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Executive Summary
This report aims to analyse the role of family of origin and of institutions in mediating the effect of
occupational status on family formation strategies among young people. Mechanisms are complex and
the possibility that employment insecurity among young people influences fertility decisions and family
formation had been identified in the literature with mixed empirical evidence. The strong influence of
family of origin in family formation has further impact on social inequalities and intergenerational
mobility.
The aim of our research was to add new evidence to the empirical literature by either using comparative
data sources that have not been at the core of the inequality literature or providing results on more
recent data. Specifically, we examined the following questions.
- How do characteristics of the family of origin affect family formation transitions and how do
these effects vary by gender?
- How does poor labour market entry affect the subsequent family formation of young people in
Europe?
- How do institutional arrangements affect employment and family formation?
The second chapter of this report addresses the first two questions by using the Generations and
Gender Programme (GGP) project’s data on four European countries: Austria, Bulgaria, the Czech
Republic and France. The aim of the chapter is to explore whether there is a social gradient in the timing
of family formation according to measures of parental background and whether parental background
mediates the effect of labour market disadvantage on timing of family formation. We found that the role
of parental background is very important in terms of family formation, especially when young people
experience disadvantage in the labour market.
Parental background is a resource young people may fall on in case of difficulties establishing
independence with other means. We have shown that this is definitely the case for childbearing: when
young people are scarred by unemployment they are more likely to delay family formation if they come
from a high Socio Economic Status (SES) family. In general terms, having more parental resources
avoids unfavourable outcomes, such as having a child when lacking financial independence. We also
found that resources from the family background can influence marriage timing. Young men and women
from low SES families tend to get married earlier, suggesting union formation may be particularly
attractive for these groups, who may value gains from marriage in terms of economies of scales and
pooled incomes relatively more than well-off young people, who postphone this transition because they
are more likely to purse an educational trajectory. We were unable to find strong gender differentials in
the way in which labour market status affects family formation strategies. Comparing this finding with
previous research (that showed men were more affected by their labour market situation than women),
should be interpreted as evidence that young women in Europe are using the labour market to gain
financial independence to the same extent as young men.
Our estimates are robust, although their validity suffers from a set of limitations. Due to data limitiations
we could only cover four European countries, strongly affecting the generilasibility of our findings.
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Country-level analyses, on the contrary, would be likely very imprecise because of the small sample
sizes. Lastly, none of the estimates in the chapter has a causal interpretation. Our research design, like
most research in the social sciences, was not able to provide a counterfactual for unemployment
scarring, nor for parental background.
The third chapter addresses the question of how institutional arrangements affect employment and
family formation by using EU-SILC data from 2011 on 29 European countries. It focuses on how welfare
generosity, housing and labour market characteristics are associated with the probability that young
people have a higher or lower likelihood to be employed, be in a couple and have had children. The
aim of the chapter is to explore how different institutional contexts affect employment circumstances
and family formation of young Europeans. Firstly, looking at individuals’ resources, we have shown a
widespread (though not universal) educational advantage for those holding a secondary or (even more)
a tertiary degree, especially on the transition to residential independence (and to a lesser extent on
partnership formation). However, country differences in young people’s circumstances in the process
of transiting to adulthood remained largely unexplained. At a macro, contextual level, we thus show that
the most predictive institutional characteristic that explains cross-country differences in the situation of
young people is the degree of labour market development, measured by female employment rate, with
a significant effect on all outcome states (employment and residential independence, partnership and
parenthood). We also found a positive effect of welfare generosity, measured as the rate of social
protection expenditure relative to the GDP, but only on young peoples’ residential independence, when
all dimensions were modelled jointly.
What consistently emerges from the analyses of this report is the clear relevance of the labour market
structure, and specifically of young women’s increasing participation in the labour market. The analyses
in the second chapter finds no differences between sexes in the salience of employment for family
transitions, while those of the third chapter reveal that higher female employment rates are significantly
associated with more young people having advanced through all the steps of the process of transition
to adulthood. These results offer insights of a growing gender equality and a shift, especially for younger
generations, to a double breadwinning model arrangement in families, where two jobs (and income
sources) are needed, desired, or might be normatively perceived as appropriate, for family formation.
With growing levels of education and of uncertainty in the labour markets, self-realisation and personal
autonomy (also through gaining an independent income) might be increasingly perceived as a
necessary precondition to family formation by both genders.

Policy Lessons
From a policy perspective, there is a rather intense debate on the feasibility, ethics and desirability of
targeting policy programmes to modifying demographic outcomes. It is beyond the scope of our report
to contribute to this debate. However, designing benefits systems and employment programmes that
take into account the situation of the parental home of young workers is desirable to close the disparity
of access to resources among young people. Because unemployment at the beginning of the working
career has a scarring effect not just for labour market engagement but for family formation as well,
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policies may be targeted at offering career guidance to young people from families with low resources,
to increase their participation in the labour market.
Across all sets of analysis, we have also shown how, for recent birth cohorts of young people in recent
times, a more gender equal participation in the labour market is associated with a greater advancement
in the transition to adulthood, for both genders. Anti-discrimination policies that promote gender equal
access to employment and equal career opportunities, as well as conciliation policies to retain women
in the labour force, such as paid leaves, long-term contracts (as opposed to fixed-term), care services
and flexible working hours, might offer support to young people establishing an independent living and
form their own families, while contributing to pursue the objective of a more inclusive and sustainable
growth at the societal level.

Key words:
parental education; parental occupation; youth unemployment; family; family formation;
marriage; birth; transition to adulthood; institutional characteristics
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1. Introduction
This report aims to analyse ther role of the family of origin and institutional contexts in mediating the
effect of (un)employment status on family formation strategies among young people. The processes
analysed here should be seen as complementary to a wider quest of independence and speedier
transition to adulthood for young people. On one hand, young individuals may desire independence in
order to form their own households. On the other hand, they may struggle achieving financial
independence, a barrier to the formation of a new family. Previous research has shown that one strategy
young people follow to organise support – economic or otherwise – is intergenerational co-residence
with parents (Gökşen et al. 2016) coupled with intra-household share of resources (Filandri et al. 2016,
forthcoming). Once separated, parents could also support their offsprings by providing inter-household
support (Filandri et al., 2016, forthcoming). Timing of family formation may also be considered a strategy
to a similar aim (Nazio 2008). The possibility that employment insecurity among young people will
influence fertility decisions and family formation has also been identified (Gonzalez and JuradoGuerrero 2006; Blossfeld et al. 2005; Kohler et al. 2002) with mixed empirical evidence. At the same
time, the strong influence of family of origin in family formation implies that the processes described in
this report are at the core of social inequalities and intergenerational mobility (Sirniö, Martikainen and
Kauppinen 2016).
Specifically, we examine the following questions.
- How do characteristics of the family of origin affect family formation transitions and how do
these effects vary by gender?
- How does poor labour market entry affect own family formation among young people in
Europe?
- How do institutional arrangements affect employment and family formation?
The second chapter of this report addresses the first two questions by using the Generations and
Gender Programme (GGP) project’s data for four European countries: Austria, Bulgaria, the Czech
Republic and France.
The third chapter of the report addresses the third question with data from EU-SILC 2011 crosssectional data (the ad-hoc module on intergenerational transmission of poverty and social exclusion,
with information on family background) and Eurostat macro indicators for 2011. It addresses how
contextual characteristics are associated to the probability of being employed and to be residentially
independent, in a partnership and to have a child, on young people aged between 25 and 34 years in
29 European countries.
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2. The Role of Family of Origin and
Unemployment Scarring in Shaping
Family Formation Strategies for Young
People
Forming one’s own family is a goal for many young people. However, some young Europeans do not
wish to have children or get married. In fact, most recent estimates for European countries show that
voluntary childlessness has been increasing in the last decades (Mills et al 2011, Rotkirch 2007,
Sobotka 2009, Tanturri and Mencarini 2008). Thus, if family formation were simply a matter of choice,
there would be no room for policies to try and influence it. On the other hand, demographic research
has highlighted that family formation strategies are far from being a single unequivocal choice. In
particular, a woman who wanted children earlier in her life may end up childless because she has
postponed having children until becomes unlikely or biologically impossible (Berrington 2004).
Moreover, getting married and finding the right partner are also in most cases pre-conditions for
childbearing, so that these processes cannot be considered separately (Hakim 2000, Testa 2007,
Tanturri and Mencarini 2008). Research shows that constraints within the labour market and fear that
having a new family would threaten young people’s material security are often perceived as obstacles
to family formation (McAllister and Clarke 2000, Willekens 1991). Scholars often mention the gap
between desired and actual fertility to measure the extent to which young people are able to meet their
needs for family formation. OECD (2007) data shows that this gap has increased in Europe in the past
ten to twenty years. Esping-Andersen (2009) calls the large gap between desired and actual fertility a
welfare failure for families, the economy and society. This is because lower fertility today implies a
smaller workforce in the future.
Childlessness and childbearing postponement are not the only family formation outcomes that
researchers and policy practitioners have highlighted as problematic. Teenage pregnancy negatively
affects well-being and life chances of young men and women and their children (Hadley 2016). Early
childbearing limits educational and employment opportunities (Figueiredo et al. 2006). Early marriage
and cohabitation are associated with more marital instability later in life, partly because early entry in a
co-resident union is often due to unplanned childbearing (Berrington and Diamond 1999, Lyngstad
2006, Wagner and Weiss 2006, Furstenberg 2008). These considerations highlight the importance of
understanding the factors that influence family formation strategies of young people. In particular, it is
important to understand to what extent family formation strategies are affected by choice, the person’s
own background or by economic constraints.
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Following the discussion in the literature on the timing of union formation and parental resources and
timing of union formation and the disadvantage in the labour market respectively 1, we formulate the
following research questions and hypotheses.
Research question 1: Do young people from families with varying socio economic background follow
different family formation strategies?
1.
2.

Hypothesis 1a Young people from lower socio-economic families have their first child earlier
than young people from high socio-economic families.
Hypothesis 1b Young people from lower socio-economic families have their first marriage earlier
than young people from high socio-economic families.

Research Question 2: Does parental background play a role in mitigating the effect of unemployment
in family formation strategies?
3.

Hypothesis 2 Young people with low labour market attachment from higher socio-economic
background form own families (first birth/marriage) later than young people from low socioeconomic families with low labour market attachment.

First, we shortly describe the data and the econometric model. Further, we present multivariate
estimates on parental background, employment status and timing of first marriage and first childbirth.

2.1 Data and methods
Data
We use data from the Generations and Gender Programme (GGP) together with the associated
Harmonised Histories data file2. The selection of countries to be included in the analysis is driven by
two main factors. First, we are constrained by data availability. We select countries for which we have
a valid harmonised histories file3, the sample size is large enough to permit analysis, and must have a
valid wave 2 survey4. Secondly, we would like to limit ourselves to cover European countries5, and wish
to have representatives of both Eastern and Western Europe. Lastly, we need to observe our chosen
measures of parental background6. These criteria lead to a set of four countries: Austria, Bulgaria,
Czech Republic and France. The analytical sample is made up of all GGP respondents from these
countries, below 40 years of age at the time of their last GGP interview. We chose an age of 40 years
as a threshold because biologically women’s fertility reduces significantly after this age.

1

A summary of the related literature can be found in Table A1 in appendix, while a detailed literature review is
presented in Mariani and Gábos (2016, forthcoming).
2 For a more detailed description of the database, see Section 5.1 of the Appendix.
3 This criterion leads to exclusion of The Netherlands, which unfortunately has no harmonised histories file.
4 This criterion leads to exclusion of Belgium, Estonia, Italy, Norway, Poland, Romania, and Sweden.
5 Thus excluding Australia, Japan, Georgia and the Russian Federation.
6 This criterion leads to the exclusion of Hungary and Germany because they did not record parental occupation.
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Econometric Model
We use multilevel multiprocess models to estimate two simultaneous hazard rate equations capturing
time since age 15 until age 40. This analytical strategy allows controlling for what is known as
‘unobserved heterogeneity’ (i.e. individuals’ characteristics that may make some people more inclined
than other to start earlier the process of family formation like values, orientations, preferences, among
others) and produce unbiased estimates (Aassve et al 2004). The two events of interest are first birth
and first marriage. Our data is structured in person-year entries, where both employment status and
family status are time variant. The estimation process consists in estimating two probit regressions
allowing for the errors of each equation to be correlated with each other. The model that we would like
to estimate has the following form:

{

ℎ𝐵 (𝑡) = 𝛽𝑗𝐵 𝑝𝑗 + 𝛾𝑗𝐵 𝑢𝑗𝑡 + 𝛽𝑗𝐵 × 𝛾𝑗𝐵 𝑢𝑗𝑡 + ℎ𝑗𝑀 + ℎ𝑗𝐶 + ∑𝑗 𝑓𝑗 𝑥𝑗 + 𝜖
ℎ𝑀 (𝑡) = 𝛽𝑗𝑀 𝑝𝑗 + 𝛾𝑗𝑀 𝑢𝑗𝑡 + 𝛽𝑗𝑀 × 𝛾𝑗𝑀 𝑢𝑗𝑡 + +ℎ𝑗𝐶 + 𝜃𝑗 𝑧𝑗 + ∑𝑗 𝑓𝑗 𝑥𝑗 + 𝛿

(1)

where the superscripts B, M, and C refer to first birth, first marriage and unmarried co-habitation
respectively. Variable 𝑝𝑗 contains a measure of parental background while variable 𝑢𝑗𝑡 is an indicator
of unemployment. Vector {𝑥𝑗 } denotes s time-invariant control variables: birth cohort, education,
number of siblings, whether entered the labour market at all, whether respondent is unemployed at time
t, whether parents divorced before respondent was 15. We also include age (and its squared and cube
transformation) as time-varying variables. In both equations we control for whether the respondent is in
an unmarried cohabitation at time t.
In order to allow identification, we include equation specific variables. For the birth equation we include
an endogenous variable, which is the hazard of being married. By construction, the hazard of being
married can affect the hazard of having a baby, but not the hazard of being married itself. For the
marriage equation we include a time-constant variable of whether the respondent self-report him/herself
as belonging to a religious faith. Following a religious faith is considered a strong determinant of the
timing and type of family formation (marriage versus unmarried cohabitation). In order for this variable
to perfectly identify the equation, it should hold that religiosity does not affect the hazard of having a
first baby. Recent literature shows that patterns of fertility differentials are shrinking among religious
groups, lending some validity to our identifying assumption (Zhang 2008). The random variables 𝜖 and
𝛿 capture unobserved heterogeneity and are assumed to have a joint bivariate normal distribution.
Our quantities of interest are the coefficients 𝛽 and 𝛾 from equation (1). In particular, if 𝛽 are significant
but not the 𝛾 or the coefficients of the interaction, then we can conclude there exists an effect of parental
background, but no labour market effect. If 𝛾 is significant but none of the coefficients of the interactions
are, then we conclude that there exists a labour market effect, which is not dependent on the level of
parental background. Since the estimated coefficients from the probit regressions do not have a
straightforward meaning, to aid interpretation we report hazard curves constructed using the estimated
parameters.
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Variables in the model
The dependent variables are the hazard of having a first baby and marrying someone for the first time.7
In many cases, we do not observe a respondent experiencing any or only one of these events. It may
well be the case that the respondents will experience these events after the last survey interview, so
that in technical terms our variables are right censored. In fact, about one third of the sample does not
experience any of the events of first marriage and birth. In Table 1 we report the mean values for each
age as well as the proportion of censored observations. These are broken down by sex and country.
As might be expected for all countries and gender, marriage happens on average earlier than first birth.
At the same time, men on average experience all these demographic events later than women. There
is considerable variation in the timing of these events across countries. Men and women in Bulgaria
and Czech Republic tend to have children and get married earlier than respondents in the other
countries. The proportion of censored observations is quite large, reflecting the young average age of
the sample.

Table 1 Mean Ages at Birth, Marriage and Cohabitation by Country and Gender
First Birth
First Marriage
Mean
% censored
Mean
% censored
Men
Austria
Bulgaria
Czech Republic
France
Women
Austria
Bulgaria
Czech Republic
France

27.5
24.8
25.9
27.9

0.58
0.53
0.68
0.46

27.3
23.9
24.8
27.5

0.65
0.62
0.69
0.62

25.5
21.9
23.6
25.9

0.41
0.29
0.33
0.40

25.1
21.1
21.9
25.3

0.51
0.41
0.42
0.59

Our results are reported as survival curves for each event for men and women separately as presented
in Figure 1. At age 15 all respondents are unmarried and childless. Given this initial state, the survival
curves plot the proportion of population that at each given age after 15 has survived the initial state.

7

The focus here is family formation strategies of young adults. Indeed, such strategies may be in reality very
complex and include multiple partnerships. We decide to focus on first births and first marriages only. We do not
focus on cohabitations as a destination trajectory, but we consider all transitions involving unmarried
cohabitations. Our choice has both theoretical and statistical reasons. First, from a theoretical point of view,
transition to first marriage and first birth represent the focus of much life course literature and mark the transition
to adulthood. Second, from a statistical point of view, the great majority of first births happen within first marriages
and first cohabitations. If we had to consider higher order unions, that are much rarer, we would be forced to pool
them all together, while theoretical considerations suggest that serial cohabiters are rather different than those
who live in a stable and long term cohabitation. Third, theoretical considerations would be in favour of treating
cohabitation as a separate destination trajectory. It is unclear to what extent unmarried cohabitations are an
outcome of family formation. Moreover, given the nature of the partnership data – retrospective family histories –
there are likely to be many inaccuracies in cohabitation histories (Hayford and Morgan 2008).
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Each year after that some individuals start getting married and having children, so that fewer and fewer
individuals survive the initial condition. The steeper a survival curve the faster the rate at which
individuals exit the initial state. Thus, if the survival curve has a kink it is a suggestion that most people
exit the initial condition around the same age, the one which the kink corresponds to.

Figure 1: Survival Curves
(a)
Women
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(b)
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Notes: Pooled sample of Austria, Bulgaria, Czech Republic and France.
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The main independent variables of interest fall under two broad categories: parental background and
labour market status.
To measure parental background we use principal component analysis and combine measures of
parental education and parental occupation to obtain uncorrelated variables that are a comprehensive
measure of parental socio-economic background. 8 When running principal component analysis on
these variables, we retain two components that have eigenvalues higher than 0.7. We report the
loadings9 in Table 2. The figures show that component 1 can be interpreted as an overall measure of
socio-economic status (SES) of the family of origin (and will be referred to as “Overall SES” hereafter).
The maximum values for component 1 are obtained by someone whose parents have both high
education and high non-manual occupations. Component 2 expresses the contrast between parental
education and parental occupation. In other words, there are some resources that are specific to
parental education (e.g. culture) and some that are specific to occupation (e.g. monetary resources).
This component will be referred to as “Culture vs Resources”. Component 2 takes on the highest values
in cases when a respondent has both parents with high occupational status, and both parents with low
education. Component 2 assumes the lowest value when a respondent has both parents with low
occupational status but high education.10
Table 2 Principal Component Loadings for Parental Education and Occupation

Mother occupation
Father occupation
Mother education
Father education

Overall SES

Culture vs Resources

0.76
0.71
0.81
0.79

0.30
0.56
-0.41
-0.37

Notes: unrotated component loadings computed normalising the eigenvectors with the eigenvalues.

8 The

original variables of parental education and occupation are based on retrospective questions on the parental
household when the respondent was 15. Because the education systems in the countries in our analysis are not
comparable we rely on the classification suggested by Perelli-Harris et al. 2010, who suggest to recode the
maximum level of education attained in three levels (low, medium, high) based on the ISCED 1997 classification.
In the GGP, occupation is recorded following the 2 digit ISCO classification. This is also a retrospective variable,
and it measures the occupation of the parents of the respondents when they were 15 years old. In order to
increase comparability across countries and for ease of exposition we follow the suggestion of Perelli-Harris et al
(2010) and consider a 3-category occupation variable (high non-manual, non-manual and manual). We consider
occupation and education of both biological parents of the respondents. If one of the biological parents was not
present in the household when the respondent was 16 (i.e. parents were divorced or one of the parents had died)
then only the responses of the parent that was present count, so that the structure of the parental household is
automatically taken into account. To ease interpretation of the principal components, all four variables are coded
so that higher values represent a higher status.
9
In statistical terms the component loadings are the correlation between the components and the original
variables. They tell us how much of the variation in the original variables is explained by the component.
10
In Figures A1 and A2 in the appendix we report the average values of the principal components according to
the measures of parental education and occupation. The plots make clear that component 1 is increasing with
respect to parental education and occupation, while component 2 is increasing with respect to parental occupation
but decreasing with parental education.
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We also construct a measure of unemployment scarring. There is large empirical evidence that
experiencing unemployment when young is associated with unfavourable outcomes, especially in terms
of future employment prospects and wages (Arulampalam 2001, Bell and Blanchflower 2011, Nielsen
and Reiso 2011, Strandh et al. 2014). Our measure is a dummy variable that assumes value 1 the first
year a respondent states to be unemployed, and remains 1 for all years thereafter.
The plots in Figure 2 show the share of individuals who do experience at least one month of
unemployment between age 15 and the age of the demographic event. To be sure, this measure is
rather conservative. However, because the best predictor of future unemployment and disadvantage is
past unemployment, we believe that even just a short spell of unemployment is a valid proxy for labour
market disadvantage. The distribution is broken down by sex and country. In all countries less than
50% of the GGP respondents experienced unemployment before either first birth or first marriage.
However, there is large variation across countries. In particular, in Bulgaria almost 50% of men
experience a spell of unemployment, but in Austria it is only 10%.

Figure 2: Distribution of Unemployment Scarring Measure by Country and Gender
(a)
Men
Austria

Bulgaria

Czech Republic

France

0

.2

.4
.6
Share ever unemployed

(b)

.8

1
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Women
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1

We also introduced several control variables. In each regression we control for: highest level of
education achieved by the respondent, number of siblings, birth cohort, country of residence and if the
biological parents of the respondents were broken up by the time the respondent was 15. We also
included some time-dependent variables: age, whether the respondent is in an unmarried cohabitation
at time t, whether the respondent is unemployed at time t, whether the respondent has entered the
labour market yet (that is he/she has never been employed or unemployed) and whether the respondent
still lives with their parents at time t. We report a detail description of the measurement of the variables
in Table A2 in the appendix.

2.2 Results from Multivariate Analysis
In order to aid interpretation of the results we present plots of hazard functions (Figures 3 and 4). In
Figure 3 for women, panels a and c represent estimates for firth birth, while panels b and d estimates
for first marriage. Panels a and b plot estimates jointly by employment status (employed vs unemployed)
and “Overall SES”, while c and d jointly by employment status and “Culture vs Resources”. The same
is presented for men in Figure 4.
A hazard function represents the probability that an event occurs at each point in time, conditional on
the fact that the event has not happened yet. So a flat curve means that as time passes the event is no
more likely to occur. Because hazard is a probability it is always a number between 0 and 1. Given that
by construction at 15 years of age none of the respondents was married or already had a child, the
hazard starts from 0. As more people experience these demographic events, the hazard increases with
respect to time. Therefore, when comparing two curves, the curve that is below represents a group that
tends to delay family formation. The curves do not represent the experience of real people. They
extrapolate the results of the regression model to a hypothetical population. To make an example, the
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hazard curve of having a first baby for someone who is defined unemployed identifies for each age the
probability that someone who had been unemployed before that age, has their first baby at that age,
given that they have not had their first child at any earlier age. The set of points making up the curve
therefore would represent the experience of someone who was unemployed at age 15, regardless of
their successive labour market history. However, in our sample those who were unemployed at 15 are
only a small fraction of those who experience unemployment at any point. Therefore, the reported
hazard curves are a simulation exercise, and do not describe the experience of any average individual.
We also report the estimated coefficients from the multilevel multiprocess models in Table A3 of the
appendix. It is worth noting that the coefficients do not have a straightforward interpretation, so that
their size cannot be directly interpreted. However, their sign and significance levels can be safely
interpreted in traditional ways. Moreover, when interpreting the coefficients for the principal
components, it is important to keep in mind that the interpretation of one component is done keeping
the level of the other component constant. This consideration is particularly important for component 2,
which identifies the relative importance of economic resources versus cultural resources. To make an
example, if we find a positive coefficient for component 2, then it means that comparing two respondents
with the same level of overall parental resources - however high or low that is - the one with more
economic resources will tend to form family earlier than the one who has more cultural resources.
Lastly, in Tables 3 and 4 we report a summary of the results for first birth and first marriage respectively.
Results for first birth show that overall parental SES does not matter in determining childbearing age
for men and women who never had a spell of unemployment. However, it matters for those who had a
spell of unemployment; those scarred by unemployment with higher overall parental SES tend to delay
childbirth more compared to those with low parental overall SES. Moreover, for men only, those with
relatively higher economic resources than cultural resources tend to have children earlier regardless of
unemployment scarring. The predictions of hypothesis 1a - that young people with high parental SES
would delay first birth - are therefore only partially confirmed. On the one hand, there is no evidence
that overall SES or material resources matter for childbearing age independently of their employment
status. On the other hand, for men, having high cultural resources and low material resources leads to
a delay of childbearing, for each level of overall SES.
Considering first marriage as an outcome, there is strong evidence that for men and women having
higher overall parental SES delays marriage formation. Unemployment status does not mediate this
association, and this evidence holds regardless of whether men and women experienced a spell of
unemployment. Looking at the relative importance of material resources (component 2), we find that,
for women, it does not significantly correlate with age at first marriage if women were never
unemployed, however the higher the material resources the earlier the formation of marriage for women
who experienced unemployment. The predictions of hypothesis 1b - that young people with high
parental SES would delay marriage formation - are confirmed with respect to a measure of overall SES.
The fact that those with high material resources but low cultural resources do not form marriage on
average at a different time than those with low material resources and high cultural resources
(coefficient for component 2 is not significant) does not disprove hypothesis 1a, but rather shows that
it is the combination of high cultural and material resources that matters for marriage formation.
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Hypothesis 2 stated that young people with low labour market attachment from higher socio-economic
background form own families (first birth/marriage) later than young people from low socio-economic
families with low labour market attachment. There is mixed evidence for this prediction. The results are
also different according to what measure of parental SES we consider. Considering our overall measure
of SES, the predictions of hypothesis 2 are confirmed for childbearing for both men and women, but not
for marriage, where we find no significant interactions. Considering component 2, our measure of
contrast between economic and cultural resources, we find no significant interaction for men; for women
we find that the higher the cultural resources compared to economic resources, a woman who has been
scarred by unemployment would tend to get married later than a woman who also has been scarred by
unemployment but has relatively higher economic resources.
The use of principal component 2 is crucial to understand the actual strategies of family formation. For
both men and women, delays in family formation are associated with cultural resources rather than
economic ones. In particular, considering childbirth for men, those with relatively higher parental
economic resources tend to have children earlier when they have been scarred by unemployment,
suggesting parental economic resources possibly play an important role in case men want to fulfil their
wishes of family formation. Similarly, considering marriage, women with relatively high material
resources accelerate formation of marital unions if disadvantaged in the labour market. This can be an
indication that individuals who have experienced difficulties in the labour market may see marriage as
an advantageous strategy, perhaps due to gains from economies of scale and pooling of resources.
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Figure 3 Hazard Curves for First Birth and First Marriage – Women
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Figure 4 Hazard Curves for First Birth and First Marriage – Men
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Table 3 Summary of Findings for First Birth
FIRST BIRTH
Men
Women
Does overall parental SES matter for childbearing age?
Regardless
of
unemployment
NO
NO
scarring
Conditional
on
unemployment
YES
YES
scarring
If scarred by unemployment,
If scarred by unemployment, higher SES
higher SES leads to delay in
leads to delay in childbirth
childbirth
Do higher economic resources matter for childbearing age?
Regardless
of
unemployment
YES
NO
scarring
Conditional
on
unemployment
NO
NO
scarring
Regardless of unemployment scarring,
higher economic resources lead to
earlier childbearing age

Table 4 Summary of Findings for First Marriage
FIRST MARRIAGE
Men
Women
Does overall parental SES matter for marriage age?
Regardless
of
unemployment
YES
YES
scarring
Conditional
on
unemployment
NO
NO
scarring
Regardless of unemployment
Regardless of unemployment
scarring, higher SES leads to delay scarring, higher SES leads to delay
in first marriage
in first marriage
Do higher economic resources matter for marriage age?
Regardless
of
unemployment
NO
NO
scarring
Conditional
on
unemployment
NO
YES
scarring
If scarred by unemployment, higher
economic resources lead to earlier
marriage age
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3. How do institutional arrangements
affect employment outcomes and
family formation transitions?
3.1 Introduction
In this chapter we will explore if, and how, differences in institutional contexts across countries affect
family formation and employment circumstances of young Europeans. The analyses will focus on how
macro contextual characteristics may influence the likelihood that young people are employed and have
formed a family, rather than being still at a stage where these transitions are not yet being reached. We
assume that being employed is both a desirable and necessary condition for young people in the
process of family formation, and that forming a family is mostly desirable too. It is known in the literature
that labour market positioning influences the process of family formation (Blossfeld et al. 2005), but also
that, reciprocally, that family circumstances can influence behaviours around labour market
participation. It is thus daunting to trace a clear causal direction between employment and family
circumstances. For this reason, we chose to consider them both simultaneously, exploring young
people’s circumstances in employment and around completed steps in family formation transitions.
Both circumstances (transition to employment and family formation) are also crucial events in the
transition to adulthood, the process through which young people move from dependence within their
family of origin to a complete degree of autonomy, with independence on the residential (housing),
economic (employment) and relational (new family) fronts. Young people independence is also
influenced by contextual circumstances, and in this section we will focus in particular on how labour
and housing markets, as well as institutional characteristics such as welfare generosity are associated
to the probability that young people have a higher or lower likelihood to be employed, have formed a
union and have had children. The underlying idea is that a more developed labour market, a more
accessible housing market and a more generous welfare system, would all contribute to more
favourable conditions for young people to advance earlier in the pursue of achieving a higher degree
of independence and advancing in the transition to adulthood. Using EU-SILC 2011 data, we analysed
the influence of contextual variables in 29 European countries.

Employment in the transition to adulthood
The intergenerational transmission of inequality in the labour market position of young people has often
been studied in the perspective of inequalities in what, technically, have been termed the destination
state or arrival, which is the current life circumstances (at the time of data collection) (Hout & DiPrete
2006). However, the position reached in the labour market, let alone employment, is not isolated from
other life domains of individuals’ lives. For example, it has long been studied how, in many countries, it
is harder for mothers of young children to pursue career advancement or full-time employment (or to
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reduce the gender pay gap). A life course approach allows taking into account the complexities of life
circumstances, focusing simultaneously on events that take place along different trajectories (family,
employment, housing, etc.) (Saraceno 2001). Several authors highlight how a life course perspective
is not just a theory but a methodological approach characterised by dimensions such as time,
processes, and the context of their unfolding (Blossfeld 1996; Settersen & Mayer 1997; Mayer 2000).
These dimensions are crucial in the analysis of human lives constraints and opportunities. At the heart
of this perspective we find the biographic approach (Saraceno 2001), whose assumption is a dynamic
and multilevel understanding of the life course. Life courses are seen as the range of normatively
accepted behavioural models available to individuals belonging to a certain historical and social context,
they are age-related, intertwined in (and regulated by) the different social institutions and are due to
change over time (Elder, 1985). Life histories, or biographies, have purposively a wide-reaching
understanding: they refer to the array, organised in a chronological-narrative frame, of events,
experiences and strategies, guiding individuals’ lives. Biographies are understood as a dynamic
process, made from the composition of several trajectories along different life spheres: family, school,
work, social/friends. These intertwined and interdependent trajectories, or ‘careers’, are marked by
events and stages. Life trajectories are thus understood as sequences of states (and transitions
between states), where processes are dynamic and interdependent (Elder 1985; Saraceno 2001). The
analysis of the transition to adulthood fits ideally in the framework of life trajectories.
More generally, there is no unique definition in the literature on what makes for the transition to
adulthood, but is subject to change across time and space. Some scholars have underlined that the
very concept of ‘adult age’ is artificially created in that there is no shared understanding of an ‘adult life’
in the societies (Modell et al., 1976). However, there is a general agreement on a prevailing set of
norms and expectations around the articulation of individuals’ life courses (Hogan & Astone, 1986;
Shanahan, 2000). Becoming adult is thus a process during which young people undertake several
transitions that afford them the status of ‘adult’. Through these transitions, they progressively acquire
higher degrees of independence from their family of origin. Consensus is growing in identifying at least
four transitions that characterise the transition to adulthood: from school to work; from parental home
to residential independence; from single to couple; from childlessness to parenthood (Hogan & Astone,
1986; Shanahan, 2000; Wallace, 1989). These states reflect the shared belief that becoming adults
entails economic autonomy and an own family independently from that of origin (Neugarten et al.,
1965).
The key assumptions are thus twofold: first, employment status is a necessary and desirable condition
and; second, family formation is a valuable, albeit costly good. These two conditions reciprocally
influence each other and, as said, are entrenched in a dynamic process. It is thus not possible to
univocally establish if it is the employment condition, which influences the family status, or vice versa
(most likely influences are going in both directions at different times along individuals’ life course). The
schema presented in Figure 1 illustrates the strict interdependence between employment (non)
participation and family formation.
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Figure 3.1. Family and occupational status in the process of transition to adulthood.

Reaching a stable position in the labour market and forming an autonomous household are important
acquisitions for young people in all countries. Despite this, there are large differences in young people’s
capacity to reach these states both between and within countries. These differences call upon different
amounts of individual and contextual resources that young people can access. At the individual level it
has been shown that the attained level of education is associated with occupational status and family
formation (e.g. Aassve et al. 2006; Berloffa et al. 2016). More highly educated individuals, on the one
side, tend to more easily access employment and enter better jobs; on the other side, they tend to
postpone family formation because of a prolonged educational enrolment (and economic dependency)
(Blossfeld & Huinink 1991). Since a steady income is a desirable precondition for grounding an
autonomous family, we could expect that those with higher educational credentials and with higher
probability to be employed display a higher likelihood of living independently, having formed a union
and had children. The effect of education can vary across countries.
Contextual variation, which reflects the different constraints and opportunities for young people in
different countries, can be traced back to different economic and institutional arrangements. Indeed
young people’s independent pathways can be connected with the complex system of socio-economic
structures, institutional arrangements, and cultural patterns which are at the basis of the regimes of
youth transition (Walthers 2006). As young people’s orientations and strategies reflect the resources
and opportunities they can ‘normally’ expect and the ‘legitimacy’ of their ambitions, transition regimes
represent the different realities in which young people’s biographies are embedded and become visible
in their accounts of experiences with institutional actors in transition systems (Walthers 2006). In this
regard, three features seem to particularly influence young people’s familiar and employment condition:
housing market, labour market and social policy (Filandri & Bertolini 2016).
The relevance of these three features has even increased during in the current historical period. During
a deep economic crisis, or when it becomes more difficult for young people to access a stable
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employment (with long term perspectives), the decision to leave the parental home for living
independently or forming an own family is made more difficult by the lack of financial resources needed
to establish and afford independent housing (Iacovou 2001; Kurz & Blossfeld 2004; Nazio 2008; Billari
et al 2001). Furthermore, if young people have to face a labour market with growing levels of unstable
employment, even employed individuals may not perceive their occupational condition as stable
enough to incur in long-term commitments such as renting or purchasing a dwelling (Blossfled et al.
2005).
Finally, it is worth noticing that young adults at the beginning of their employment careers generally
enjoy lower earnings, which affords them only cheaper accommodation (or subsidised, social housing).
If the housing market does not provide more affordable solutions to the private market, young people
will have to cumulate savings and postpone residential emancipation, as well as the formation of their
own family. Welfare generosity could thus greatly support young people during their transition to
adulthood, with housing and other measures of economic support, and/or services and entitlements
(paid leaves) to reconcile employment and parenthood.
This chapter will thus explore if and how contextual country level characteristics influence young people
circumstances in the different European countries. We can expect that those countries where young
individuals are more frequently employed, in a partnership and had children, are also those with a less
rigid and more developed labour market, and with a more generous welfare state.

3.2 Data and methods
To address this question, we used EU-SILC 2011 cross-sectional data and the ad-hoc module on the
intergenerational transmission of poverty, including family background. We tested how contextual
characteristics were associated with the probability to be employed and to be residentially independent,
in a partnership and having a child, on an analytical sample selection of all young people aged between
25 and 34 years in 29 European countries. We chose this subsample on a twofold ground: firstly, those
events characterising the transition to adulthood such as partnership formation or childbirth, in all
European countries take place for over half of young people after age 22 (Billari & Liefbroer 2010);
secondly, because info on young people’s family of origin in EU-SILC data is not recorded for those
living independently if younger than 25 years of age.

Independent variables
Employment and family circumstances, as said, are both influenced by individual and contextual
resources. At micro (individual) level, we have controlled for young people’s level of education. This
variable provides information on both the timing of study completion and on the resources that he or
she can mobilise, as well as the opportunities that the individual can enjoy, upon finishing education.
The class of origin also mediates educational achievements, despite a decline in the influence of
parental background over the 20th century (Berloffa et al. 2015; Lawrence & Breen 2016; Breen et al.
2010). At individual level we have also controlled for gender, age and social class of origin, defined as
the highest educational achieved by either parents when young people were 14 years old.
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At the macro, contextual level we have focussed on three domains: (1) housing market, (2) labour
market and (3) the economic-institutional context. For each of these domains we have chosen two
variables as salient indicators of individuals’ contextual circumstances. All contextual data are taken
from the Eurostat database with reference to the year 2011. Here below is the list of indicators tested
for each of the three domains:
1) Labour market
- female employment rate (as percentage of female population 15-64) as indicator of the degree of
labour market development;
- temporary employment rate as indicators of the working conditions;
2) Housing market
- home-ownership rate as indicator of rigidity;
- residential mortgage debt as percentage of GDP as indicator of housing accessibility;
3) Institutional arrangements
- social protection expenditure as percentage of GDP as indicator of welfare generosity11;
- Gini index as indicator of overall income inequality.

Dependent variables
We have estimated the effects of individual and contextual characteristics on three different outcomes,
modelling each of them separately. The first outcome is being simultaneously employed and enjoying
residential independence from the family of origin; the second outcome is being simultaneously
employed and in a co-residential partnership; the third outcome is being simultaneously employed and
having transited to parenthood. These three variables are meant to capture the degree of development
in the transition to adulthood, although there is not a perfect coincidence of states since the transition
to adulthood is not a linear process with necessarily subsequent steps. For example, there may be
young employed parents not in a partnership, or couples who co-reside with their family of origin. A
series of separate multilevel logit models estimate the probability to experiencing each of these three
possible outcomes.

Analytical strategy
We follow the strategy of a two-level regression model, which can be viewed as a special case of
multilevel (hierarchical) modelling: the procedure implies running several separate regression models,
and then fitting a second, higher-level, regression to the estimated coefficients. The basic two-level
regression model may be expressed in two ways: with equations for each level or in one equation for
both levels. Both ways of expressing the model are useful but we chose the first one because is simpler

11

We run the same analyses also with the average per-capita welfare spending (i.e. Expenditure on social protection per
inhabitant - PPS per inhabitant), with similar results.
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to perform and gives essentially the same answers with a large number of persons per country in the
dataset (Gelman 2005). We first estimate 29 country-specific separate logit regressions on the three
dependent variables, providing results on the effect of young people’s educational level. We then
estimate the average predicted probabilities and we regress the coefficient estimates on country-level
predictors. In this second stage we fit separate regressions for testing each country-level variable and,
finally, we fit a cumulative model with all macro variables at once.

3.3 Main results
Young people employment and family circumstances vary largely across countries. The same group of
young adults, girls and boys between 25 and 34 years, have different probabilities of being employed
and living independently (Figure 3.2), employed and in a co-residential partnership (Figure 3.3) and
employed with at least one child (Figure 3.4), depending on their country of residence. What these
figures reveal is consistent with what is already known from the literature (Blossfeld et al 2005; Billari
et al 2001; Kiernan 2000; Aassve et al 2006; Nazio 2008): a further advancement along the transition
process to adulthood for young people living in the Northern countries (especially concerning residential
independence and cohabiting) and, on the opposite side of the spectrum, a lower frequency for young
Southern Europeans, who have a lower likelihood of forming a family, even if employed. There is a
certain degree of heterogeneity among young people from Eastern European countries. These
differences, as illustrated in Section 3.1, could be traced to young people’s preferences, constraints
and opportunities in different countries.

Figure 3.2. Probability of being employed and living independently by country.
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Source: Authors' calculation based on EU-SILC cross-sectional data (2011).
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Figure 3.3. Probability of being employed and in a partnership by country.
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Figure 3.4. Probability of being employed and parent by country.
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Looking into individuals’ influences on the transition to adulthood, we focus on the effect of individuals’
resources, measured by young people’s highest level of education attained (Blossfeld & Huinink 1991).
For this purpose, as illustrated in the previous paragraph, we have estimated several logistic
regressions with country specific effects of education for each of the three outcomes; being employed
and: living independently, being in a partnership and having a(t least one) child. Full results are available
in Appendix (Table A4). For all these three employment and family states, no clear educational level
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effect emerges across the three outcomes (Figures 3.5, 3.6 and 3.7). A general and statistically
significant effect is the lower probability for lower educated individuals to be employed and either enjoy
residential independence or to be in a partnership at the same time. However, this effect is not observed
across all and each country, and has different magnitudes from country to country, and across
outcomes. The diminishing gradient of the educational effect from the first to the third outcome may
reflect a timing issue (how long young people will tend to postpone each transition in each country)
and/or a final probability (which proportion will eventually transit through all the transitions) (Bernardi
2001). In other words, educational differences may reflect more easily into reaching residential
independence and entering a union at younger ages, but may not reflect equally into having a child: for
example, despite higher resources, more highly educated may postpone parenthood further because it
takes them longer to establish professionally, or they may have a wider range of preferred alternatives
to parenthood, reflecting a higher rate of childlessness at the end of their fertile period. Overall, we find
no unique consistent effect of individual resources measured through young people’s educational
achievement, across all countries and outcomes. Nevertheless, a trend of clear differences across
countries in the average probability of young people to be found in each of the states (Figures 3.2, 3.3,
and 3.4) could be traced to the different country characteristics and institutional arrangements. To
explore this in more detail we will now illustrate the results from the second step of the modelling,
estimating the effects of macro institutional country characteristics.

Figure 3.5. Probability of being employed & living independently by country & educational level

Source: Authors' calculation based on EU-SILC cross-sectional data (2011).
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Figure 3.6. Probability of being employed and in a partnership by country & educational level

Source: Authors' calculation based on EU-SILC cross-sectional data (2011).
Figure 3.7. Probability of being employed and having child(ren) by country & educational level.

Source: Authors' calculation based on EU-SILC cross-sectional data (2011).
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Tables 3.1 to 3.3 display the estimated effects of macro-structural characteristics on the probability of
young people to be employed and living independently (Table 3.1), to be employed and in a partnership
(Table 3.2) and to be employed and transited to parenthood. The first six columns show the estimates
of macro-level models controlling for each of the domains separately (labour market in Model 1, housing
market in Model 2 and economic-institutional characteristics in Model 3) and in the last two columns
controlling for all three dimensions (i.e. six indicators) at once (Model 4).
According to our results, female employment rate has a positive and statistically significant effect, with
differing strength across all three outcomes (first two columns), and remains positive and significant
when controlling for the effects of the other contextual characteristics (last two columns). This means
that young people living in those countries characterised by a more developed labour market, with a
larger inclusion of women, are more likely to be observed further along the transition to adulthood. In
other words, larger proportions of young people have completed the transition to adulthood (some of
the steps or all of them) in those countries where women can more easily access to employment. There
is no statistically significant effect of the other indicator for this domain, the share of temporary
employees to the total number of employees, on any of the outcomes.
The domain of housing market (Model 2, in the third and fourth columns) has a significant effect on the
first outcome (residential independence while employed) in the expected direction: higher rates of
homeownership (i.e lower share of rental accommodations) are associated with fewer young people
having reached residential independence from the parental home; while higher rates of mortgage (i.e.
easier access to credit for home purchase) is associated to an higher degree of residential
independence for young people. However, this domain does not seem to be associated with the rate of
people in partnerships or moved through parenthood, and loses its relevance (and statistical
significance) when controlled jointly with other macro-structural charactersitics.
Along the domain of institutional arrangements (Model 3, fifth and sixth columns), only the indicator of
welfare generosity, but not that of income inequality, is positively and statistically significantly
associated with a higher proportion of young people employed and living independently. This effect
remains also in the general model controlling for all dimensions at once.12 None of either institutional
indicators are found to have a significant effect for the other outcomes (partnership and parenthood).
This suggests an association between states investments in welfare provisions (not necessarily
directed only to young people) and the capacity of young people to form autonomous households.
However, this indicator contains a range of different measures and provisions across countries, not
allowing the assessment of a direct association with spending for youth or the efficacy of single support
measures (e.g. unemployment benefits or income support measures targeting different groups of the
population, service provision, family or housing allowances, etc.). It can nevertheless be read as a
greater state involvement and responsibility for citizens’ wellbeing and redistributive measures.
What consistently emerges from the analyses is the clear relevance of the labour market structure, and
specifically of women’s participation in the labour market. The analyses reveal that higher female
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We also tested for an alternative specification, with average welfare pro-capita spending, with similar results.
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employment rates are significantly associated with a higher share of young people having advanced
through the steps of the transition to adulthood process. These results suggest growing gender equality
and a shift, especially for younger generations, to a double breadwinning model arrangement in
families, where two jobs (and income sources) are needed, desired, or might be normatively perceived
as appropriate, for family formation. With growing levels of education and uncertainty in the labour
markets, self-realisation and personal autonomy (also through gaining an independent income) might
be increasingly perceived as a necessary precondition of family formation for both genders.
These results are in line with those from the second chapter, which found no gender difference in the
salience of employment for family transitions.
Table 3.1 Regression models on the estimated averages of young people employed and living
independently.
Model 1
Model 2
Model 3
Model 4
b
se
b
se
b
se
b
se
Temporary
employees
as
percentage of the total number
of employees
-0,002 0,004
-0,004
0,003
Female employment rate
0,013*** 0,003
0,006**
0,002
Rate of home-owners
-0,006** 0,002
-0,002
0,002
Residential Mortgage Debt to
GDP ratio
0,003** 0,001
0,001
0,001
Social Protection Expenditure:
% of GDP
0,024***
0,004 0,012**
0,006
Gini index
-0,002
0,006 -0,003
0,005
Constant
-0,337* 0,168 0,811*** 0,21 0,388**
0,187 0,233
0,325
Note: * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, ***
p<0.01
Source: Authors' calculation based on EU-SILC cross-sectional data (2011).
Table 3.2 Regression models on the estimated averages of young people employed and in a
partnership.
Temporary employees as
percentage of the total
number of employees
-0,002 0,002
-0,002
0,002
Female employment rate
0,008*** 0,002
0,005** 0,002
Rate of home-owners
-0,003 0,002
-0,001
0,002
Residential Mortgage Debt
to GDP ratio
0,001
0,001
0
0,001
Social
Protection
Expenditure: % of GDP
0,013*** 0,003
0,007
0,005
Gini index
0,001
0,005
0,002
0,005
Constant
-0,074 0,115 0,572*** 0,158 0,282*
0,151
0,068
0,291
Source: Authors' calculation based on EU-SILC cross-sectional data (2011).
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Table 3.3 Regression models on the estimated averages of young people employed and
child(ren).
Temporary employees as
percentage of the total
number of employees
-0,001 0,002
-0,001
0,002
Female employment rate
0,004*** 0,002
0,005** 0,002
Rate of home-owners
0,001 0,002
0,002
0,002
Residential Mortgage Debt to
GDP ratio
0,001 0,001
0
0,001
Social
Protection
Expenditure: % of GDP
0,003
0,003
0,002
0,005
Gini index
0
0,004
0,002
0,004
Constant
0,054
0,099 0,189 0,134 0,296** 0,144
-0,286
0,258
Source: Authors' calculation based on EU-SILC cross-sectional data (2011).
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4. Conclusions
The aim of this report was to explore whether there is a social gradient in the timing of family formation
according to the family of origin and the institutional contexts experienced by young people.
The first objective focused on measures of parental background and whether parental background
mediates the effect of labour market disadvantage on timing of family formation. We found that the role
of parental background is very important in terms of family formation, especially when young people
experience disadvantage in the labour market.
Thinking of family formation in terms of a strategic behaviour is a fruitful way to illustrate the relevance
of our results. Parental background is a resource young people may fall on in case of difficulties
establishing independence with other means. We have shown that this is definitely the case for
childbearing: when young people are scarred by unemployment they tend to delay family formation if
they come from a high SES family. In general terms, having more parental resources may avoid
unfavourable outcomes, as having a child for young people with weak labour market attachment. Also,
marriage is affected by family strategies. Young men and women from low SES families tend to get
married earlier, suggesting this may be an alternative strategy to gain independence. Higher economic
resources in the parental family seem crucial for family formation realisation. We could not find strong
gender differentials in the way in which labour market status affects family formation strategies.
Comparing this finding with previous research (that showed men were more affected by labour market
situation than women) should be interpreted as evidence that young women in Europe are using the
labour market to gain financial independence to the same extent as young men. The results from the
third chapter further support this suggestion, whereby female employment rate seems to be the most
influential institutional feature favouring young people’s earlier transition to adulthood.
One should note that the analyses for the first part covered only one specific aspect of the relationship
between labour market disadvantage, parental background and family formation strategies. While it is
useful to consider unemployment scarring because of the rise in youth unemployment from 2008 in
Europe, it is theoretically possible that other aspects of labour market disadvantage play a different role
in mediating the effect of parental background on family formation strategies. Aspects that are pervasive
in the European labour market and are potentially detrimental for youth labour include fixed term
contracts, temporary employment, underemployment, quasi self-employment and undeclared work
(Frade et al. 2004). Future research may wish to explore the role of these factors.
Limitations
The limitiations of this study include our ability, in the second chapter, to cover four European countries,
so that the external validity of our findings is limited. Although we have used individual survey weights
to account for differences in survey design in each country and have used country dummies, the
imbalances in sample sizes are large and results might be driven by the biggest country sample,
Bulgaria. However, country-level analyses would risk being very imprecise because of the small sample
sizes. Even the pooled sample that we have used, due to the high data requirements for our research
questions, is rather small, leading to imprecise estimates. This means that while we can comfortably
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interpret the sign of the estimated associations, one should treat their estimated magnitude with
cautions.
Lastly, none of the estimates in this report have a causal interpretation. Our research designs are not
able to provide a counterfactual for unemployment scarring, neither for parental background. As we
explained in chapter three, we deal with associations between processes whose causal relations are
complex and might be bidirectional. For instance, we observe that young people from high SES families
who have experienced unemployment tend to have children later. It is not clear if the direction of
causation is definitely that being scarred by unemployment and being from a low SES family causes
early childbirth. Early childbirth and unemployment may be explained by a third factor that we are most
likely not able to observe.
Policy Lessons
The mechanisms through which social inequalities are created and sustained are multiple and complex.
In the first part of the report we found some evidence that those with low parental resources follow
family formation strategies that are unfavourable for young people in terms of career and education
investments for their offspring. The role of parental resources is heightened when young people
experience difficulties in the labour market. Because those from low SES families are also more likely
to experience disadvantage in the labour market, the social disparities coming from family formation
strategies are amplified. From a policy perspective, there is a rather intense debate on the feasibility,
ethics and desirability of targeting policy programmes to modifying demographic outcomes. It is beyond
the scope of our paper to contribute to this debate. However, designing benefits systems and
employment programmes that take into account the situation of the parental home of young workers is
desirable to close the disparity of access to resources among young people. Because unemployment
at the beginning of the working career has a scarring effect not just for labour market engagement but
for family formation as well, policies may be targeted at offering career guidance to young people from
families with low resources, to increase their engagement with labour market.
Across all sets of analysis, we have also shown how, for recent birth cohorts of young people in recent
times, a more gender equal participation in the labour market is associated with a greater advancement
in the transition to adulthood, for both genders. Anti-discrimination policies that promote gender equal
access to employment and equal career opportunities, as well as conciliation policies to retain women
in the labour force, such as paid leaves, long-term contracts (as opposed to fixed-term), care services
and flexible working hours, might offer support to young people establishing an independent living and
form their own families, while contributing to pursue the objective of a more inclusive and sustainable
growth at the societal level.
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6. Appendix
6.1 About Generations and Gender Programme (GGP)
The GGP is a longitudinal data survey of 18-79-year-old in 19 countries13. The main goal of GGP is to
increase understanding of the relationships between parents and between partners. Thus, it includes
detailed information regarding partnership and fertility histories, and the parental background of
respondents.14 The first wave of interviews happened between 2002 and 2013, each country having
conducted interviews in a different year. While the GGP is a set up as a longitudinal dataset, at the time
of writing, wave 2 is only available for 10 countries15. While there are core questions asked at both
waves, wave 2 contains a module on the employment histories of the respondents since they were 15year-old. The data contains detailed partnership and fertility histories for each GGP respondent. In
particular, they contain the year and month in which each biological child of the respondent was born,
and the year and month in which each partnership was formed and dissolved, along with whether the
partnership was a marriage or not, and the reason why the partners split up. These histories were
collected during the first wave interview. However, the labour market histories cover the life of the
respondents since they were 15 until the date of interview of wave 2, so there is not complete overlap
between the partnership and fertility histories and the employment histories constructed from wave 2.
In order to guarantee complete overlap and that we have complete family and employment histories
since age 15, we have updated the partnership and fertility histories file in order to include all first births
and marriages that happened between wave 1 and 2. The GGP is a longitudinal data survey of 18-79year-old in 19 countries16. The main goal of GGP is to increase understanding of the relationships
between parents and between partners. Thus, it includes detailed information regarding partnership
and fertility histories, and the parental background of respondents. The first wave of interviews
happened between 2002 and 2013, each country having conducted interviews in a different year. While
the GGP is a set up as a longitudinal dataset, at the time of writing, wave 2 is only available for 10
countries17. While there are core questions asked at both waves, wave 2 contains a module on the
employment histories of the respondents since they were 15-year-old. The data contains detailed

13

Australia, Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Estonia, France, Georgia, Germany, Hungary, Italy,
Japan, Lithuania, Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Romania, Russian Federation, and Sweden.
14
The Harmonized Histories data file was created by the Non-Marital Childbearing Network (www.nonmarital.org)
(see Perelli-Harris, B.; Kreyenfeld, M.; Kubisch, K.: Harmonized histories: manual for the preparation of
comparative fertility and union histories (2011) Rostock, MPIDR Working Paper WP-2010-011). It harmonizes
childbearing and marital histories from 14 countries in the Generations and Gender Programme (GGP) with data
from Spain (Spanish Fertility Survey), United Kingdom (British Household Panel Study) and United States
(National Survey for Family Growth).
15 Australia, Austria, Bulgaria, Czech Republic, France, Georgia, Germany, Hungary, Lithuania and the
Netherlands.
16 Australia, Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Estonia, France, Georgia, Germany, Hungary, Italy,
Japan, Lithuania, Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Romania, Russian Federation, and Sweden.
17 Australia, Austria, Bulgaria, Czech Republic, France, Georgia, Germany, Hungary, Lithuania and the
Netherlands.
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partnership and fertility histories for each GGP respondent. In particular, they contain the year and
month in which each biological child of the respondent was born, and the year and month in which each
partnership was formed and dissolved, along with whether the partnership was a marriage or not, and
the reason why the partners split up. These histories were collected during the first wave interview.
However, the labour market histories cover the life of the respondents since they were 15 until the date
of interview of wave 2, so there is not complete overlap between the partnership and fertility histories
and the employment histories constructed from wave 2. In order to guarantee complete overlap and
that we have complete family and employment histories since age 15, we have updated the partnership
and fertility histories file in order to include all first births and marriages that happened between wave
1 and 2.
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6.2 Tables and Figures
Table A1 Main Theories on the Effect of Parental Resources on Family Formation Strategies
Theory
Economic theory

Description
Young people are rational agents.

Marriage market

Individuals have attributes that make them more
or less desirable in the marriage market and
therefore determine their likelihood of getting
married.
Individuals spend time looking for a suitable
match in terms of their potential partner’s
socioeconomic resources.

Search Model

Socialization
Theory
Status
Transmission
Theory

Conformity of children's behaviour with that of
their parents is a result of children learning from
their parents
The transmission of certain behaviours is a byproduct of exogenous factors that influence the
behaviour of both parents and children

Feathered nest
hypothesis

The parental home is a comfortable environment
for offspring

Social control

The extent to which mothers are able to control
their children’s dating, sex and related behaviours
influences how quickly they become parents
Difficulties in parent-child relationship affect the
propensity of young adults to leave the parental
home

Family instability

Implications
Choice of forming a new family are based on assessment of
costs and benefits and availability of resources. Thus the higher
the parental income the more likely young people are to realize
their preferences for independence.
Parental resources can increase the attractiveness of young
people in the marriage market, so that young individuals from
wealthy families will be more likely to get married.

Examples
Ermisch 1999

If individuals care about maintaining their socioeconomic
background, the strategy to delay the formation of marriage is
optimal because it allows to take decisions under conditions of
full information (e.g. after education is completed)
Children might have the same desired fertility of their parents and
inherit family values (e.g. acceptability of divorce)

Aassve
2002

Parents with high education and socio-economic status might
pass on these characteristics to their children. Since these are
also factors that delay marriage and childbearing both parents
and children might end up adopting similar family formation
strategies
The higher the parental resources, the better off the young adults
fare living at the parental home, thus high parental resources
should be associated with a lower propensity of marrying.
Parental resources increase the ability to control their children,
thus young individuals from wealthy backgrounds are more likely
to delay marital formation.
Family structures that are generally associated with difficulties in
parent child relationship (non-intact families) might accelerate
the home leaving process

Steenhof
and
Liefbroer 2008

Michael
Tuma 1985

Gierveld
1991

et

et

and

al.

al

Avery et al 1992

Barber 2001

Barber 2001
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Variable

Table A2: Description of Background Variables
Description

Age

Age in years. We construct the variable computing age at the time of interview by
subtracting the calendar year of the interview to the year the respondent was born,
and subtracting one year for each person-year until 15.

Inactive

We construct this variable from the employment history. The respondent is asked
to state what activity he/she was doing when they were 16 (“Which of the items
on the card best describes what you were mainly doing at age 16?”), and all
activities that happened later (“Which of the items on the card best describes what
you were mainly doing next?”). The possible answers are: student, employed, selfemployed, helping in the family business, unemployed, retired, homemaker,
maternity leave, parental leave, ill or disabled for a long or permanent time, other
status. For each activity the respondent has to state what month and year the
activity started and ended. The inactive variable takes value 1 if none of the
activities listed by the respondents between age 16 and the date of interview
indicate an engagement in the labour market (student, retired, homemaker,
maternity leave, parental leave, ill or disabled for a long or permanent time, other
status.)

Parents
divorced

Retrospective question asked in wave 1 of the GGP which makes reference to the
situation in the parental household when the respondents were 15. When asked
whether the biological parents of the respondents broke up before the respondent
was 15, they can answer the following: “yes”, “no, stayed together”, “never lived
together”, “no, parental death”, “no, but no info available”. Our variable takes value
1 for all answers that indicate the breakdown of the family of origin: “yes”, “never
lived together”, “no, parental death”.

Own Education

Maximum level of attained education at the time of wave 1 interview in three levels
(low, medium, high) based on the ISCED 1997 classification.

Number of
siblings

Total number of siblings the respondent has ever had. The variable is collected at
wave 1.

Religious

Self-reported variable collected at wave 1. Respondents are asked to what
denominations they adhere to, if any. In the GGP data this variable has four
categories: “Christian”, “Muslim”, “and Other religion”, “No religion”. We construct
a variable that takes value 1 if the respondent says “No religion”.

Lives with
parents at time t

At wave 1 respondents are asked if they have ever left the parental home and if so
what year and month they left their parents’ home the first time. From these
variables we are able to identify for each year since they were 15 if they were still
living with their parents or not. To be sure, this variable refers to leaving the
parental home for the first time only. Thus, if someone returns back to the parental
home after having left they would not be captured by this variable.

Unmarried
cohabitation at
time t

From the retrospective marital histories, we have the starting and ending date of
all types of partnerships the respondents have entered. Thus, this variable takes
value 1 if at year x we know from the partnership history that the respondent was
living with a partner who he/she had not married.
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Figure A1: Plot of Average Values of Principal Component 1 by Measures of Parental Occupation and Education
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FigureA2: Plot of Average Values of Principal Component 2 by Measures of Parental Occupation and Education
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Table A3 Table of Coefficients from Multilevel Multiprocess Probit Regressions
Birth
Marriage
Women
Men
Women
Men
-0.048
-0.018
-0.110***
-0.212***
Component 1
(0.04)
(0.04)
(0.04)
(0.05)
-0.364**
-0.03
-0.072
Component 1 X Unemployment scarring -0.203**
(0.10)
(0.16)
(0.12)
(0.13)
-0.039
0.159**
-0.011
0.071
Component 2
(0.07)
(0.07)
(0.07)
(0.09)
-0.208
0.376*
-0.342
Component 2 X Unemployment scarring 0.046
(0.26)
(0.23)
(0.21)
(0.27)
0.106
0.023
-0.206
0.652***
Unemployment scarring
(0.20)
(0.18)
(0.20)
(0.24)
-0.446**
-0.065
0.176
0.148
Unemployed at time t
(0.21)
(0.31)
(0.18)
(0.31)
1.678***
1.958***
Married at time t
(0.44)
(0.27)
0.464***
0.297**
0.333***
0.718***
Cohabitant at time t
(0.11)
(0.12)
(0.10)
(0.12)
-0.447***
-0.387***
-0.889***
-0.642***
Live with parents at time t
(0.15)
(0.15)
(0.16)
(0.15)
Own education (ref. cat.: Low)
-0.321*
-0.239
-0.553**
-0.812***
Medium
(0.19)
(0.28)
(0.24)
(0.29)
-0.847***
-0.41
-1.053***
-0.656**
High
(0.26)
(0.31)
(0.28)
(0.31)
0.618**
0.837**
0.179
-0.165
Age
(0.30)
(0.38)
(0.24)
(0.39)
-0.015
-0.024*
0.002
0.016
Age squared
(0.01)
(0.01)
(0.01)
(0.01)
0
0
0
0
Age cube
(0.00)
(0.00)
(0.00)
(0.00)
0.063
0.192
0.033
0.646*
Inactive
(0.24)
(0.28)
(0.31)
(0.36)
0.328*
0.281*
Religious
(0.20)
(0.17)
Number of siblings (ref. cat.: No Siblings)
0.073
0.17
0.343*
-0.105
1 sibling
(0.18)
(0.17)
(0.18)
(0.21)
0.334*
0.068
0.172
-0.198
2 siblings
(0.19)
(0.20)
(0.19)
(0.23)
0.295
0.198
0.332
-0.354
3 siblings
(0.21)
(0.22)
(0.22)
(0.26)
0.363*
0.27
0.318
-0.821***
4+ siblings
(0.21)
(0.23)
(0.23)
(0.30)
0.02
-0.13
-0.350**
0.12
Parents divorced
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Birth cohort 1973 - 1978
Birth cohort 1979 - 1984
Birth cohort 1985 - 1990
Bulgaria
Czech Republic
France
Constant
Correlation
Observations

(0.14)
0.144
(0.22)
0.205
(0.22)
0.178
(0.26)
0.939***
(0.20)
0.656***
(0.25)
0.338***
(0.12)
-9.398***
(2.68)
-0.127
(0.26)
51830

(0.15)
-0.105
(0.22)
-0.219
(0.25)
-0.693**
(0.34)
0.211
(0.15)
0.073
(0.27)
-0.184
(0.15)
-11.045***
(3.36)
-0.424**
(0.20)
37719

(0.14)
-0.085
(0.18)
-0.322*
(0.19)
-0.535**
(0.23)
0.982***
(0.13)
0.984***
(0.23)
-0.067
(0.13)
-4.995**
(2.14)
-0.127
(0.26)
51830

(0.15)
-0.379*
(0.22)
-0.696***
(0.23)
-1.320***
(0.31)
0.239
(0.19)
0.072
(0.34)
-0.430***
(0.16)
-2.487
(3.63)
-0.424**
(0.20)
37719
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Table A4. Logit models on the effect of indididual resources (education) on the three
outcomes, country-specific effects (young people 25-34 years old)
Model 1 (figure 5) Model 1 (figure 6) Model 1 (figure 7)
Gender
Men
Women
Age band
25-29
30-34
Social origin
Low
Middle
High
Educational level
Up to lower secondary
Upper secondary
Tertiary
Country
Austria
Belgium
Bulgaria
Croatia
Cyprus
Czech republic
Denmark
Estonia
Finland
France
Germany
Greece
Hungary
Ireland
Italy
Latvia
Lithuania
Luxembourg
Malta
Norway
Poland
Portugal
Romania
Slovak Republic
Slovenia
Spain
Sweden
Switzerland
UK
Educational level*country
Upper sec. * Belgium
Upper sec. * Bulgaria
Upper sec. * Croatia
Upper sec. * Cyprus
Upper sec. * Czech R.
Upper sec. * Denmark

b

se

-0,024

0,02 -0,056***

0,02

0,160***

0,021

0,02

0,02

1,004***

0,021

0,026 -0,216***
0,032 -0,252***

0,026 -0,217***
0,031 -0,350***

0,027
0,033

0,671***
1,032***

0,181
0,204

0,432**
0,480**

0,185
-0,031
0,205 -0,894***

0,191
0,233

-0,259
-1,435***
-2,826***
0,261
-1,154***
-0,002
-0,22
0,033
-0,364*
0,131
-0,603***
-1,062***
-1,467***
-0,626***
-0,685***
-0,680***
0,681***
-0,772***
0,689**
-0,915***
-0,223
-0,668***
-2,082***
-1,513***
-0,733***
0,409
0,309
-0,941***

0,22
0,215
0,401
0,222
0,313
0,374
0,214
0,259
0,216
0,239
0,217
0,199
0,292
0,178
0,208
0,251
0,192
0,189
0,268
0,229
0,186
0,203
0,392
0,256
0,176
0,319
0,268
0,279

-0,346
-0,312
-1,338***
-0,108
-0,842***
-0,105
0,129
-0,086
-0,159
0,03
-0,318
-0,630***
-1,387***
-0,378**
-0,378*
-0,026
0,873***
-0,378*
0,043
-0,24
0,114
-0,206
-1,207***
-0,917***
-0,574***
0,168
0,460*
-0,963***

0,231
-0,132
0,207
0,012
0,297 -0,915***
0,231
0,248
0,324
-0,619*
0,393
-0,019
0,217
0,403*
0,27
-0,205
0,223
-0,135
0,247
-0,234
0,223
-0,28
0,204 -0,428**
0,32 -0,789***
0,183 -0,446**
0,213
0,142
0,247
0,263
0,194 0,928***
0,194
-0,065
0,278
-0,095
0,226
0,207
0,191
0,459**
0,207
0,031
0,349 -0,778**
0,251
-0,392
0,182 -0,560***
0,331
0,289
0,27
-0,09
0,305
-0,356

0,233
0,209
0,283
0,231
0,322
0,404
0,22
0,284
0,228
0,259
0,229
0,206
0,293
0,188
0,212
0,248
0,198
0,196
0,292
0,225
0,194
0,21
0,33
0,243
0,187
0,336
0,285
0,286

0,495**
-0,011
1,110***
-0,525**
0,358
0,386

0,25
0,242
0,416
0,256
0,327
0,411

0,716***
-0,074
0,666**
-0,018
0,211
0,238

0,258
0,233
0,315
0,264
0,338
0,426

0,262
0,236
0,303
0,267
0,337
0,438

1,064***
-0,407***
-0,384***

b

1,004***

se

b

0,689***
0,188
1,019***
0,133
0,359
0,428

se
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Upper sec. * Estonia
Upper sec. * Finland
Upper sec. * France
Upper sec. * Germany
Upper sec. * Greece
Upper sec. * Hungary
Upper sec. * Ireland
Upper sec. * Italy
Upper sec. * Latvia
Upper sec. * Lithuania
Upper sec. * Luxembourg
Upper sec. * Malta
Upper sec. * Norway
Upper sec. * Poland
Upper sec. * Portugal
Upper sec. * Romania
Upper sec. * Slovakia
Upper sec. * Slovenia
Upper sec. * Spain
Upper sec. * Sweden
Upper sec. * Switzerland
Upper sec. * UK
Tertiary * Austria
Tertiary * Belgium
Tertiary * Bulgaria
Tertiary * Croatia
Tertiary * Cyprus
Tertiary * Czech R.
Tertiary * Denmark
Tertiary * Estonia
Tertiary * Finland
Tertiary * France
Tertiary * Germany
Tertiary * Greece
Tertiary * Hungary
Tertiary * Ireland
Tertiary * Italy
Tertiary * Latvia
Tertiary * Lithuania
Tertiary * Luxembourg
Tertiary * Malta
Tertiary * Norway
Tertiary * Poland
Tertiary * Portugal
Tertiary * Romania
Tertiary * Slovakia
Tertiary * Slovenia
Tertiary * Spain
Tertiary * Sweden
Tertiary * Switzerland
Tertiary * UK
Constant

-0,233
0,194
0,544**
0,271
-0,925***
0,17
0,449
-0,307
-0,082
-0,169
-0,707***
-0,265
0,701**
0,255
-0,861***
-0,139
0,913**
-0,403
-0,340*
0,635*
0,029
1,022***
0
0,793***
-0,1
0,825*
-1,034***
0,359
0,568
-0,098
0,452
1,216***
0,375
-0,821***
0,383
1,295***
-0,559**
0,019
-0,146
-0,760***
-0,504**
0,686**
0,434
-1,196***
-0,218
0,411
-0,344
-0,574***
0,721*
0,347
1,315***
-0,613***

0,241
0,285
0,238
0,26
0,244
0,218
0,328
0,198
0,236
0,288
0,221
0,231
0,344
0,245
0,229
0,228
0,405
0,274
0,205
0,351
0,291
0,301
.
0,267
0,27
0,442
0,265
0,349
0,427
0,268
0,308
0,26
0,282
0,267
0,244
0,33
0,224
0,258
0,296
0,244
0,255
0,348
0,265
0,253
0,256
0,42
0,295
0,221
0,375
0,311
0,317
0,165

-0,036
0,241
0,560**
0,233
-0,701***
0,196
0,447
-0,342*
0,087
-0,275
-0,606***
-0,012
0,813**
0,408*
-0,555**
0,032
0,674*
-0,226
-0,167
0,381
-0,124
1,326***
0
1,048***
-0,259
0,233
0,029
0,493
0,683
0,231
0,464
1,022***
0,411
-0,587**
0,209
1,340***
-0,533**
0,39
-0,114
-0,573**
-0,056
0,596*
0,715***
-0,821***
-0,281
0,362
0,018
-0,24
0,404
-0,011
1,507***
-1,077***

Source. Own elaboration based on EU-SILC data.
Notes: * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, ***p<0.01

0,244
0,16
0,294
0,311
0,243 0,664***
0,266
0,2
0,25
-0,298
0,222
0,363
0,358
0,536
0,203
-0,036
0,24
0,402*
0,285
0,344
0,223
-0,372
0,235
0,191
0,328 1,115***
0,242
0,593**
0,233 -0,545**
0,232
0,138
0,362 0,898***
0,269
0,204
0,211
0,171
0,357
0,501
0,292
-0,109
0,324 0,800***
.
0
0,271 1,493***
0,26 0,876***
0,348 1,400***
0,27
0,688**
0,358
0,808**
0,434 1,246***
0,268 0,955***
0,31 0,951***
0,258 1,340***
0,282
0,691**
0,273
0,255
0,246 0,705***
0,353 1,523***
0,228
0,381
0,26 1,316***
0,291 1,238***
0,241
-0,301
0,257
0,389
0,327 1,307***
0,26 1,321***
0,256
-0,228
0,259
0,114
0,378 1,158***
0,288 1,041***
0,224
0,485*
0,369 1,117***
0,305
0,535
0,335 1,246***
0,171 -1,333***

0,249
0,31
0,25
0,28
0,258
0,227
0,335
0,211
0,241
0,287
0,228
0,239
0,34
0,243
0,239
0,237
0,346
0,262
0,219
0,363
0,31
0,308
.
0,291
0,282
0,351
0,292
0,378
0,455
0,29
0,341
0,282
0,314
0,305
0,273
0,347
0,258
0,279
0,31
0,269
0,289
0,356
0,279
0,287
0,291
0,378
0,299
0,253
0,388
0,339
0,336
0,175
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