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ABSTRACT
Background Baby boxes provide goods to new 
parents and a space for infant sleeping. They were first 
introduced in Finland, and it has been argued that the 
policy helped reduce infant mortality. We evaluated the 
impact of the Finnish Maternity Grant (which includes 
the Finnish Baby Box) on infant mortality rates (IMRs) at 
the points of introduction (disadvantaged mothers only) 
in 1938 and universalisation in 1949.
Methods Maternity Grant introduction and 
universalisation were evaluated as distinct natural 
experimental events, using interrupted time series 
analysis. The outcome was IMR per 1000 live births. 
We analysed national data on all infants born in 
Finland between 1922 and 1975, estimating step and 
trend changes in the outcome following the point of 
intervention. Sensitivity analyses included truncating 
the pre- intervention period and a double break point 
model, incorporating terms for both introduction and 
universalisation.
Results Maternity grant introduction in 1938 was 
associated with a step- change increase (β=14.59, 
95% CI 4.30 to 24.89) in Finnish IMRs. Maternity 
grant universalisation in 1949 was associated with a 
step- change decrease (β=−14.35, 95% CI −20.94 to 
−7.76) in Finnish IMRs. Sensitivity analyses produced 
corresponding associations.
Conclusions While we observed changes in IMRs 
associated with Maternity Grant introduction and 
universalisation, these changes cannot be disentangled 
from the impact of the Second World War or other 
relevant policy developments on infant mortality. 
Consequently, the relationship between the Finnish 
Baby Box or comparable contemporary interventions and 
infant mortality remains unclear.

BACKGROUND
The Nordic nations were forerunners in Europe’s 
20th century infant mortality decline, despite 
having comparatively low levels of economic pros-
perity.1 2 At the start of the 20th century, infant 
mortality rates (IMRs) were higher in Finland than 
in the other Nordic nations. For example, the mean 
IMR between 1915 and 1920 was 114 deaths per 
1000 live births in Finland, 92 in Denmark, 68 in 
Iceland and Sweden, and 58 in Norway.3 However, 
by the end of the 20th century, Finland had eventu-
ally converged and currently has one of the lowest 
IMRs in the world (2 deaths per 1000 live births). 
While a range of medical and social developments 

likely contributed to 20th century declines in Finnish 
infant mortality, only the impact of improved urban 
sanitation has been formally evaluated.4

Speculation has recently surrounded the causal 
role of the Finnish Baby Box in the decline of 
Finnish IMRs.5 Interventions modelled on the 
Finnish Baby Box have seen increasing international 
uptake, often aimed at preventing sudden infant 
death syndrome.6 7 Scotland’s Baby Box scheme is 
currently the only other universally available and 
non- commercial policy equivalent to the Finnish 
Baby Box. Introduced in 2017 by the Scottish 
National Party, it was premised on the purportedly 
‘proven’ relationship between the Finnish Baby Box 
and declining Finnish IMRs.8 However, representa-
tives from Finland’s public institutions have ques-
tioned this hypothetical relationship and whether 
it is even empirically verifiable.9 10 In this article, 
we brought natural experimental methods to this 
debate and evaluated the impact of the Finnish 
Maternity Grant, the broader policy of which 
Finnish Baby Box is a component, on Finnish IMRs. 
Due to a lack of individual- level data, the impact 
of the Finnish Baby Box could not be evaluated in 
isolation.

The Maternity Grant was first introduced in 
Finland in 1938 and later universalised in 1949. 
Concerns around low birth rates and infant 
mortality were prominent in Nordic countries at 

WHAT IS ALREADY KNOWN ON THIS TOPIC
 ⇒ Interventions modelled on the Finnish Baby Box 
have seen increasing international uptake, often 
alongside claims relating to infant mortality and 
sudden infant death syndrome.

WHAT THIS STUDY ADDS
 ⇒ Despite these claims, our study could not 
reliably estimate the impact of the Finnish 
Maternity Grant (which includes the Finnish 
Baby Box) on infant mortality.

HOW THIS STUDY MIGHT AFFECT RESEARCH, 
PRACTICE OR POLICY

 ⇒ Our study underscores that the causal 
relationship between baby boxes and infant 
mortality remains unclear. However, future 
research should consider if other health benefits 
might still be possible.
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this time.11–13 Prior to universalisation in 1949, the grant was 
means- tested based on family taxable income and only made 
available to disadvantaged Finnish mothers, who comprised 
around two- thirds of all new mothers in 1938.14 However, 
uptake levels among the eligible population are not known. From 
1942 onwards the grant was received, as it is today, as either the 
Finnish Baby Box (officially the Finnish Maternity Package) or 
as a single tax- free cash benefit. In cases of multiple births, both 
options may be taken. Prior to 1942, care items were offered 
but were not packaged in a cardboard box.15 The nature of the 
items provided have changed over the years. While the majority 
of Finnish mothers have opted for the Baby Box since 1974, data 
for years prior are not available. The Baby Box was not initially 
intended for infant sleeping, which was instead an innovation on 
behalf of the parents. Receipt of the Maternity Grant was condi-
tional on obtaining a ‘pregnancy certificate’ from a physician or 
prenatal clinic, confirming both a pregnancy of >154 days and a 
health examination undertaken before the fifth month.

Our evaluation of the Maternity Grant aimed to estimate the 
impact of both introduction and universalisation in 1938 and 
1949, respectively, on Finnish IMRs. We hypothesised that, if the 
Maternity Grant did indeed have a beneficial impact on IMRs, 
we were most likely to observe this effect following 1938. This 
was argued from the fact that it impacted a larger proportion of 
the population than in 1949 and that it targeted disadvantaged 
mothers, who may be expected to benefit more from receiving 
the Maternity Grant.

METHODS
Research design
The introduction and universalisation of the Maternity Grant 
were evaluated as distinct natural experimental events, using 
interrupted time series analysis (ITS). ITS is a quasi- experimental 
method, widely used in the evaluation of healthcare and 
population- level health interventions.16–18 This method forms 
a counterfactual through an extrapolation of the preinterven-
tion outcome trend into the postintervention period. We also 
used synthetic control (SC) analysis as an alternative approach, 
which forms a counterfactual with a weighted average of several 
control populations (see online supplemental appendix 8 for 
details).19 20

Data
All data used in this evaluation were sourced from the Human 
Mortality Database (HMD) (publicly available at: https://www. 
mortality.org/).3 HMD provides high- quality annual birth and 
death estimates aggregated to a national level. These data are 
harmonised to produce estimates that are standardised across 
countries, lending to comparative research.21

Outcome
IMR per 1000 live births was the outcome measure. This was 
calculated as standard:

 
Number of deaths in first year of life

Number of live births × 1000  

Main analyses
Two distinct time frames were considered in this evaluation. For 
Maternity Grant introduction in 1938, a preintroduction period 
from 1922 to 1937 (16 years) and a postintroduction period 
from 1938 to 1953 (16 years) were chosen; for Maternity Grant 
universalisation in 1949, a preuniversalisation period from 1922 

to 1948 (27 years) and a postuniversalisation period from 1949 
to 1975 (27 years) were chosen. In each case we sought maxi-
mise the preintervention data used, while permitting the inclu-
sion of the UK as a control population in the SC analyses (UK 
data were only available from 1922 onwards).

We used a segmented linear regression to measure the prein-
tervention trend, the immediate step change following the inter-
vention and the change in the postintervention trend compared 
with the preintervention trend.22 All models were checked for 
autocorrelation and normality (online supplemental appendices 
2–6).

All analyses were conducted using R V.4.0.3. The data and 
code for this analysis are publicly available at: https://github. 
com/MacCaibe/Maternity-Grant-Evaluation.

Sensitivity analyses
For both Maternity Grant introduction in 1938 and universal-
isation in 1949, we truncated the preintervention period to 10 
years. This sought to understand whether historic trends were 
consistent with more recent trends. For the 1949 intervention 
point specifically, a quadratic term was added to the model retro-
spectively to capture the curvilinear form of the postintervention 
outcome trend. Finally, a segmented regression with a double 
break point incorporating both intervention points was used as 
an alternative to modelling each intervention point in isolation. 
As an alternative to ITS analysis, a preliminary SC analysis was 
performed for both Maternity Grant introduction and univer-
salisation following Abadie and Gardeazabal23 and Abadie et 
al.24 These analyses included 11 European control populations: 
Belgium, Denmark, France, Iceland, Italy, Norway, Netherlands, 
Spain, Sweden, Switzerland and the UK. We chose to priori-
tise the preintervention fit of models (indicated by the Mean 
Squared Predictive Error or MSPE) and thus used all preinter-
vention outcomes as sole predictors in all SC models (see online 
supplemental appendix 8 for details).25

RESULTS
The Finnish IMR was high throughout the first half of the 20th 
century (online supplemental appendix 1). In 1937, a year before 
the introduction of the Maternity Grant, the IMR was 68.6 
deaths per 1000 live births; in 1948, the year prior to univer-
salisation, it was 51.9 deaths per 1000 live births. There was 
also considerable variation in early compared with later trends 
(online supplemental appendix 1).

Introduction of Maternity Grant in 1938
The main ITS model for Maternity Grant introduction estimated 
an immediate step increase of 14.59 (95% CI 4.30 to 24.89) 
deaths per 1000 live births, alongside a marginal and imprecise 
trend decrease (table 1). Step and trend changes for this model 
are visualised in figure 1. In 1939, the year after introduction, 
an absolute difference of 13.8 deaths per 1000 live births was 
observed (representing a 23% increase on what would have 
been expected). Both the truncated and double- break point 
models mirrored this step increase in IMRs, although estimates 
were smaller (table 1). Residuals for all ITS models evaluating 
Maternity Grant introduction were normally distributed (online 
supplemental appendices 2 and 4). The SC model for 1938 
exhibited very poor preintervention fit (MSPE=30.19) and 
could not be interpreted (see online supplemental appendix 8 
for details).

Universalisation of the Maternity Grant in 1949
The main ITS model for Maternity Grant universalisation in 
1949 was associated with an immediate step decrease of −14.35 
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(95% CI −20.94 to −7.76) deaths per 1000 live births, alongside 
a marginal trend increase (table 1, figure 2). In 1950, the year 
following universalisation, the absolute decrease in IMR was 
13.54 (representing a 27% decrease on what would have been 
expected). Model residuals were slightly right skewed (online 
supplemental appendix 3, plot c). Truncation of the preinter-
vention series estimated a smaller and less precise step decrease 
(table 1, online supplemental appendix 5, plot c); model resid-
uals were normally distributed for this model, suggesting that 
variability at the beginning of the study time frame was respon-
sible for the distribution of residuals observed in the main model. 
Sensitivity models using the quadratic term and the double break 
point also estimated a step decrease in IMRs following Maternity 
Grant universalisation. There was no indication of autocorrela-
tion for any ITS models used in this study (online supplemental 
appendices 2–6, plots a and b). The SC model for Maternity 
Grant universalisation in 1949 exhibited very poor preinterven-
tion fit (MSPE=59.07) and, as before, could not be interpreted 
(see online supplemental appendix 8 for details).

DISCUSSION
We evaluated each intervention point as a natural experiment 
using ITS analysis. Infant mortality was seen to rise following 
Maternity Grant introduction in 1938. Instead of the Maternity 
Grant, this may resemble the impact of the Continuation War 
from 1941 to 1944 and the Lapland War from 1944 to 1945 
which likely increased IMRs (eg, through limiting services and 
resources and through exposure to conflict). Maternity Grant 

universalisation in 1949 was associated with a decrease in IMRs. 
However, the influence of other events such as the Child Allow-
ance System—which provided a monthly tax- free cash transfer 
to mothers from 1948 onwards—and the roll- out of general 
antenatal care on infant mortality were not accounted for. The 
latter came into effect in 1945 and likely contributed to falling 
infant mortality; 86.4% of mothers attended antenatal care in 
1945 compared with just 31.3% in 1944.26

Strengths and limitations
We provide the first empirical evaluation of the relationship 
between the Finnish Baby Box and infant mortality, using high- 
quality data and robust methods of causal inference. This can be 
viewed as an example of public health science engaging with a 
wider policy debate.

Owing to a lack of individual- level data, however, we were 
unable to isolate the effect of the Finnish Baby Box specifically 
(as opposed to the wider Maternity Grant). It also meant that, 
for the evaluation of Maternity Grant introduction, a sizeable 
proportion of the study population classified as exposed were 
actually unexposed until universalisation 1949. Conversely, for 
the evaluation of Maternity Grant universalisation, a sizeable 
proportion classified as unexposed were actually exposed since 
introduction 1938. Another major obstacle to causal inference in 
this study was variability in the outcome trend and the presence 
of other events relevant to the outcome. For example, it was not 
possible to account for either the events of the Second World War 
or other policy developments (eg, the Child Allowance System). 

Table 1 Step change and trend change estimates and 95% CI for all ITS models used in the analysis of Finnish Maternity Grant introduction in 
1938 and universalisation in 1949

ITS Model

Introduction 1938 Universalisation 1949

Step change (95% CI) Trend change (95% CI) Step change (95% CI) Trend change (95% CI)

Main 14.59 (4.30 to 24.89) –0.40 (–1.52 to 0.71) –14.35 (–20.94 to –7.76) 0.40 (–0.02 to 0.82)

Truncation of preintervention trend 10.37 (–3.87 to 24.62) 0.67 (–1.80 to 3.13) –7.09 (–19.35 to 5.18) –0.03 (–2.15 to 2.09)

Quadratic term – – –7.88 (–16.33 to 0.56) –0.94 (–2.16 to 0.29)

Double break point (single model) 10.46 (1.23 to 19.68) 0.44 (–0.82 to 1.70) –14.77 (–22.68 to –6.87) 0.70 (–0.43 to 1.83)

Autocorrelative function, partial- autocorrelative function and residual plots are available for all models in online supplemental appendices 2–6.
ITS, interrupted time series.

Figure 1 Actual and modelled infant mortality trends (rate per 1000 
live births) for main interrupted time series model evaluating Finnish 
Maternity Grant introduction in 1938 (red vertical line), showing 
immediate step increase (β=14.59, 95% CI 4.30 to 24.89). Shading 
represents 95% CI for modelled values.

Figure 2 Actual and modelled infant mortality trends (rate per 1000 
live births) for main interrupted time series model evaluating Finnish 
Maternity Grant universalisation in 1949 (red vertical line), showing 
immediate step decrease (β=−14.35, 95% CI: −20.94 to −7.76). 
Shading represents 95% CI for modelled values.

 on A
pril 9, 2024 by guest. P

rotected by copyright.
http://jech.bm

j.com
/

J E
pidem

iol C
om

m
unity H

ealth: first published as 10.1136/jech-2022-219488 on 27 O
ctober 2022. D

ow
nloaded from

 

https://dx.doi.org/10.1136/jech-2022-219488
https://dx.doi.org/10.1136/jech-2022-219488
https://dx.doi.org/10.1136/jech-2022-219488
https://dx.doi.org/10.1136/jech-2022-219488
https://dx.doi.org/10.1136/jech-2022-219488
https://dx.doi.org/10.1136/jech-2022-219488
https://dx.doi.org/10.1136/jech-2022-219488
http://jech.bmj.com/


37McCabe R, et al. J Epidemiol Community Health 2023;77:34–37. doi:10.1136/jech-2022-219488

Original research

Finally, SC models were not interpretable, suggesting a suitable 
control population (synthetic or otherwise) was not available 
for this evaluation; this is highlighted by the dissimilarity of the 
Finnish IMR trend compared with that of the control regions 
included in the SC models (see online supplemental appendix 
7). These limitations prevent any causal interpretation of our 
findings.

Policy implications
It cannot be assumed that policies modelled on the Finnish 
Maternity Grant or Finnish Baby Box reduce infant mortality, as 
there remains no evidence clearly demonstrating this. The trans-
ferability of the Finnish Baby Box to modern contexts should be 
carefully considered. For example, IMRs were higher in Finland 
at the time of Maternity Grant introduction than in most low- 
income and middle- income countries at present.

CONCLUSION
The introduction and universalisation of the Maternity Grant 
were associated with changes in IMRs . However, these asso-
ciations cannot be interpreted as causal as we did not account 
for of the impact of the Second World War or other relevant 
policy developments (eg, the Child Allowance System) on infant 
mortality. As such, the relationship between the Finnish Baby Box 
or similar interventions and infant mortality remains unclear.

Twitter Srinivasa Vittal Katikireddi @vkatikireddi and Peter Craig @petercraig200

Contributors RM (guarantor), SVK, RD and PC conceived of the idea for the paper 
and developed the study design. RM conducted all data analyses and drafted the 
manuscript. MG provided additional data on Finnish antenatal care and information 
on the Finnish Maternity Grant. All authors contributed to the critical revision of the 
manuscript and signed off the final version.

Funding RM, SVK, RD and PC acknowledge funding from the Medical Research 
Council (MC_UU_00022/2 & MC_ST_00022) and the Scottish Government Chief 
Scientist Office (SPHSU17). SVK also acknowledges funding from a NRS Senior 
Clinical Fellowship (SCAF/15/02). MG acknowledges funding from Invest Research 
Flagship and University of Turku, Finland: FLUX Consortium ’Family Formation in 
Flux - Causes, Consequences and Possible Futures, funded by the Strategic Research 
Council, Academy of Finland (DEMOGRAPHY 345130).

Competing interests None declared.

Patient consent for publication Not applicable.

Provenance and peer review Not commissioned; externally peer reviewed.

Data availability statement Data are available in a public, open access 
repository. We used national data on annual births and deaths within the first year 
of life to give infant mortality rates. These data are publicly and readily available from 
the Human Mortality Database (https://www.mortality.org/). These data follow open 
data principles.

Supplemental material This content has been supplied by the author(s). It 
has not been vetted by BMJ Publishing Group Limited (BMJ) and may not have 
been peer- reviewed. Any opinions or recommendations discussed are solely those 
of the author(s) and are not endorsed by BMJ. BMJ disclaims all liability and 
responsibility arising from any reliance placed on the content. Where the content 
includes any translated material, BMJ does not warrant the accuracy and reliability 
of the translations (including but not limited to local regulations, clinical guidelines, 
terminology, drug names and drug dosages), and is not responsible for any error 
and/or omissions arising from translation and adaptation or otherwise.

Open access This is an open access article distributed in accordance with the 
Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 Unported (CC BY 4.0) license, which permits 
others to copy, redistribute, remix, transform and build upon this work for any 
purpose, provided the original work is properly cited, a link to the licence is given, 
and indication of whether changes were made. See: https://creativecommons.org/ 
licenses/by/4.0/.

ORCID iDs
Ronan McCabe http://orcid.org/0000-0001-8649-6913
Srinivasa Vittal Katikireddi http://orcid.org/0000-0001-6593-9092
Ruth Dundas http://orcid.org/0000-0002-3836-4286

REFERENCES
 1 Edvinsson S, Gardarsdottir O, Thorvaldsen G. Infant mortality in the Nordic countries, 

1780–1930. Contin Chang 2008;23:457–85.
 2 Klüsener S, Van PF, Devos I. The decline of infant mortality across Europe, 1910- 1930. 

in: European social science history conference 2016. In: Valencia, 2016.
 3 Human Mortality Database. Human mortality database, 2019. University of California, 

Berkeley and the Max Planck Institute for Demographic Research. Available: https://
www.mortality.org/ [Accessed 24 Nov 2019].

 4 Peltola J, Saaritsa S. Later, smaller, better? Water infrastructure and infant mortality in 
Finnish cities and towns, 1870–1938. The History of the Family 2019;24:277–306.

 5 Ahlers- Schmidt CR, Schunn C, Redmond ML, et al. Qualitative assessment 
of pregnant women’s perceptions of infant sleep boxes. Glob Pediatr Health 
2017;4:2333794X1774494.

 6 Middlemiss W, Brownstein NC, Leddy M, et al. Baby box distributions: public health 
benefit or concern? Public Health Rep 2019;134:328–31.

 7 Bartick M, Tomori C, Ball HL. Babies in boxes and the missing links on safe sleep: 
human evolution and cultural revolution. Matern Child Nutr 2018;14:e12544.

 8 Party SN. What are the details for the SNP Scottish Government’s baby box scheme? 
2017. Available: https://www.snp.org/policies/pb-baby-box-scheme/ [Accessed 27 Jul 
2020].

 9 Hakulinen T, Gissler M. Finland’s low infant mortality has multiple contributing factors, 
2017. THL- blogi. Available: https://blogi.thl.fi/finlands-low-infant-mortality-has- 
multiple-contributing-factors/ [Accessed 16 Jun 2019].

 10 Koskenvuo K. The role of the Finnish maternity package in the promotion of public 
health, 2017. Kela. Available: https://tutkimusblogi.kela.fi/arkisto/3830 [Accessed 25 
Oct 2019].

 11 Burström B. Social differentials in the decline of infant mortality in Sweden 
in the twentieth century: the impact of politics and policy. Int J Health Serv 
2003;33:723–41.

 12 Forssén K, Jaakola A- M, Ritakallio V- M. Family policies in Finland. in: family policies 
in the context of family change. Wiesbaden VS Verlag für Sozialwissenschaften; 
2008: 75–88.

 13 Dunn PM. Arvo Ylppo (1887- 1992): pioneer of Finnish paediatrics. Arch Dis Child Fetal 
Neonatal Ed 2007;92:F230–2.

 14 Kela. History of the maternity grant, 2018. Available: https://www.kela.fi/web/en/ 
maternity-grant-history [Accessed 29 Nov 2019].

 15 Koivu A, Phan YTH, Näsi E, et al. The Baby Box [Internet], 2020. Helsinki. Available: 
https://helda.helsinki.fi/bitstream/handle/10138/319524/The_baby_box_accessible. 
pdf?sequence=4

 16 Craig P, Katikireddi SV, Leyland A, et al. Natural experiments: an overview of methods, 
approaches, and contributions to public health intervention research. Annu Rev Public 
Health 2017;38:39–56.

 17 Jandoc R, Burden AM, Mamdani M, et al. Interrupted time series analysis in drug 
utilization research is increasing: systematic review and recommendations. J Clin 
Epidemiol 2015;68:950–6.

 18 Bernal JL, Cummins S, Gasparrini A. Interrupted time series regression for the 
evaluation of public health interventions: a tutorial. Int J Epidemiol 2017;46:348–55.

 19 Bouttell J, Craig P, Lewsey J, et al. Synthetic control methodology as a tool for 
evaluating population- level health interventions. J Epidemiol Community Health 
2018;72:673–8.

 20 Bonander C, Humphreys D, Degli Esposti M. Synthetic control methods for the 
evaluation of single- unit interventions in epidemiology: a tutorial. Am J Epidemiol 
2021;190:2700–11.

 21 Barbieri M, Wilmoth JR, Shkolnikov VM, et al. Data resource profile: the human 
mortality database (HMD). Int J Epidemiol 2015;44:1549–56.

 22 Wagner AK, Soumerai SB, Zhang F, et al. Segmented regression analysis of interrupted 
time series studies in medication use research. J Clin Pharm Ther 2002;27:299–309.

 23 Abadie A, Gardeazabal J. The economic costs of conflict: a case study of the Basque 
country. Am Econ Rev 2003;93:113–32.

 24 Abadie A, Diamond A, Hainmueller J. Synth : An R package for synthetic control 
methods in comparative case studies. J Stat Softw 2011;42.

 25 et alKaul A, Klößner S, Pfeifer G. Synthetic control methods: Never use all Pre- 
intervention outcomes together with covariates, 2018. MPRA paper 83790. Available: 
https://ideas.repec.org/p/pra/mprapa/83790.html

 26 Finnish Central Medical Board. Health and medical care: report of the [Finnish] 
Central Medical Board 1939— 1952. Helsinki Finnish Central Medical Board; 1955. 
https://www.doria.fi/bitstream/handle/10024/156045/xlaak_1939-1952_1955_dig. 
pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y

 on A
pril 9, 2024 by guest. P

rotected by copyright.
http://jech.bm

j.com
/

J E
pidem

iol C
om

m
unity H

ealth: first published as 10.1136/jech-2022-219488 on 27 O
ctober 2022. D

ow
nloaded from

 

https://dx.doi.org/10.1136/jech-2022-219488
https://dx.doi.org/10.1136/jech-2022-219488
https://twitter.com/vkatikireddi
https://twitter.com/petercraig200
https://www.mortality.org/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-8649-6913
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-6593-9092
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-3836-4286
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S0268416008006917
https://www.mortality.org/
https://www.mortality.org/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/1081602X.2019.1598462
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/2333794X17744948
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0033354919847731
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/mcn.12544
https://www.snp.org/policies/pb-baby-box-scheme/
https://blogi.thl.fi/finlands-low-infant-mortality-has-multiple-contributing-factors/
https://blogi.thl.fi/finlands-low-infant-mortality-has-multiple-contributing-factors/
https://tutkimusblogi.kela.fi/arkisto/3830
http://dx.doi.org/10.2190/9GMR-TA8W-LA3B-5E2A
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/adc.2005.077552
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/adc.2005.077552
https://www.kela.fi/web/en/maternity-grant-history
https://www.kela.fi/web/en/maternity-grant-history
https://helda.helsinki.fi/bitstream/handle/10138/319524/The_baby_box_accessible.pdf?sequence=4
https://helda.helsinki.fi/bitstream/handle/10138/319524/The_baby_box_accessible.pdf?sequence=4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev-publhealth-031816-044327
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev-publhealth-031816-044327
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jclinepi.2014.12.018
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jclinepi.2014.12.018
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/ije/dyw098
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/jech-2017-210106
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/aje/kwab211
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/ije/dyv105
http://dx.doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-2710.2002.00430.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1257/000282803321455188
http://dx.doi.org/10.18637/jss.v042.i13
https://ideas.repec.org/p/pra/mprapa/83790.html
https://www.doria.fi/bitstream/handle/10024/156045/xlaak_1939-1952_1955_dig.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y
https://www.doria.fi/bitstream/handle/10024/156045/xlaak_1939-1952_1955_dig.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y
http://jech.bmj.com/

	Impact of the Finnish Maternity Grant on infant mortality rates in the 20th century: a natural experimental study
	Abstract
	Background
	Methods
	Research design
	Data
	Outcome
	Main analyses
	Sensitivity analyses

	Results
	Introduction of Maternity Grant in 1938
	Universalisation of the Maternity Grant in 1949

	Discussion
	Strengths and limitations
	Policy implications

	Conclusion
	References


