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Gender-Specific Effects of
Unemployment on Family Formation:

A Cross-National Perspective

Christian Schmitt
DIW Berlin, SOEP; cschmitt@diw.de

Abstract

This paper investigates the impact of unemploynmnthe propensity to
start a family. Unemployment is accompanied by declipational prospects
and impending economic deprivation, placing theldveing of a future
family at risk. | analyze unemployment at the iseamtion of state-
dependence and the reduced opportunity costs ehtherod, distinguishing
between men and women across a set of welfaresstdging micro-data
from the European Community Household Panel (ECH&)ply event his-
tory methods to analyze longitudinal samples oftfinirth transitions in
France, Finland, Germany, and the UK (1994-200hg flesults highlight
spurious negative effects of unemployment on faaifgnation among men,
which can be attributed to the lack of breadwincegrabilities in the inabil-
ity to financially support a family. Women, in coast, show positive effects
of unemployment on the propensity to have a fihsidcin all countries ex-
cept France. These effects prevail even after cobinig for labour market
and income-related factors. The findings are praced in Germany and
the UK where work-family conflicts are the causehagh opportunity costs
of motherhood, and the gender-specific divisiomabbur is still highly tra-
ditional. Particularly among women with a moderate low level of educa-

tion, unemployment clearly increases the likelihtmthave a first child.

Keywords:family formation, fertility, unemployment, crosstional com-

parison.



1) Introduction

The aim of this paper is to analyse the impactrafnoployment on fertility behaviour at the
individual level. This issue is rooted on the om@dhin conflicts over the limited time avail-
able for parenthood (both time in everyday lifed aime within the lifetime), and on the
other, in the economic requirements for supporéinigmily and thus fulfilling breadwinner
responsibilities. Unemployment is one manifestatibiprecarious employment patterns (see
Kreyenfeld 2000; Kurz, Steinhage & Golsch 2001;KEé& Diewald 2003). Moreover, it ex-
acerbates economic deprivation, particularly in ngodamilies (see Beaujot & Liu 2002;
D"Ambrosio & Grandin 2003, Finch & Bradshaw 2008nkins, Schluter & Wagner 2003).

The individual experience of an unemployment episode bears assefieonsequences,
some of which hamper family formation, while sorostér the transition to parenthood. Un-
employment reduces the opportunity costs of alitgrtransition by providing time for child-
rearing, an otherwise scarce commodity when trjgngombine work and family. Moreover,
family formation might compensate for the lossacial status, particularly in social contexts
where having children is highly valued (see gemgiagibenstein 1975). In contrast, unem-
ployment undermines the economic foundations flutare family. Long-term commitments
like parenthood are at risk when the individualitufe ability to financially support a family
is in question. Longer spells of unemployment osemize from the labour market may fur-
thermore devalue human capital investments andseagusly hamper the chance of return-
ing to the labour force, thus consolidating ecorod@pendence. Hence, a return to the labour

market might — under certain conditions — be th& thoice over family formation.

Theoretical considerations as well as previous gogpiresearch dealing with the impact
of precarious employment situations on fertilitggast that such factors are unlikely to affect
both genders in similar ways (see Oppenheimer 1884z et al. 2001; Télke & Diewald
2003; Golsch 2004; Kreyenfeld 2005; Tolke 2005)néte these rational choice based consi-
derations and previous research findings will béresksed in detail in the following sections.
In investigating a possible connection between ypleyment and family formation, the focus

of analysis remains on two major research questions

= First, do unemployed persons have a significadiffigrent likelihood of entering parent-

hood than persons with continuous employment csPeer
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= Second, is there a gender-specific differencééndffect of unemployment on the transi-

tion to parenthood?

Institutional regulations play central mediatingeoin the gender-specific rationales for fam-
ily formation during times of unemployment. The romic endowments of families, the abil-
ity to combine work and family, and predominant dgnrole ascriptions are closely related to
welfare state regulations (see DiPrete, Morgan,elragdt & Pacalova 2003; Neyer 2003).
An investigation of the unemployment-related effech the family formation process must
therefore consider the role of such institutionaithagements. The methodological approach
of this paper includes a cross-national comparisofour countries: Finland, France, Ger-
many, and the United Kingdom, each representingeziic welfare state orientation. The
empirical models are based on longitudinal analg§imicro-data from the European Com-

munity Household Panel (ECHP), facilitating eveistdry methods.

2) Unemployment and the Transition to Parenthood-

Previous Findings

Individual Unemployment

There are several studies that focus on the reldtéween labour market performance and
family formation at the micro level. Most of thede not explicitly focus on unemployment
but consider it an indicator of occupational perfance. Moreover, most studies refer to spe-
cific populations on a national or sub-nationalele\Liefbroer and Corjin, e.g. (1999) find in
an analysis of Dutch and Flemish young adults gein@mployment hampers family formation
among men but significantly promotes the rate dfyeimto parenthood for women. With a
focus on the relation between education, occupatibardships, and the transition to first
motherhood in Sweden between 1986 to 1997, Hoe®0j2Zdentifies particularly low birth
rates among students, but no distinct effects gesaf unemployment. Andersson (2000),
however, points to findings suggesting a positiffeat of unemployment on first-birth risk, at
least among Swedish women between 20 and 30. tndy €xamining the fertility conse-

quences of unemployment, Kravdal (2002) utiliseswégian register data for both men and



women. According to this study, the transition naisecond and higher-order births is dimin-
ished by unemployment episodes, while in contragéak positive effect exists for the transi-
tion to first motherhood. Among men, his findingsirg to a dominant negative effect of un-
employment with respect to all birth parities. et of covariates in this study is very lim-
ited, however, and also excludes wages. In linh thié above results, Vikat provides findings
for Finland (2004) that display a weak correlatimiween unemployment and individual fer-

tility, particularly among women younger than 30.

In the case of Germany, Kurz, Steinhage, and Gd@g01) find the aforementioned gen-
der-specific opposite effects, with a higher likelbd for unemployed women to start a family
and a slightly lower likelihood for unemployed mdidlke and Diewald (2003), who focus on
the transition to fatherhood in the context of argmus employment, also recognize a nega-
tive impact of unemployment. Witte and Wagner (98B0 investigate the effect of em-
ployment status on the transition to fatherhoostimtjuishing between transitions in East and
West in post-unification Germany. Although thearaliy arguing that occupational insecuri-
ties should hamper breadwinner qualities, they alofind any clear evidence in that direc-
tion. Kreyenfeld also distinguishes between East fest Germany in her analysis (2000),
and among different durations of unemployment. 8kes a pronounced increase of entry
into motherhood beyond short-term unemploymentyelsas for all women with lower levels
of academic education. In another approach, whichdes on labour market related insecuri-
ties, Huinink and Kreyenfeld (2004) examine thetfiirth risks of two East German cohorts.
The authors point out that an immediate effectrmployment on family formation is evi-
dent, but note that “employment uncertainties dogemerally contribute to a postponement
of fertility” (Huinink & Kreyenfeld 2004: 28).

The majority of the presented studies focuses amale fertility transitions from unem-
ployment (except for Tolke & Diewald 2003, e.g.hile only the studies by Kreyenfeld for
Germany (2001) and by Kravdal for Norway (2002)tcolnfor any effects of unemployment
duration. Moreover, all of the studies mentioneclioon a country specific context. The only
investigation that makes use of cross-national @atpve data for the analysis of first-birth
transitions for both men and women is provided jséh (2004). Using ECHP data from
Germany, the UK and Spain for her analysis, shatifies significant effects of unemploy-

ment only among Spanish men, for whom the impactissinctively negative. The current
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project aims to expand this view to explore the&l of unemployment on the transition to
parenthood among both men and women in a crossAghtcomparison of France, Finland,
Germany, and the UK. By doing so, | will also cahfior the impact of several partner char-

acteristics and for the impact of unemployment tiona

Aggregate Unemployment

An additional group of studies focuses on the imphainemployment rate on individual fer-
tility decisions. Generally, high unemployment ssamed to exert a pronounced negative ef-
fect on fertility. Adsera (2005) stresses this fimgdfor a set of European countries based on
ECHP data, and Klein and colleagues (1996) prosidglar findings for East Germahy
Kravdal (2002), for Norway also stresses the dejreseffect of high unemployment rates on
fertility (considering only aggregate fertility, Wwever). The assumed mechanism at work is
that high unemployment signals bleak labour mapkespects and the resulting occupational
insecurities offer an unpromising outlook for stagta family. Thus, couples tend to focus on
occupational attainment in order to contain theskesy which fosters a deferral of childbear-
ing decisions (see Kohler, Billari & Ortega 200896 Vikat 2002: 174; Aaberge, Colombino,
Del Boca, Ermisch, Francesconi, Pasqua & Strgm :2D8%). This reasoning is in line with a
research tradition initiated by Easterlin (196268Pand Butz and Ward (1979), which as-

sumes that fertility behaviour is oriented on apagéion of (macro-) economic conditions.

However, it has already been pointed out that snahbro-level correlates are no reliable
indicators when attempting to unravel the undegyimechanisms at work. Two topics are of
special relevance in this context: 1) It remainslear through which mechanisms such objec-
tive indicators as unpromising economic prospeetssiate into individual perceptions, and
2) Once these perceptions are established, it ¢eeanhow individual perceptions of eco-
nomic uncertainty affect fertility behaviour. Thallbwing investigation will focus primarily
on micro-level effects of individual unemploymemidathus address the second of these ques-
tions with respect to tangible experiences of entnansecurity and their impact on fertility

behaviour. Through a cross-national comparisors, skiction will attempt to clarify the im-

1 The study presents some evidence that individnamployment interacts with a high unemploymeng.réi
this context, the authors stress that a high uneynmnt rate tended to foster the transition to mdtbod in
East Germany shortly after German reunificatior (§kin et al. 1996: 75).



pact of different welfare systems and labour madgetditions onindividual fertility deci-

sions.

3) Fertility Decisions under Unemployment —

Theoretical Considerations

This section will outline theoretical key issueslapply them to an investigation of how in-
dividual experience of unemployment alters famadyniation rationales. In this context, the
negative consequences that attend job loss — #iseooearnings, a decline in social status, a
depreciation of human capital investments and ungefuture prospects — are all likely to ex-

ert a specific (not necessarily univocal) impactioa choice to start a family.

Work and Family as Competing Domains in the Life @Qe — Initial Considerations

This section begins with the assumption that th&rdeo have children is a common and
widespread life-goal in modern societies (see Hikir2001: 3). Family formation, like par-
ticipation in gainful employment and investmentancareer, provides social approval and
physical well-being, through acquiring comfort astonulation (through the joy of watching a
child grow up, for example, or by earning the mamgresources for consumption). From the
perspective of social production functions, famfidymation and gainful employment both
represent competing options for attaining thesevarsal life-goals (see Lindenberg 1986;
1991). Still, the desire to have a child is oftésdd on immanent values, so pursuing alterna-
tive goals can only provide a limited substitute fbe satisfaction of these desires (see
Schoen, Kim, Nathanson, Fields & Astone 1997: 3Bbany case, starting a family requires

financial resources and economic security (see Qipgpmer 1994).

The above picture addresses two central pointst,Fiecoming a parent and investing in a
career are choices that compete for a limited tioéget. Second, starting a family generally
relies on a sound and stable economic basis, whigrovided by gainful employment. A
widespread response to these constraints is terattimbine work and parenthood by reduc-
ing individual expenditure in both domains (anddeyivating social support networks where

possible). The alternate is to arrange labour makgagement and parenthood sequentially
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within the course of an individual biography, tigtto postpone the first-birth transition (see
Dornseiff & Sackmann 2003).

When unemployment enters into the situation as re@xpected labour market evéni,
fundamentally alters the context outlined abovee €honomic support of a future family is
placed on uncertain ground; the opportunity co$tpaventhood are drastically diminished,
while human capital investment tends to deteriovéth duration of labour market absence.
At the same time, having a child presents an ates® means of gaining social approval. The
question, which of these mechanisms eventually datej and lead either to a hastening or a
postponement of parenthood under unemployment, bristnswered with a close focus on
the societal context of social structures and ftumstinal arrangements (see DiPrete &

McManus 2000). Most of the factors that effect thation between family formation and

unemployment differ in their impact on men and waras well as across countries. The fam
ily formation rationales related to these contexils be discussed theoretically in the follow-

ing section.

A Gender Perspective on Unemployment and Family fRation

Interpreting the wages of female workers as arcatdr of the value of women'’s time, unem-
ployment or bleak labour market prospects redueeptice of time, thus reducing the oppor-
tunity costs of parenthood (see Leibenstein 19&5pecialisation on household production
of commodities in this context would be a reaso@abkponse to unemployment (see Becker
1993). However, this is highly dependent on predami models of gender division of labour
in a society, which range from egalitarian to ttiadial roles.Neoclassical modelswhich
commonly assuméraditional gender rolesenvisage a complementary division of occupa-
tional and domestic tasks, divided along gendeagsliFrom this perspectiviemale unem-
ployment should speed up family formation, while mke unemployment should delay
family formation (see Zimmermann & DeNew 1990). Friedman, Hechdad Kanazawa

(1994) similarly argue that — assuming traditiogahder roles — women in a discouraging

2 In fact, some actors may deliberately plan thaiour market exit prior to family formation. Hoveay the na-

ture of most welfare state transfers, in particulainstatement rights after parental leave andabethat un-
employment support only partially replaces forrmeroime renders this an unlikely choice under modfavee
state arrangements.



employment situation are more likely to opt for hmethood, taking into account not only their

current situation, but also the unpromising labmarket prospects.

From a theoretical perspective that also takesantmuntegalitarian genderoles, female
unemployment would still reduce the opportunitytsas parenthood in contexts wheyeth
partners are integrated into the labour marketnkmesocieties that tend towards high levels
of gender egalitarianism, female engagement irdchie exceeds male contributions. If the
time-intensive transition to parenthood is placdthiw a period of unemployment, forgone
earnings are still minimized and time conflicts aushioned for couples with egalitarian gen-
der roles. However, it should be noted that wheneemtal burdens are more equally distrib-
uted between men and woman, female opportunitysaost lower, and hence the incentive to
further reduce these costs by placing the tramsitio parenthood within an unemployment

episode should be less pronounced.

In the case ofmale unemployment there is a limit to how much family formation che
combined with the father taking over the bulk ofgrdal responsibilities, since some of the
maternal burdens associated with having a chile dkildbearing, giving birth and nursing,
are unalienable. Indeed, the transition to paredhaways requires that the mother take at
least a temporary absence from the labour marketfar¢ state income replacements and re-
instatement rights after a maternal leave odffeited compensation for this absence (see pp.
26ff.). However, in cases where the man is unenggognd the woman is the sole income
earner her temporary exit from the labour market most liketynflicts with the need to main-
tain the economic stability and autonomy of thepteuEvidence, particularly from the US,
indicates that childbirth-related absences from lgi®ur market can be fairly shdand a
quick return of the female to her job can be corspé&sd for if the man adopts a larger share
of the parental obligations (those that are disteble). This reversal of traditional roles,
however, involves wide deviations from common genmdems and is perhaps most likely in
institutional contexts where maternity protectisnunderdeveloped anyway, as in the liberal
welfare state. Summarizing the abostgrting a family with a female wage earner and a

male carer poses an unlikely constellatian

®  However, it can be argued that the prevalentkgjdb return postpartum is rather due to an undevioped

maternity protection and economic needs in libexglfare states than to close labour market attanhme
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The conclusion of this initial frame of referenaggests that there agender-specific ef-
fects of unemployment Thus, unemployment can be seen as an exogerfegs thft, in the
context of a pending transition to parenthood, diferent implications for family formation
decisions when either the man or the woman becamesmployed. For both partners, indi-
vidual unemployment directly reduces available letvadd income. Moreover, for both men
and women unemployment indirectly reduces the obtde market income by diminishing
human capital with the increasing duration of themployment spell. What applies particu-
larly in case ofemaleunemploymentis a reduction in the cost of timerequired for child-
care (whereas the original cost of parenthood d#pen the availability of public childcare).
If a couple displays more egalitarian gender rdtéguaes, resulting in male engagement in
childcare, the reduced price of time would alsolagp male unemployment. As shown
above, however, parenthood in casen@le unemploymenwould require that the female
temporarily reduces her activity in the labour nedrkand so this appears an unlikely case
where the male earner is already without a jobtHfesmore, judging from the limited paternal
engagement with childrearing in virtually all Westesocieties (see Fuwa 2004), women can
anticipate that they would still have to expenddigant effort in childcare, making family
formation during male unemployment an even moréelyl scenario. In this sensmale un-
employmentis more likely to function primarily as a signdleduced breadwinner capa-

bilities, thus decreasing the likelihood of family formatigee Oppenheimer 1994: 322).

Unemployment and Biographical Uncertainties

With respect to family formation, unemployment ditg hampers the creation of a solid eco-
nomic basis, but it also increases future riskgléyreciating human capital, entailing perma-
nent losses in earnings (see Gangl 2006) and byshing doubts about the future capability
to support a family. Unless unemployment is willingntered into with a new occupational
perspective up one’s sleeve, becominmgmployed signals uncertain future prospectsut-
ting family formation on a precarious basis. Isstineg contribute to this uncertainty about the
future include: the possibility of having to mowetake a new job, uncertainty about whether
the new occupation will have adequate or the sacoepational status as the previous posi-
tion, whether wage expectations will be met or \Wwketsome loss in income must be ac-
cepted. All these issues and, last but not leagtkmowingwhenan appropriate job will be-

come available, increase uncertainty about thedutBuch uncertainties are likely to hamper
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family formation plans, where they undermine thabgity and economic foundation of a fu-
ture family. Importantly, most of these contextsl @mospects associated withemployment
related uncertainties tend to worsen with unemployrant duration.* Moreover, these un-
certainties are also mediated by educational atam; higher education is associated with
better chances to regain a job quickly, but aldugher threat of depreciated skill endow-

ments.

Furthermore, thénstitutional setting also mediates the perception of risks during un-
employment On one hand, different welfare states might mtedifferent levels of protec-
tion from unemployment. On the other, this samaadqarotection might affect attitudes to-
ward risk, whereby a higher level of protectionhzgrs induces a more rigid assessment of
which contexts are deemed sufficiently reliablefeonily formation. Employer-firm relations
in coordinated market economies, characterizeddy levels of trust, indicate reliability and
long-term relations, what might further nurture twidance of uncertainty. That is, in socie-
ties that provide a high level of protection fromemployment by minimizing risk incidence,
the actual experience of unemployment might preaantich more severe experience of inse-
curity than is the case in societies where laboarket entries and exits are common events,
as in liberal market economies. In a society teies on a high level of social protection and
that aims to minimize risk, an internalised undettaavoidance might make family forma-
tion in a precarious occupational context an unjsom biographical option. Yet, it should
be noted that a strong economic position or theotgh labour market integration of the

other partner could contain the negative impactrefmployment related uncertainty.

Unemployment and the Depreciation of Human Capital

Becoming unemployed represents a more pronouncatgehin status for people with higher
levels of education, for whom individual aspirasoand comparison with reference groups
will likely render unemployment a more drastic esipece than for low skilled professionals.
A higher level of education and vocational skillarislate into a higher earning capacity and

increased career options. Moreovienman capital endowments tend to deteriorate with

This is an even greater issue where institutiem@&mployment support is reduced after a certaie in most
welfare states (see pp. 26ff.).

For instance, by enacting legal protection of leyges, and by encouraging long-term employee-fetations
(see Hall & Soskice 2001; DiPrete 2002).
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duration of labour market absence(see Mincer & Polachek 1974; Mincer & Ofek 1982).
“The longer a woman would be out of the labour égrihe greater a loss she would incur in
terms of skill degradation and lost opportunities promoting and training)...” (Gauthier &
Hatzius 1997: 296). In the case of highly skillatemployedwomen reintegration into the
labour market is also favourable in order to avibie consolidation of the homemaker role
and the associated risk of economic dependenceQieE095). Thus, for persons who have
made extensive skill investments, and for highercatkd women in particular, it is rational to
postpone family formation and instead promote alalmarket reintegration (see Brewster &
Rindfuss 2000: 281; Tolke 2004: 25).

However, the costs of deteriorating human capitamwfacing unemployment (and thus the
expected decline in both future earnings and casptons) are opposed to significantly de-
creased opportunity costs of starting a family. Aign@vomen with a higher income capacity,
this decline in opportunity costs is particularlppounced (see Lundberg & Pollak 2007: 18).
An important question in this context is whethe thecreased opportunity costs of childbirth
during unemployment outmatch the urge to avoid@et@ation of human capital and thus to

re-enter the labour market. Two issues are criticébis context:

1) The actors’ assessment of the costs of remaimiggnployed and the costs of parent-
hood are mediated by institutional contexts (sder&e & McManus 2000: 344f.). This is the
case, for example, where transfers partially coregtenfor income loss in case of unemploy-
ment or where the infrastructure for childcare pesiine time required for childcare to be re-

duced, thus lowering the opportunity costs of pdreod.

2) The duration of the unemployment episode idyike influence whether the individuals
favour family formation or labour market re-entWhile actors will try to avoid an ongoing
deterioration of skill endowments, the confiderttattone can quickly regain a job is likely to

decrease over time.

An analytic consideration of hounemployment duratioreffects the likelihood to opt for
having a child is provided by Happel, Hill and Ldd984). According to their theoretical
model, decisions in favour of birth are made inesaghere the negative impact of the dura-
tion of the woman’s unemployment offsets the amaafnbher accumulated human capital.
However, the anticipated depreciation of the huicepital is further mediated by the assess-

ment of the current labour market situation, thecp@ed chances of regaining a job quickly,
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and how current job options compare to those ergeatter a childbirth-related leave. While
unemployment rates are an indication of occupatipnaspects (see Aaberge et al. 2005:
132), more generally the type of market coordimatdfects the permeability of labour mar-
kets, thus influencing the chances to re-enterldbeur market (see Hall & Soskice 2001).
The perception of bleak job prospects can spedtheipransition to motherhood. This might
be the case if attempts to regain a job remainagessful over a long period of time, leading
to a sense of resignation, or if a labour markei<iand recession indicate that ew employ-
ment opportunities are rare. For men, however,vom@d expect the likelihood of starting a
family to be generally reduced from the perspect¥elepreciating human capital endow-
ments, which tends to signal a decline in potemiedme, and thus in breadwinner capabili-

ties.

In summary, thelepreciation of human capital exerts a negative imgct on the transi-
tion to parenthood for both men and women However, the high opportunity costs of par-
enthood may outmatch the depreciation, particulariyong women with a lower skill set.
Among men, on the other hand, with their generallyer engagement in childcare, skill loss
primarily signals a decline in the ability to prdei a sustaining source of income. Among
women with a higher level of education, the institoally mediated opportunity costs of par-
enthood and the duration of unemployment (assatiatth potential discouragement and de-

creased chances of quickly regaining a job) aed\lito be weighed against each other.

Family Formation from Unemployment and Bargainingdsition

Unemployment — particularly if it is of longer dtiem — does not only depreciate human
capital investments. It also shifts the bargainpogver within couples to the detriment of the
one who is unemployed, since bargaining power gedie labour market status and educa-
tional achievements (see Ott 1995; Beblo 2001: 28)unemployment tends to weaken the
individual’s bargaining position, two main concloiss can be established. 1) The partner with
the superior income position (usually the one waatill employed, assuming both partners
were previously working) can better voice his indial preferences, particularly his child-
bearing preferences (see generally Bielby & Biel®92: 1244). Furthermore, female unem-
ployment in particular will likely result in a mortaditional division of labour within the
couple, with the woman assuming a higher proportibhousehold chores. That is, the divi-

sion of labour already tends towards what is likgyng to be the status quo throughout par-
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enthood. 2) In order to avoid economic dependemnckta improve his bargaining position,
the unemployed partner will likely try to regairjab. This dynamic is mediated by the wel-
fare state, where a higher level of unemploymesutrnance partially protects from depend-
ency. Yet, the extent of this mediation dependghenlevel and duration of unemployment

benefit payments.

When making the decision to step out of the lalmarket, the increase in household utility
(caused by specialisation and by the realisatiochilflbearing desires) stands in contrast to
the depreciation of individual human capital anceduction of future career opportunities.
This becomes especially virulent if the unemplopedson considers the possibility of a fu-
ture separation. Hence, a long-term commitmenhéchiomemaker role that hampers chances
of reintegration into the labour market may beyibkisiness, particularly in a societal context

where the stability of relationships is becomingrewmore fragile (see Ott 1998: 73).

To sum up, when focusing on the role of the homemékis evident that the reduction of
opportunity costs of parenthood caused by the resipcice of time in case of unemployment
stands opposed to the perceived risk of econonpertdence and the deterioration of one’s
own bargaining position in a couple. How thesedextre evaluated depends on the individ-
ual's human capital investments, on the anticipastgloyment prospects (which indicate
chances of recovering the individual bargainingitpms), and on the degree of mutual trust
(indicating the likelihood that the significant ethwill exploit his or her superior bargaining

position).

Institutional Mediation of Fertility Behaviour unde Unemployment

During a period of unemployment, the evaluatiombither to start a family is mediated by
the general labour market prospects as well abdynstitutional contextnstitutional regu-
lations affect the opportunity costs of parenthoodthe options for getting back into em-
ployment, andunemployment benefits A high degree of labour market closure, common in
coordinated market economies like Germany, tendsd®ase the threat of long-term unem-
ployment, and, therefore, of economic dependemceottrast, liberal market economies pro-
vide limited protections against unemployment-iflahardships, due to the generally low-
level of unemployment benefit payments of a shemation. With respect to parenthood,
these types of states also provide limited supfmrichild-related costs, due to low child

allowances combined with an underdeveloped chillodrastructure. In several conservative
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welfare states, a low supply of childcare facifitis common, particularly in places where
norms of maternal care are pronounced. This tregssiato high opportunity costs of parent-
hood in such countries, which provide a strong mtige to start a family during periods of
unemployment. Additionally, in many welfare statesemployment benefits tend to increase
with the transition to parenthood (see Table 17)pwhich mitigates some of the adverse ef-
fects of unemployment and provides a minor addationcentive to start a family while un-
employed. In contrast, unemployment support isiS@mtly decreased after prolonged peri-
ods of unemployment. Coordinated market economiesige a lasting support, with unem-
ployment insurance benefits aspiring to near incoeptacement levels. In contrast, in liberal
states, the generally low level of support is glyickduced to a minimum level (see Table 1).
Particularly in a situation where job prospectstdeak, a generous monetary support for par-
ents alleviates the financial setback of unemplaytn@nd may provide an incentive that tips

the scales in favour of family formation.

Moreover, where the interplay of culture and ingithal arrangements leads to an ex-
tended childbirth-related job-absence, the antteghaopportunity costs of parenthood are
higher. Parents-to-be in southern European cowsndinel in Germany in particular usually an-
ticipate this extended duration of occupationalealos. In places where strict norms of ma-
ternal care are combined with an underdevelopddadrie infrastructure, extensive maternity
protection and reinstatement rights (the lattediapgo Germany only) result in long periods
of absence from the labour market. These exterlalveur market exits due to motherhood
are closely related to the ascription of traditiogender roles, reproduced in institutional set-
tings. This signals extensive incompatibilitiesaafrk and family formation, which are related
to the high opportunity costs of parenthood (sebeige et al. 2005: 137).

Hence, if a couple plans to have a child, plachglabour market exit due to parenthood
within the unemployment episode could serve asadegly to minimize the duration of labour
market absence, particularly in countries whereitisétutional setting induces an extensive
childbirth-related leave of absence. Opting forlsacstrategy depends on whether individuals
conclude that a return to the labour market isezalsom unemployment or from a child-
related labour market absence. Reinstatement riplatsare part of leave policies, such as
those in place in Germany or in Finland, certapigvide a strong incentive to start a family

while still employed, as the depreciation in skiidowments does not interfere with job re-
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turn because of the legal protections such a pglioyides. This in turn decreases the likeli-
hood to place the transition to parenthood in aodeof unemployment, since a quick return
to the labour market in this context is ruled oufavour of a longer leave period, and particu-
larly since potential employers are likely to b&ucgant to hire during pregnancy, given the
extensive maternity protections (see Soskice 208Bhce, this combination of unemploy-
ment and family formation signals adverse prospistdiuman capital development and oc-

cupational opportunities if the woman wants toréterrn to the labour market in the future.

More generally, where job protection regulations extensive — which is the case in many
coordinated market economies — firms are more ta&hico hire staff, as employment is asso-
ciated with long-term commitments and legal respmlitees. This increases the divide be-
tween labour market insiders and outsiders. Thesrisk of long-term unemployment in co-
ordinated economies like Germany is higher thaliberal market states like the UK or the
US with a higher labour turnover (see Hall & SoskR001). In this context, chances of re-
entering employment worsen over time in coordinatedtket economies, providing a strong
incentive to quickly regain a job. Longer unempl@yrepisodes are likely to foster discour-
agement in job search, making family formation aengromising alternative. In contrast, the
negative impact of unemployment in liberal marketr@mies appears mainly in the form of
financial risks due to limited unemployment supp@rhile the risk of long-term unemploy-
ment is generally contained by a higher labourduen rate. In coordinated economies, the
financial risks of unemployment are cushioned byegeus levels of support. The conserva-
tive welfare state additionally strengthens supfarfamilies to cushion them from such life
course risks. However, in case of female unemployais institutional context commonly
fosters economic dependence on a breadwinner.rticgdar, women with higher levels of
education will try to avoid such a constellatidmjg aiming to regain a job rather than starting

a family, which would consolidate a traditional idien of labour.

Gender Roles and Social Norms in the Context of Wr@oyment and Parenthood

To sum up the above discussion, institutional ragohs mediate the relation between unem-
ployment and family formation through direct momgtaupport and by affecting the assess-
ment of labour market risks and opportunities, afl as the assessment of the prospects for
supporting a family. Furthermore, where institudbnegulations strengthen families as sup-

port networks, encouraging social support in kipsbioups (for example with respect to
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childcare), these regulations also reinforce noafa traditional division of labour in the
family. Moreover, in societies where traditionainder roles prevail, female unemployment
has a higher potential of shifting the divisionlabour towards more traditional arrangements
(see Klein et al. 1996:70 for reference to Germatmy¥ocieties where female labour market
engagement has becomes increasingly common, tlie stigma of joblessness is extended
to femaleunemployment (see Hakim 2003: 369). While thigrea presents a strong source of
social disapproval in societies, oriented towas ldbour market, a focus on parenthood can
raise social esteem and self-perception (see Md20a8: 592; Télke & Diewald 2003: 43ff.).
Thus, the loss of status due to unemployment niiglstbmpensatedbr by shifting the activ-
ity to the family domain by having a child (see Moy 1989: 17). Where such a mechanism
of compensation is in effect, it is probably morerqmunced among women with low levels of
education. On average, these women are younger kadeng their first child, and extensive
birth postponemnent and childlessness most likglyads a stronger deviation from reference
groups, whereas starting a family generates sapaoval through its compliance with group

patterns (see generally Leibenstein 1975).

Hypotheses

As outlined above, the way that actors evaluatdlyaiormation during period of unemploy-
ment — whether it presents a promising option endepends on a series of factors that most
likely differ in their impact as well as in the dation of effect. Prolonged unemployment, on
one hand, may be a signal of bleak prospects g@iméng a job. In contrast, longer periods of
unemployment may also signal that the economicsifasisupporting a family has been seri-
ously undermined. Importantly, the effect of uneoyphent is mediated by a series of en-
dogenous and exogenous factors that alter the tppiyr structure, making family formation
either a promising or inadvisable option. Thesedicinclude the individual’s repertoire of
skill endowments and income capacity, charactessdf the partner’'s labour market pros-
pects and income that might compensate for the plogment of the significant other (see
Drobnic, Blossfeld & Rohwer 1999: 144). Moreoveuytoal trust and extensive reciprocity in

one’s relationship is an indication of reliable kiag and support. Additionally, social norms

®  Alternatively, Friedman, Hechter & Kanazawa (19983) argue that family formation might compensate

cupational insecurities by providing clearly predide paths in the private domain, thus reducingecainty.
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are key factors in the regulation of occupatiormal gamily roles. The extent to which norms
reprove economic inactivity with a decline in sé&ateem, or the extent to which a focus on
parental life might compensate for a loss in joditust crucially depends on the gender role
expectations in a society. Finally, welfare stagutations are essential factors that foster or
discourage starting a family during a period of mpeyment, not only through the extent of
monetary support but also in the general levelrofgztion from risks, and eventually, by the

reproduction of either egalitarian or traditionahger roles.

The following hypotheses aim to present a testhbiis for the analysis of differential in-
stitutional and cultural backgrounds and their iotpan family formation rationales in the

context of unemployment.

H1: Opportunity cost hypothesisUnemployment lowers the opportunity costs of family
formation. Childless persons therefore show a higitebability of performing the
transition to parenthood during periods of unemplegt, independent of other factors,

especially gender.

H2: Breadwinner / Homemaker hypotheditnemployment increases the probability of first
birth transitions for women but not for men. Thigpkes in particular to contexts where
traditional gender roles are predominant, and whesmen are disadvantaged in the
labour market. As these contexts consolidate it divisions of labour, men — tak-
ing the role as the breadwinner — seek a quickegriation into the labour market. For
them, adverse occupational prospects and a laekafomic backing represent dimin-

ished breadwinner qualities, thus reducing the @nsijty to start a family.

H3: Compensation Hypothesi¥he loss in social status due to unemploymentbeanom-
pensated for by a focus on the private domaintiStaa family may thus serve as an
alternative means of gaining social esteem. Thispemsation functions for both men
and women. However, in egalitarian societies, wimate contributions to the private
domain are encouraged, the compensation effecintor should be stronger than in
countries where traditional gender roles are repred. In contrast, for women in tradi-
tional societies, the focus on the homemaker rodeiges a better opportunity to com-

pensate for social disapproval due to economidiwviicthan in egalitarian societies.

H4: Human capital investment hypothesi$ie effect of unemployment is mediated by levels

of individual educational and vocational attainment. Higher athd persons pursue a
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quick reintegration into the labour market to avaidepreciation of their human capital
investments — regardless of gender. They can beceg to perform the transition to
parenthood in a situation of sound economic petss; which support their family
planning. Persons with lower educational attainnfané only a limited depreciation
human capital in case of unemployment. For themyéduction in opportunity costs of

parenthood is critical, resulting in an increasthigy for family formation.

H5: Specialization hypothesighe effect of unemployment is mediated by thetiahaof

educational and vocational attainment between #rtners. Given an equabr lower
level of educational attainment on behalf of themaa relative to her partner, female
unemployment induces a traditional division of laband a higher tendency to opt for
parenthood. The affinity for family formation ingltase of male unemployment will be
diminished under these educational constellatiele unemployment will only in-
duce a greater likelihood of a fertility decisidnthe educational attainment of the

woman clearly exceeds that of the man, thus rawgtsaditional gender roles.

H6: Auxiliary hypothesis of duration effectst extension to hypotheses 3, 4 & 5, the likeli-

4)

hood of starting a family increases for women vtfith duration of unemployment. This
is founded on the assumption of growing socialgjisaval due to economic inactivity,
and on the assumption that prospects for swiftualpaarket re-entry decline over time,

eventually leading to discouragement in job search.

Structural and Institutional Backgrounds in

Finland, France, Germany, and the United Kingdom

The choice to start a family when facing unemplogime framed by institutional orienta-

tions, labour market structure, predominant noringscgupational participation, and parental

roles. Moreover, welfare state support mediatetsts of parenthood and provides protec-

tion in case of unemployment. That is, in protegtirom risks and hardships, the welfare

7

Even with equal skill endowments, the woman i at a disadvantage due to persistently lowerwtatble

market income for female workers compared to m@es Blau & Kahn 2000; Mahy, Plasman & Rycx 2006).
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state decisively alters family formation rationalEslicy regulations directly effect the oppor-
tunity costs of parenthood, while the general lexfesecurity provided by welfare state pro-
tections very likely influences rationales to plahe transition to parenthood in the precari-
ous context of unemployment. In front of this backod, cross-national variation in unem-
ployment support and family related policies akellf produce different outcomes in foster-

ing or hindering birth decisions under unemployment

By comparing these contextual factors in a crossnal perspective, | aim to establish the
generality of possible findings and to highlight iimpact of specific institutional and cultural
backgrounds. As Melvin L. Kohn puts it: “...crosational research is valuable, even indis-
pensable [...] In no other way can we be certaat What we believe to be social-structural
regularities are not merely particularities, thedarct of some limited set of historical or cul-

tural or political circumstances” (Kohn 1987: 77).

The set of countries that will be included in tlhess-national comparison include Finland,
France, Germany, and the UK. The four countriesvsiimfound variations in fertility levels
and labour market structure. Yet, what makes comgahese countries a particularly prom-
ising endeavour is that they display distinct difeces in institutional orientation. The under-
lying assumption is that these orientations hawerecrete effect on fertility rationales, par-
ticularly in the context of unemployment. The feliog overview of institutional arrange-
ments in the selected countries will consider theegal institutional orientation, labour mar-
ket structure, and will delineate aspects of th@adsupport systems with regard to employ-

ment, unemployment and family benefits, especiadlsental leave regulations.

Institutional Orientations

The UK is a proponent of the liberal welfare statbereas Finland serves as an example of
the Scandinavian social-democratic welfare statanée and Germany represent the conti-
nental conservative welfare state (see Esping-Asael999). Social protection is profound
in Finland. This pertains to a wide array of lifeucse risks that are covered, generous trans-
fers, a broad formulation of eligibility rules apde-emptive support. The UK represents the
opposite pole, where risks are largely mediatethbymarket, and where eligibility for public

support is limited, means tested, and tends torconly the most adverse hardships. In con-
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trast, in both France and Germany, levels of supgr@r extensive and cover a broad array of
risks. However, in many contexts, eligibility isikied to labour market status (commodifica-
tion). Moreover, the high level of market coordinattends to widen the chasm between a
high level of protection for the working populatiamd a limited protection for jobless per-
sons. Firms are encouraged to invest in employiis skd training as well as in long-term
relations, while laying-off staff is made difficubly high legal barriers. As a result, there is a
strong division between labour market insiders antsiders, with long-term unemployment
being one of the most severe life course risksadmtrast, in the liberal market economy of
the UK, labour market exits and re-entries are mnmohe common. Firms as well as employ-
ees focus more on short-term income maximisatiam &n long term relations (see Hall &
Soskice 2001; Diewald & Sill 2004). The importaminclusion from this is that in the UK,
though unemployment protection is minimal, the airemanating from this precarious situa-
tion is perhaps much lower than it is in Germankiere unemployment embodies the threat

of long-term economic dependence and partial elariusom social life.

While Germany offers a paradigm of both the coresive welfare state and of a coordi-
nated market economy, France, on the contraryesepts a variation on this pattern in vital
aspects (see Soskice 2005: 177; Mayer 2005: 35)eWte conservative welfare state fosters
family support and thus encourages traditional gendles, France, in its laicist tradition
aims to diminish the influence of families on chddcialization by fostering public care, par-
ticularly day-care, and a higher coverage of clitddnstitutions (see Veil 2005). Women are
encouraged to participate in employment and arehyiclieved from traditional carer duties,
which are partially provided by the state. Moregweany welfare transfers in France are di-
rected towards the family unit, while in Germanyesal benefits implicitly encourage tradi-
tional institutions like marriages and single-earf@milies. In contrast, most support in
Finland and the UK is individual centred, whichealhtes economic dependence on a bread-
winner and nurtures more egalitarian gender rdiaa in the conservative states. In many of
the outlined contexts, the GDR, that is East Geyntsfore 1990, rather resembled Finland
with respect to the encouragement of egalitaridesrand female labour force participation.
Parallels can also be found to the French modehiddicare support and population policy. In
fact, many of these institutional regulations stilho in the different gender relation still

prevalent in the East of Germany (see Trappe 1888kmann 2000). The key conclusion
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from the outlined picture is that these institutiboontexts crucially shape gender role beliefs

and thus enact either egalitarian gender roles &sland or traditional roles as in Germany.

Shifting the focus to the UK, the elaborate publidcare system in France finds its coun-
terpart in British preschool education and the higkvalence of boarding schools (see Dienel
2003). Nevertheless, family affairs in the UK stiiow an extensive traditionalism, and this
is despite the fact that women are strongly intiegranto the labour market of this liberal
economy and although individual-centred benefitspsut egalitarian gender roles. However,
key elements that foster traditionally segregatmadgr roles are the low level of public child-
care provision (most extra-familial childcare opscare private and thus costly), as well as an
underdeveloped maternity protection and suppod, rastrictive employment reinstatement
rights (see Lewis 1992). In consequence, this nenitie UK a strong male-breadwinner state,
and most likely fosters the transition to motherharing unemployment, due to reduced

opportunity costs.

The aim in Finland is to reduce the pressure oergarby providing an elaborate care sys-
tem that offers a wider variety of life course ops by encouraging the combination of work
and parenthood. Germany, in contrast, stands othh@nsample by implicitly showing the
highest demands on maternal roles. Close individasd and personal sacrifice in relation to
motherhood are dominant norms in Germany, whereamsofpaternal care are widely ab-
sent and are only slowly starting to diffuse. Tisiglso the consequence of the reproduction
of traditional familial roles, enacted by ostengigenerous maternal leave regulations that —
in combination with a low supply of public childear encourage female part-time employ-
ment or a general retreat from the labour forcerafhildbirth (Trzcinski & Holst 2003). Ad-
ditionally, regulations like the so-called “Ehegausplitting”, a specific taxation system for
spouses, encourage a breadwinner / homemaker rfssgeMrohlich & Dell 2005). Particu-
larly for highly educated women with a strong labmarket attachment, parenthood thus sig-
nals a high incompatibility with market roles, tlgpumaternal support appears to be generous

at a first glance at German social policies.

Given the contexts of institutional orientationegegnted here, and their demands on paren-
tal roles, an unemployment episode that lowers dppity costs is likely to show a positive
effect, particularly in countries with high parentale demands and a high potential for role

conflicts in the work-family nexus, as scarcitythe is a major issue. Thus, opposing gen-
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der-specific effects of unemployment on family fatron for men and women should be ex-
pected, especially in Germany, where a traditiaingkion of labour is still widely in place.
In contrast, the unemployment effects across gemdeémland and France are probably less
pronounced, as norms of maternal care are legs, sthile the availability andcceptancef

public care is much more common than in Germany.

A Glance at National Labour Markets & Unemployment

Labour market structure in the selected countriesvs several particularities, which are im-
portant to a closer understanding of how the egpes of unemployment and the associated
uncertainty in occupational prospects affects faifid@tmation choices. Key issues in this con-

text will be outlined in the following.

Female labour force participatioms high, particularly in Finland (69.8%) and thé& U
(67.9%). In contrast, female participation ratesGermany (61.5%) and France (60.2%) are
slightly lower. However, a high share of women ier@any and the UK — between one-third
and two-fifths of employed women — only wopkrt-time (for all data refer to OECD Em-

ployment and Labour Statistics 2007; see also Eiguin the Appendix 0).

Unemployment rates the observed countries displayed a clear dedligiween the early
1990s and 2001. The only exception to this rul@esmany, where the low to moderate over-
all unemployment rate between 1993 and 2001 rerdaingely stagnanat around 8%, with a
peak of about 9% in 1997. Nevertheless, in the waki@abour-market deregulation and in-
creasing global competition, labour market ins@mgiand precarious employment in Ger-
many increased, particularly during the second bfthe 1990s (see DiPrete 2002; Mills &
Blossfeld 2003). France, during the 1990s showenhenease in flexible work arrangements
as well. This, however, was not an outcome of lalmoarket deregulation, and France’s insti-
tutional response to macroeconomic global changeaged to contain income inequality at

an historically low level (see DiPrete, Goux, Maugi Quesnel-Vallee 2006).

Note that this outline of labour market condigdocuses on the settings that were dominant dihiegime for
which the empirical analysis will be conducted ttisal 994 to 2001.

In 1993, female part-time employment in the Ul & 44% while female part-time employment in Gemgna
was at 32% (see OECD Employment Outlook 2007).
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Finland, in contrast, in the early 1990s facedi@spest recession of the last century, inducing
a labour market crisis with exceptionally high updoyment rates. Among other factors, this
crisis was triggered by the collapse of the sosiiatiarkets, trade cutbacks, and crisis in the
financial markets. Unemployment rates rose massiitela high of about 18% in 1994) with
one-third of all unemployed persons being long-tamemployetf. In 1993, the youth-
unemployment rate (below age 25) lay at 33%. It amsng the highest in the EU, and rates
recovered only slowly from this all-time high. Withe labour market crisis, the majority of
newly initiated work contracts were fixed term, lghonly 28% of all new contracts were
unlimited. A high proportion of public employmerdditionally hampered the ability of state-
intervention, and the Finnish labour market recedesnly slowly from this shock. With un-
employment rates at around 9%, Finland still rankedl above the other three countries in
2001 (see European Parliament 1996; OECD 1996).

Figure 1. Unemployment in Finland, France Germany, andtKel993 — 2002
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Source: OECD Employment and Labour Statisticsy2@@urceOECD online-database.

In contrast, Great Britain showed a flourishing mmmic development during the 1990s
with unemployment rates below 5% in 2001. Thesesratere the lowest in the quartet. This
has been related to deregulation and the prevalehtiexible working arrangements in the

British labour market (see Wells 2001). Yet, a ®ffect of this deregulation is a high rate of

10 Long-term unemployment relates to those who amployed for one year or longer according to Ilt&ns
dards.
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flows into and out of employment compared to higt@gulated and unionised countries like
Germany or Finland (see Rubery, Smith, Fagan & &memw 1998: 112ff.) Despite the high
labour market turnover in the UK, the risk of loegm unemployment is much lower than in
coordinated market economies like Germany for exeamphere long-term unemployment
presents one of the biggest threats associated pvébarious employment (see Hall &
Soskice 2001; Mayer 2004). At 28% of all unemplopedsons, the incidence of long-term
unemployment in the UK in 2000 was lower than thst of the group (Finland: 29%), par-
ticularly in comparison to France (42,5%) and Gaemyni®1,5%; see OECD 2005).

Figure 2 shows the gap between male and female plogment rates, and thus depicts
gender differences in the risk of becoming unemgdpyand in the opportunity to re-enter the
labour market in case of becoming unemployed. Femaémployment exceeds male unem-
ployment in Germany and France. In the case of @eymithegender unemployment gayas
probably emphasized by the fall of the Berlin Wallthe GDR, female labour force partici-
pation was much more common than in the FRG. TRasghification brought an increase of
female labour supply. The accommodation of thiotabsupply in the restructuring of the
East German labour market was a lasting process.iglalso reflected by the fact that the
gap between male and (higher) female unemploynaas marrowed only slowly throughout
the 1990s.

Figure 2. Gender Unemployment Gap in Finland, France, Geymand the UK
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Notes:  Negative values depict female unemployraéeg exceeding male rates.
All values in percentage points (male minus fenu@lemployment rate).
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Aside from this issue, the picture of a higher fEmaemployment in Germany and France
resembles that of most other OECD countries antesponds to the uneven distribution of
labour market risks and opportunities between math \women. Women generally show
higher flows into and lower flows out of unemploymeThe UK and Finland (at least in the
early 1990s) stand out as exceptions, seemingfés bétter employment opportunities for
women. However, these figures indicating lowersaiefemale unemployment are related to

some particularities of the British and Finnishdabmarket structure.

In Finland, more than two-thirds of the employemdhe extensive public sector are women
(see ILO Bureau of Statistics 2007). Before thession of the early 1990s, work in the pub-
lic sector was commonly based on permanent workraois, and thus offered good protec-
tion against labour market insecurities. Moreovtee, industrial sector, with a comparatively
low proportion of female employees, was hit pattdy hard by the labour market crisis.
Nevertheless, it should be noted that even in Rthlahere egalitarian roles are encouraged,
female labour market position is inferior to thatheen what is still closely related to higher
female burdens in domestic responsibilities (sdika@hen 2006; see generally Azmat, Giell
& Manning 2006). In fact, with the recovery fromethabour market crisis in the second half

of the 1990s female unemployment again exceedee nmemployment.

In the UK, in contrast, unemployment of women iagally lower than that of men. A dis-
tinctively lower share of female long-term unempi®nt compared to Germany, France, or
most other OECD countries supplements this findifige underlying causes, however, are
not substantiated by superior female labour masgeortunities, but are rather related to the
structure of restrictive unemployment support. Wiedigibility for unemployment support
ceases in the UK there is no incentive to report being unemployméncontrast to men,
however, women commonly turn to domestic dutiesti@darly in the context of predomi-
nantly traditional gender roles in the UK. Hencemem frequently try to regain a job from a

status of economic inactivity In fact, flowsfrom inactivityto work @nd not from unem-

1 This is usually after six months. Unemploymersistance (income-based job seekers allowance)dagiy
limited due to means testing on basis of partrtesusehold income, thus limiting the incentive tpaet the
unemployment, particularly in households with aertaleadwinner (see also Table 1, p.27).

All unemployment levels specified above are basethe ILO definition (those who are out of workthe ref-
erence week, want a job, have actively sought wotke last four weeks, and are available to stark within
the next two weeks). Hence, the ILO indicator doesrely on “registered” unemployment. However,rebha

12
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ployment to workof British women rank among the highest in Eutopkis proportion of
inactivity to work flows (47,2% in 1993) clearly eeds the share in France or in Germany
(17,6% and 23,5%). On the contrary, flofsem unemploymerib inactivity are higher in the
UK compared to Germany or France (see Rubery é68B: 121, 138).

The context depicted above suggests that femal@piogment in the UK is not inevitably
lower, but rather underreport&tiThis results from the combined impact of a dynakaibour
market and a rudimentary unemployment benefit systeat widely relies on individual ef-
forts to regain a job, thus limiting incentivesraport individual unemployment. In the other
three observed countries, especially in Finland @edmany, the unemployment benefit sys-
tem is much more elaborate (see Table 1 on p.@®ontrast, in the UK the risk of remaining
in unemployment is reduced, while the system ofmleyment insurance is limited in its ca-
pability to protect from the economic risks of um@ayment, thus fostering incentives for a

quick labour market re-entry.

Institutional Regulations and Social Policy Setting™

Unemployment Benefit Regulations

The following overview will outline benefits andatisfers related to unemployment and par-
enthood. It remains unclear how such transferscjraffect the transition to parenthood.
Particularly with respect to the time span thatasafes the decision to have a child from
childbirth, a direct positive impact of unemployrhdrenefits on family formation remains
unclear. It is questionable, if actors do indgéah childbirth in anticipation of a supportive
impact of unemployment benefits, especially as Whisild require to remain unemployed

from the point of deciding to have a child untiteafchildbirth, which is nine or more months

activities are an integral element of the ILO digifam. This “active job search” is probably hampetey not
registering with an unemployment office, thus inidgcan underreporting of actual unemployment inuie

This is of special importance for an empiricahlgsis of how unemployment influences fertility dgens, as it
suggests that a clear separation between unemphbyamel inactivity is a difficult endeavour in coties

13

14 Note that this outline of institutional and pglicgulations focuses on the settings relevaningutie relevant

time for which the empirical analysis will be comtled, that is 1994 to 2001.
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later. However, a generous support of parents gir@ugmented unemployment benefits sig-
nals protection from economic risks, thus allevigtsome of the hardships of unemployment
that tend to hamper the realization of family fotima plans. It is likely that an extensive un-
employment support provides the actors with a gdrsanse of economic backing and secu-
rity. Moreover, for women such support helps tontain a minimum degree of economic in-

dependence from a breadwinner.

Table 1 Unemployment Benefit Regulations in 2002

Benefit reception — Entitlement Re- Income Additional
duration in months quirements Replacement: parental benefits
Insurancé Assistance  Employed months @) *@)
UK NS -
6 unlimited none 50€-83€ per week
D . -
6-32 unlimited 12 within 36 60% of net 7% of lastn
0,
France 4-60 unlimited 4 within 8 S7.4%ofnet/ .
23,88€ per day/min
Finland 20%- 42% of net +

23 unlimited 10 within 24 4€-8€ per day
22, 75€ per da

(1) Additional regulations apply. Duration and bf#neception were subject to change between 19@42802.
For details refer to Pellizari (2004: 39f.)

(2) The duration and amount of benefit receptiony ray according to the duration of the employnmecbrd
(contribution period), the age and the family ditorm of the beneficiary if ranged value is spedfie

(3) Income-based job seeker’s allowance. Meansdesinimum support (based on family income). Ongilable
if the partner works part-time or less (<24 houes#).

Source: MISSOC 2002; Carone, Immervoll, Paturot &o8#ki 2004.

Finland combines generous regulations of entitidncembined with comparatively high
payments. Moreover, labour market reintegrationfastered by public training centres
(OECD 1995: 109). In contrast, unemployment insceapayments in the UK are low and
cover only a short duration of six months. Subsatjueemployment assistance is widely un-
available due to means testing based on househobtnie. Hence, if a breadwinner exists in
the household, unemployment support usually ceafesssix months. Consequently, this es-
tablishes a profound economic dependence on awieael and either exerts a strong pres-
sure to re-enter the labour market, or has mostyli traditionalising effect on the partner-
ship if the woman is unemployed. In Finland, Frarased Germany the amount of transfers is

reduced with unemploymeuissistancebut benefits are available for a longer duraticen
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in the UK, where the rules for eligibility for un@hyment assistanvce are quite restrictive.
Furthermore, in Germany and Finland, unemploymeyiments increase if the beneficiary

has dependant childrén

Parental Support

The following section will provide an overview ohitd-related benefits and incentives that
directly (as in the case of monetary transferahdirectly (as in the case of leave regulations)
affect fertility decisions. Moreover, such institautal regulations diminish opportunity costs
of parenthood, for example, where the coverageubfip childcare disburdens parents from
care duties, or increases opportunity costs, famgte, where policy regulations reinstate

traditional gender roles, thus increasing matenadlens.

Table 2 Leave Regulations and Family Related Subsidies

Maternity & Net wage Additional Child
Paternity Leave replacemenf Parental Leave Allowance
Duration Type % Leave & Subsidies s{(@hild)
UK  6weeks maternity 90® 13 weeks since 1999
) 105€ flat / month
12 weeks maternity 115€ | weelkd

D 14 weeks  maternity 100 3 years; flat rate for 2 yrs

(307€, means tested) 154¢€ flat / month

F 16 weeks maternity 100 3 years; flat rate for 2 yrs with none
3days  paternity 100 2nd child (496€) APE(S) + 1 11 ¢ tor 2nd child)
160¢€ for 3 yrs APJE(4)
Fin 17,5wks. maternity ~70@ 26,5 weeks, ~70% netwage oo
3weeks  paternity ~70@ replacement (2)

(1) Statutory Maternity Pay. Means tested optioMafernity Allowance (115€/week, for 18 weeks).

(2) Min. 11,45€/day flat or higher wage replacem@epending on labour contracts).

(3) Allocation Parentale d’Education; 1994 extensid parental leave regulations: Eligibility withet 29 child
(previously the % child). Prerequisite 2 years of employment witlist 5 years.

(4) Allocation Pour Jeune Enfant, childrearing keav

(5) No wage replacement for unemployed except imf@aay (low flat rate by health insurance); Pareleale
payments for unemployed in Germany and France/{s&€?¥).

Sources: Kamerman 2000, MISSOC 2002.

15 specified regulations apply to the period of énepirical investigations to be conducted (1994G6D).

16 Germany: 7% of previous net income; Finland 4€£86/day (see MISSOC 2002).
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In our sample of welfare states, two major pathwears be identified in the field of family
policies: On one side, certain countries promotlegions that make it easier to combine
work and family. They do so by encouraging flexilblerking hours and by establishing ex-
tensive day- and infant-care systems. This is #se cparticularly in Finlaidland France. On
the other side, there are family policy regimeg,ttfaough financial policies or regulations,
encourage women to retreat from the labour fortés 1B actively accomplished in Germany,
through generous leave regulations in combinatidh @ low coverage of public childcare,
resulting in an extensive female labour market atsesubsequent to childbirth. In Great
Britain, traditional carer roles are encouragednprily through a neglect of public care sup-

ply (see Lewis 1992).

The maternity and parental leave regulations antbage four countries underline the im-
pression that German family policy cultivates alitianal division of labour. In all four coun-
tries during the period of observation (1994-20@daternity leave payments take the form of
a replacement of previous (net) wages. Only Framak Finland also offer a paid paternity
leave around birth, thus promoting paternal engagenm childcare. Given the duration and
the amount of wage replacement, France, Finlaral Germany roughly offer about the same
level and duration of maternity leave payments (Balgle 2). In the UK, however, wage re-
placement lasts for only 6 weeks (a low-level fite is available for an additional 12 weeks),
which consequently adheres to the logic of a liberarket economy that encourages a swift
return of mothers to the labour force. This conidgs further backed by the fact that paren-
tal leave schemes were non-existent before 199&amdntly only last for 13 weeks. Job re-
turn guarantees are limited to the duration of mmitie protection and parental leave (see
MISSOC 2002). In contrast, Germany and France coeliasting parental leave payments
with even longer rights of reinstatement as partheir leave policies (3 years with 2 years
paid). Although the leave can be shared among &inmgrs, parental leave in practice how-
ever is taken almost solely by mothers. Only a imatgroportion of the fathers take up part
of their leave, even in Finland (see Aaberge e2@D5: 137). The long duration of the leave

provides a strong incentive for French and Germamen to retreat from the labour force,

17 Although it should be noted that Finland is peshaather traditional with respect to families pglsettings,
compared to the other Scandinavian countries rieigertheless the most progressive among the @ubtysin-
tries in encouraging egalitarian gender roles.
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and Germany further nourishes this rationale biyomaig childcare supply. In contrast, in
Finland the parental leave is based on an incoml@aement, offering significant payments
and thus encouraging female labour market integugprior to parenthood. In combination
with a limited duration of eligibility (compared @ermany and France), this offers a strong

incentive for labour-market reintegration of mother

The parental transfer systems in the observed dearghow the lowest levels of support in
the UK. Considering the financial burdens of regranchild, we can assume that the transi-
tion to parenthood from a position of unemploymesguires a sound backing by an income
earner. Monetary subsidies of parents take the fsbenmeans tested flat rate in France and
Germany. But under the French APE (Allocation Paiend’Education) they are only paid
for higher order births, excluding first childrelm. terms of first-birth transitions, only Ger-
many offers significant monetary transfers, for ethunemployed persons are also eligible

(“Erziehungsgeld”).

The opportunity costs of parenthood, and thus #isancentives to start a family during
(female) unemployment is fundamentally affectedrsgitutional support to combine gainful
employment with parenthood in the form of publiddtare provision (see Gornic, Meyers &
Ross 1996). In our sample, Finland has by far thetralaborate system of external care for
infants and young children with a high level of emage. This complies with the Scandina-
vian model of subsidizing family services to enatle combination of work and family. With
a similar level of coverage, the childcare systarfriance is also able to disburden parents in
this regard (see Neyer 2003). The UK follows th@gple of encouraging diversity and dy-
namics on a widely privatised care system (see M&@®2: 354). Although there is some fi-
nancial support for childcare in the UK, the costschildcare for working parents remain
among the highest in the EU (see Bradshaw & Fir@@2p Just like in the UK, German par-
ents face increased costs of external childcafamilial) support networks are unavailable,
particularly in the West of Germany, where the $ymb public childcare is underdeveloped.
For the East of Germany, the higher coverage dfichie has been positively associated with
fertility (see Hank, Kreyenfeld & Spiel3 2004).

Concluding this overview, Finland displays the mgsherous system of family support
with a clear aim of enabling the combination of fignand work. This is in part also true for

France. Germany, which also spends large amountaroity support, still follows a policy



Gender-Specific Effects of Unampient on Family Formation 31

that favours the male breadwinner-principle (seaufEffinger 1996: 479). The respective
package of financial and childcare support tenddetoact women from the labour market and
establishes strong dependencies from the maneledake of sequencing parenthood and un-
employment, one situation of dependency is followgdnother. Higher educated women in
particular will probably try to avoid such a coridation of labour market absence (see
Aaberge et al. 2005 141f.).

5) Data and Methods

The following overview will outline the fundamen$ the empirical analysis. Initially, | will
provide some introductory notes on the design efBhropean Community Household Panel
(ECHP). This is followed by a description of thepptation of the analysis, which includes
birth cohorts from 1955 to 1983, observed betweddviland 2001. Finally, | will outline the
causal design of the multivariate analysis andi§p#ue statistical characteristics of the ap-

plied piecewise constant hazard estimates.

The European Community Household Panel

The empirical analysis is based on data of the g@ap Community Household Panel
(ECHP). This longitudinal data set provides repnéstive data on the population in the EU
member states between 1994 to 2001. Data colleatamharmonized ex ante (see Glnther
2003), making the ECHP a unigue data base for cmatipa research across the EU. The
sample of countries in the empirical analysis cstssbf the UK, Germany, France and
Finland. For Germany and the UK, the ECHP data el@sed from national panels, namely
the British Household Panel Study (BHPS) and thex@a Socio-Economic Panel (SOEP)
Hence, in these cases an ex post data harmonisatiencarried out, which however was

strictly oriented on the ECHP questionnaire anda-@atucture, providing comparability in

18 Data structure and contents of the ECHP questiohmeere initially designed with a close orientation
SOEP and BHPS. Thus, the cloning process provitidghdevel of data congruency.
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most areas. For the selected countries, all eigivew of the ECHP are available except for

Finland, which has only been taking part in the BGithce 1996.

The focus of the ECHP questionnaire rests on incamaelabour market-related topics. Un-
fortunately, the availability of subjective indicas, as well as of demographic and family re-
lated information is clearly limited. This curtatlse set of indicators in the following empiri-
cal analysis. Among others, the ECHP provides rta da childbearing preferences or on
preferences for alternative (i.e. occupational)lgddoreover, data on partnership duration is

only available for married couples.

Data Description and Population of Analysis

First-Births in the ECHP

In the analysis of gender-specific effects of unkyiment on family formation, | focus solely
on the transition tdirst-parenthootf. As the ECHP lacks biographical information onges
hood, the identification of biological kinship idé#ficult endeavour. Parent-child status is as-
signed on basis of observed household composiBarents who no longer live with their
child in the same household may spuriously appeaetchildless. This results in two biasing
effects: a) an underestimation of the number oémptsr (if a parent misleadingly appears to be
childless because he or she no longer shares aflmdswith the child), or b) in a misspecifi-
cation of the timing of first birth (if the parenb longer lives with his/her first child, the old-
est co-residing child will be misinterpreted astfichild). This bias however is limited, as
even the oldest of the observed cohorts, born Bbl®ost likely still lived together with
their first child in 1994. The mentioned bias ofsspecifying the timing of family formation
(or the status of being childless) is perhaps rsegére for men, who — after a separation — no

longer share a household with their first child.

Set of Covariates & Unemployment Indicators

19" The life course change, and hence the pondefibgamming a parent is much more complex than tiwéce to
have additional children (see Hobcraft & Kiernar®3p Moreover, most parents tend to place first sembnd
birth into a rather narrow time frame, what resiritshe increased probability of childbirth if augge already
has a young child (see Kreyenfeld & Huinink 2003).



Gender-Specific Effects of Unampient on Family Formation 33

The individual-centred variables considered inghBmates include the netonthly personal
income as an indicator of the ability to support a famiind the reception of individual-
basedtransfers These monetary indicators have been adjustegudarhasing power parity
within the EU to guarantee comparability acrossntoes as well as over time. Educational
attainment in the ECHP is provided in the formtw tSCED indicatdf. This classification
aggregates formal and vocational degrees, andpisedpin the model as an indicator of hu-
man capital investments and labour market optidssoutlined above, information regarding
childbearing preferences is unavailable, just tikéailed indicators of individual biographical

plans.

There is a central group of variables that pertailabour market participation. | will dis-
tinguish between different forms of activity, nagpelll-time and part-time employment, be-
ing in education, economic inactivity, and housdw@&@pecial attention will be paid to differ-
ent measures of unemployment. The individual exmes of unemployment is available on a
monthly basis in the ECHP calendar of activitiei.the information within the calendar of
activities is subject to self-ascription. Thus,idtnot necessarily congruent with the ILO-
concept of unemployment (see footnote 12). A pdgdilasing effect might occur with re-
spect to jobless respondents. That is, where ity for unemployment benefits is re-
stricted, this may also affect the respondentd-@&iception of activity status, which might
result in stating either unemployment or economactivity’>. This is an issue, particularly
where benefit eligibility ceases after a relativeihort time as in the UK (see p. 25f.). Hence, |
will carefully consider the impact of economic itigity in the empirical investigation as a
potentially sequential state, succeeding longemph@yment episodes. As unemployment has
been assumed to signal bleak labour market praspect deteriorating human capital, the
ration of unemployment will form an integral part of thealysis. In this context, | will dis-
tinguish between short-term unemployment (whickefirce as up to four months of continu-
ous unemployment) and longer unemployment episdtiaile longer periods of unemploy-
ment reveal difficulties encountered in quickly a@gng a new job and hence are likely asso-

ciated with discouragement, shorter periods of ypleyment are frequently related to fric-

20 “International Standard Classification of Educati¢for details see OECD 2001).
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tional unemployment in search for a new job, andtare limited in their impact on family
formation rationales. Further distinctions, padiéely in consideration of long-term unem-
ployment, would have been promising but are presdudue to limitations in case numbers.
However, | will take into account whether a peré@s had periods of long-term unemploy-
ment during the last five years, assuming that llaimpers occupational prospects and thus,

affects family formation.

Gender-Specific Analysis and Partner Data

I will consider the transitions to first parenthofmat women as well as for men. To elaborate
gender-specific particularities, especially in tomtext of unemployment, it is essential to es-
timate separate models for men and for women. Towt for the fact that the situation and
resources of the partner still play a vital rolee individual-centred models will be supple-
mented with according partner data (Model’f/Yhe partner variables to be considered in-
clude net personal income, relative income (oneltbr less of partner, about even with part-
ner, one-third or more than partner, reflectingtige bargaining power), transfers reception
(signalling economic dependence), and vocationdlegtucational attainment (as an indicator
of human capital investments), as well as a possibemployment of the partner. More gen-
erally, these partner indicators provide vital imfiation when family formation is backed by a
second earner, and they offer a view on the degirémaditionalism in gender roles in a spe-

cific couple.

Design of the Multivariate Analysis

The empirical analysis is organised to accountHereffect of different consequences of un-
employment on the likelihood to start a family. Feach of the selected countries, France,

Finland, Germany, and the United Kingdom, a modehfien and a model for women will be

2L Due to reasons of SOEP data conversion, the Gecalendar of activities includes orgportedunemploy-

ment. A biasing effect however is limited, as un@yment in Germany is commonly reported in ordebés
come eligible for unemployment insurance and amstst benefits.

Partner-based estimations can be only be castiefor persons with valid information on the partfi.e. sur-
vey participation of the partner). Where couplesndb share a joint household, or where a partrfeses to
participate in the ECHP (unit non-response), anyéical focus on couples incorporates a bias inetenates.

22
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estimated separately in order to outline countsesfr, as well as gender-specific effects.
Model | examines the mere effect of individual upésgment on the likelihood to start a
family and differentiates between the impact ofrsierm (up to 4 months) and longer unem-
ployment (> 4 months). This distinction of unempt®nt duration is also the basis for all fur-
ther models (except for Model IIl). Model Il implemts a broad set of covariates. Unem-
ployment duration is conceptualised as part oféimployment status, aside from full-time
and part-time employment, education and inactiwigdel 11l resembles Model Il but relies
on the consideration of interaction effects betweeucational attainment and unemployment
(no duration effects considered). As outlined abdtedel IV integrates partner data. Again
differentiating between men and women, Model V aggtes the data across the four coun-

tries, and interaction effects between country @ameimployment are calculated.

Dependent Variable in the Event History Model

The dependent variable in the event history moslehé occurrence of a first birth. In the
ECHP, the time of birth is available on a monthdydf® | argue from a perspective that per-
ceives the first birth as a consequence of a rakidacision, in which this decision is criti-
cally influenced by constraining factors at thediof this decision. The point of making this
decision is approximated with a point in ting® months prior to birth The key goal is to ac-
count for endogeneity problems in the influencehef set of covariates and particularly of
unemployment on the fertility decisi®inThis procedure of backdating may at first glaape
pear to be vague in representing the time of datidiowever, Bongaarts (1982: 76f.), with
reference to various medical studies, highlightt the probability of a couple that plans to
have a child to conceive within one cycle lies @¥band is even higher among younger par-
ents below 30. This suggests that the proportiocpaples for whom the backdating provides

a misspecification of more than two to three monghémited. Hence, a biasing effect on

Moreover, 10% — 20% of first-births in the ECHP ot movered in the partner models as some firshbiare
by single mothers, while some couples do not shdreusehold (at the time of deciding to have aghil

23 While the month of birth was unavailable for Gany in the original ECHP data, it has been supplésgeon
basis of SOEP data for the study at hand.

24 What is most important is that a backdating of teonths guarantees integrity of the measured tibreof
causality. That is, all covariates are measueftirethe time of conception and hengeforedeciding to have
that child. A misspecification of the duration effeof unemployment occurs in cases, where the idecfsr
parenthood was made earlier than the assumed tethsnprior to birth. Sensitivity tests that havemearried
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model estimates due to inaccurate backdating shmiltbnsidered but is likely limited in the
size of effect. The procedure to backdate by tenthsowill hence likely provide conservative

results.

Figure 3: Kaplan Meier Estimates of First-Birth TransitioolsWomen (Cohorts 1955-1983)
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Source: ECHP 1994-2001 (author’s estimates); n of subjects= 8.093 / n of events = 1.952.

The focus on the population at risk requires thauesion of persons who are widely inhibited
from childbirth due to age. The time at risk in #rapirical model starts with age 16 (which is
also the age of eligibility for participation indlECHP) and lasts until age 45. Although we
can find a postponement in the timing of birthotlghout all Western societies, the transition
to first parenthood beyond the age of 45 is ratd@ckvapplies for both genders — at the very
least — due to biological limits (see also FiguyeAs the delay in the timing of births also in-
cludes a catching-up at higher ages — especialbpngrhigher educated persons — age has to

be an integral part of the model.

Specification of the Statistical Model

In sum, | consider any first births between theeptal ages of 16 to 45 during the time of
analysis (1994 to 2001). Focusing on the duratiotil €irst-birth occurrence, | applgvent

history method# analysing the impact of unemployment. The tames of the model is con-

out, however, suggest that backdating the monthirtdi between ten and twelve month provides siryile-
bust results.
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stituted by the age of the respondent in monthscdas time starts with the first month in the
16th year since the respondent’s birth (month 198 time of observation starts with entry
into the panel. This is the case if a person isspaondent in the ECHP starting wave in 1994,
if a panel member reaches thé"Mar of age, or if a person moves into a panebébold.

The period of observation ends ten months prighéooccurrence of the first birth or at panel
exit, in which case the spell is regarded as ceusdtinally, | consider respondents of the co-

horts 1955 to 1983 who are still childless (i.eovane still at risk of first birth).

As first-birth risk (taken as proxy for the firsiddh decision) is not uniformly distributed
across the age range in question a model is retjthieg is capable of incorporating the func-
tional form of the baseline hazard (see FigureAd).appropriate model in this case is a
piecewise-constant exponential hazard model (seldnk2005: 38f.5> which is specified in

the following fornt®:

gexp(fX,+yz,(1) tO( 0,259

6,exp(BX,+yz,(1) t0(253312
o(t)=16,exp(B X, +yZ,(1) 031339 (0.1)

6,exp(BX,+yz, (1) tD0(397;45%

G exp(BX,+yzy(1))  t0(457;54)

The regression parametgrandf3 refer to the time variar(Z) respectively to the time invari-

ant(X) set of covariates. The baseline hazarcemains constantithin the five intervalg; to

ts, wheret, starts with the 18year of age (month 193 since respondents birttt) differsbe-
tweenthe interval§’. With the selection of time intervals, specified1.1), a normal distribu-
tion of the baseline hazard of first-birth riskapproximated, where the highest risk is as-
sumed to rest in the interval between month 3139% (age 26 to 33). Figure 4 graphically
displays the separation of time intervals, basedrowal age (at 16, 21, 26, 33, 38, and 45).

While the piecewise constant is a semi-parametitticuous time model, the time until

birth is based on a discrete measurement with roirttervals. Yet, the average duration in

%5 The technical application relies on a piecewisestant script for Stata, elaborated by Sorensé8.19
% values in parentheses display the age-range irthmince respondents’ birth.
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adult life until first birth is several years. A mihly collection of birth events may therefore

be treated as an approximation of continuous da@ Jenkins 2005: 19f.).

Figure 4: Hazard Ratio of Transition to First Birth — Wom@ohorts 1955 — 1983)
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Source: ECHP 1994-2001 (author’s estimates) n of subjects= 8.093 / n of events = 1952.
Note:  Hazard rate based on monthly risk.

As specified above, | include time invariant vatéb(e.g., gender or country of origin) as
well as time variant variables (e.g., educationtdiament, or benefit reception) Most of the
time-varying variables, however, are available nraanual basis only. The month of a status
change for a time varying variable will be basedaanean between the interview in t and the
previous interview before the change in t-1, inesrtb minimise any bias incorporated by im-
proper status ascription. Where this approximatidgarferes with the investigated sequence
of events (i.e. constraints ip affect fertility choices in4), the information is collected from
the last interview prior to the birth decision irder to maintain the focus on the implied cau-

sality of events.

2" The constant hazards within each of these tirenials do in fact each represent an exponentizdrdamodel
(which in turn is a specification of the Weibull de with a = 1).
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6) Results of the Multivariate Analysis

The multivariate analysis focuses on different dgatlirs of unemployment and precarious
employment. The way in which these contexts infagefamily formation choices will be dis-

cussed in the following. Indicators, which haverbeensidered, but which are not displayed
with the results in Table 4 — Table 8 (p. 57ff)lude control dummies for calendar year, for
household siZ& as well as for the country of origih Additional omitted control variables

include being in public employment, in self-empla@mand having a fixed term contract (see
p.46 for a brief discussion). A detailed descriptaf the empirical models beyond what was

already outlined in the previous section can badoon p.56.

Basic Effects

The multivariate analysis of the effect of unemphent on family formation indicates varia-
tions across gender and country level. An initetl &f estimates (Model 1) only distinguishes
the impact of short-term (1-4 months) and longeemployment (>4 months), ignoring any
further covariate$. In this context, | find clear evidence for gendpecific opposing effects
of unemployment on family formation. The impactc@nsistently negative among men and
positive among women. Only women in France and me&he UK deviate from this picture,
and do not show any significant effects. More galtgrthe impact of unemployment remains
insignificant if unemployment duration is ratheiogh That is, it is predominantly longer un-
employment episodes of more than four months oficoous unemployment that show sig-
nificant effect levels. The impact tdhger unemployment is negative among men and posi-
tive among women. Women in Finland however deViiam this otherwise persistent pattern
across those countries, where unemployment affaotgy formation rationales. Among Fin-
sih women, only shorter unemployment episodes aioujpur months show a positive effect
on the likelihood to start a family. The latterexft also remains widely constant across all es-

timated models.

28 Household size serves as indicator of potensie¢ aetworks, presumably reducing opportunity costs

29 Furthermore, the categories in the dummy setaadivity statuson educational attainment (ISCEP)n rela-
tive income on marital duration on country of origin and ohousehold sizéave been supplemented by a
dummy-category for missing data.

% A model immanent consideration of the piecewisestant baseline hazards is included in all models.
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A Detailed View on Unemployment across Countries

Controlling for a set of covariates reveals keyrabteristics of gender differences in the role
of unemployment in family formation. Aside from agational discouragement in the case of
longer unemployment episodes, the reduction inadiaple household income is perhaps the
most drastic occurrence related to losing a jolpdrtantly, the negative impact of unem-
ployment on deciding to becomdagher, previously found in France, Finland, and Germany,
vanishes after controlling for net monthly incortransfer reception, and educational attain-
menf! in the estimates. This provides an initial hirattthe negative unemployment effects
among men are closely related to a decline in vagagkr capabilities as a lacking prerequi-
site for family formation (see also Oppenheimer 4;996lke 2005). In contrast, among
women in Finland, Germany, and the UK, the pronedngositive impact of unemployment
on the propensity to start a family remains fardbpust after controlling for additional charac-
teristics. After considering (among other factdfs) impact of partnership-status, income re-
ception and educational attainment (see Models IVX the effect of longer unemployment
among women (short-term unemployment in the cadeirdénd) persistently remains about
two to three times higher than among full-time wogkwomen with a permanent contract

(reference category).

In analysing the effects of the duration of unempient, | have also considered linear ef-
fects with a decreasing marginal utility, represena growing discouragement that reaches a
maximum after a specific amount of time. Howevestirrates not displayed revealed that
there are obviously different threshold level effe@cross countries (most likely related to the
duration of eligibility for unemployment insuranbenefits and their amount), which affect
the relation between unemployment duration andptopensity to start a family. Summariz-
ing these findings, the assumption of a simpledineffect of unemployment duration could

not be validated with significant restfts

31 Additional estimates not provided with the mudtiiate results on p.57ff., could trace the negatifect of un-
employment among men primarily to the role of fargdncome combined with an impact of educational at
tainment and the backing of a second earner.

In this context, a distinction between short-gimand long-term unemployment would certainly hagen use-
ful, but was rejected in favour of obtaining stabftimates under given case numbers. Moreovem ghe=fact
that the exact measurement of unemployment duratiche time of family formation is opposed by an a
proximation of the time of fertility decision thrgh backdating, conducted sensitivity tests sugthedta dis-
tinction between shorter and longer unemploymeaviges sufficiently stable results.

32
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An initial summary of the duration effects of undoyment suggests that the perceived in-
creases in insecurity and economic risks are lomnitetheir impact on family formation as
long as they are associated with shorter unemploymgisodes. Obviously, welfare support
tends to cushion the initial negative economic egngnces of unemployment. An impact of
unemployment that entails discouragement regardaegpational prospects sets in only after
a longer duration of labour market absence. ObWoudsvith the exception of Finland, where
brief episodes of job absence already tend to slrounpact — short-term unemployment only
causes a limited detachment from the labour masdtet,thus a limited impact on family for-

mation rationales.

Yet, it should be noted that it is not possiblaltstinguish between persons who have en-
tered unemployment voluntarily, those who are aerit they can quickly regain a job, and
persons, who have lost their job involuntarily. Amgahe latter group, some certainly antici-
pate bleak occupational prospects after only atshaation of unemployment. The distinc-
tion between shorter and longer unemployment epsarhly serves as an approximation,
with the goal of separating the confident job-skardrom the discouraged unemployed, for
whom the impact on family formation is likely mgpeonounced. In this context, the fact that
even short-term unemployment among Finnish womereases the likelihood to have a first
child (and increases the reluctance to do so arkimgjsh men, for whom the effect however
is rather spurious) could be a consequence of theidh labour market crisis during the
1990s. This crisis most likely had a strong negatimpact on economic and, in particular, oc-
cupational prospects, thus promoting the transitamnmotherhood even in an institutional
context that otherwise offers comparatively goodditions to combine work and family.
That is, this takes place in an institutional cahthat should generate only a limited need to

place the transition to motherhood within an unewplent episode.

While longer unemployment among women in Germard/tAae UK shows particularly ro-
bust effects of an increased likelihood to stddraily, France is the only example among the
observed countries, where unemployment generategativeimpact on the decision to be-
come a mother. However, this effect of longer uneympent only shows a low level of sig-
nificance (p=0.085) and should thus be interpreté@ti caution. Yet, what is interesting is
that this indicator is only significant after caslting for partner characteristics (like partner

income, partner education, and individual incomatiee to that of the partner; see Model
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IV). This means that even in a context where angartould compensate the loss in family
income caused by the female unemployment, Frenchencstill favour labour market reinte-

gration over family formation. Obviously, womentims country place a high value on eco-
nomic independence, which is also supported byfitiding that a higher relative income

among French womemeducesthe probability of deciding to have a child. Théselings are

in line with the perception of an extensive anduaate system of family support in France
that enables women to combine occupational andimesponsibilities. These findings are

furthermore consistent with a cultural backgrounat tdoes not rely on strict norms of mater-
nal care, as in Germany, e.g., and that has attadgion of encouraging female labour mar-

ket attachment (see Veil 2005; see also Section 3.4

Nevertheless, there are some indications thatgiergioccupational hardships also tend to
distract women from their occupational engagemerirance: Only among French women,
can | identify a relation between variations inioegl unemployment rate and the likelihood
of deciding to have a first child. An increase lie unemployment rate by 1 percentage point
increases the propensity to start a family by 3%weler, once again, these results should be
interpreted with caution: The referred result isdzhon a low level of significance and France
remains theonly country with any significant relation between gl unemployment rate
and first-birth risk. These somewhat “meagre” firg should not be interpreted to suggest
that bleak economic prospects do not affect thézegon of family formation plans. How-
ever, they sheds some doubt on the assumptiomitieaployment rate is an appropriate indi-
cator of how the actors evaluate occupational mosp This also nourishes the impression
that the mechanism translating perceived aggragaeployment — or more generally aggre-
gate economic indicators — into fertility behavidgsiperhaps more complex than implied by
frameworks like the Easterlin Hypothesis (1962,8)96r the Butz & Ward model (1979, see

critically Kramer & Neusser 1984, or Macunovich 599

Economic Inactivity

In the above section, | have discussed that, inUKethe female return to work frequently
occurs from a position of economic inactivity (s&ection 0). This is important since it high-
lights that the distinction between unemploymerd aractivity is closely related to national
models of coping with unemployment — both indivililpand in terms of institutional unem-

ployment support. In this context, some of the upleyment in the UK — particularly if it is
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longer unemployment — appears as economic inactiviis is the case when job search ac-
tivities or at least the availability for work ispgerequisite of unemployment support. Unem-
ployment insurance and particularly the duratioreligibility for benefits is extensive in the
all of the observed countries. However, in the Wgibility for unemployment benefits
ceases after a relatively short time. Yet, whesrdeactivities are no longer compulsory be-
cause the duration of unemployment exceeds thegefi benefit eligibility, the link to the
labour market becomes more fragile. In such a contetors are more likely to perceive
themselves as being inactively out of the laboucdprather than being unemploy&drhe
same applies, if repeated failure in job-searciviies has discouraged the confidence to re-
enter the labour market in the near future. Impalyathe monthly activity status in this con-

text is recorded as a self-ascribed status in @dfE

Underlying this line of reasoning is that econoimigctivity does not only succeed a longer
unemployment episode but is also closely relateattupational discouragement. In this con-
text, starting a family from a position of econoniiactivity could also be attractive as a
means of compensating for the loss in social estednicth is likely profound after an ex-
tended period of inactivity, given strong normgpéoticipate in gainful employment or at least
to focus on alternative, socially accepted formaativity like parenthood. Indeed, the multi-
variate findings suggest distinct effects of ecoioimactivity on the propensity to decide for
the transition tanotherhood The strength of the effects varies from an inseealikelihood
of 50% in France and Germany, to a likelihood aftatg a family during periods of inactiv-
ity in the UK that is more than 6 times higher tr@nong full-time employed women. The
fact that this impact is extensive in the UK andhparatively weak among German women is
most likely indebted to the fact that lasting ditity for unemployment insurance benefits in
Germany maintains a closer link to the labour miarked thus to the status of being in unem-
ployment. In contrast, a higher number of joblessn&n tend to report their status as inactive
in the UK, where job-search activities are no langeampulsory even after a short duration of

unemployment, undermining a close attachementetdeathour force.

Moreover, economic inactivity primarily shows anpatt among women. In contrast,

among men, economic inactivity signals a profoumability to support a family. However,

3 Detailed tests of the association between ungmmat and economic inactivity nourish the assunmpttat
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male inactivity is generally rare, and the impanttbe likelihood to start a family remains
widely insignificant. Exceptions to this rule aremin the UK, who show an increased rate of
transition into first-parenthood during inactivityhis relation is only significant in the part-
ner model (Model 1V), which means that another mecearner and a stable relationship fre-
quently back this inactivity. This finding appedrs contradict the UK as being a strong
breadwinner country (see Lewis 1992). However, dbeupational pressure in this liberal
market economy could in fact lead to a reversataditional roles. Where men are incapable
of regaining a job and thus fulfilling a breadwinmele, the economic support by a female in-
come earner could nourish the tendency to comperfisathe occupational status loss by fo-
cusing on a male homemaker rBlésee argumentatively Télke & Diewald 2003 for Ger-
many). Yet, the reversal of traditional gender salemains a somewhat speculative assump-
tion. Further investigation in future research nhighed more light in this issue and unravel

whether this finding indeed represents a reverstihditional roles under social pressure.

Earlier Long-Term Unemployment

The effect of earlier long-term unemployment (12nths or more) during the last 5 years was
considered in the multivariate analysis in ordea¢oount for latent factors of economic inse-
curity and deterioration of one’s occupational gosi In detail, | assume a twofold impact

effect for persons, who have experienced thisrigsiclusion from the labour market in their
recent occupational biography. 1) Prior long-temmemployment persistently hampers labour
market integration and obtainable income prosplegtdeteriorating skill endowments. While

this effect can in part be ruled out by the consitien of personal income in the empirical
models, the second issue is perhaps more impo2anthe experience of long-term unem-
ployment increases occupational insecurities, thugermining occupational prospects and
economic reliability. In this context, the expeenof long-term unemployment might func-

tion as a trigger event that might either signalueed breadwinner capabilities among men,

inactivity is frequently a sequential state thateds a longer unemployment episode.

3 |nitial unemployment insurance payments in the tétse after 6 months with subsequent social assist
payments. These payments are based on househotdéaad family size, which poses an additional incentive
to have a child, where occupational prospects s@kbPerhaps a labour market reintegration i<iatied, as
long as unemployment insurance regulations enceuagsearch activities, while a longer labour reardkb-
sence severs a close occupational link, thus braptte decision for family formation.
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or encourage a focus on family formation as anrradiiéve biographical option beyond em-
ployment (see DiPrete & McManus 2000; Friedman.et204).

In fact, the impact of previous long-term unempl@yappears to be most pronounced in
France, where among men, an instable and precagioptoyment career clearly hampers the
ability to support a family. What appears to bdraightforward relation at first glance, how-
ever should be interpreted with caution: The effextly show a low level of significance and
disappear after controlling for partner charactiss In Model V, which integrates all coun-
try-level effects into one model for men and oneviemen (both utilize partner data), | can-

not find any significant impact of previous longfteunemployment among men.

Among women, two different patterns distinguishrié& on one side from Germany and
the UK on the other side. For French women, theeggpce of long term unemployment dur-
ing the last five years — obviously lastinglynereaseghe likelihood to opt for motherhood.
Perhaps a focus on motherhoasl alternativeto employment in France only sets in after a
close link to the labour market has been harmedermining the otherwise pronounced la-

bour market focus, common among French women.

In contrast, for women in Germany and the UK, loeign unemployment during the last
five years shows aegative impacbn the likelihood to decide for a first child. fist glance,
this seems to contradict the pronounced positiveath of longer unemployment among
women in these countries. However, this apparentradiction is most likely a selection ef-
fect of women with a strong labour market attachtm@iven that long-term unemployment in
Germany and the UK tends to speed up the trangitianotherhood, this excludes the con-
cerned women from the sample, as they are no laatgésk to perform the transition to par-
enthood. Thus, women thegmainin the sample inf though having experienced long-term
unemployment ingtare primarily women that reject starting a faniilya context of precari-
ous employment. In contrast, among French womemg-term unemployment probably initi-
ates a detachment from the labour market thattesul latent diffusion process into moth-

erhood, rather than ammediateretreat from the labour force.

Additionally, estimates have addressed the roldn@mhumber of unemployment episodes a

person experienced during the last five years. Tdgator however did not show any sig-
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nificant impact on the propensity to opt for stagtia family®. Considering this finding and
the comparatively weak impact of the experienc@revious long-term unemployment, the
estimates suggest that the experience of instalaihd precariousness in one’s work career
appears to be limited in causing a sustained impadiamily formation rationales. Instead,
rather the current experience of occupational imsgcamong women tends to support ad hoc
considerations of combining joblessness with tlamdition to parenthood. French women
however deviate from this pattern. For them, adwetent from the labour market appears to
be a lasting process, while current experiencescotipational insecurity obviously play a
smaller role than in the rest of the observed aiest This interpretation is consistent with
the fact that French women face few incentivesoimline unemployment with the transition
to motherhood, as culturally embedded norms of femmare are weak, and as social policy
support encourages a parallel combination of waowk family. Perhaps this institutional con-
text also enables women péan their fertility to a greater extent than in Germpam the UK.
Yet, the suggested context of a latent detachnrent the labour force due to occupational
insecurities among French women requires closegsitigation. This issue would be a fruitful

subject for future research. Until then, the sutggeselation remains somewhat speculative.

Additional factors in the context of precarious éoyment that have been tested include
part-time employmer®, fixed term contracts, as well as self- and pubtigployment. Part-
time employment and working under a temporary @mttis assumed to signal an incomplete
integration into the labour force and insecure eapFospects (see Kurz 2002; Kim & Kurz
2003). Yet, the empirical investigations did nabyide convincing evidence in this direction.
Though both part-time work and fixed term contrasttewed clear negative patterns with re-
spect to starting a family for both men and womeall countries, none of these contexts are
statistically significant, except for a weak andtable effect of fixed term contracts for Ger-
man women. Also public employment, which usuallpidd guarantee a higher degree of re-
liability and regard for parental needs does natvige any stable results. Only self-
employment among men in the UK and in France stadearer signs of being supportive of

starting a family. Though this evidence is surmgsat first glance, as self-employed persons

% Due to the limited explanatory power, the mergibvariables were included in the estimates bue leen
omitted in the displayed results on p.57ff.
% part-time work in the ECHP is defined as workingrenthan 15 hours and less than 30 hours a week.



Gender-Specific Effects of Unampient on Family Formation a7

are usually expected to have a high workload arglire flexible time budgets, self-
employment also relates to a sound establishmeatbinsiness context, thus offering reliable

prospects for financially supporting a family.

Unemployment and Educational Attainmeit

| have argued that the impact of unemployment shealy with individual educational at-
tainment, thus affecting the cost of labour magtetence. Model Ill, which considers interac-
tion effects between educational/vocational att@ntmISCED) and unemployment, barely
shows any signs of an association between unemplolyand family formation across educa-
tional groups among men. Only Finnish men with aliom® level of educational attainment
(ISCED 3) have a slightly reduced propensity to fgptbecoming a father, the significance
level, however, is rather low. In contrast, amora@men, there is clear evidence of a differen-
tial impact of unemployment across educational gsousenerally, higher educated women
(ISCED 5-7, tertiary, partially academic educati@hpw no increased likelihood to start a
family during unemployment. As theoretically arguegbmen with profound skill endow-
ments obviously focus on a labour market reintégmain order to avoid a depreciation of
their human capital investments. This applies acadkof the observed countries, and hence

regardless of differences in work-family compatitidue to welfare state orientations.

However, women in Finland, Germany, and the UK witlid- to lower educa-
tional/vocational attainment show @mcreasedprobability to place the transition to parent-
hood within an unemployment episode. In Germany tredUK, this impact is most pro-
nounced among women with lower levels of educafidrese women combine adverse occu-
pational prospects with a limited threat of humapital depreciation due to their already low
level of skill endowments. Moreover, the UK and @any are also the two countries that
combine the highest opportunity costs of parenthaitd prevalent traditional gender role as-
criptions. Hence, it is obviously women with comgtéwrely bleak labour market prospects in
contexts of institutionally and culturally mediateark family incompatibilities that decide

for a first child while being unemployed. Yet, hauld be noted that Finnish women (signifi-

37 It should be noted that the ISCED indicator (s&CD 2001), applied in the ECHP in order to achiewssr
national comparability in educational levels, iliffers from a limited comparability of educatiboertificates
across countries (ISCED 0-2 = secondary school®GHD 3 = upper secondary schooling & vocational edu-
cation; ISCED5-7 = third level, i.e. higher vocatband academic education).
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cant impact of unemployment & medium level eduagtigenerally can rely on a higher insti-
tutional support of combining work and motherhobldwever, given the deep recession dur-
ing the 1990s, the experience of unemployment amuitglevel educated wom&hmost

likely signalled severe difficulties in regainingab, thus nourishing rationales to start a fam-

ily.

The Partner Model (1V)

The view on partner characteristics allows for asigeration of the way in which the eco-
nomic backing of a partner might compensate foretkgerience of occupational insecurities.
Moreover, this consideration also highlights cotdeér which one partner might aim at eco-
nomic independence, particularly by trying to rattw the labour market when unemployed,
instead of focusing on a homemaker role. Imporyariie pronounced impact of female un-
employment and inactivity in Finland, Germany, dnd UK remains well in place, after tak-
ing into account partner information such as incéevel and educational attainment. A view
of the partner’s unemployment provides a picturg ttorresponds with the results derived
from individual unemployment: This context only sl®w a statistically significant level
among men, that is, only the (female) unemploynoémtives increases the aptitude to have a
child. Again, French women show an exception te thie. That is, in the partner model (1V)
longer unemployment of wives of French men doesshotv any significant impact. It can be
speculated that this is both a reflection of thesel labour market attachment of French
women, as well as an indicator of an urge to awoiegress to traditional family roles and
economic dependence, particularly in a culturaltexinwhere a focus on maternal roles pro-

vides fewer chances of acquiring social esteem.

With respect to the duration of a partnership, disvepeculated that a longer duration fos-
ters reciprocity and mutual trust, and thus seteagstrict the perceived risk of abandonment
and the significant other exploiting his/her ecoiaatly superior position. While the results
should be interpreted with caution as only madadation could be considered, the evidence
across all four countries for both women and mewidgely consistent in suggesting that pri-

marily the transition to marriage is crucial in tieéng family formation rationales, rather than

% |ower educated women in Finland show no increased fikeli of family formation during unemployment.
However, this educational group is comparativelyalsrim both the Finnish society as well as in theHP



Gender-Specific Effects of Unampient on Family Formation 49

the duration of the partnership. In fact the likelihood to st@afamily increases with the tran-

sition to marriage but then declines with maritatation.

The Cross-National Model (Model V)

A final set of estimates (Model V) summarizes timalgsis of key indicators in two cross-
nationally comparative models for men and for wondateraction effects distinguish differ-
ent measures of unemployment by country. The resdlthese unemployment indicators are
widely consistent with the country-specific estipmatIn this context, male unemployment
shows no significant effects on the aptitude totstdamily in any of the four countries after
controlling for income, education, and partner elgeristics. This does not necessarily con-
tradict the often-stressed assumption that laboarket related insecurities hamper male
breadwinner qualities, and thus nourish the postpwmt of fertility transitions. However,
under male unemployment, the imminent effect otioed financial backing plays a key role.
The deviation from the traditional norm of an eamizally potent household head certainly still
exerts a negative impact on the transition to faibed in most societies. There is still a domi-
nant norm that family formation requires men tospagertain threshold of economic reliability,
guaranteeing breadwinner capabilities (see Oppemnel994: 322). Yet, where the decline in
income is compensated by welfare state suppormcbypational prospects due to high skill in-
vestments, and by the backing of a female earherpégative impact of unemployment is no
longer dominant in family formation choices. Thatwhere personal and institutional arrange-
ments are capable of compensating for the econsetiiacks of male unemployment, this occu-

pational hardship does not appear to signal pertigtreduced breadwinner qualities.

Moreover, the view of men in the UK supports thewithat the status loss due to unem-
ployment might be compensated for by becominglzefaffor this line of reasoning see Tolke
& Diewald 2003). The occupational status loss aduertemployment is particularly extensive
in a liberal market economy, where participatiorgainful employment is crucial for social
recognition, and thus for self-esteem. Compensdtinghis status decline with a focus on a
family role might be an option among men who hagerbprofoundly discouraged in their at-
tempts to regain a job. For them, the low priceime might encourage a participation in pa-

rental responsibilities, thus disburdening the woraad increasing the probability of family

what most likely increases the standard errorhénesstimates, thus leading to insignificant results
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formation. However, aeversalof traditional gender roles that are still prevala the UK is
perhaps a daring assumption, particularly givert tha outlined effect did not prove to be

very stable.

Among women, a positive impact of unemployment aodnomic inactivity on the likeli-
hood to start a family is salient. The effect isstngronounced among women in the UK, who
have been unemployed for a longer period. They shh@w times higher likelihood to opt for
having a child. If these women report economic fiivitg — which was stressed as an indica-
tor of discouragement in job-search activities e ttkelihood is even 4 times as high as
among full-time working women. In Germany, a slightveaker effect of longer unemploy-
ment (a 74% increased probability) provides a péctihat otherwise widely resembles the
situation in the UK. Yet, there is no significafiteet of economic inactivity in Germany. This
perhaps is a consequence of sustained unemploysupport that retains a link to the labour
market by encouraging job-search activities, whietkes a self-perception of being economi-

cally inactive unlikely.

The findings for Finland were unexpected. Eventhamashort duration of unemployment
increases the likelihood of starting a family bg factor 2.3. This widely resembles the situa-
tion in the strong breadwinner countries of Germanyg the UK, and clearly distinguishes
Finland from the French context, where women shalose labour market attachment and a
high reluctance to start a family during unemplopin& hese results are surprising, as the
Finnish welfare state shows the highest performam@ncouraging egalitarian gender roles,
in protecting from life course risks, and in sugpw the reconciliation of work and family
roles for women. Hence, the incentive of reducipgartunity costs by combining unem-
ployment and the transition to parenthood shou&hrty be reduced in Finland. There is
strong evidence that this fertility behaviour iesgly related to the recession and labour mar-
ket crisis Finland experienced during the earlyQ9®bviously, the adverse labour market
conditions had a lasting impact on the perceptibacsupational prospects and insecurities,
thus fostering family formation as a focus beyomrdupational activity. Nevertheless, these
results also raise some questions of whether gtéttional arrangement in Finland is indeed
doing so well in alleviating the burdens on womkattresult from combining occupational

and family roles.
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7) Summary & Conclusion

Among men, unemployment hampers family formatiohisTcontext, however, is essentially
related to the imminent effects of a reduced fitaneacking, whereas | did not find any con-
sistent evidence that unemployment persistentlyadggreduced breadwinner qualities beyond
the direct economic setbacks. Among women, unemmoy encourages the transition to par-
enthood if occupational prospects are bleak, ar éfose link to the labour market has been
broken. This is reflected in the finding that peutarly longer periods of unemployment and
subsequent economic inactivity speed up the tiansio parenthood. Moreover, | find a pro-
nounced impact of unemployment among women withwaet educational and vocational at-
tainment. These findings are particularly pronoghteGermany and the UK, two countries
that leave the burden of reconciling occupatiomgjagiement and parenthood to women. Im-
portantly, these two countries combine contradictostitutional arrangements by nourishing
occupational aspirations, particularly among youngemen, while traditional gender roles
are still culturally embedded and institutionalgproduced — for example by neglect of ma-
ternity protection and support (UK), strict matdroarer norms (Germany), and by an under-

developed supply of public childcare (in both Gemgnand the UK).

The consequence of these contradictory institutian@ngements in market (i.e. individ-
ual) oriented and in family oriented institutiorse¢ McDonald 2000) are high opportunity
costs of parenthood. These opportunity costs atbduincreased by the necessity of estab-
lishing an autonomous and independent economiciposiast but not least, in order to com-
pensate for limited institutional protection froifel course risks and economic hardships.
This leads to a strong female labour market atta&cttimAgainst this background, only longer
unemployment episodes that have already hampebbedrianarket integration show a positive

impact on to the likelihood to start a family.

The view on the UK and Germany supports the assompat family formation in these
countries is closely related to two major factdisst, high burdens of combining familial and
occupational roles, particularly among women; agxbad, the implicit norm to first integrate
into the labour market in order to transfer edul investments into safe occupational
status positions. This context results in familgnfation during unemployment being a prom-

ising option, particularly among lower educated weomwho frequently already depend on
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support from a male earner, whose partner relatiwaghus more traditional, and who face
bleak labour market prospects compared to womelm ligher skill endowments. In contrast,
higher educated women are reluctant to place #msition to parenthood within an unem-
ployment episode. Rather, these women focus omgegeation into the labour market obvi-
ously in order to avoid a reduction to the rolels# sole homemaker, which would not only
lead to a depreciation of their human capital itwesits and hamper their career options, but

which would also establish economic and social ddpece from a breadwinner.

Except for the findings for Finland, which are lddsy a severe labour market crisis that
hampered occupational prospects, the evidence stsggeclose labour market attachment of
women in Germany and the UK, and particularly iarfere. While family formation during
unemployment is obviously a promising option dudhte low price of time among German
and British women, women in these countries onlyamgordingly if a close link to the labour

market has been severed, and chances of quicklinfira job have been discouraged.
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8) Appendix:

(A) Additional Structural Indicators

Figure 5: Male-Female Employment Ratio Gap1993 — 2001
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Figure 6: Female Labour Force Participation 1960 — 200&byntry
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Figure 7: Gross Domestic Product (GDP) per Capita in PwsiciggPower Standards (PPS)
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(B) Descriptive Statistics

(See following page)
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Table 3 Sample of Respondents — Selected Descriptivésfitat

Descriptive Statistics France Finland Germany UK
(all values in percent) Men [Women | Men [Women Men [Women | Men [Women
Birth Cohorts
1955-1964 18.9 145 21.7 16.5 21.8 17.7 27.2 21.6
1965-1974 47.5 44.6 31.7 27.0 47.1 43.6 43.1 41.9
1975-1983 33.7 41.0 46.6 56.5 31.1 38.7 29.6 36.5
Partnership Status
Single / Living Apart Together 74.5 69.1 68.8 61.2 68.4 58.3 60.8 55.0
Consensual Union 12.9 14.8 16.8 20.4 12.6 15.2 14.8 15.7
Married 12.6 16.1 145 18.4 19.0 26.3 243 29.3
Duration of Marriage up to 1V. 2.2 2.6 1.6 1.9 2.4 3.1 2.8 3.1
Duration of Marriage 2-3 Years 4.8 5.8 5.3 6.2 6.1 7.7 8.1 8.7
Duration of Mar. 4 Years & More 4.8 6.9 6.6 9.3 8.9 13.7 11.7 15.4
Educational Attainment
ISCED levels 0-2 (lower 2™ Lvl.) 26.5 21.4 32.0 33.2 32.2 32.7 34.9 32.6
ISCED level 3 (upper 2" Lvl.) 34.2 354 52.5 42.0 52.1 52.1 15.1 16.2
ISCED levels 5-7 (3" Lvl. Ed.) 21.0 26.6 15.4 24.4 12.8 105 46.5 48.9
Activity Status
Full-time & Permanent Contr. 35.6 25.3 30.4 20.7 41.7 34.1 52.5 43.8
Full-time & Public Employment 7.2 8.3 6.1 7.1 9.0 14.8 9.6 15.8
Full-time & Fixed Term Contract 6.9 5.3 6.4 8.6 4.7 4.1 3.1 3.2
Part-time Employed 2.5 5.5 3.0 5.1 4.3 6.5 3.3 6.5
Self-Employed 3.1 11 8.1 24 3.6 13 7.1 2.8
In Education/ Apprenticeship 27.7 38.1 26.3 39.4 24.8 28.8 13.8 18.7
Economically Inactive 2.7 2.6 0.7 1.1 0.5 2.5 2.3 3.4
Retired / Other / Missing 5.6 4.2 10.1 8.5 5.1 3.0 1.9 2.1
Unemployment
Unemployed (UE) 8.8 9.6 8.9 7.4 6.4 5.1 6.4 3.7
Short-term UE (1-4 months) 3.2 34 3.4 3.4 2.4 19 24 1.7
Longer UE (> 4months) 5.6 6.2 5.5 4.0 4.0 3.2 4.0 1.9
Long-term UE during last 5 Yr.? 8.2 7.8 12.7 7.3 6.1 4.9 111 4.6
Partner Context
ISCED Levels 0-2 24.0 28.6 12.9 14.7 14.9 14.1 30.5 26.2
Level 3 36.0 34.6 46.5 56.1 67.5 60.1 13.1 131
Levels 5-7 (3" Lvl. Edu.) 30.1 26.0 40.4 28.9 16.2 245 54.9 58.6
Relative Income: Similar Level 29.8 29.3 24.0 23.1 39.2 38.9 35.8 38.4
Traditional (& 1/3 above Q) 46.8 46.6 45.5 41.9 42.9 41.3 45.8 39.1
Fem. Main Earner (21/3>7) 135 14.1 16.5 19.1 13.8 15.4 12.6 16.8
Both not working 6.3 6.8 9.6 11.2 2.9 3.1 3.5 3.6
Employment:  Partner Inactive 4.5 1.2 1.0 0.4 3.9 0.7 5.9 1.3
Partner Unemployed 121 6.7 9.5 7.8 5.1 4.8 2.7 4.2
n of person-months 155.211 | 127.291 | 77.893 | 62.872 | 166.077 | 133.783 | 120.035 | 98.510
n of cases 2.851 2.465 1.635 1.389 2.754 2.372 2.177 1.861
n of cases w. Partner(Model V) 1.198 1.208 782 786 1.321 1.356 1.183 1.103
n of births (backdated) ‘94-2000 579 632 249 250 547 588 456 480

Source: ECHP 1994-2001 (author’s calculations).

Note: Sample description reflects person-montlaheérvations (i.e. repeated records for each oleskrv
person), except where specified differently; valngsercent.
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(C) Piecewise-Constant Exponential Hazard Estimat First-Birth Risk

Model Description:

Model I:

Model II:

Model III:

Model IV:

Model V:

Note:

Duration of unemployment, prior to the month etision for parenthood
(toirtn — 10 months). Binary coding of:

Short-term (up to 4 months of continuous unemplayne

Mid-term (more than four months of continuous unkpment).

All adult respondents of cohorts 1955-1983

Duration of unemployment, prior to the month etision for parenthood

(toirth — 10 months). Unemployment duration measured aopthe employment
status with full-time employment as reference catggAdditional covariates (net-
income, ISCED, partnerships status, etc. Long-temamployment during the last
5 years, unemployment rate (nutsl level ).

All adult respondents of cohorts 1955-1983

Interaction effects of unemployment by educat@n,(y, — 10 months).

Identical to Model Il. Exception: Unemployment diioa excluded in favour of in-
teraction effects of unemployment by educationi@iament (ISCED).

All adult respondents of cohorts 1955-1983

Partner Model (atfn — 10 months).
Identical to Model Il. Exception: Covariates ontpar added, incl. partner’s in-
come, partner’'s unemployment/inactivity, partnexdsication, relative income.

Only couples with partner being panel respondetipds 1955-1983.

Cross national partner Model (gft— 10 months).
Identical to Model IV. Date pooled across country.

Only couples with partner being panel respondetipds 1955-1983.

Models I through IV are based on separate estsriay gender for each country;

Model V is based on differentiation solely by gende
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Table 4 Determinants of First-Birth Risk - Piecewise Gtamt Estimates fdfrance by Gendelnote: this table continued on next page)

Model | Model Il Model Il Model IV
Men Women Men Women Men Women Men Women
haz. | b | haz. | b [haz. | b [haz. | b [haz [ b |haz. [ b |haz. [ b |ha z | b
Baseline Hazard (Effects apply to Hazard / Month)
16 to 21 Years 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01
(0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.01)*** (0.00)***
29 10 26 Years 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01
(0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)***
0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01
27 to 33 Years
(0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.01)*** (0.00)***
33 10 38 Years 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00
(0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)***
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
39 to 45 Years
(0.00)*** (0.00)**+ (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)***
Ever Worked?
1.51 1.33 151 1.36 0.95 1.09
Yes (1)
(0.61) (0.29) (0.61) (0.30) (0.38) (0.26)

Activity Status Reference: Full-time Employed w. Permanet Contract (Omitted Cat

egories: Full-time

w. Fixed Term Contract / FT+Public Employ. / Self Employment)

. 0.78 117 0.78 1.17 0.76 1.13
Part-Time Employed (0.25) 0.17) (0.25) 0.17) (0.25) 0.17)
. . 0.50 0.41 0.49 0.42 0.46 0.35
In Education/Apprentice (0.18) (0.10) (0.17)* (0.10) (0.19)* (0.10)
. . 0.48 171 0.50 1.73 0.87 1.55
Economically Inactive (0.30) (0.40)** (0.31) (0.41)** (0.54) (0.39)*
0.87 1.23 1.32 0.99 1.50 0.95
Short-Term UE (1-4 months) (0.22) (0.24) (0.33) (0.20) (0.49) (0.21)
0.40 0.81 1.04 0.79 1.26 0.69
Longer UE (5 or more mo.) (0.11)%* (0.14) (0.30) (0.15) (0.43) (0.15)*
. : 1.48 0.76
UE*Lower Educ. (ISCED 0-2) (0.45) (0.21)
o : 0.77 1.03
UE*Mid Education (ISCED 3) (0.32) (0.23)
e i 0.66 0.72
UE*Higer Educ. (ISCED5-7) (0.40) (0.19)
Partners Employment Status
. 1.03 1.17
Unemployed / Inactive (0.14) (0.27)
Long -term UE (>12Months) During the last 5 Years? Reference: Not Long-Term UE during last 5 years
Yes (1) 0.71 1.25 0.69 1.22 0.81 1.25
(0.15)* (0.16)* (0.15)* (0.16) (0.17) (0.18)

Table continued on next page...
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Table 4 continued...
Model | Model I Model 11l Model IV
Men Women Men Women Men Women Men Women
haz. | b haz. b haz. | b haz. | b haz. | b haz. [ b haz. | b ha z. | b
Regional UE Rate
(Nuts1 Level) 1.02 1.03 1.02 1.03 1.03 1.04
(0.02) (0.02)* (0.02) (0.02)* (0.02) (0.02)*
Education Reference: 2™ Stage of Secondary Education (ISCED 3)
Less than 2™ Stage of Secon- 1.12 1.07 1.08 1.11 1.13 1.03
dary Education  (ISCED 0-2) (0.13) (0.13) (0.13) (0.14) (0.13) (0.14)
Third Level Education 0.84 1.07 0.84 1.11 0.83 1.16
(ISCED 5-7) (0.10) (0.10) (0.10) (0.11) (0.10) (0.12)
Individual Income  (Euro/Month PPP adjusted)
1.12 1.08 1.12 1.08 1.09 1.12
Net Income, Work & Assets (0.03)"* (0.05) (0.03)"* (0.05) (0.03)* (0.06)**
Public Transfers 3.47 5.96 3.42 5.96 3.35 6.63
(excl. Unemployment Benefits) (1.22)*** (1.34)*** (1.20)*** (1.34)** (1.22)*** (1.70)***
Type of relationship Reference : Single / Living Apart Together
Consensual Union 2L.47 6.48 2137 6.49 Reference: Consensual Union
(5.47)** (1.20)*** (5.44)** (1.20)***
Married for up to 1 Year 47.18 10.29 47.29 10.33 2.16 1.57
(12.81)**= (2.16)** (12.80)*** (2.16)*** (0.33)*** (0.26)***
Married 2 to 3 Years 55.36 16.16 54.97 16.20 2.52 2.33
(14.69)*** (3.22)*** (14.57)*** (3.23)** (0.27)** (0.26)***
Married 4 Years or more 35.69 10.18 35.52 10.17 1.66 1.49
(9.73)*** (2.15)** (9.66)*** (2.15)*** (0.22)*** (0.20)***
Partnerinformation (Reference categories as above)
. 0.95 1.10
P. Education (ISCED 0-2) (0.13) (0.13)
. 1.14 0.85
P. Education (ISCED 5-7) (0.12) (0.10)
P. Net Income 1.14 1.13 1.14 1.13 1.15 1.09
(Euro/Month PPP adjusted) (0.04)*** (0.02)*** (0.04)*** (0.02)*** (0.05)**+ (0.03)**
Relative Income Reference: Equal Income Level
Traditional (& 1/3 above Q) 1.02 114
(0.11) (0.13)
. 0.76 0.72
Fem. Main Earner (91/3>3) (0.14) (0.12)*
n of Person-Months = 152429 124894 152429 124894 152429 124894 38752 38521
n of Subjects / Events = 2851 /579 2465/ 632 2851 /579 2465 /632 2851 /579 2465 / 632 1198 /551 1208 / 556
Log Pseudolikelihood = -212.28 171.1 352.14 326.82 353.91 327.25 456.01 491.24
Wald Chi? = 15650.00 15991.52 11739.73 12878.16 11771.69 12859.51 10011.78 9423.06

Source: ECHP 1994 to 2001 (author’s calculations).

Significance levels based on p < Q¥0p < 0.05 (**) and p < 0.01 (***).
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Table 5 Determinants of First Birth Risk - Piecewise @@mt Estimates fdfinland by Gendegnote: this table continued on next page)

Model | Model Il Model IlI Model IV
Men Women Men Women Men Women Men Women
haz. [ b | haz. | b [haz. | b [haz. | b |haz. [ b |haz. [ b |haz |[b [haz | b
Baseline Hazard (Effects apply to Hazard / Month)
161021 Y 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01
0 <L vears (0.00)+** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)** (0.00)+** (0.00)+* (0.00)*** (0.00)+**
29 t0 26 Years 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01
(0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)***
2710 33 Years 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01
(0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)***
330 38 Years 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
(0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)***
39 to 45 Years 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
(0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)***
Ever Worked?
Yes (1) 1.29 0.91 1.27 0.93 0.50 0.78
(0.72) (0.24) (0.71) (0.25) (0.24) (0.22)
Activit y Status Reference: Full-time Employed w. Permanet Contract (Omitted Categories: Full-time w. Fixed Term Contract / FT+Public Employ. / Self Employment)
Part-Time Employed 1.34 0.74 1.34 0.74 1.30 0.66
(0.45) (0.23) (0.45) (0.23) (0.50) (0.23)
In Education/Apprentice 0.50 0.77 0.50 0.76 0.54 0.80
(0.16)** (0.17) (0.16)** (0.18) (0.20)* (0.21)
Economically Inactive omitted 2.82 omitted 2.82 omitted 2.82
(1.15)** (1.16)** (1.29)**
0.48 2.78 0.50 2.29 0.26 2.29
Short-Term UE (1-4 months) (0.24) (0.61)*** (0.26) (0.57)*** (0.19)* (0.62)++
Longer UE (5 or more mo.) 0.48 1.26 0.83 1.23 0.73 1.22
(0.18)* (0.37) (0.32) (0.41) (0.32) (0.45)
. i 1.03 1.77
UE*Lower Educ. (ISCED 0-2) (0.60) (0.83)
o ; 0.36 1.93
UE*Mid Education (ISCED 3) (0.19)* (0.64)"
e ] 1.54 1.70
UE*Higher Educ. (ISCED5-7) (0.81) (0.55)
Partners Employment Status
Unemployed / Inactive il 0.67
(0.53)*** (0.24)
Lona -term UE (>12Months) Durina the last 5 Yea rs? Reference: Not Lona-Term UE during last 5 vears
Yes (1) 0.82 0.93 0.82 0.85 0.73 0.83
(0.19) (0.22) (0.19) (0.20) (0.19) (0.21)

Table continued on next page...




Gender-Specific Effects oEbployment on Family Formation 60
Table 5 continued...
Model | Model Il Model 11l Model IV
Men Women Men Women Men Women Men Women
haz. | b haz. b haz. | b haz. | b haz. | b haz. [ b haz. | b ha z. | b
Regional UE Rate
(Nuts1 Level) 1.02 1.04 1.02 1.04 1.02 1.04
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)
Education Reference: 2™ Stage of Secondary Education (ISCED 3)
Less than 2™ Stage of Secon- 0.88 1.76 0.81 1.78 0.98 1.45
dary Education  (ISCED 0-2) (0.20) (0.38)*** (0.20) (0.42)* (0.26) (0.33)
Third Level Education 0.85 142 0.80 1.46 0.83 1.52
(ISCED 5-7) (0.15) (0.24)* (0.14) (0.26)* (0.16) (0.27)**
Individual Income  (Euro/Month PPP adjusted)
1.11 1.17 1.11 1.17 1.09 1.17
Net Income, Work & Assets (0.07) (0.06)** (0.07) (0.06)** (0.10) (0.06)**
Public Transfers 2.44 1.51 2.44 1.58 2.34 1.14
(excl. Unemployment Benefits) (0.83)*** (0.99) (0.83)*** (1.02) (0.88)** (0.92)
Type of relationship Reference : Single / Living Apart Together
Consensual Union 2.94 8.97 2.94 8.99 Reference: Consensual Union
(0.90)*** (2.97)** (0.90)*** (2.96)*** )
Married for up to 1 Year 17.55 42.66 17.62 42.90 7.03 5.17
P (5.59)*** (14.79)*** (5.57)*** (14.88)*** (L.77)** (1.29)***
Married 2 to 3 Years 8.98 24.00 8.82 24.13 3.25 2.76
(2.74)** (8.35)*** (2.68)*** (8.36)*** (0.68)*** (0.56)***
Married 4 Years or more 5.97 20.57 5.95 20.58 2.38 2.47
(1.90)*** (7.50)** (1.89)*** (7.48)*** (0.53)*** (0.58)***
Partnerin formation (Reference categories as above)
. 1.10 1.23
P. Education (ISCED 0-2) (0.29) (0.30)
. 1.44 0.83
P. Education (ISCED 5-7) (0.25) (0.15)
P. Net Income 1.18 1.15 1.18 1.15 1.19 1.15
(Euro/Month PPP adjusted) (0.09)** (0.07)* (0.09)** (0.07)** (0.11)* (0.08)**
Relative Income Reference: Equal Income Level
Traditional (& 1/3 above Q) 1.06 1.10
(0.23) (0.23)
. 1.10 0.89
Fem. Main Earner (91/3>3) (0.30) (0.23)
n of Person-Months = 76413 61651 76413 61651 76413 61651 23772 23833
n of Subjects / Events = 1635 / 249 1389 / 250 1635/ 249 1389 / 250 1635 / 249 1389 / 250 782 /219 786 / 227
Log Pseudolikelihood = -129.11 -111.84 65.35 70.55 67.20 69.07 147.29 129.98
Wald Chi® = 7010.22 6619.78 15563.11 8788.73 15780.84 9575.46 8664.15 7078.84

Source: ECHP 1994 to 2001 (author’s calculations).

Significance levels based on p < Q¥0p < 0.05 (**) and p < 0.01 (***).
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Table 6. Determinants of First-Birth Risk - PiecewisernStant Estimates f@aermany by Gende(note: this table continued on next page)

Model | Model Il Model IlI Model IV
Men Women Men Women Men Women Men Women
haz. | b | haz. | b [haz. | b [haz. | b [haz [ b |haz. [ b |haz. [ b |ha z | b
Baseline Hazard (Effects apply to Hazard / Month)
161021 Y 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
0 <L vears (0.00)** (0.00)*** (0.00)** (0.00)+* (0.00)+** (0.00)+* (0.00)+* (0.00)+**
29 t0 26 Years 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
(0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)***
27 t0 33 Years 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
(0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)***
330 38 Years 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
(0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)***
39 to 45 Years 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
(0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)***
Ever W orked?
Yes (1) 1.53 1.81 1.53 1.79 1.21 1.17
(0.69) (0.52)* (0.70) (0.52)* (0.68) (0.41)
Activity Status Reference: Full-time Employed w. Permanent Contract (Omitted Categories: Full-time w. Fixed Term Contract / FT+Public Employ. / Self-Employment)
Part-Time Employed 0.68 0.91 0.68 0.91 0.74 0.97
(0.19) (0.17) (0.19) (0.17) (0.22) (0.20)
In Education/Apprentice 084 054 0.85 054 1.02 0.68
(0.20) (0.12)** (0.20) (0.12)** (0.30) (0.15)*
Economically Inactive omitted 1.53 omitted 1.54 omitted 1.21
(0.33)** (0.33)** (0.31)
0.58 1.23 0.69 1.28 0.61 1.22
Short-Term UE (1-4 months) (0.22) (0.35) (0.27) (0.38) 0.27) (0.41)
Longer UE (5 or more mo.) 0.65 1.82 1.11 2.30 0.87 2.01
(0.17)* (0.33)*** (0.29) (0.50)*** (0.29) (0.54)***
. i 0.88 1.99
UE*Lower Educ. (ISCED 0-2) (0.33) (0.54)
o ; 0.98 1.74
UE*Mid Education (ISCED 3) (0.29) (0.41)"
e ] 0.47 1.96
UE*Higher Educ. (ISCED5-7) (0.48) (1.08)
Partners Employment Sta_ tus
Unemployed / Inactive L 0.74
(0.29)*** (0.22)
Lona -term UE (>12Months) Durina the last 5 Years?  Reference: Not Lona-Term UE during last 5 vears
Yes (1) 0.82 0.80 0.86 0.87 0.88 0.64
(0.20) (0.20) (0.22) (0.21) (0.24) (0.20)
Table continued on next page...
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Table 6 continued...
Model | Model Il Model 11l Model IV
Men Women Men Women Men Women Men Women
haz. | b haz. | b haz. | b haz. | b haz. | b haz. [ b haz. | b ha z. | b
Regional UE Rate
(Nuts1 Level) 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.98
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)
Education Reference: 2™ Stage of Secondary Education (ISCED 3)
Less than 2™ Stage of Secon- 1.28 1.48 1.29 1.46 1.34 1.40
dary Education  (ISCED 0-2) (0.16)* (0.17)*** (0.17)** (0.18)*** (0.18)* (0.18)**
Third Level Education 111 0.93 1.12 0.92 1.22 0.94
(ISCED 5-7) (0.13) (0.13) (0.13) (0.13) (0.16) (0.14)
Individual Income  (Euro/Month PPP adjusted)
1.11 1.27 1.11 1.27 1.10 1.26
Net Income, Work & Assets (0.05)* (0.09)%** (0.05)% (0.09)** (0.06) (0.08)***
Public Transfers 1.03 13.58 1.03 13.53 0.63 18.16
(excl. Unemployment Benefits) (0.58) (4.51)*** (0.58) (4.49)*** (0.40) (7.22)***
Type of relationship Reference : Single / Living Apart Together
Consensual Union 284 1.70 284 170 Reference: Consensual Union
(0.72)** (0.36)** (0.72)*** (0.36)** )
Married for up to 1 Year 20.81 9.56 20.67 9.56 7.87 6.00
(4.86)*** (2.01)** (4.82)*** (2.01)*** (1.52)** (1.16)***
Married 2 to 3 Years 17.12 9.98 17.13 9.92 6.54 6.25
(4.06)** (2.02)*** (4.06)*** (2.00)*** (1.221)%* (1.05)***
Married 4 Years or more 12.97 7.26 12.95 7.25 4.95 4.77
(3.11)** (1.50)*** (3.11)** (1.50)*** (0.86)*** (0.81)***
Partner Information  (Reference categories as above)
P. Education (ISCED 0-2) 1.33 1.38
(0.17)* (0.18)*
. 0.83 1.09
P. Education (ISCED 5-7) (0.12) (0.15)
P. Net Income 1.12 1.07 1.12 1.07 1.25 111
(Euro/Month PPP adjusted) (0.09) (0.06) (0.09) (0.06) (0.09)*** (0.06)*
Relative Income Reference: Equal Income Level
Traditional (& 1/3 above Q) 1.16 1.04
(0.14) (0.14)
. 1.14 1.06
Fem. Main Earner (91/3>3) (0.25) (0.20)
n of Person-Months = 163853 131925 163853 131925 163853 131925 51642 54822
n of Subjects / Events = 2754 | 547 2372/ 588 2754 | 547 2372/ 588 2754 | 547 2372/ 588 1321 /491 1356 / 484
Log Pseudolikelihood = -313.57 -286.86 130.62 74.07 130.81 72.74 282.84 256.33
Wald Chi® = 15580.61 15740.94 12711.16 13745.21 12733.39 15094.11 9490.44 9326.65

Source: ECHP 1994 to 2001 (author’s calculations)

Significance levels based on p < Q¥0p < 0.05 (**) and p < 0.01 (***).
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Table 7: Determinants of First-Birth Risk - Piecewise Gtamt Estimates for tHgK by Gendeknote: this table continued on next page)
Model | Model Il Model IlI Model IV
Men Women Men Women Men Women Men Women
haz. | b | haz. | b [haz. | b [haz. | b [haz [ b |haz. [ b |haz. [ b |ha z | b
Baseline Hazard (Effects apply to Hazard / Month)
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00
16 to 21 Years
(0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.01)*** (0.00)***
29 10 26 Years 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00
(0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)***
27 10 33 Years 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00
(0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)***
33 10 38 Years 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00
(0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)***
39 to 45 Years 0.00 " 0.00 " 0.00 " 0.00 " 0.00 " 0.00 " 0.00 " 0.00 "
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
Ever Worked?
Yes (1) 0.74 1.35 0.82 1.30 0.60 0.93
(0.31) (0.34) (0.36) (0.33) (0.28) (0.29)

Activity Status Referen ce: Full-time Employed w. Permanent Contract (Omitted Categories: Full-time w. Fixed Term Contract / FT+Publ

ic Employ. / Self-Employment)

Part-Time Employed 0.97 1.01 0.98 1.01 1.06 1.15
(0.28) (0.20) (0.29) (0.20) (0.32) (0.24)
In Education/Apprentice 0.18 0.37 0.19 0.36 0.44 0.46
(0.11)*** (0.11)*** (0.12)*** (0.11)*** (0.29) (0.20)*
Economically Inactive 124 aly e 1.30 220 o EE . sl o
(0.47) (1.16) (0.49) (1.15) (1.00) (1.36)
1.28 1.11 1.18 1.27 1.46 1.40
Short-Ti UE (1-4 th
ort-Term UE (1-4 months) (0.37) (0.40) (0.39) (0.48) (0.62) (0.62)
Longer UE (5 or more mo.) 0.79 2.26 0.68 3.00 1.08 2.59
) (0.22) (0.56)*** (0.21) (0.85)*** (0.39) (1.01)**
1.08 2.31
UE*L Educ. (ISCED 0-2
ower Educ. ( ) (0.33) (0.76)
. . 0.65 1.39
UE*Mid Educat ISCED 3
i ucation ( ) (0.50) (1.02)
. 0.62 1.66
UE*Higher Educ. (ISCED5-7
igher Educ. ( ) (0.31) (0.66)
Partners Employment Status
U loved / Inacti 3.73 1.54
nemployed / Inactive (0.65)7 (0.40)*
Lona -term UE (>12Months) Durina the | ast 5 Years? Reference: Not Lona-Term UE durina last 5 vears
Yes (1) 1.01 0.94 0.97 1.02 0.98 0.74
(0.19) (0.22) (0.18) (0.24) (0.19) (0.20)

Table continued on next page...
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Table 7 continued...
Model | Model Il Model 11l Model IV
Men Women Men Women Men Women Men Women
haz. | b haz. | b haz. | b haz. | b haz. | b haz. [ b haz. | b ha z. | b
Regional UE Rate
(Nuts1 Level) 1.00 1.02 1.00 1.02 1.00 1.01
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.02)
Education Reference : 2™ Stage of Secondary Education (ISCED 3)
Less than 2™ Stage of Secon- 1.20 1.34 1.16 1.32 1.40 1.28
dary Education  (ISCED 0-2) (0.20) (0.21)* (0.20) (0.21)* (0.25)* (0.22)
Third Level Education 1.07 1.10 1.06 1.10 1.18 1.14
(ISCED 5-7) (0.17) (0.16) (0.17) (0.16) (0.20) (0.18)
Individual Income  (Euro/Month PPP adjusted)
1.01 1.04 1.01 1.04 0.98 1.08
Net Income, Work & Assets (0.04) (0.06) (0.04) (0.06) (0.05) (0.07)
Public Transfers 0.91 1.09 0.90 1.09 0.68 0.48
(excl. Unemployment Benefits) (0.30) (0.41) (0.33) (0.41) (0.33) (0.26)
Type of relationship Reference : Single / Living Apart Together
Consensual Union 9.61 3.09 9.57 3.09 Reference: Consensual Union
(2.43)*** (0.63)*** (2.42)*** (0.64)***
Married for up to 1 Year 28.13 8.57 27.56 8.57 2.97 2.58
(7.45)** (2.06)*** (7.30)** (2.07)** (0.58)*** (0.52)***
Married 2 to 3 Years 25.96 9.75 25.56 9.71 2.85 3.08
(6.67)*** (2.05)** (6.55)*** (2.05)*** (0.42)** (0.47)**
. 23.14 6.63 22.77 6.65 2.58 221
Married 4 Years or more
(6.03)*** (1.46)*** (5.95)*** (1.47)%** (0.38)*** (0.35)***
Partner Information  (Reference categories as above)
P. Education (ISCED 0-2) 1.06 1.24
(0.19) (0.23)
. 1.05 1.13
P. Education (ISCED 5-7) 0.17) (0.19)
P. Net Income 1.07 1.03 1.07 1.03 1.09 0.94
(Euro/Month PPP adjusted) (0.06) (0.05) (0.06) (0.05) (0.06) (0.08)
Relative Income Reference: Equal Income Level
Traditional (& 1/3 above Q) 1.25 1.38
(0.17)* (0.20)*
. 1.25 1.04
Fem. Main Earner (91/3>3) (0.26) (0.21)
n of Person-Months = 117942 96742 117942 96742 117942 96742 46227 43621
n of Subjects / Events = 2177 | 456 1861 / 480 2177 | 456 1861 /480 2177 | 456 1861 / 480 1183 /423 1103/ 408
Log Pseudolikelihood = -247.16 -216.92 94.42 83.67 94.25 81.96 198.76 210.62
Wald Chi? = 13294.98 13136.34 12029.83 13192.69 12016.81 13271.73 8758.21 1.50e+12

Source: ECHP 1994 to 2001 (author’s calculations).

Significance levels based on p < @*0p < 0.05 (**) and p < 0.01 (***).



Table 8 Determinants of First-Birth Risk - Piecewise @@mnt Estimates across
Countries by Gendéhnote: this table continued on next page)

Model V
All Countries / Couples Only Men Women
hazard ratio | se hazard ratio | se
Baseline Hazard (Effects apply to Hazard / Month)
16 to 21 Years 0.01 (0.00)** 0.01 (0.00)**
22 to 26 Years 0.00 (0.00)*** 0.00 (0.00)***
27 to 33 Years 0.00 (0.00)*** 0.00 (0.00)***
33 to 38 Years 0.00 (0.00)*** 0.00 (0.00)***
39 to 45 Years 0.00 (0.00)*** 0.00 (0.00)***
Ever Worked? (Yes) 0.85 (0.19) 1.00 (0.14)
Activity Status Reference : Full-time Employed w. Permanent Contract (see above for omitted categories)
Part-Time Employment 0.89 (0.15) 1.07 (0.11)
In Education/Apprentice 0.72 (0.13)* 0.55 (0.07)**
Inactive*France 0.80 (0.49) 2.00 (0.46)***
Inactive*UK  (for Finland & German see note below) 171 (0.59) 4.00 (0.75)***
Short-Term Unemployment (1-4 Months)*France 1.53 (0.43) 1.24 (0.25)
Short-Term Unemployment (1-4)*Finland 0.38 (0.27) 231 (0.52)*+*
Short-Term Unemployment (1-4)*Germany 0.63 (0.26) 0.97 (0.31)
Short-Term Unemployment (1-4)*UK 1.29 (0.48) 1.23 (0.50)
Longer Unemployment (5+Months)*France 1.24 (0.41) 0.85 (0.18)
Longer Unemployment (5+)*Finland 1.13 (0.45) 1.24 (0.41)
Longer Unemployment (5+)*Germany 0.90 (0.26) 1.74 (0.40)**
Longer Unemployment (5+)*UK 1.03 (0.32) 2.38 (0.85)**
Partner Unemployed / Inactive 197 (0.16)*** 1.05 (0.15)
Lona -term UE (>12Months) Durina the last 5 Years? _ Reference: Not Long-Term UE durina last 5 vears
Long-Term UE *France 0.98 (0.22) 177 (0.24)***
Long-Term UE *Finland 0.69 (0.17) 0.90 (0.22)
Long-Term UE *Germany 0.74 (0.19) 0.57 0.17)*
Long-Term UE *UK 1.00 (0.17) 0.61 0.17)*
Regional UE Rate (Nuts1) 1.01 (0.01) 1.01 (0.01)
Education Reference: 2" Stage of Secondary Education (ISCED 3
Less than 2" Stage of Secondary Ed.(ISCED 0-2) 1.23 (0.08)** 1.19 (0.08)**
Third Level Education (ISCED 5-7) 0.94 (0.06) 114 (0.07)*
Partner's Education Reference: (ISCED 3)
Partner's Education (ISCED 0-2) 1.07 (0.08) 1.18 (0.08)**
Partner’'s Education (ISCED 5-7) 113 0.07)* 0.90 (0.06)
Individual Income (Euro/Month PPP adiusted)
Net Income from Work & Assets 1.06 (0.03)* 1.10 (0.04)***
Public Transfers (excl. Unemployment Benefits) 1.43 (0.17)*** 4.45 (0.77)*
Partner’s Net Income from Work & Assets 112 (0.03)** 1.07 (0.03)**

Table continued on next page...
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Table 7 continued...
Relative Income Reference: Equal Income Level

Traditional (& 1/3 above Q) 1.09 (0.07) 1.10 (0.08)

Female Main Earner (21/3>3) 1.03 (0.11) 0.90 (0.09)
Tvpe of relationship Reference : Consensual Union / Unmarried

Married for up to 1 Year 3.47 (0.31)*+* 2.76 (0.26)**

Married 2 to 3 Years 3.14 (0.22)*** 3.08 (0.22)***

Married 4 Years or more 2.35 (0.18)*** 2.07 (0.16)**
Summary Statistics

n of Person-Months = 160.393 160.797

n of Subjects / Events = 4.484 /1 1.684 4.453 /1.685

Log Pseudolikelihood = 913.04 890.85

Wald Chi? = 32505.56%** 31898.14***

Source: ECHP 1994 to 2001, (author’s calculations).

Notes: Significance levels based on p < 0.10 (%,@O05 (**) and p < 0.01 (***).
Effects for inactivity in Germany and Finland estbed but results omitted due to low n of cases.

Notes for Table 4 — Table:8

(1) Method: piecewise constant exponential hazard.

(2) Estimates controlled for repeated observationsugbbtandard errors).
(3) Al estimated cHivalues significant on basis of p < 0.0001.

(4) Dependent variable set at t-10 months from timieirh.

(5) Process time measured in months since personts birt

(6) Considered age span: 16-45 years of age withinrtoth655-1983

(7) No ECHP data for wave 1 and 2 in Finland.

(8) Estimated but not displayed variables include mulklnployment, self-employment,
fixed-term employment, country of origin, househslde & control dummies for cal-

endar year, dummy sets include flag variables figsimg values, where necessary.
(9) Variable East/West included for Germany, to accdontegion specific effects.

(10) Netincome & public transfer in purchasing powerityaadjusted Euros.
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