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Abstract

Fertility rates remain low among most westduration of the unemployment episodes.
ern European countries. With a rising feFurthermore information on the partner in
male labour market participation on ondorm of income and educational attainment
hand and the need to form an economic furwill be included in the analysis.
dament prior to family formation on the Applying a random effects probit model,
other, the transition to parenthood currentlye find different effects of unemployment
takes place at a later stage in life-course tham the transition to first-parenthood across
it did a few decades ago. The question ishe four countries. In the cases of France
what impact does the rising prevalence adnd Finland we can observe only minor ef-
precarious employment careers have diects, which result in an increased first-birth
generative behaviour The aim of this papetisk for Finnish women and a negative im-
is to answer this question by looking at unpact of unemployment for French men. In
employment cycles and their impact on théhe UK and Germany however, we discover
family formation behaviour of men anda distinct influence of unemployment on
women. family formation, which is — in contrast to
At this purpose we observe a sample dhe theoretical assumptions of the new home
four European countries, representing difeconomics — positive for both men and
ferent welfare regimes — the UK, Germanywomen.
France and Finland. On the micro-level we
incorporate different measures of unemKeywords:Family formation, fertility, un-
ployment in the model, with focus on theemployment, cross-national comparison

1 I'd like to thank Martin Kroh and Angela Finkrfaseful hints, support and patience.
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INTRODUCTION

In most western European countries fertility ratesain at a below-replacement
level. The potential causes can be traced back io@easing female labour mar-
ket participation (Blossfeld 1991, 1995), potengabnomic deprivation of young
families (Beaujot & Liu 2002, D’Ambrosio & Gradin0R3, Finch & Bradshaw
2003, Jenkins, Schluter & Wagner 2003) and an aszén precarious employment
careers (Kreyenfeld 2000, Kurz, Steinhage & Gol2€91, Tolke & Diewald
2003).

These potential causes for the low fertility levet®oow two predominant pat-
terns: First an increase in educational attainmespecially of women, has led to
an increase in the costs of opportunity of paremthfor better educated women
(Becker 1993). The status positions obtained inetthecational system need to be
transferred into save labour market positions witncertain time frame. Otherwise
the investment into individual education might b@eoobsolete. Secondly the for-
mation of a family requires a certain amount ofremuic resources. The acquisi-
tion of these resources is - again — linked to laloarket participation

Figure 1: Total fertility rate (TRF) in EU countsi001
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Source: European Communities 2003.

But these cohesions do not affect both genders simdar way: Though of the
strong trend towards an increasing labour marketggaation of women, the divi-
sion of labour in the household still remains ratinaditional as far as childbearing
and —rearing is concerned (Notz, 1994, Blossfelg51WNoonan 2001). The high
levels of working women in Western Europe conchat tmost of the women only
manage to combine motherhood with a part time eynpémt — if at all (see
Fthenakis et al. 2002, Trzcinski & Holst 2003 foer®any). One result of this

2 Furthermore the influence of different family jpglsettings has been pointed out (DiPrete
et al. 2003, Neyer 2003). These regulations maiffigct financial support and the ability
to combine work and family. Hence they can be assigto the second of the displayed
causes, namely acquisition of economic resourcedadrour market participation.
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squeeze between work and family is a sequentitdadsof a parallel combination
of occupational career and motherhood (Lauterb&84171ff, Dornseiff & Sack-
mann 2003). Additionally, the male breadwinner gipie still seems to be well in
place (Tolke & Diewald 2003). This means that foenman economic backing -
which in most cases goes hand in hand with a fleliabcupational perspective - is
a prerequisite for fatherhood (Kurz et al. 200T)e hamed effects result in a post-
poning of parenthood to an ever later stage ifitheourse. This delay is at least
in part responsible for rising levels of childlesss in recent cohorts (Klein 2003,
Schmitt 2004).

The question that stands is: What influence do gieas employment careers
and especially periods of unemployment show urigerillustrated conditions? As
far as insecurities in the individual occupatiohigtory are concerned, the effect on
the transition to parenthood has been analysedymndfy. Kurz et al. (2001) point
out that (temporary) positions of insecurity (aefixterm contract e.g.) matter most
for men who show a lower transition rate to pareathas a result. For women the
authors find an effect in the opposite directiomsiBons of insecurity seem to
promote the transition to motherhood. These fingliage well in line with those of
Tolke and Diewald (2003) who observe this transifior men being negatively as-
sociated with bad start into the occupational caceewith fixed term contracts.
Furthermore Oppenheimer and Lewin argue that fon faelengthy and difficult
career development process [...] tends to delayiaga”’ (1999: 193, see also
Tolke 2004).Gary Becker'sview of rational decisions on the household level
(1981) states that bleak labour market prospectsven unemployment should
have a different effect on family formation if esththe male or the female are af-
fected. To further investigate a possible connectbetween unemployment and
family formation the focus of analysis remains @m tmajor research questions:
Firstly, do unemployed persons have a significadifferent chance of entering
parenthood than persons with continuous employnsar¢éers and secondly, is
there a gender-specific difference in the effeatregmployment on the transition to
parenthood.

BACKGROUND AND THEORETICAL CONCEPTS

Unemployment can be seen as a very drastic experiehlabour market related
insecurity. It stands to reason that the experiefi@period of unemployment will
therefore show similar effects as the forms of petional insecurity mentioned
above. However the imminent financial effect anel depreciation of human capi-
tal especially with an increasing length of the mpyment spell might produce
different results as far as the transition to p#reod is concerned. There are sev-
eral studies, which focus their analysis on thatieh between labour market per-
formance and family formation. Most of them consideemployment as covariate
with focus on a special population. Liefbroer aratj@ (1999) find in an analysis
of Dutch and Flemish young adults that non-emplaynh@mpers family formation
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for Flemish men but promotes the rate of entry pawenthood for women signifi-
cantly. For German men and woman Kurz et al. fimdilar results with gender
specific opposite effects, as do Tolke and Diew@d03). Kreyenfeld (2000) is
also able to replicate the positive effect of unkyment on first-birth risk for East
German women but doesn’t recognize any sizeabdetsffor men.

Theoretical concepts

To capture the gender specific effects of unemplynon the transition to parent-
hood in a theoretical framework several approatfaa® been made. Zimmerman
and DeNew (1990) argue from a neoclassical persgetiiat female unemploy-
ment would reduce the costs of opportunity of pdreod and would therefore in-
crease the probability for a rational decision talgafamily formation. Friedman,
Hechter and Kanazawa (1994) come to the same cowgllbut emphasize that
women have to met a decision between labour matksgihment and the career as
a homemaker. In a discouraging employment-situatimmen would therefore
make a choice for motherhood, taking into accowttamly the momentary situa-
tion but also their bleak future perspectives amlttbour market. For the analytic
coverage of the relation between unemployment andly formation Happel, Hill
and Low (1984) specify a theoretical model, whitdoaonsiders the effect of the
duration of unemployment. According to this modwed tlecision for a birth occurs
when the negative impact of the duration of the ani®: unemployment offsets the
amount of her accumulated human capital.

All of these theoretical concepts refer directly indirectly to the works of
Becker (1981). According to Becker’'s concept thétyito be maximised is found
on the household and not on the individual leveisTnaximisation requires an op-
timal allocation of time spend for market work afod household production of
commodities. Furthermore an efficient division abbur between household and
market work includes a specialisation with onehsf partners focusing on the oc-
cupational career and the other on the role ofradmeaker. This would result in ei-
ther the man or the woman specialising in househalik if one of them becomes
unemployed or has bleak labour market prospects.iBBecker’s theoretical
framework the role of the homemaker normally faddlshe woman, in part because
of “biological differences” (Becker 1993: 30) anddause of lower human capital
investments of women, as compared to men (andethidting man’s comparative
advantage in attaining market income). But theggiraents for a gender specific
effect are problematic. While the point of biolcgjly determined gender roles has
earned much critic, the argument of lower humaritabimvestments of women has
become obsolete, as far as younger cohorts arexwmt: However in an extension
to his own theory Becker points out that in a caSeegative assortative mating
(1993: 114ff.), this means if one partner produlcigh and the other low human
capital investments (and thus has a high or loneetgmcy of market income), a
prerequisite for maximising the household utilitpuld be that the one with lower
investments specialises in household work — indéetty of gender. But in a case
where the woman is able to earn rather high mawkees and the man faces a de-
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preciation of his human capital in the form of aremployment episode, a family
formation is not a appropriate — as it would beewersa — as this would mean an
interruption of the woman’s employment career amdh&r reduce household in-
come.

One major point of critic on Becker’'s theory, whigmains is its focus on the
maximisation of thehouseholdutility (Ott 1998: 73), without taking into accaun
individual notions or an unbalanced power situatiorrelationships. The latter
might enable one of the partners to improve hisitipmson cost of the other
(Bielby & Bielby 1992: 1244), no matter if this imases or reduces the household
utility. Exchange theoretical frameworks (Blau 196fbmans 1967) and bargain-
ing models (Ott 1989, Sen 1990, Beblo 2001) comside interaction between
both partners, who are understood as actors iropetative game. In this perspec-
tive cooperation will only occur hoth partners can expect an individual maximum
reward from this behaviour (Homans 1968: 110). &f@e we would expect a
rather traditional division of labour in a househdh which men have a relatively
high bargaining power (which can be comprehendednasunt of human capital
accumulated) as compared to the woman. Women vgthdducational attainment
on the other side would try to prevent a discoritynof their labour market partici-
pation due to motherhood, as this would decreasénbeme capacity and results
in further costs of opportunity due to forgone imeoduring childcare (Ott 1995).
Yet a forced interruption of the employment caiieghe case of an unemployment
episode might reduce the costs of opportunity desdis Again this would not ap-
ply in the case of male unemployment, as the cbshitdbearing would still bur-
den the women who — being in an advantageous lmamggbosition — might reject
this. The decisive difference to the view of theviieome economics is that a mere
reduction in the costs of opportunity for childbiegr— as in the case of unemploy-
ment — might be insufficient to decide in favouraofamily formation. For the last
two decades we can observe an increasing femataeiridorce, which displays
shorter interruptions of the occupational careez thumotherhood (Brose 2003).
This observation is inconsistent with the assunmptiba specialisation betweeir
ther householdr market work and consistent with the major rold thascribed to
individual human capital investments in bargaining models.

Rational decisions and biographical planning

All of these illustrations of potential paths torfity formation imply to be based on
a rational decision making processes. This howéverot an unproblematic as-
sumption (see Burkart 1994, Kiuhn 2001). But if tleeurrence of a birth is just a
random event — in the sense of not necessarilyngaween planned — it wouldn’t
make any sense to model an effect of unemploymefarmily formation. In fact it

stands to reason that an unquantified number tisowccur unplanned. But aside
from theoretical considerations there is empireatence that a significant num-
ber of births are result of a decision making psscd he widespread introduction
of effective contraceptives by the end of the 6@idlewed by a decline in fertility

rates supports this assumption, just like the cledgtion between labour market
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participation and the postponing of parenthood (CkeMorgan 1991, Blossfeld
1995). In a study utilizing qualitative and quaatiite data on family formation and
occupational attainment, Schaeper and Kithn (2082) tome to the conclusion
that a major proportion of family formation processan be understood as a result
of a “rational choice”.

But aside from imminent rational decisions, Schaepeal Kihn also find evi-
dence for the relevance of biographical planning.itds not only the immediate
situation, which matters, but also the notion, hdifferent spheres like occupa-
tional career and family should be interconnectadng the life-course and with
which timing of events like childbirth e.g. (Rupp 1996). Furthere every deci-
sion with a biographical context, met during ttfe tourse, also influences the ba-
sis for future decisions (O’Rand 1996). Appliedataheoretical framework of ra-
tional decisions this means that the value of aedpheres like parenthood and ca-
reer development does not only vary across indalglbut may also change during
the life-course. Hence the utility, which the indval assigns to these spheres is
dynamic, not static. So an initial disposition tavla a child might change over
time: Continuous career development processes @aaytb a point, at which also a
longer period of unemployment cannot reduce thésoaflsopportunity sufficiently
to realise the notion of parenthood. On the otiter the wish to have a child could
become that dominant that even a minor occupatiosaturity is sufficient for the
transition to parenthood. Hence an ideal modeltiithe path to family formation
also has to consider the individual appreciatiodifiérent spheres and the stability
of this appreciation over time.

FROM MICRO TO MACRO PERSPECTIVE — THE
CROSS NATIONAL VIEW

The theoretical assumptions displayed, underlirethiesis that there’s a gender
specific effect of unemployment on family formatiofsside from the contextual
factors, mentioned so far, which play a role irs tt@lation, social structure and es-
pecially social policy settings are of major im@urte. If empirical evidence for
our thesis can be found, it still stands to quesiicdhe causal effect is universal.
Different social policy settings — in our case uptyment- and family related
benefits — may produce different outcomes. To distalthe generality of possible
findings, a cross national frame of analysis iseseary. As Melvin L. Kohn puts it:
“...cross national research is valuable, even pwtisable [...] In no other way can
we be certain that what we believe to be socialestiral regularities are not merely
particularities, the product of some limited sethistorical or cultural or poltical
circumstances” (1987: 77).
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A welfare state typology as frame of the analysis

The sample of countries to be analysed should raielie cover a broad range of
social policy settings. For the cross national ysialEsping-Andersen’s differentia-
tion of welfare regimes (1990, 1999) into threenpipal types will be used as
frame of reference. Esping-Andersen views the basiciple of the welfare state
in the bolstering of risks (among others classsridite-course risks and intergen-
erational risks) and the compensation of family axadket failures (1999: 36). The
different types of welfare regimes however prodditierent approaches in gener-
ating solidarity and in managing these risks:

The liberal welfare regimeprevails among the Anglo-Saxon countries. Market
sovereignty and encouragement are the prominemaciesistic of this type. It is
based on a narrow definition on who is eligible $ocial support, covering only
severe risks. Long-term benefits are excluded haddpertoire of social transfers
is small, which in some cases like the US excludd®nal health care or maternity
benefits or reduces these transfers to a minimum.

The social democratic regimaims — in contrast to the liberal regime — at the
minimisation of market dependency and the de-conification of welfare (Esp-
ing-Andersen 1999). The geographic incidence aftiype is basically synonymous
to the Nordic states, especially Scandinavia.fé&tures include the compensation
of risks by pooling. Entitlement is rather attacheditizenship than to an employ-
ment relationship (Palme 1990). Aside from extenlealth care services, catering
to family needs, childcare and care for the ageal psimary objective of this wel-
fare regime.

Theconservative welfare statalso described as the Continental European type,
shows strong corporatist traits. It shares theomotiith the social democratic re-
gime, that protection, aside from market mechanigmmequired, yet eligibility is
most often limited to extensive prerequisites. itttion to the conservative regime
has been much criticised as referring to a resithatlsums up all non-liberal and
non-social democratic regimes (Manow 2002). Yetpghedominance of familial-
sim under this regime is a mutuality that is shdsgdll conservative welfare re-
gimes and which is of special importance for oyido The “male-breadwinner
bias of social protection” (Esping-Andersen 1998). Bromotes a traditional family
model, in which the family is at the same time egireer and unit of eligibility.
Paradoxically in this type of regimes, the morenmnced the familialsim the less
generous are the family benefits. This is espgctalie in the case of daycare and
results in the difficulties of combining labour éerparticipation and motherhood.

Germany and France are two examples of conservatifare states. But they
differ drastically in terms of family benefits, vdfi enable mothers to work. The
public child-care coverage is distinctively higle=rance. This is probably one of
the reasons, why France produces a fertility rast tomes close to replacement
level. Due to these differences in fertility andanfly policy, Germany as well as
France will both be included in the empirical as@yas they display tow different
examples of the conservative welfare regime. ThaedrKingdom will serve as
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unit of analysis for a liberal setting and Finlandll represent the social democ-
ratic type of states.

Table 1: Institutional variation of welfare regisne

Germany UK France Finland

Labour market
Regulated v v v
Deregulated v

Welfare state
Employment based support v v
Citizenship based support '
General low support v

Extensive family services v v
Traditional family services v v

Role of state
Non-interventionist v
Regulatory v v
Public ownership v

Continental conservative welfare state v v
Liberal market state v
Scandinavian social democratic welfare s. v

Source: Mayer (2001) for Germany, UK and France.

Unemployment and fertility in Germany, the UK, Fearand Finland

The countries selected for a cross national corspanvill now be observed in de-
tail. This observation will consider features of $ocial support system with regard
to employment, unemployment and family benefitpeeslly maternity leave re-
gualtions. First of all, prominent features of guozial structure, which are relevant
to the topic of research, will be discussed briefly

Unemployment rates in 1995 were distinctively higthen those on 2001 — in-
dependently of gender. The only exception heregzmenan men, for which the un-
employment rate rose slightly. Noticeable are thg/igh unemployment rates in
Finland in 1995. This is due to a deep recessiom,country experienced in the
1990s. As a result unemployment rates shot up fromere 5 percent to over 16
percent in 1997 (Ollikainen & Lahtonen 2003). Inghof the selected countries
gender specific unemployment rates rest at a betalevel in 2001. The exception
here is France where female unemployment ratesyach higher than male unem-
ployment rates (nearly 150% of the male rate). ifference in unemployment
patterns in France can be traced back to the etigeddixties. Having one or two

3 The selection of Finland among other Scandimag@untries is mainly indebted to rea-
sons of data structure (see description of datansettiods below).
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children increases the probability of unemploymmren more and this though of a
comparatively extensive daycare system in France.

Figure 2: Gender specific unemployment rates irb1&&d 2001
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Note: Values apply to percentage of male/femalenpieyed as proportion of male/female
labour force.

Source: OECD 2004.

Figure 3: Total fertility rates (TFR) in 1995 and
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Source: OECD 2004.

A view on the total fertility rate (TFR) produces decisive changes between 1995
and 2001. France shows the greatest differencésanirtility rate of 1,7 in 1995 -
which was an exceptional low rate for this countgnd almost reaching the re-
placement level with a TFR of 1,9 in 2001. Germhag by far the lowest TFR in
the quartet and lies also distinctively below tHg-E5 average. Special attention
should be pointed to the fact that the two coustwiéh the most decisive reduction
of unemployment between 1995 and 2001, FinlandtlaadJK, face also a cutback
in fertility. France however has a slight reductmnunemployment, which is op-
posed by a decrease in TFR. The German values mam@stly stagnant although
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there has been a temporary increase in unemployratag after 1995. While the
view on UK and France support the presented thieatetssumptions of a connec-
tion between unemployment and fertility on the matevel, the results from

France are contradictory. The displayed data howenly draws a rough sketch.
Several other factors, especially the differentitimsonal settings in the examined
countries need to be considered.

Social policy settings

The social policy settings within the compared ¢das manifest different histori-
cal legacies. The resulting country-specific pekcistress different forms of soli-
darity as well as different institutions what makesomparison difficult (in detail
Neyer 2003). The most important regulations for tmypic include unemployment
benefits and a wide range of family related besfefit

In the field of family policies two major pathwagan be identified: On one side
certain countries promote regulations, which ar&ingpit easier to combine work
and family. They do so by encouraging flexible wogkhours, establishing an ex-
tensive day- and infant care system. We can fieddltonditions in Finland and in
part in France. On the other side there are fapiljcies, which financially en-
courage women, to leave the labour force. Thisuohes generous child benefits,
wages for housework and generous maternity leaemgements with no commit-
ment to return to work. In our sample such regafetican be found in Germany. In
case of unemployment such settings produce diffeneth sometimes contradictory
results, which will be addressed later on.

Figure 4: Family related cash benefits in Euroraitmising and service
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Source: Bradshaw & Finch (2002).

4 Another instrument is an employment policy teatourages female labour force par-
ticipation in the public sector like in the caseFafiland. These policies will not be dis-
cussed in detail here (see Esping-Andersen 1999ickos Jacobs 1998).
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The amount of spendings on family related benefitfers decisively among the
observed countries. Finland displays the most gersesystem 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 spengg lamounts on family support,
still follows a policy, which favours the male bdwénner-principle. (Pfau-Effinger
1996: 479). This package of financial and childcargport tends to detract women
from the labour market and establishes strong dégenes from the male. So in
case of a previous unemployment episode and a guésetransition to parent-
hood, one situation of dependency is followed bytlaar. Thus it can be concluded
that the decision to perform the transition to neoiood strongly depends on the
future labour market perspectives, which are linkedhe duration if the unem-
ployment spell.

The maternity and childrearing leave regulation®@gnthe observed countries
underline this picture of the German family polmyltivating a traditional division
of labour. Only France and Finland actively inclutie father into the parental
leave regulations by offering a paid paternity ka@ermany has the most gener-
ous parental leave benefits, under which the tifhievark can be shared among the
partners. This resembles Finland and France, whakever offer much lower
rates of financial transfer. In the UK there aretramsfers at all for parental leave.
Germany therefore produces a rather strong incefdivat least one of the partners
to stay away from the labour market. The take-upavéntal leave in practice how-
ever is almost limited to mothers and only a malgjproportion of the fathers
takes up part of the leave. In France and even indfaland the proportion is dis-
tinctively higher, but still decisively below theqgportion of women taking up pa-
rental leave. In Germany, and Finland also unengaqyersons are eligible for ma-
ternity leave payments (respectively a payment égith insurance in Germany).
The childrearing leave transfers also address ulmmegh parents in Germany,
Finland and France as they are delivered as (im@&sy a means tested) flat rate.
In France however the comparatively high parergal/é payments only apply for
the 2 and further children, fostering the trend towams children-families.

Table 2: Parental leave regulations

Duration of leave Percentage of net wage Parental/childrearing
replacement leave
maternity paternity maternity paternity
UK 18 weeks none 90® 13 weeks, unpaid
D 14 weeks none 100 3 years with moderate flat rate for 2
years (~300€, means tested)
F 16 weeks, 3 days, 100 100 3 years with unpaid, high flat rate for
26 weeks (2 weeks 2 years for the 2" child or further
with 3% child  since 2002) children (2)
Fin 17,5weeks  1to 3 weeks ~65 ~65 26 weeks, flat rate, childrearing

leave up to the childs 3" birthday
with reduced flat rate

(1) 90 percent for or 6 weeks, then low flat rate.
(2) 1995 extension of parental leave regulations.

Sources: Kamerman 2000, MISSOC 2002.
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Just like the parental leave, the child allowaneediits in France only apply to
children after the first. Aside from this we agdiimd the highest benefits in Ger-
many and France, with the UK showing the smallastilfy transfers in this section,
with even decreasing allowance for additional aleitd Among the observed coun-
tries, also unemployed parents are entitled fortrabshe family related transfers
except for the UK in the case of case maternityde&onsidering the financial
burdens of rearing a child we can assume that tkexelight negative incentive for
a couple of one or even two unemployed personthdrcase of the UK this disin-
centive can even be considered grave. However ithevariable when trying to
combine occupational career and parenthood isablaitime, which is needed for
childcare as well as for market work. Gornick, Meyand Ross (1996) point to a
close relation between labour supply of infant reoghand the availability of child-
care. The authors highlight the Scandinavian natig well as France to provide
conditions in favour of employed mothers — in oppas to the Anglo-Saxon na-
tions.

Table 3:  Child allowance in 2000

Child allowance

Entitlement Benefits
UK 1% chlid 100¢€ for the 1%, 67 for 2™ and additional children.
Germany 1* child 138¢€ each, increase for the 3" and 4™ child
France 2" child 105¢€ for the 2™ child, increase up to the 6™ child
Finland 1* child 90¢ for the 1%, increase up to the 5" child

Source: MISSOC 2000.

In our sample Finland has by far the most elabasgstem of external care for in-
fants and young children with a high level of cage. This complies to the Scan-
dinavian model of subsidizing family services takele the combination of work
and family. With a lower level of coverage thanl&md, the childcare system in
France is also able to disburden parents in tlyarce (Neyer 2003). The UK fol-
lows the principle of encouraging diversity and ayrcs on a widely privatised
care system (Mahon 2002: 354). Although there’ses@imancial support with re-
gard to childcare in the UK, the costs of childcéme working parents remain
among the highest in the EU (Bradshaw & Finch 20B2yertheless the amount of
female labour force participation in the UK (45,0865ts only marginally below
the levels in France (45,1%) and Finland (47,6%COR001b). Just like in the
UK, German parents face increased costs of extatmcare combined with a
low level of coverage, which is at least true foe ¥West of Germany. This is com-
patible with the view of the German family poliaiscouraging female occupation,
which lay at 43,2% in 2000 (OECD 2001b).

The lack of an extensive child- and daycare systees probably contribute to a
connection between unemployment and parenthoodn lenvironment where par-
ents are not able to combine work and childcarbomit cutbacks, a condition with
bleak labour market prospects poses a specialtimedior parenthood as the time
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spent for childcare poses a comparatively cheapures in this case. This is fur-
ther aggravated by the fact that especially in €@aand even more in Germany and
the UK, infant care is supplied mainly by intra-idah networks (Biichel & Spiel3
2002). Those networks however are likely to be tarapart by a labour market
situation, demanding high levels of geographic hitykiHank et al. 2004).

If it comes to unemployment benefits it is againl&ind, which displays the most
generous regulations of entitlement. Here alsoguersinder special training condi-
tions are entitled to insurance, whereas in Finland France the benefits include
family supplements. In France seasonal unemployraadtvoluntary unemploy-
ment are excluded from insurance benefits. Whideaimount of unemployment in-
surance is rather low in the UK this is also théy @ountry in the quartet without
unemploymentassistance Unemployment assistance in the Finland, Franak an
Germany offers reduced payments compared to theusind insurance benefits.
Out of the displayed countries Germany and Finlarelthe ones, which increase
the amount of unemployment payments with dependaiitiren in the family
(MISSOC 2002). These transfers represent signifigaayments in both cases and
might well encourage the transition to parenthdbite lack of unemployment as-
sistance in the UK however, could be a disinceritivine decision for a child. The
British income suppor{the system guaranteeing minimum resources) felltve
short duration of unemployment insurance paymehtsnty 6 months, reducing
household income decisively. In case of income eatpphe partners income will
also be considered. It can be assumed that thitsexestrong pressure to re-enter
the labour market as quickly as possible. For ltarg: unemployed who already
receive income support however, it still standsrdeson that the amount of avail-
able income will diminish the probability of deaidj to have a child.

Table 4: Unemployment benefit regulations in 2002

Unemployment benefit dura-  Entitlement conditions: Amount in percentage of
tion in months Insured months within previous earnings
period:

Insurance (1) Assistance children no children
UK 6 none none 74€ flat rate
Germany 6-32 unlimited 12 within 36 67 of net 60 of net
France 4-60 unlimited 4 within 8 57,4 57,4
Finland 23 unlimited 10 within 24 20 to 42 + high flat rate (2)

(1) The duration of unemployment insurance may vary according to the duration of the employment record

(contribution period), the age and the family situation of the beneficiary.

(2) Finish unemployment benefits are calculated from a flat rate of ~20€/day + 42% of daily wage or ~50€/day
+ 20% of daily wage in case of higher incomes. Additional child related benefits apply.

Source: Carone et al. 2003, MISSOC 2002.

5 Seven percent of previous net income in the cd&ermany and 4€ to 18€/day with 1 to
3 children in the case of Finland (MISSOC 2002).
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DATA AND METHODS

The European Community Household Panel

Basis of the empirical analysis will be the Eurap&ommunity Household Panel
(ECHP). This longitudinal data set, providing reqaetative data on the EU popu-
lation was collected from 1994 to 2001. Its advgeteest in the ex ante harmonisa-
tion of the data and the availability for all EU-miger-states (Gunther 2003).
Hence the ECHP poses a unique base for cross ahtiEsearch with comparable
national information across the EU. The samplecaintries, which will be consid-
ered for empirical analysis consists of the UK, i@amy, France and Finland. The
data considered for Germany and the UK is basedlamed data from national
panels, namely the British Household Panel StudyRB) and the German Socio-
Economic Panel (SOEP) what results virtually inexnpost harmonisation of the
ECHP in these cases. This harmonisation howe\arigtly oriented on the ECHP
questionnaire and data-structure, providing coniplityain almost all areas. For
the selected countries all eight waves of the ECH® available except for
Finland, which has been taking part in the ECHP since 1996

Description of data and population of analysis

To investigate a possible gender specific effeatrafmployment ofamily forma-
tion, we consider solely the transition to first-paherttd. One of the main predic-
tors of second and further births is the timindhef first birth. Most parents show a
tendency to place first and second birth into heaharrow time frame what results
in the increased probability of childbirth if a ygroung child already lives with the
parents (Kreyenfeld 2002, Kreyenfeld & Huinink 2003 this context many
mothers show a different labour supply behavioithéy already have a young
child and stay away from the labour market forregker duration. To minimise such
influences of family structure on the researchdopé observe only the first birth.
The identification of parent-child relations in tleCHP is somewhat difficult.
There’s no information on children who have lef thousehold (or in case one of
the parents changes the household, leaving the loblind with the partner), what
results in an underestimation of the number ofdchit of men and women. When
considering if a person is already is mother ondata parent or not, we also take
step-, adopted- or foster children into accountih@sexistence of these children
also influences the probability and the timing aoftfier births. Furthermore the

6 From the Scandinavian countries Norway as ailplessandidate for the empirical ex-
amination was excluded as not being member of theufd therefore not taking part in
he ECHP. Sweden was excluded for not providing koiigial data, Denmark for rea-
sons of availability of certain items and small tngmof cases in general.
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number of adult household members will be integtat#o the model. Adult

household members other than the partner migheses\vnformal networks, which
are capable of reducing the strain of childcarenf{Het al. 2004) and might thus
reduce the costs of opportunity of having children.

The individual centred variables include the netspeal income, which is of
major relevance for the ability to support a famdly well as the educational at-
tainment. In the ECHP this level is displayed imioof the ISCED classification.
This indicator is derived from the level of forna well as from the level of voca-
tional education. Unfortunately a differentiatioetiveen formal and vocational
education, which will most probably provide diffatekinds of information, is not
possible on basis of the ECHP as this data isnohtded. The same is true for in-
formation that indicates biographical planning. &&dt was pointed out that these
planning might be of relevance in a rational decismaking process, when the
transition to parenthood is considered. But infaiamg from which such a bio-
graphical planning might be derived from (like #gpreciation of parenthood or
self-realisation, e.g.) is not collected with theHEP.

A further group of variables to be considered, réghe labour market partici-
pation.8 We will control for the fact if a persoashever been part of the labour
force during the last year to take into accountspes who are still in education or
other persons who are excluded from the labourefo8pecial attention will be
paid to different measures of unemployment, which e tested against labour
market participation. To account for precarious Eyment situations, we observe
if the individual experienced any unemployment egés prior to the last occupa-
tion. As different effects of unemployment on chilth will be investigated, vari-
ables, which represent different concepts in mé&gumemployment will be veri-
fied. It was pointed out before that tHaration of an unemployment spell might
play a decisive role in the decision for or agafastily formation. Hence this dura-
tion of the unemployment spell will be includedtie multivariate model. This in-
formation is derived from the ECHP calendar of \atiis, which is built on a
monthly base. As the information within the calendhactivities is subject to self
ascription it is not necessarily congruent with th®-concept of unemployment.
To account for this and because some of the caldvalsed data is limited for
Germany and Frangeinformation on unemployment from the personalstjoe-
naire will also be verified as an alternative.

An important element of the empirical model is spplementation if individual
data with partner data. The decision for or agaanshild is in almost all cases be-
ing made by both partners (Thomson & Hoem 1998usTthe resources and situa-
tion of both partners have to be taken into accedngn calculating the probability

7 International Standard Classification of Eduaatj for details see OECD (2001).

8 ILO-labour force indicator cannot be used indhalysis, as the corresponding informa-
tion on Germany and the UK is seriously limited.

9 Regrettably this retrospective information isitéd in the case of Germany and France:
For Germany, only episodes, reported to the Fedargloyment Office are included.
For France, the calendar data is incomplete in szases (for details see Eurostat 2003:
300).
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for the transition to parenthood (Klein 2003). Rermore the resources of the
partner, especially income and education can bepgrhas bargaining power when
important decisions have to be made as has beeatedaiut before. Finally an un-
employment episode of the partner might well distinor increase the probability
for childbirth depending on the gender of the unlygd. The integrated partner-
variables include income, education, and infornmatan unemployment. This
analysis excludes all persons, not living togethigh a partner in the same house-
hold. This means also the transition to lone-p&@od will be blinded out. Al-
though the prevalence of this population still remeadecisively lower than the
number of parents living in consensual unions aspkeially marriages, this group
faces special occupational and financial hazardseparate model, which also in-
tegrates persons, who are not living in a consénguan will be estimated. All
partner data will be excluded from this model. Theus on the population at risk
requires to exclude persons who are widely inhibitem the childbirth due to age.
The age limit is set below 45 years. Although we fiad a postponing in the tim-
ing of births throughout all Western societies (€& Morgan 1991, Blossfeld
1995), the transition to parenthood beyond theddgd is very rare, which is true
for both genders (see figure 5). As the delay enttining of births also includes a
catching up at higher ages — especially for théadriggducated — age has to be an
integral part of the model.

Figure 5: Transition to first-parenthood in Germéy gender — Kaplan-Meier
survival estimates
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Source: SOEP2002, own calculations n = 8.019.
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Longitudinal design of the multivariate analysis

The central event of the analysis is the occurrerfigebirth. In almost all cases the
month of birth is available. As we assume a rafiolegision to be the basis of this
event (what should be true for at least some ofbiltbs) a rough time frame for
this decision can be derived. The point of decissoset 10 months prior to bitth
For this point of decision, adjacent or overlappimgmployment spells are consid-
ered with regard to their length up to a maximun26fmonths. All other relevant
information like income or educational attainmentollected from the last point of
interview that was takebefore the point of parental decision, to account for a
causal effect. This constitutes a panel modelhadbirth in t1 (or the decision for
this birth in t0) is investigated with referencethe statugprior to the point of the
decision (t-n):* As this model is based on monthly information, need a refer-
ence point (as a replacement for the month of bidhall observed persons, to un-
veil if the occurrence of birth is distributed in@ndently of a previous unemploy-
ment episode or if there is a link between unemplayt and the childbirth deci-
sion. Hence, also such couples without a birth miven year need to receive a
point of reference, which is missing in form of @tlh To solve this, a random
month is selected for each couple. This selectidmased on the distribution of ob-
served births across the year, as the occurrenbérthf is not uniformly distrib-
uted across the year (Lerchel et al. 1993, Skirketkdt. 2003).

This modus operandi constitutes a longitudinal dampth a given year and
month of birth of the child as point of referenceladditional retrospective infor-
mation taken from the two waves antecedent to timeiroence of a birth (or to be
more exact antecedent to the time of decision, wvigcset at 10 months before
birth). As parents in the sample may have sevdédren, each person will be ob-
served repeatedf To account for this repeated observation andHerongitudi-
nal design of the analysis, a random effects madebe applied (Greene 2003).
For each of the selected countries a separate maiible estimated with a further
differentiation by gender, to be able to outlinaitiy specific, as well as gender
specific effects.

10 Although it stands to reason that the decisiaking process may start much sooner, we
still catch the relevant information, as the closeterviewbeforethis point of decision
is utilised. They duration of the unemployment kpelwvever might be underestimated,
while very short unemployment spells might be Ilnsteldom cases.

11 Because we observe month rather than yearsatbelation becomes a bit more diffi-
cult. Hence the point from which the independenialdes are collected may differ
among persons according to month of birth and gnuhthe interview. Still the causal
succession of events remains the basic principteisfmodel.

12 As there is only limited information on birtres;curring in 2001 (only births, prior to
the point of interview in 2001 can be identified), observations from 2001 will be ex-
cluded from the analysis.
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RESULTS OF THE MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS

The multivariate analysis of the effect of unemphayt on family formation indi-
cates variations across gender and national cortbgtgender specific differences
do not hold for all the countries however. The Hssaf the random effects model
show unexpected similarities among men and womehdrcase of Germany and
the UK.

The first model incorporates partner informatiorthie from of the partner’'s e-
ducation, the partner's income and the partner&vipus unemployment spells.
While we did not discover any direct effects of ealion (except for French wo-
men, who show a negative probability of childbiftthe partner has a high educa-
tion), we find prominent effects of post-governmirome on the transition to par-
enthood in Germany: Persons with higher incomesadsawith higher income of
the partner show more frequent a family formatida.German family policy en-
courages a traditional division of labour, we fmdtrong positive effect of income
of the woman’s partner as an indication of the icmetd dominance of the notion
of a male-breadwinner. This effect does also applthe partners income of Ger-
manmen,which is surprising, as we would expect women \igher income (or
with income at all) to be more strongly integratetb the labour market and thus
with a lower affinity for family formation. One cae for the observed effect might
be that German couples estimate the financial caings of family formation to be
severe and therefore focus on the foundation afcamomic basis prior to family
formation. The described strong effect of incomecbitdbirth is unique among the
observed countries. Finland is the only nation,cihdlso shows a positive income
effect, which is however weak and applies only enmn our second model, which
considers not only the first birth risk of couplas also persons, who are not living
in a union, we find a robust result of a highlyrsigant positive income effect for
Germany under utilisation of the OECD-equivalencaled household incortie

Taking a closer look at unemployment related véembwe find thaprevious
unemployment episodes only seem to matter in Frafcese episodes that might
indicate on an occupational history of precariompleyment situations, produce a
positive effect on the first birth risk and shove ttame direction of effect for both
genders. Across the observed European countriaac€iis the only that generates
any negative effect of unemployment on family fotioia®. Among French men,
short-termunemployment (up to six months) results in a lowegbability of the

13 Current post government household income (inetuttansfers), equivalence weighted
by persons in the household, according to the nE@@-scale (for details in composi-
tion of the OECD-scale see Faik 1997).

14 Due to the limited data quality of the Frend@HP calendar data, unemployment spell
might appear interrupted although they are actuahtinuous (see Eurostat 2003: 300).
This might lead to a misjudgement of the effectted duration of unemployment as
longer unemployment spells are underestimated. ¢l¢ne results for France require
further inspection in future research.
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transition to parenthood. As we control for incomet the immediate income ef-
fect, but the lack of economic security might pkayole. Bleak future prospects,
which were nourished by the exceptionally high uplyyment rates in France dur-
ing the 90s seem to have prevented family formaticthe cases where the ability
to support a family was deemed precarious.

Distinguishing more precisely the duration of tmemnployment episode antece-
dent to the decision for family formation, revetiie following resultsLong-term
unemployment (classified as more than 12 monthsootinuous unemployment)
always produces a strong positive effect on the-birth risk. What is unexpected
is that this effects is robust and positive lf@th genders in the case of the UK and
Germany. We do not find any gender specific diffiees in these countries in
terms of opposite effect direction. But what dod#&edbetween German and Brit-
ish men and women is the impact of the duratiomr@mployment. For German
women even ghort-termunemployment (up to six months) increases the giyibb
ity of undergoing the transition to family formatioFor German men, the effect
becomes significant for theng-termunemployed. In contrast, the dividing line in
the UK runs betweemid-termunemployment (seven months up to one year) for
women andlong-term unemployment for méa This rather swift transition to
motherhood among German women indicates exceptyohigh opportunity costs
of parenthood: The difficulty of combining mothedtband occupational participa-
tion shows through and even short unemploymentssasd exploited.

A further link to the relation between unemploymand family formation might
be found in the impact of unemployment insurannghe UK, women only experi-
ence an increased risk in the transition to mothedhn the case of mid- and long-
term unemployment. The unemployment insuranceenU4i ends after 6 months,
with no proximate unemployment assistance bend¥éshaps a labour market re-
integration is being anticipated, as long as thempioyment insurance regulations
offer a link to the labour market. After a longerration of labour market absence
discouragement might set in, boosting the decifofamily formation. A view on
the duration effects for German men and women sigdkat there might also be a
link to the duration of unemployment insurance pegts, which have been re-
placed after 6 to 32 months by unemployment asgistaThis assumption of a
connection between unemployment benefit paymerdgamily formation requires
further investigation.

Another parallel between Germany and the UK isldielevel of coverage and
availability and the high costs of infant- and dbére, which might be responsible
in generating such a close link between unemployraed family formation espe-
cially for women. These high opportunity costs niigkien be responsible for en-
couraging the transition to parenthood in the @dideng-termunemployed men in
Germany and the UK. Although it is still the womaho invests most of the time
in childrearing (Blossfeld 1995) a discouragingdabmarket situation for the man
might foster a non-traditional division of laboarthe household.

15 British men in the observed in model |, exclgdihe partner data, represent an excep-
tion with even short term unemployment generatinmpsitive impact on family forma-
tion.
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The most distinct result of the analysis is th&klata decisive gender specific ef-
fect in the impact of unemployment on family forioat predicted by theory. But
even though not very pronounced, we do find gesgecific differences: In France
we find a negative impact of short-term unemploynnfamily formation for men
while a positive or negative influence for womemissing. In Germany and the
UK, which share social and family policies that fp@mthe combination of labour
market participation and family formation, we fiadpositive effect for both men
and women. Women however seem to perform the tramdio family formation
much more quickly than men, when experiencing aampioyment episode. Fi-
nally in Finland, we find a positive effect of lotgrm unemployment on the transi-
tion to motherhood, while a similar effect for meis missing — and this even
though the Finnish family policy fosters the conilpitity of work and family.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

In this sample of European welfare state regimesfound positive effects of un-
employment on the transition to family formationr fall countries except for
France. A gender specific impact however only nest#f in France and Finland.
While the former example is the only of the obsdreeuntries that produces any
negative impact on family formation in the caselodrt-term unemployed men, the
connection in Finland appears to be very vagueh witly long-termunemployed
women showing an increased first-birth risk. Thieeowvise missing link between
unemployment and family formation is probably intibto the Finnish family pol-
icy that aims — obviously rather successfully +dducing family-work conflicts.

The view on the UK and Germany supports the assamgtat family formation
in these countries is closely related to two mé&etors: First the provision of a se-
cure economic background, prior to family formatiand second the burden of
combining familial and occupational roles. Thesetdes obviously play decisive
roles when considering parenthood. The prevalerfcéh® male-breadwinner-
principle still shows its imprints in these coue#i An increased probability for the
transition to fatherhood is found only among tbeg-termunemployed. For this
group however, the high availability of allocatabilee might encourage a stronger
participation in childrearing, thus disburdening thoman and increasing the prob-
ability of family formation. After all it is Germanand the UK, which produce the
highest costs of opportunity for parenthood withhhcosts and low levels of child-
care availability. Still women perform the transitito parenthood more swiftly in
case of unemployment. In the Ukhort termunemployment — a duration that is
congruent to the duration of the reception of unesment benefits — does not
produce an increased probability for motherhood.

16 A concluding assessment of the French situatiaet remain pending, due to the lim-
ited quality of French calendar data in the ECHI@ @so note 14).
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Among the observed countries, we find the moskiatyi effect of unemployment
on family formation in the case dbng-term unemployment. Obviously family
formation becomes an option, after a close linkhelabour market has been bro-
ken in terms of discouragement, e.g. When considdtie duration of unemploy-
ment there is evidence that the reception of uneynpént insurance benefits might
also play a role. As we control for income, we exelude a direct effect on the
monetary transfers on family formation but the fptef such unemployment bene-
fits requires job search activities or at leastilabéity for work as a prerequisite in
Germany and the UK. If the eligibility becomes vaiitier a certain time, the link to
the labour market becomes more fragile as seatdlitizs are no longer compul-
sory. The probability of transition to parenthocgbdnds on the duration of unem-
ployment suggests such a connection.

Gender specific effects appear most prominenteir thependence on tliira-
tion of unemployment episodes. The results of our aishow that the effect of
unemployment on family formation for woman dependsseveral contextual fac-
tors, not considered by the new home economicsidity social policy settings
and the increasing tendency of labour force pgditbdon of women. For men we
could even find unpredicted positive effects ofgagarm unemployment on family
formation, which might indicate a tendency towaedkess traditional division of
labour under the pressure of labour market regirist Further investigation in this
direction might be beneficial.
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Appendix
Table 5: Model | — Determinants of the transitiorfirst parenthood: Random Effects Probit estimdtg country and gender for all adults
Country Germany France Finland
Gender Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female
General information
1995 0.087 (0.181) 0.006 (0.167) 1150 (0.444)*  .1.010 (0.423)** -0.009 (0.156) 0.057 (0.157) o) o)
1996 -0.127 (0.184) 0.023 (0.166) 1112 (0.443)% -0.942 (0.422)* 0.052 (0.156) 0.157 (0.157) o) o)
1997 0.055 (0.179) 0.038 (0.165) -1.013 (0.442)* -0.917 (0.421)* 0.123 (0.158) 0.173 (0.161) o) o)
1998 0.088 (0.179) 0.143 (0.164) -1.013 (0.443)* -0.944 (0.421)* 0.113 (0.161) -0.024 (0.165) -0.320 (0.152)* -0.207 (0.152)
1999 0.111 (0.182) 0.179 (0.166) -1.017 (0.443)* -0.818 (0.422)* 0.221 (0.165) 0.082 (0.169) -0.271 (0.149)* -0.087 (0.146)
2000 -0.236 (0.200) -0.099 (0.182) -1.331 (0.446)**  -1.199 (0.424)"* -0.355 (0.216) -0.170 (0.201) -0.300 (0.168)* -0.284 (0.178)

(Reference: 1994, 1996/1997 for Finland)

Month of procreation
Distance to month of previo. interview
Personal information
Age
Age — squared
Country of birth:
Foreign country, EU
Foreign country, non-EU
Type of relationship:
not living with a partner
3 or more adults in the household
Education high (ISCED 5-7)
Household income — OECD-scale (3)

Labour force participation
Ever working
Working in public service
Unemployment
Ever unemployed
Short term unemployment (1-6 mo.)
Mid-term unemployment (7-12 mo.)
Long-term unemployment (13 mo +)
Constant

0.000 (0.010)
-0.014 (0.015)

0.211 (0.054)**+
-0.004 (0.001)***

(2
0.335 (0.427)

-0.904 (0.086)**
-0.101 (0.094)
-0.055 (0.067)
0.390 (0.459)

0.184 (0.216)
0.044 (0.091)

0.013 (0.013)
0.459 (0.206)**
-0.006 (0.332)
0.455 (0.255)*
-4.373 (0.872)**

0.016 (0.010)
0.018 (0.013)

0.131 (0.050)***
-0.003 (0.001)***

@
@

-0.777 (0.087)**
-0.074 (0.091)
-0.052 (0.067)
0.400 (0.425)

0.070 (0.161)
-0.003 (0.074)

0.003 (0.012)
-0.487 (0.384)
0.502 (0.293)
0.637 (0.279)*
-3.101 (0.771)**

-0.001 (0.010)
-0.021 (0.013)

0.359 (0.060)***
-0.006 (0.001)***

@
@

-0.855 (0.076)**
-0.210 (0.088)**
-0.036 (0.081)
0.646 (0.241)**

0.118 (0.159)
-0.099 (0.084)

0.014 (0.011)
-0.038 (0.206)
-0.552 (0.442)
0.222 (0.229)
-5.407 (1.032)**

0.020 (0.010)**
-0.038 (0.013)**

0.348 (0.058)***
-0.006 (0.001)***

@
@

-0.458 (0.074)**
-0.328 (0.089)**
-0.095 (0.092)
1.125 (0.275)%*

-0.084 (0.144)
-0.053 (0.070)

0.020 (0.013)
0.386 (0.180)**
0.879 (0.198)***
0.457 (0.248)*
-5.083 (0.949)*

0.021 (0.012)*
0.031 (0.016)*

0.216 (0.065)***
-0.004 (0.001)**

0.005 (0.217)
-0.329 (0.339)

-1.126 (0.087)**
-0.218 (0.106)**
-0.041 (0.080)
0.051 (0.036)

0.251 (0.139)*
0.010 (0.088)

0.020 (0.010)**
-0.503 (0.282)*
-0.032 (0.258)
-0.127 (0.293)
-4.505 (1.024)**

0.028 (0.011)**
0.031 (0.015)**

0.293 (0.064)**
-0.005 (0.001)***

-0.014 (0.228)
-0.543 (0.366)

-0.869 (0.081)**
-0.303 (0.101)
-0.029 (0.072)
0.042 (0.052)

0.428 (0.108)***
-0.019 (0.087)

0.010 (0.009)
0.075 (0.139)
-0.174 (0.215)
-0.101 (0.193)
-5.446 (0.960)**

0.006 (0.015)
-0.006 (0.014)

0.316 (0.089)**
-0.005 (0.001)***

0.495 (0.307)
0.126 (0.537)

-0.841 (0.125)%*
0.009 (0.147)
-0.143 (0.126)
0.099 (0.079)

0.475 (0.217)*
0.136 (0.135)

-0.008 (0.015)
-0.537 (0.443)
-0.235 (0.485)
-0.470 (0.509)
-6.333 (1.380)**

0.022 (0.016)
0.019 (0.014)

0.192 (0.086)**
-0.004 (0.001)***

0.045 (0.400)
0.339 (0.553)

-0.675 (0.125)%*
-0.254 (0.163)
0.216 (0.124)*
0.091 (0.096)

0.080 (0.172)
0.110 (0.130)

0.000 (0.015)
0.298 (0.248)
-0.319 (0.477)
0.733 (0.403)*
-4.076 (1.278)**

n
Log-Likelihood
Wald Test: chi?

coeff. (std. error)
5993
-968.65
252.24

5309
-1063.26
195.92

7958
-1044.53
342.82

6806
-1111.06
271.38

6304
-878.09
428.50

5611
-980.34
402.97

2325
-368.69
97.21

2817
-372.27
110.87

Note: Independent variable coded with ‘I ibirth; all dummy variables coded ‘0/1" with 1 wheue,

Effects are significant on the basfip < 0.10 (*), p < 0.05 (**) and p < 0.01 (***)
(1) Note: NoECHP data for wave 1 and 2 in Finland.

(2) Note: Dropped due to lack of observations is group.
(3) Note: Current post government household incéinwuding transfers) / 10000 national currencytsiiNCU); equivalence weighted according to the @&CD-scale

(for details in composition of the new OECExte see Faik 1997).
Source: ECHP 1994 to 2001, own calculations.

except specified differently.
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Table 6: Model Il — Determinants of the transittorfirst parenthood: Random Effects Probit estemdty country and gender for couples

Country UK Germany France Finland

Gender Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female

General information
1995 0.080 (0.239) 0.053 (0.225) -1.913 (0.634)** -1.760 (0.603)** -0.094 (0.209) 0.054 (0.207) @ @
1996 -0.090 (0.241) -0.025 (0.226) -1.975 (0.634)** -1.684 (0.602)*** 0.070 (0.211) 0.177 (0.206) @ @
1997 -0.325 (0.239) 0.0823 (0.223) -1.800 (0.632)** -1.613 (0.602)%** 0.268 (0.216) 0.342 (0.211) @ @
1998 0.126 (0.237) 0.143 (0.223) -1.760 (0.632)** - 1.579 (0.601)** 0.070 (0.224) 0.098 (0.224) -0.291 (0.192) -0.227 (0.197)
1999 0.141 (0.241) 0.217 (0.225) -1.718 (0.632)** -1.500 (0.602)** 0.271 (0.228) 0.368 (0.225) -0.312 (0.189)* -0.198 (0.194)
2000 -0.107 (0.258) -0.046 (0.244) -2.102 (0.635)*** -2.009 (0.606)*** -0.331 (0.295) -0.129 (0.281) -0.547 (0.228)* -0.355 (0.222)

(Reference: 1994, 1996/1997 for Finland)
Month of procreation
Distance to month of previo. interview
Personal information
Age 0.081 (0.0796)
Age - squared -0.019 (0.001)
Country of birth:
Foreign country, EU
Foreign country, non-EU
Type of relationship: marriage (1) vs.
consensual union (2)
New relationship
3 or more adults in the household
Education high (ISCED 5-7)
Partners education high
Income , net personal NCU/10000
Partners income, net personal /10000
Labour force participation
Ever working
Working in public service
Unemployment
Ever unemployed
Partner: ever unemployed
Short term unemployment
Mid-term unemployment
Long-term unemployment
Constant

0.013 (0.013)
-0.084 (0.019)

0.011 (0.012)
0.014 (0.018)

0.004 (0.131)
-0.031 (0.0178)*

0.003 (0.013)
-0.036 (0.017)**

0.044 (0.016)***
0.041 (0.022)*

0.096 (0.073)
-0.002 (0.001)**

0.332 (0.095)**
-0.006 (0.014)%**

0.318 (0.088)***
-0.006 (0.001)***

0.109 (0.104)
-0.002 (0.002)

1.000 (0.885) 1.525 (0.884) ) 7))
0.173 (0.577) ) ) %)
-0.558 (0.085)*** -0.465 (0.085)*** -0.430 (0.081)*** -0.443 (0.008)***

-0.628 (0.475)
-0.371 (0.317)
-0.567 (0.094)*

-0.615 (0.142)
-0.202 (0.157)
-0.029 (0.086)
-0.026 (0.088)
0.048 (0.049)
0.047 (0.054)

-0.116 (0.138)
-0.267 (0.159)
0.025 (0.085)
-0.054 (0.083)
0.0001(0.052)
0.037 (0.051)

0.013 (0.127)
-0.246 (0.166)
-0.111 (0.107)
-0.058 (0.113)
0.070 (0.025)***
0.064 (0.032)**

0.057 (0.128)

-0.269 (0.180)
-0.032 (0.118)
-0.113 (0.102)
0.081 (0.033)**
0.059 (0.025)**

-0.121 (0.142)
-0.691 (0.254)%++
-0.152 (0.113)
0.131 (0.102)
0.014 (0.009)
-0.006 (0.011)

0.004 (0.329)
0.024 (0.109)

-0.191 (0.250)
0.022 (0.087)

-0.112 (0.233)
-0.079 (0.105)

-0.2232 (0.204)
-0.1229 (0.917)

0.296 (0.221)
-0.083 (0.114)

-0.003 (0.019) 0.010 (0.018)
0.006 (0.013) 0.148 (0.014)
0.127 (0.401) @
-0.202 (0.567) 1.003 (0.446)**
0.713 (0.343)** 0.792 (0.424)*
-1.251 (1.355) -1.432 (1.178)

0.009 (0.014)

-0.007 (0.012)
-0.307 (0.363)
-0.397 (0.499)
0.543 (0.309)*
-3.277 (1.678)*

0.017 (0.017)
0.010 (0.012)

0.008 (0.014)
0.026 (0.011)**
-0.079 (0.305) -0.321 (0.339)
0.763 (0.314)** 0.448 (0.362)
0.224 (0.365)** @
-2.700 (1.453)* -1.911 (1.692)

0.032 (0.015)*
0.038 (0.021)*

0.185 (0.097)*
-0.004 (0.002)%**

-0.062 (0.427)
-0.376 (0.378)
-0.580 (0.093)***

0.005 (0.138)
-0.565 (0.257)**
0.011 (0.101)
-0.188 (0.109)*
0.003 (0.001)
0.012 (0.009)

0.223 (0.157)
-0.010 (0.119)

0.014 (0.127)
0.019 (0.011)*
0.188 (0.202)
-0.166 (0.303)
-0.359 (0.316)
-2.654 (1.490)*

0.022 (0.019)
-0.014 (0.019)

0.0390 (0.139)***
-0.007 (0.002)

-7.804 (0.005)
0.377 (0.425)
-0.389 (0.139)***

0.252 (0.178)
-0.288 (0.324)
-0.163 (0.163)
0.134 (0.153)
0.017 (0.010)*
0.004 (0.016)

0.257 (0.298)
0.275 (0.162)*

-0.015 (0.020)
-0.005 (0.016)
-0.297 (0.497)
0.482 (0.736)
-0.048 (0.681)
-6.577 (2.216)**

0.040 (0.020)*
0.007 (0.019)

0.230 (0.128)*
-0.004 (0.002)**

1.263 (0.947)
0147 (0.477)
-0.170 (0.144)

-0.219 (0.230)
-0.308 (0.344)
0.207 (0.163)
-0.086 (0.164)
0.000 (0.017)
0.015 (0.009)*

0.111 (0.234)
0.124 (0.160)

-0.006 (0.020)
-0.005 (0.017)
0.305 (0.374)
-0.102 (0.540)
0.922 (0.481)*
-4.438 (2.028)**

coeff. (std. error)

n 2181 2342 2419 2949 1373
Log-Likelihood 671.43154 -707.06079 -673.472 -672.528 -521.616
Wald Test: chi’ 86.16 89.37 114.79 137.84 107.08

1602
-553.016
130.40

822
-242.01795
40.36

853
-230.22397
37.60

Note: Independent variable coded with ‘¥’ lbarth; all dummy variables coded ‘0/1’ with 1 whiue, except specified differently.
Effects are significant on thesis of p < 0.10 (*), p < 0.05 (**) and p < 0.0%*.
(1) Note: NoECHP data for wave 1 and 2 in Finland.
(2) Note: Dropped due to lack of observationshis group.

Source: ECHP 1994 to 2001, own calculations.



