data.  

The appendix of the paper addresses a couple of further estimation- and data-related 

robustness analyses. As there are not enough federal states in the sample to calculate 

cluster robust standard errors at the state level (the unit of treatment), standard 

errors in the main analysis are clustered at the state-year level. The appendix pre-

sents robustness checks for the main results with two different clustering alterna-

tives: at the county level (Table A11, A12) as well as with two-way clustering at the 

state-year and county level (Table A13, A14). Robustness of the results to alternative 

levels of clustering addresses potential concerns about false rejections of null effects 

in the presence of serial correlation of the error term (Cameron/Miller 2015).  
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Further robustness and sensitivity checks are presented in the appendix with various 

modifications to the main specification as presented in Table 2 and 5. I also estimate 

equation (2) without including control variables at the county level (Table A15, A16) 

and without country fixed effects (Table A17, A18), which also yields similar results. 

Furthermore, Table A19 and Table A20 shows robustness to the successive exclu-

sion of single federal states from the analysis presented in Table 2 and 5. Results for 

childcare indicate that particularly the exclusion of Bavaria reduces the statistical 

significance of the estimates. In turn, this can be interpreted as Bavarian counties 

particularly driving the results on election cycle effects in public childcare expendi-

tures. Finally, Table A21 and A22 show that a placebo reform with randomly gen-

erated election dates across the sample period does not produce similar effects; we 

even observe statistically significant negative effects in pre-placebo-election years 

for expenditures on public childcare institutions (Table A21, Columns 4-5). 
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5 Conclusion 

In this paper, I empirically tested whether child and youth welfare expenditures in 

West German counties follow a political budget cycle induced by local election 

dates. Using administrative data at the county level and applying a difference-in-

difference design with varying election dates between federal states, I estimated re-

gressions explaining the change rate for expenditures with indicators for whether 

the closest election is in the subsequent, the current, or the previous year.  

I found evidence for election cycle effects with respect to expenditures for institu-

tional childcare. These results are driven by counties consisting of smaller commu-

nities (Landkreise) compared to counties that constitute only one larger city (kreis-

freie Städte or Stadtkreise). Moreover, the effects are statistically significant for ex-

penditures on public institutions and not for subsidies for private institutions. The 

data covers a time period that was characterized by massive expansion in public 

childcare capacities in West Germany. The findings suggest that the provision of 

public childcare served as a policy platform with potentially high visibility to the 

electorate, which could motivate incumbent policy makers to increase spending on 

childcare before an election. The results are robust to various alternatives to the 

estimated baseline model.  

On the other hand, I do not find any robust evidence for election cycle effects with 

regard to socio-educational support or support for upbringing in the family. The 

reasons for this could be differences in the legal framework governing the provision 

of these services or organizational differences offering less discretion for policy 

makers to manipulate spending. Moreover, these child and youth welfare services 

might be less visible to the electorate not pushing them to the top of the agenda of 

local policy makers.  

However, I do find an increase in spending on youth work before an election year. 

The legal framework governing expenditures on youth work is less binding than for 

socio-educational support or promotion of upbringing in the family (Bern-

zen/Bruder 2018, Wiesner 2018). Interestingly, the effect is observed only in coun-

ties consisting of one larger city and driven by states with a minimum voting age of 

16. This suggests that voter targeting as motivated by Drazen/Eslava (2010) might 

be a relevant channel for explaining political budget cycles.  

The election cycle effects for spending on childcare institutions seem to be driven 

by counties with administrations characterized by relatively high financial power, 

which suggests that financial resources might play a role here for whether political 

decision makers can shift expenditures following a political budget cycle. With more 

comprehensive data on government ideology, finances and individual characteristics 

of decision makers, future research can shed more light on the mechanisms behind 

these political business cycle effects. For example, Accenttura/Profeta (2018) have 

shown for Italian municipalities that election cycle effects are stronger in munici-

palities with male compared to female mayors or councilors in office. Moreover, 

any specificities of the electoral system or the expected closeness of an election 

might also have an impact on how pronounced the patterns of a political budget 
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cycle might evolve. Holtkamp/Garske (2024) stress that the role of individual po-

litical actors depends on the specific constellation of decision bodies, their individ-

ual authorities (e.g. veto rights) and the structural involvement of non-political ac-

tors in local social policy decisions. This remains to be studied in more detail, gen-

erally, with respect to social policy decisions and, specifically, with regard to child 

and youth welfare and the context of political budget cycles. 
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Appendix 
 
Tab. A1: Detailed regression results for Table 2: Regression results for 

change rates in public expenditures on institutional childcare 2006-2019. 

Notes: Own calculations based on West-German counties (city states Berlin, Hamburg, Bremen excluded) 

for time period 2006-2019 from administrative child and youth welfare statistics (Kinder- und Jugendhilfes-

tatistik), RDC of the Federal Statistical Office and Statistical Offices of the Federal States (2025) as well as 

aggregate administrative data at the county level (INKAR, BBSR (2025)). τ <-0.66 or τ >2 are excluded from 

the analysis. Table reports coefficient estimates from linear fixed effects regressions; Control variables in-

cluded as shown in regression equation (2); constant included. Standard errors are clustered at the state-

year level. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. 
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Tab. A2: Detailed regression results for Table 5 (Columns 1-6): Regression re-

sults for change rates in public expenditures on youth work 2006-2019. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Notes: Own calculations based on West-German counties (city states Berlin, Hamburg, Bremen excluded) 

for time period 2006-2019 from administrative child and youth welfare statistics (Kinder- und Jugendhilfes-

tatistik), RDC of the Federal Statistical Office and Statistical Offices of the Federal States (2025) as well as 

aggregate administrative data at the county level (INKAR, BBSR (2025)). 𝜏 <-0.66 or 𝜏 >2 are excluded 

from the analysis. States with minimum voting age 16 over the sample period are Schleswig-Holstein, Nie-

dersachsen, North-Rhine-Westphalia; States with minimum voting age 18 are Hesse, Rhineland-Palatinate, 

Bavaria, Saarland; Baden-Württemberg is only included in Columns 1-3 as the minimum voting age 

changed with the election in 2014. Table reports coefficient estimates from linear fixed effects regressions; 

Control variables included as shown in regression equation (2); constant included. Standard errors are 

clustered at the state-year level. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. 
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Tab. A3: Regression results for change rates  in public expenditures on pri-

vate childcare institutions 2006-2019. 

Notes: Own calculations based on West-German counties (city 

states Berlin, Hamburg, Bremen excluded) for time period 2006-

2019 from administrative child and youth welfare statistics 

(Kinder- und Jugendhilfestatistik), RDC of the Federal Statisti-

cal Office and Statistical Offices of the Federal States (2025) as 

well as aggre-gate administrative data at the county level 

(INKAR, BBSR (2025)). 𝜏 <-0.66 or 𝜏 >2 are excluded from the 

analysis. Table reports coefficient estimates from linear fixed ef-

fects regressions; Control variables included as shown in re-

gression equation (2); constant included. Standard errors are 

clustered at the state-year level. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. 
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Tab. A4: Regression results for change rates in public expenditures on public 

childcare institutions and according to financial power relative to other coun-

ties in the same year and state, 2006-2019. 

Notes: Own calculations based on West-German counties (city states Berlin, Hamburg, Bremen excluded) 

for time period 2006-2019 from administrative child and youth welfare statistics (Kinder- und Jugendhilfes-

tatistik), RDC of the Federal Statistical Office and Statistical Offices of the Federal States (2025) as well as 

aggregate administrative data at the county level (INKAR, BBSR (2025)). τ <-0.66 or τ >2 are excluded from 

the analysis. Table reports coefficient estimates from linear fixed effects regressions; Control variables in-

cluded as shown in regression equation (2); constant included. Standard errors are clustered at the state-

year level. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. 

  



29 

Tab. A5: Regression results for change rates in business tax revenues 2006-

2019 and liquidity credits 2010-2019.  

Notes: Own calculations based on West-German counties (city states Berlin, Hamburg, Bremen excluded) 

for time period 2006-2019 (2010-2019 for Columns 4-6) from administrative child and youth welfare statis-

tics (Kinder- und Jugendhilfestatistik), RDC of the Federal Statistical Office and Statistical Offices of the 

Federal States (2025) as well as aggregate administrative data at the county level (INKAR, BBSR (2025)). 

τ <-0.66 or τ >2 are excluded from the analysis. Table reports coefficient estimates from linear fixed effects 

regressions; Control variables included as shown in regression equation (2); constant included. Standard 

errors are clustered at the state-year level. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. 
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Tab. A6: Regression results for change rates in public expenditures on insti-

tutional childcare 2006-2019 (excluding the financial crisis 2008-2010). 

Notes: Own calculations based on West-German counties (city states Berlin, Hamburg, Bremen excluded) 

for time period 2006-2019 (without 2008-2010) from administrative child and youth welfare statistics 

(Kinder- und Jugendhilfestatistik), RDC of the Federal Statistical Office and Statistical Offices of the Federal 

States (2025) as well as aggregate administrative data at the county level (INKAR, BBSR (2025)). τ <-0.66 

or τ >2 are excluded from the analysis. Table reports coefficient estimates from linear fixed effects regres-

sions; Control variables included as shown in regression equation (2); constant included. Standard errors 

are clustered at the state-year level. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. 
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Tab. A7: Regression results for change rates in public expenditures on youth 

social work, 2006-2019. 

Notes: Own calculations based on West-German counties (city states Berlin, Hamburg, Bremen excluded) 

for time period 2006-2019 (without 2008-2010) from administrative child and youth services data (Kinder- 

und Jugendhilfestatistik), RDC of the Federal Statistical Office and Statistical Offices of the Federal States 

(2025) as well as aggregate administrative data at the county level (INKAR, BBSR (2025)). 𝜏 <-0.66 or 𝜏 >2 

are excluded from the analysis. Table reports coefficient estimates from linear fixed effects regressions; 

Control variables included as shown in regression equation (2); constant included. Standard errors are 

clustered at the state-year level. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. 

 

Tab. A8: Election dates and minimum voting age in West German states dur-

ing the analysis period 2004-2020. 

Notes: The city states Berlin, Bremen and Hamburg are excluded due to their particular administrative 

structure, which differs from other states. SH: Schleswig-Holstein, NI: Lower Saxony, NW: North-Rhine-

Westphalia, HE: Hesse, RP: Rhineland-Palatinate, BW: Baden-Württemberg, BY: Bavaria, SL: Saarland. 

In 2015, local elections in NW concerned some counties where mayors were elected after the local council 

elections. Exclusion of NW observations for 2013-2016 does not affect the results.  
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Tab. A9: Regression results for change rates in public expenditures on youth 

work 2006-2019, model with interaction effects for elections accounting for 

differences in minimum voting age and a reform lowering minimum voting 

age in Baden-Württemberg in 2014. 

Notes: Own calculations based on West-German counties (city states Berlin, Ham-

burg, Bremen excluded) for time period 2006-2019 from administrative child and 

youth welfare statistics (Kinder- und Jugendhilfestatistik), RDC of the Federal Sta-

tistical Office and Statistical Offices of the Federal States (2025) as well as aggre-

gate administrative data at the county level (INKAR, BBSR (2025)). 𝜏 <-0.66 or 𝜏 

>2 are excluded from the analysis. States with minimum voting age 16 are Schles-

wig-Holstein, Niedersachsen, North-Rhine-Westphalia, Baden-Württemberg 

(2014 and later); States with minimum voting age 18 are Hesse, Rhineland-Palat-

inate, Bavaria, Saarland, Baden-Württemberg (before 2014). Table reports coeffi-

cient estimates from linear fixed effects regressions; Control variables included as 

shown in regression equation (2); constant included. Standard errors are clustered 

at the state-year level. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. 
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Tab. A10: Regression results for change rates in youth work expenditures on 

child and youth welfare services in counties with above and below median fi-

nancial power (in a given year and state), 2006-2019. 

Notes: Own calculations based on West-German counties (city states Berlin, Hamburg, Bremen excluded) 

for time period 2006-2019 from administrative child and youth welfare statistics (Kinder- und Jugendhilfes-

tatistik), RDC of the Federal Statistical Office and Statistical Offices of the Federal States (2025) as well as 

aggregate administrative data at the county level (INKAR, BBSR (2025)). τ <-0.66 or τ >2 are excluded from 

the analysis. Table reports coefficient estimates from linear fixed effects regressions; Control variables in-

cluded as shown in regression equation (2); constant included. Standard errors are clustered at the state-

year level. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. 
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Tab. A11: Regression results for change rates in public expenditures on insti-

tutional childcare 2006-2019, standard errors clustered at county-level. 

Notes: Own calculations based on West-German counties (city states Berlin, Hamburg, Bremen excluded) 

for time period 2006-2019 from administrative child and youth welfare statistics (Kinder- und Jugendhilfes-

tatistik), RDC of the Federal Statistical Office and Statistical Offices of the Federal States (2025) as well as 

aggregate administrative data at the county level (INKAR, BBSR (2025)). 𝜏 <-0.66 or 𝜏 >2 are excluded from 

the analysis. Table reports coefficient estimates from linear fixed effects regressions; Control variables in-

cluded as shown in regression equation (2); constant included. Standard errors are clustered at the county 

level. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. 
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Tab. A12: Regression results for change rates in public expenditures on 

youth work 2006-2019, standard errors clustered at county-level. 

Notes: Own calculations based on West-German counties (city states Berlin, Hamburg, Bremen excluded) 

for time period 2006-2019 from administrative child and youth welfare statistics (Kinder- und Jugendhilfes-

tatistik), RDC of the Federal Statistical Office and Statistical Offices of the Federal States (2025) as well as 

aggregate administrative data at the county level (INKAR, BBSR (2025)). 𝜏 <-0.66 or 𝜏 >2 are excluded from 

the analysis. States with minimum voting age 16 over the sample period are Schleswig-Holstein, Nieder-

sachsen, North-Rhine-Westphalia; States with minimum voting age 18 are Hesse, Rhineland-Palatinate, 

Bavaria, Saarland; Baden-Württemberg is only included in Columns 1-3 as the minimum voting age 

changed with the election in 2014. Table reports coefficient estimates from linear fixed effects regressions; 

Control variables included as shown in regression equation (2); constant included. Standard errors are 

clustered at the county level. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Tab. A13: Regression results for change rates in public expenditures on insti-

tutional childcare 2006-2019, standard errors 2-way clustered at county and 

state-year-level. 

Notes: Own calculations based on West-German counties (city states Berlin, Hamburg, Bremen excluded) 

for time period 2006-2019 from administrative child and youth welfare statistics (Kinder- und Jugendhilfes-

tatistik), RDC of the Federal Statistical Office and Statistical Offices of the Federal States (2025) as well as 

aggregate administrative data at the county level (INKAR, BBSR (2025)). τ <-0.66 or τ >2 are excluded from 

the analysis. Table reports coefficient estimates from linear fixed effects regressions; Control variables in-

cluded as shown in regression equation (2); constant included. Standard errors are clustered at the state-

year and county level. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. 
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Tab. A14: Regression results for change rates in public expenditures on 

youth work 2006-2019, standard errors 2-way clustered at county and state-

year-level. 

Notes: Own calculations based on West-German counties (city states Berlin, Hamburg, Bremen excluded) 

for time period 2006-2019 from administrative child and youth welfare statistics (Kinder- und Jugendhilfes-

tatistik), RDC of the Federal Statistical Office and Statistical Offices of the Federal States (2025) as well as 

aggregate administrative data at the county level (INKAR, BBSR (2025)). τ <-0.66 or τ >2 are excluded from 

the analysis. States with minimum voting age 16 over the sample period are Schleswig-Holstein, Nieder-

sachsen, North-Rhine-Westphalia; States with minimum voting age 18 are Hesse, Rhineland-Palatinate, 

Bavaria, Saarland; Baden-Württemberg is only included in Columns 1-3 as the minimum voting age 

changed with the election in 2014. Table reports coefficient estimates from linear fixed effects regressions; 

Control variables included as shown in regression equation (2); constant included. Standard errors are 

clustered at the state-year and county level. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. 
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Tab. A15. Regression results for change rates in institutional childcare ex-

penditures 2006-2019, no county level control variables. 

Notes: Own calculations based on West-German counties (city states Berlin, Hamburg, Bremen excluded) 

for time period 2006-2019 from administrative child and youth welfare statistics (Kinder- und Jugendhilfes-

tatistik), RDC of the Federal Statistical Office and Statistical Offices of the Federal States (2025). τ <-0.66 

or τ >2 are excluded from the analysis. Table reports coefficient estimates from linear fixed effects regres-

sions. Standard errors are clustered at the state-year level. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Tab. A16: Regression results for change rates in youth work expenditures 

2006-2019, no county level control variables. 

Notes: Own calculations based on West-German counties (city states Berlin, Hamburg, Bremen excluded) 

for time period 2006-2019 from administrative child and youth welfare statistics (Kinder- und Jugendhilfes-

tatistik), RDC of the Federal Statistical Office and Statistical Offices of the Federal States (2025). τ <-0.66 

or τ >2 are excluded from the analysis. States with minimum voting age 16 over the sample period are 

Schleswig-Holstein, Niedersachsen, North-Rhine-Westphalia; States with minimum voting age 18 are 

Hesse, Rhineland-Palatinate, Bavaria, Saarland; Baden-Württemberg is only included in Columns 1-3 as 

the minimum voting age changed with the election in 2014. Table reports coefficient estimates from linear 

fixed effects regressions. Standard errors are clustered at the state-year level. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 

 
 
  



40 

Tab. A17: Regression results for change rates in institutional childcare ex-

penditures 2006-2019, no county fixed effects. 

Notes: Own calculations based on West-German counties (city states Berlin, Hamburg, Bremen excluded) 

for time period 2006-2019 from administrative child and youth welfare statistics (Kinder- und Jugendhilfes-

tatistik), RDC of the Federal Statistical Office and Statistical Offices of the Federal States (2025) as well as 

aggregate administrative data at the county level (INKAR, BBSR (2025)). τ <-0.66 or τ >2 are excluded from 

the analysis. Table reports coefficient estimates from linear fixed effects regressions. Standard errors are 

clustered at the state-year level. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Tab. A18: Regression results for change rates in youth work expenditures 

2006-2019, no county fixed effects. 

Notes: Own calculations based on West-German counties (city states Berlin, Hamburg, Bremen excluded) 

for time period 2006-2019 from administrative child and youth welfare statistics (Kinder- und Jugendhilfes-

tatistik), RDC of the Federal Statistical Office and Statistical Offices of the Federal States (2025) as well as 

aggregate administrative data at the county level (INKAR, BBSR (2025)). τ <-0.66 or τ >2 are excluded from 

the analysis. States with minimum voting age 16 over the sample period are Schleswig-Holstein, Nieder-

sachsen, North-Rhine-Westphalia; States with minimum voting age 18 are Hesse, Rhineland-Palatinate, 

Bavaria, Saarland; Baden-Württemberg is only included in Columns 1-3 as the minimum voting age 

changed with the election in 2014. Table reports coefficient estimates from linear fixed effects regressions. 

Standard errors are clustered at the state-year level. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Tab. A19: Regression results for change rates in public expenditures on pub-

lic childcare institutions 2006-2019 (successively excluding each state from 

the analysis). 

Notes: Own calculations based on West-German counties (city states Berlin, Hamburg, Bremen excluded) 

for time period 2006-2019 from administrative child and youth welfare statistics (Kinder- und Jugendhilfes-

tatistik), RDC of the Federal Statistical Office and Statistical Offices of the Federal States (2025) as well as 

aggregate administrative data at the county level (INKAR, BBSR (2025)). τ <-0.66 or τ >2 are excluded from 

the analysis. SH: Schleswig-Holstein, NI: Lower Saxony, NW: North-Rhine-Westphalia, HE: Hesse, RP: 

Rhineland-Palatinate, BW: Baden-Württemberg, BY: Bavaria, SL: Saarland. Table reports coefficient esti-

mates from linear fixed effects regressions; Control variables included as shown in regression equation (2); 

constant included. Standard errors are clustered at the state-year level. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. 
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Tab. A20: Regression results for change rates in public expenditures on 

youth work 2006-2019 (successively excluding each state with voting age 16 

from the analysis). 

Notes: Own calculations based on West-German counties (city states Berlin, Hamburg, Bremen excluded) 

for time period 2006-2019 from administrative child and youth welfare statistics (Kinder- und Jugendhilfes-

tatistik), RDC of the Federal Statistical Office and Statistical Offices of the Federal States (2025) as well as 

aggregate administrative data at the county level (INKAR, BBSR (2025)). τ <-0.66 or τ >2 are excluded from 

the analysis. States with minimum voting age 16 over the sample period are Schleswig-Holstein (SH), Nie-

dersachsen (NI), North-Rhine-Westphalia (NW). Table reports coefficient estimates from linear fixed effects 

regressions; Control variables included as shown in regression equation (2); constant included. Standard 

errors are clustered at the state-year level. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. 
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Tab. A21: Regression results for change rates in public expenditures on insti-

tutional childcare 2006-2019, “placebo” election dates. 

Notes: Own calculations based on West-German counties (city states Berlin, Hamburg, Bremen excluded) 

for time period 2006-2019 from administrative child and youth welfare statistics (Kinder- und Jugendhilfes-

tatistik), RDC of the Federal Statistical Office and Statistical Offices of the Federal States (2025) as well as 

aggregate administrative data at the county level (INKAR, BBSR (2025)). τ <-0.66 or τ >2 are excluded from 

the analysis. Table reports coefficient estimates from linear fixed effects regressions; Control variables in-

cluded as shown in regression equation (2); constant included. Standard errors are clustered at the state-

year level. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. Placebo election dates were randomly generated: Schleswig-

Holstein: 2008, 2011, 2019, Lower Saxony: 2006, 2013, 2015; North-Rhine-Westphalia: 2010, 2013, 2014; 

Hesse: 2011, 2012, 2015; Rhineland-Palatinate: 2012, 2013, 2019; Baden-Württemberg: 2005, 2010, 2015; 

Bavaria: 2006, 2011, 2015; Saarland: 2010, 2011, 2012. 
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Tab. A22: Regression results for change rates in public expenditures on 

youth work 2006-2019, “placebo” election dates. 

Notes: Own calculations based on West-German counties (city states Berlin, Hamburg, Bremen excluded) 

for time period 2006-2019 from administrative child and youth welfare statistics (Kinder- und Jugendhilfes-

tatistik), RDC of the Federal Statistical Office and Statistical Offices of the Federal States (2025) as well as 

aggregate administrative data at the county level (INKAR, BBSR (2025)). τ <-0.66 or τ >2 are excluded from 

the analysis. States with minimum voting age 16 over the sample period are Schleswig-Holstein, Nieder-

sachsen, North-Rhine-Westphalia; States with minimum voting age 18 are Hesse, Rhineland-Palatinate, 

Bavaria, Saarland; Baden-Württemberg is only included in Columns 1-3 as the minimum voting age 

changed with the election in 2014. Table reports coefficient estimates from linear fixed effects regressions; 

Control variables included as shown in regression equation (2); constant included. Standard errors are 

clustered at the state-year level. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. Placebo election dates were randomly 

generated: Schleswig-Holstein: 2008, 2011, 2019, Lower Saxony: 2006, 2013, 2015; North-Rhine-West-

phalia: 2010, 2013, 2014; Hesse: 2011, 2012, 2015; Rhineland-Palatinate: 2012, 2013, 2019; Baden-Würt-

temberg: 2005, 2010, 2015; Bavaria: 2006, 2011, 2015; Saarland: 2010, 2011, 2012. 

  



46 

 

 

 

Deutsches Jugendinstitut e. V. 

Nockherstraße 2 

D-81541 München 

 

Postfach 90 03 52 

D-81503 München 

 

Telefon +49 89 62306-0 

Fax +49 89 62306-162 

 

www.dji.de 

http://www.dji.de/

