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Labour Market Integration and
the Transition to Parenthood —

A Comparison of Germany and the UK
Christian Schmitt, DIW Berlin and University of Rostock

Abstract

The aim of this paper is to investigate the hypothesis that after leaving the educational sys-
tem, labour market integration has a causal effect on first-birth decisions. The analysis fo-
cuses on two major research questions: First, how isntlireg of first parenthood associ-

ated with previous labour market performance? Second, can differerftesbirth-risks

be related to labour market performance? In other words, to what extent do the fertility

decisions of successfully integrated individuals differ from those who are poorly inte-

grated into the labour force?

To account for the impact of cross-national differences in institutional settings, | contrast
the continental conservative German welfare state with the liberal market economy of the
UK. To account for gender-specific differences in opportunity costs, | distinguish between
men and women in this analysis. Using longitudinal micro-data from the SOEP and
BHPS, | apply a piecewise constant exponential hazard model. The results show a signifi-
cantly reduced first-birth risk in the case of German men with weak occupational integra-
tion, as well as in the case of British and German women with pronounced labour market
attachment. Furthermore, regarding the timing of family formation, a lengthy process of
occupational integration tends to delay the transition to parenthood for both men and

women, especially in Germany.

Keywords fertilty, first-birth, occupational integration, cross-national comparison.



1) Introduction

The transition to parenthood currently takes pkce later stage in the life course than it did
a few decades ago. The tendency to postpone pacehttas led to an increase in age at first
birth as well as in permanent childlessness. Sgtiside other causes, this delayed transition
to parenthood can be linked to an increased leveldacational attainment, especially for
women, accompanied by a prolonged period of tinemsm the educational system. Because
education is a time- intensive endeavour in the déburse, transitions to parenthood during
times of (full-time) education are rare (see Lie#ar1991). Moreover, it is rational to transfer
educational investments into safe labour markeitipas (see Mills & Blossfeld 2003). Con-
fronting these developments alongside the incrgapievalence of discontinuous employ-
ment patterns, leads one to suggest that the creafia stable and reliable fundament for
family formation relies on time-intense labour nmetrintegration processes, which, however,

are threatened by fragile occupational trajectaises Oppenheimer & Lewin 1999).

In this paper, | investigate the interrelation betw initial labour market performance and
fertility decisions with respect to two major resdatopics: First, | address the question, how
is the timing of first parenthood related to labooarket performance, particularly with re-
spect to finishing education and entering the labmarket? Second, | will investigate
whether differences in first-birth risks dependvamiations in individual labour market per-
formance. In other words, | will consider to whatemt successfully integrated persons differ
with respect to their fertility decisions from tleogho are poorly integrated into the labour

market or who show discontinuous employment pastern

To account for the impact of labour market struetas well as for the influence of institu-
tional settings, | consider two different welfatate systems, namely the continental conser-
vative German welfare state and the liberal weltede of the United Kingdom. These two
proponents of welfare states also differ clearlthwespect to their market relations, in that
the UK propagates low state interference in occapat relations within a liberal market
economy, while Germany focuses on high trust amg-term actor-firm relations by means
of a coordinated market economy (see Hall & SosR@1). These regime differences lead to

distinct differences in labour market structureciabpolicy settings, and exposure to life
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course risks. Moreover, both Germany and the UKlmaoharacterized as strong breadwinner
states. Country-specific particularities within itheespective institutional and cultural orien-
tations lead to differences in the opportunity sast parenthood, and have different effects
on the evaluation of what constitutes adverse ppestive contexts for becoming a parent. It
follows that the impact of incomplete labour markgegration or lasting occupational inse-
curity is likely to result in different family foration rationales between these two welfare
states, and, within these countries, rationalesidferent between women and men. Accord-
ingly, the cross-national comparison of the Gerraad the British welfare state will be ac-

companied by a gender-specific differentiation.

For the international comparison of fertility, et to micro-data from the British House-
hold Panel Study (BHPS) and the German Socio-Ecan&anel (SOEP) using comparable
longitudinal data. The time span considered inaihaysis reaches from 1991 to 2005. Hence,
occupational patterns can be traced for more thdectade and will be linked to the individual

fertility history as well as to supplementary biaghical information.

2) Theoretical Background

The General Theoretical Framework

| assume that a significant proportion of transitido parenthood are consequences of a ra-
tional choice in interaction with biographical phamg processes. As a consequence of this as-
sumption, | apply a framework of purposeful actidwcording to this perspective, the out-
come of a fertility decision depends on the givesources and exogenous constraints as well
as on expected utility, the anticipated abilitystgpport a family, the attractiveness of parent-
hood and the existing alternative paths of acti@amily formation in this context can be seen
as a major life course goal, satisfying the highreler needs of social approval and (physical)
well-being (see Lindenberg 1990; 1991; Lindenber§r&y 1993). In this sense, and accord-
ing to asocial production functiompproach, family formation and a focus on a thesgiti of

a career provide alternative means of attainindp sugher order goals. Nevertheless, family
formation and career focus as intermediate lifdggoan only be substituted to a limited ex-

tent, since on one side labour participation imfidiemployment is required to maintain a
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livelihood, whereas, on the other side, family fatibn still poses a universal, non-
substitutable pleasure in most adult lives (seeo&thKim, Nathanson, Fields & Astone
1997: 335; Huinink 2001: 157).

Family Formation and Occupational Engagement

Particularly among women, the conflict between eaaspirations and maternal duties, con-
sidering the scarcity of time, leads to an avoiéanicat least a postponement of the transition
to motherhood, since family formation negativelyeafs occupational advancement during
the early phases of a career (see Brewster & RiésdB000: 282). Nevertheless, as outlined
above, family formation also depends on the suakdén provision of economic support,
which can only be provided by thorough labour maik&egration. As parenthood involves a
long-termcommitment, occupational integration plays a k&g iin providing a reliable and
lasting source of familial backing. While welfaate support can partially compensate for a
lack of occupational integration, implicit normsastgly encourage the formation of an eco-
nomic fundament prior to family formation (see Opipeimer 1988; Hobcraft & Kiernan
1995). Moreover, for women, a sound occupationgtgration before childbirth also in-
creases the labour market opportunities afterth-bélated leave, and thus serves to maintain
economic independence. In that sense, the actboge of whether to focus primarily on
family formation or an occupational tenure is not simply a choice betwalternatives.
Rather, a minimum level of occupational achievenisrin fact a prerequisite to starting a
family (see Aaberge, Colombino, Del Boca, Ermisehgncesconi, Pasqua & Strgm 2005:
132). Yet, pursuing a career as part of labour starkegration drastically reduces individual
time budgets, whereas available time is a preréquisr family formation. This background
creates a conflict between time and economic endowsras scarce resources (see Easterlin
1976).

One solution for this conflict could be the spesmtion among partners. Societies, in
which traditional gender roles are dominant, paftédy encourage a gender-specific division
of labour, with the woman focusing on domestic pacental duties and the man focusing on
a breadwinner role (see Becker 1993). However, gvirestitutional orientations ignore indi-
vidual aspirations, particularly in the case of ggwwvomen who have invested in training and
education, the re-location of women to traditiocater roles aggravates the conflict between

work and family rather than alleviating them (seeDdnald 2000).
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In front of this backdrop, occupational insecustand discontinuous employment patterns
tend to undermine a swift and reliable labour mankiegration. The manifestation of occu-
pational insecurities like unemployment, fixed-tecontracts, and more generally, insecure
labour market prospects hamper a stable econonskirtgafor family formation. Where oc-
cupational integration remains incomplete, famdynfiation adds an additional burden on the
effort to translate skill investments into a stadéha rewarding occupational position. Women
who have obtained a high amount of human capitadairiicular strive to transform educa-
tional investments intgafe labour market positions. Such a strategy not gmtwides an
economic basis for family formation but also sertressneed to establish economic independ-
ence in societal contexts where an increase im@atip instability would recommend fe-
male investments in economic autondrsee Rindfuss, Guzzo & Morgan 2003: 414). Fur-
thermore, increasing occupational insecurity ndwisthe creation of strategies to curb a
family’s exposure to economic risk by the promotafrdual-earner couples (see Kreyenfeld
2005). Yet, the benefit of containing life courgsks is opposed to an increase in the price of

time for women (see Mincer 1963: 77).

Transferring educational investments into savedalmoarket positions is a high priority in
the attempt to avoid a depreciation of acquiredissioreover, in contrast to childbearing
decisions, career choices are very sensitive tydebnd the refusal of occupational opportu-
nities is often implicitly sanctioned by a reductim future career options. Accordingly, a se-
quential ordering of career focus and family fonmatin the individual biography is pre-
dominant in countries where the encouragementagiittonal gender roles aggravates female
role conflicts (see Sackmann 2000 for Germany). Qibgraphical incompatibility of occupa-
tional engagement and parenthood gives rise toagegy of avoiding biographically binding
and irrevocable commitments like parenthood thatld/endermine career flexibility and op-
tions, and that would thus hamper occupationabgnatison (see Birg 1991; Hobcraft & Kier-
nan 1995).

To conclude the above considerations, the deldgrofly formation should be closely as-
sociated with a greater array of occupational oytican association, which is particularly

pronounced among persons with a higher level otaiilon (see Blossfeld & Huinink 1991).

1 This is particularly important for Germany womavhere an institutional regime that otherwise puoitly

protects from life-course risks encourages a femetteat from the labour market, and thus aggravas&s of
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Accordingly, high-skilled individuals exhibit a der attachment to the labour market and a
more deliberate focus on career-building. In cattrvomen with less education in particular
might tend to compensate for occupational inseesriwvith a focus on the homemaker role
and the transition to parenthood in order to disfiniontingency in the life course (see argu-
mentatively Friedman, Hechter & Kanazawa 1994). &édoer, precarious employment tends
to curtail the chances of gaining social esteemuitin occupational achievement, thus foster-
ing rationales that attempt to compensate forgtasus loss by trying to gain social approval
through the role as a parent (see Tolke & Diew&@ld3). Yet, particularly among men, an in-
complete integration into the labour force alsamalg a reduced ability to sustainably support
a family (see Golsch 2004: 41). Hence, differeritgras of coping with occupational insecu-
rities and risks seem to distinguish not only womatt lower and higher levels of education
but also women from men in general (see Mills &Blield 2003: 208ff.) This is particularly
relevant because women today are increasingly eotgfd with similar demands as men in
education and the labour market, while the prospégarenthood still places a greater bur-
den on women, particularly in the institutional texis of strong breadwinner societies (see
Lewis & Ostner 1994; England 2005; Fuwa & Cohen7)Q0

A Life Course View on the Link between Labour MarkEntry and Family Formation

Life course research conceptualises emerging hibiga as a sequence of interlinked trajec-
tories. Employment occupies a central positiorhis toncept, and the timing of vital transi-
tions is closely related to the structuring effe€twelfare state institutions (see Mayer &
Mdller 1986; Mayer & Schoepflin 1989; Mayer 200bgaving the family of origin, founding

a new household, finishing education, labour maekety, marriage and the transition to par-
enthood are examples of status passages thaténigatral life course stages in modern so-
cieties. Additionally, age and sequence norms §pedien certain status passages have to be
initiated or completed and the sequence, in whiabspges should be interconnected (see
Levy 1996). Such transition norms are affected l®dpminant transition patterns, which are
subject to welfare state structuring. However, wislich institutionally defined status pas-
sages become increasingly variable, certain regukatstill define specific boundaries for

choices in individual life courses. This is thead®r instance, where implicit or explicit time

economic dependence after union dissolution (s€edbé 2002; Neyer 2003).
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schedules exist for educational transitions thed alffect the timing of latter transitions like

the one to becoming a parent.

Nevertheless, the contemporary life course is cemed to have lost much of its binding
power in the process of de-institutionalisatione($ehli 1991). The original, ideal-typical
concept of a predictable and standardized life smas an institution assumed that central life
events occur in an almost fixed sequence, essigntéying on atripartitioning, centred on
working life (see O'Rand 1996: 7). According tosthiew, thelife course regimemposes a
tight corset of rules and obligations, while simuokously providing reliable scripts, thus
minimizing biographical risks and contingenciese($@hli 1985, Kohli 1991). Vital status
passages in the life course are considered totli@salnarrow sequence of events. In particu-
lar, this pertains to the exit from the educatiosydtem, entry into the labour market, mar-
riage, and childbirth. Yet, the standard life ceuhsis become a fragile concept. Labour mar-
ket entry and integration have become more pregsramd unreliable endeavours. With ref-
erence to Germany, Bruckner & Mayer (2005: 31) rib&t — while education to work transi-
tions remain closely linked to institutional scapt family formation not only tends to be

more delayed but also more loosely coupled withupational transitions.

Institutional Regimes and the Mediation of Life Cose Risks

An examination of the underlying causes of theseeld@ments shows them to be closely re-
lated to the orientation of institutional regimésthis context, extensive protection from life
course risks results in more reliable patterns avit@al life course sequences (see Mayer
2005). Where economic security depends less onithdil performance, and where welfare
state intervention provides more predictable octapal prospects, family formation is more
likely to be linked to the general transition targal employment rather than being delayed

until key career positions have been attained.

Coordinated market economies like Germany encouhégje trust relations in actor-firm
interaction. The institutional arrangements fodtarg-term occupational relations, where
firms are encouraged to train their staff on thsidaf tenure tracks that provide a high level
of reliability in the life courses of employees. dontrast, liberal market economies like the
UK favour the deregulation of market relations. &lelgarriers to hiring and to laying off staff
are low, and both employers and employees focushamt-term maximisation of income,
rather than on the establishment of long-term iaat (see Hall & Soskice 2001). While this
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exposes the individual to extensive economic ridkgoverty in cases where the liberal wel-
fare state provides only minimal support, the thofdong-term social exclusion is contained
by high labour market turnover and thus represenis a moderate threat of lasting exclusion
from work (see DiPrete 2002). Yet, this endows tatifd courses with a high level of eco-

nomic insecurity and precariousness. Where job gémare frequent and where reliability in
occupational trajectories is low (see Riley, Kahiir&ner 1994), actors have to cope with in-
stability and looming economic risk by thoroughhydgrating into the labour market prior to

family formation. Since the duration of this progés likely to show wide variation among

individuals, depending on educational attainmertt eareer focus, the transition to parent-
hood should be linked only loosely to labour mardetry, and depend instead on individual
performance. Therefore, one would anticipate thatdie labour market attachment would be
pronounced in a liberal market economy as occupattated norms generally demand la-
bour market engagement, with individual skill endaswnts being the key indicator rather than
gender. Moreover, the pronounced exposure to ecignosk encourages dual income back-

ing for family formation.

The situation in Germany is characterized by whatgenerally more predictable and sta-
ble life patterns. However, in recent years, a émcg towards deregulation in industrial rela-
tions has been noted, and an according insecurltfeicourses has been pervasive. While the
origins of this trend date back to the early 19@@= Mills & Blossfeld 2003; Erlinghagen &
Knuth 2004), convincing evidence for increasedibigity and mobility in occupational pat-
terns is limited to the latter half of the decadeg Diewald & Sill 2004). The interesting
question is how this decrease in reliable and, nmoportantly, predictable patterns of occu-
pational relations translates into family formatibehaviour in a society that was formerly
characterized by a comparatively high level of eroit security and stability in individual
life. A key issue to be addressed in the empirgadlysis is whether this increasing occupa-
tional insecurity tends to leave family formatioehaviour largely unaffected, or whether the
advent of precariousness in industrial relatiors led a significant impact on the likelihood
of making long-term commitments. This question astigularly interesting since the change
has occurred in an institutional context where i@cteere socialized to expect comparatively

high levels of stability and security.

Theoretical Conclusions & Hypotheses
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The above elaboration illustrates a context wheceeasing occupational insecurity tends to
hamper family formation by evoking bleak occupagibprospects, thus undermining individ-
ual needs for security and protection. While octigpal prospects are mediated by individ-
ual skill endowments and labour market conditidhe,need for economic security is affected
by the general level of institutional protectiondaby the deviation from accustomed and fa-
miliar levels of previously provided security. Inig context, family formation might be post-
poned until labour market integration is deemedicahtly reliable, in the sense of providing
a reliable basis for supporting a family (see Agbest al. 2005: 138). Moreover, the timing
of family formation is most likely also orientedoaind avoiding its interference with further
career aspirations. This is particularly importéatt women who, in both the UK and Ger-
many, still shoulder most of the burden of pareath@and for whom work and family are still
essentially competing domains — particularly ifitt@ve a higher level of educational attain-
ment (see Blossfeld & Huinink 1991).

Yet, the institutionally mediated opportunity sture for women is different in Germany
and the UK. In Germany, comprehensive maternitytqutecon and reinstatement rights
broadly inhibit the depreciation of human capitalastments; in the UK, on the other hand,
the transition to motherhood remains largely urgntad from occupational risks and coer-
cions. Hence, a focus of the following analysi®mshow actors behave under thestained
impact of precariousness in one’s working life. Thecial question in this context is whether
clear indications of incomplete labour market iméigpn effectively shift status aspirations
towards the private domain, speeding up the triansib parenthood, or whether such indica-
tions rather foster the delay of family formatiomedto their association with an undermined

ability to provide economic backing for parenthood.

Finally, the research question of this study adireghe issue of whether an initial labour
market integration, one deemed sufficient for fgnidrmation, can be associated with spe-
cific spans of time since entering the labour markiat is, to what extent does the mere fact
of atransitioninto gainful employment provide a notion of reaaia for family formation? In
contrast, preparedness for parenthood might béysadsociated with individual labour mar-
ket performance — indicated by income levels, oatiopal status, or entry into standard pat-

terns of full-time employment, regardless of theoant of time since leaving education.

The following hypotheses summarize the theoreacgliments outlined above:
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H1:

H2:

H3:

H4:

H5:

Transition Pattern Hypothesig\ key step toward parenthood is the completiofub

time education, and entry into the labour marketldse temporal link between the en-
try into the labour market and transition into pah@od should be dominant, widely re-
gardless of occupational security or labour mapgerformance. This should be a par-
ticularly strong pattern in Germany, where welfatate support provides better protec-

tion of families from economic risks than in the UK

Gender Role Hypothesigior women, parenthood and employment are compéfang
domains, each of which require dedication and aifsignt investment of available
time. The stronger the integration into the labmuce, the greater a woman'’s reluctance
to start a family. For men, thorough labour marketgration should encourage the tran-
sition to parenthood as this complies with breadwimnorms, which are culturally em-
bedded in both Germany and the UK (see Lewis 1992).

Economic Prerequisite Hypothesisabour market integration primarily functions is-e
tablishing an economically independent householtk fransition to parenthood is de-
layed (only) until a minimal threshold of occupaii integration guarantees economic

backing of a family (see Oppenheimer 1994).

Risk Avoidance Hypothesisamily formation is delayed in contexts of incoetpl la-
bour market integration and occupational insecufityis is not only the case because
actors try to establish a sound economic basis fwitamily formation, but also because
family formation requires dedication, thus furtf@mpering occupational flexibility and
threatening occupational establishment in the fhigare in addition to long-term career
options. H4a: This context for postponing parenthaaring precarious employment
situations is generally pronounced in the UK, simgdfare state protection from eco-
nomic risks is limited. H4b: This context is paudi@rly pronounced in Germany in the
second half of the 1990s and later, since incrgasgks and occupational insecurities

violate accustomed patterns of (occupational) Btalaind security.

Female Career Aspiration Hypothesi@mong women with career aspirations, family
formation is delayed until a labour market positignals that family formation will not

hamper occupational reintegration and that a défen of human capital remains lim-
ited. Such a safe status should generally be reafdster in Germany, where a high

level of maternity protection repels at least smueupational disadvantages associated
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with motherhood — at least among already workinghes. In this context, occupational
insecurities should generally foster a delay of thansition to motherhood among
women with a higher level of education, who wil} to bolster their educational invest-
ments with a rewarding occupational position. Imtcast, given occupational insecuri-
ties, women with a lower level of education wilctes more quickly on the family do-

main, particularly where a male earner economidadigks family formation.

3) Labour Markets and Social Policy Settings in Gerrany
and the UK

Labour Markets and Associated Policies

Figure I Unemployment Rates in Germany and the UK 1920806
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Source: SourceOECD Employment and Labour Si¢#007). Online database.

With respect to labour market structure, one ofrtiwst prominent differences between Ger-
many and the UK is the fact that the British labmarket is widely deregulated, resulting in a
rather rigid structure with high levels of inset¢uriHowever, a flourishing economy and
flexible labour market structure led to particwaldw unemployment rates in the UK at the
end of the 1990s (see Figutg whereas unemployment rates in Germany rose rgpam-

tively high levels during that time. Unemploymeisks generally reflect occupational insecu-
rities and the risk of economic dependence. Thesecurities have become patrticularly pro-

nounced in Germany with almost 50% of all unemplegimbeing long-term in the second
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half of the 1990s. This corresponds to a gene@kase in discontinuous employment pat-
terns and occupational insecurity in the Germanualmarket in the second half of the 1990s
(see Diewald & Sill 2004; Tolke 2004).

Figure 22 Long-Term Unemployment Rates in Germany andikel 984 — 2006
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Source: SourceOECD Employment and Labour Stati§?@07). Online database.
Note: Long-term unemployment is defined as contisumemployment of one year or longer.

Of special importance for our topic are the trarsstend benefit systems that may possibly
mitigate the effects of a disadvantageous laboukebgerformance and enable the individual
to perform the transition to parenthood, even dytthave unpromising occupational pros-
pects. The social policy settings in Germany aredUK stress different forms of solidarity as
well as different institutions (see in detail Neyf03; Mayer 2004). Germany encourages
private solidarity by strengthening nuclear fansiliémportantly, social policies in general,
and family policies and taxation in particular, eaage a traditional division of labour with a
female focus on the carer role (see Lewis & Osir®¥94). In general, there are generous lev-
els of social support with profound protection frosks. However, a broad range of transfers
are linked to current or previous labour marketustgcommodification; see Esping-Andersen
1999). This excludes the female carer from key elgmof social support, and nourishes fe-
male dependence on a male breadwinner. That osiinenstitutional context, which — while
offering a high degree of protection — exposes woteethe central life course risk of eco-
nomic and social dependence (see DiPrete 2002)rddut is a strong incentive for women
to participate in gainful employment — not onlyttansfer their increasing skill investments in
occupational status positions, but also to ensligéuity for social support in order to pro-

tect against basic risks in the life course. Intrast, the UK addresses men and women rela-
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tively equally in terms of benefit eligibility andlso through individual-centred taxation.
However, by providing in general only a low levélsmcial support, the liberal British wel-

fare state wards off only the most severe riskstardships.

Unemployment insurance benefits in the UK are meéested and payments are rather low.
In contrast to Germany, there is also no unemployrassistance in the UK. Instead low level
social assistance payments, which are means tdsiedd on family income and a partner’s
employment, set in after six months. In comparignthese payments, unemployment assis-
tance benefits in Germany (until 2005) are generodsle also lowering granted benefits
compared to the amount of insurance benefits (S&SMC 2004, 2006). Yet, these transfers
in Germany represent significant payments, wheasastance benefits in the UK decisively
curb household income, exerting a high incentivguizkly re-enter the labour market, while
seriously hampering the ability to support a fambgr couples who are as yet childless, this

most likely serves as a central disincentive indeeision for a child.

In Germany, an extensive vocational education aysgtenerally encourages investment in
occupational skills. Moreover, firms are also ingtonally encouraged to invest broadly in
employee training measures (see Hall & Soskice Ra8déwever, they do so with focus on
specific job profiles, focusing particularly oneddy skilled workers. In contrast, low skilled
workers or employees, whose vocational investmbate become obsolete are exposed to
high risks — not only of job loss but also of pranoed difficulties of regaining a job after be-
coming unemployed, which is also reflected in tighirate of long-term unemployment in
Germany. Governmental retraining schemes have alilpited ability to contain these risks,
given recent changes in the labour market anddtee$ of globalization (see Mills & Bloss-
feld 2003; Blossfeld, Klijzing, Mills & Kurz 2005)While the UK is generally confronted
with similar problems, and governmental trainingestes are only rudimentary, many of the
associated risks of precarious employment, andcpdatly long-term unemployment for low
skilled workers, are contained by the generally lovemployment rate and a high rate of la-

bour turnover.

Family Related Policies

Family policy transfers in Germany combine generchitd-related benefits with protective
maternity leave arrangements that do not involvaraninent commitment to return speedily

to work (see Ondrich, Spiess, Yang & Wagner 198®8instatement in the previous job is
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guaranteed by legal rules for a duration of thre@rg. Both father and mother are eligible for
taking leave; however, in practice the homemaké i® largely assumed by mothers, with
only a marginal percentage of the fathers taking phthe leave. These arrangements are
flanked by a rather limited supply of child- andydzare institutions, which renders a recon-
ciliation of work and childrearing a difficult tasRhis package of financial aid, a taxation
system that favours single-earner families (seesApRees 2003), and limited childcare sup-
port encourages women to retreat from the laboukenand thus favours the male bread-
winner model (see Pfau-Effinger 1996: 479). It banconcluded that this combination of pa-
rental leave schemes, child-related benefits, ardtion reinforce a view of German social
policy as one that cultivates the traditional dimisof labour. Germany, therefore, produces a
rather strong incentive for at least one of thdrmas to stay away from the labour market,
which — given female discrimination in the labouarket and the tailoring of family-related
benefits to single earner spouses — is usuallyvtran. Hence, the decision to perform the
transition to motherhood in Germany has a highlilikk®d of establishing strong dependen-
cies on a male breadwinner. However, the profowaational protection associated with
leave regulations could also function in encourgdamily formation, even with an incom-
plete labour market integration. Yet, in practitesse regulations of prolonged leave encour-
age a female retreat from the labour force or @stla reduction of occupational engagement

to part-time work after childbirth.

In the case of the UK, parental leave protectioly covers a short time span of 13 weeks
(in addition to maternity leave schemes, specifiedable 1). Transfers related to general pa-
rental leave schemes are not available. Overatlilyarelated transfers in the UK are clearly
limited. Regarding child- and daycare supply, th€follows the principle of encouraging di-
versity and dynamics in a widely privatised sysi@ee Mahon 2002: 354). Although a lim-
ited amount of financial aid for childcare is awaile, the costs of childcare for working par-
ents remain among the highest in the EU (see Beadsh Finch 2002). Just as in the UK,
German parents face increased costs when relyingxternal childcare, a situation aggra-
vated by the generally low level of childcare cags, especially in the Western part of Ger-

many.

2 Some jobs however are not covered by this raduding especially short-term contracts or freetawork.
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Table 1 Leave Regulations and Family Related Subsidi€ddrmany & the UK until 2005
Maternity & Net wage Additional Child

Paternity Leave Replacement 4% Parental Leave Allowance

Maternity  Paternity Maternity Paternity | eqve & Subsidies (1% child)

UK 6 weeks+  Since 2003: 90W Since 1999: 105€ flat/month
12 weeks 2 week§) 115€/week’  108€/week 13 weeks (unpaid) Tax benefits
Since 2004 6 weeks+ 90® 767€ lump sum w.
46 weeks 142€/weeld childbirth®
D 14 weeks None 100/ - 3 years; flat rate for 2 154€ flat/month
13€/day years Tax benefits
max. (307€/month, means
tested)

(1) Statutory Maternity Pay. Means tested optioMaternity Allowance (115€/week, for 18 weeks).
(2) Statutory Paternity Pay, introduced 04/2003.

(3) Sure Start Maternity Grant, means tested.

(4) No specific grants for single parents.

(5) Specific parental leave payments apply for namking persons in Germany.

Sources: MISSOC 2002,2004;2006.

In summary, both the UK and Germany constituteitiathl breadwinner countries. How-

ever, in a direct comparison of the two, the UK pesgressed further in fostering egalitarian
gender roles, which is reflected in individual tasm, support of female economic autonomy,
and the recent strengthening of male contributtorchildcare through introducing a paid pa-

ternity leave in 2004

Nevertheless, though female labour market attachmoelay is deeply entrenched in both
countries, ranking among the highest in the EUsehebuntries also show extraordinary high
levels of female part-time work (see Table 2). Tisisbove all an indicator of work-family
conflicts that lead to a restriction of female labanarket engagement after childbirth (see
Trzcinski & Holst 2003; Zollinger-Giele & Holst 2@). The underlying causes of this are
pronounced norms of maternal care (particularlgarmany), combined with an underdevel-
oped childcare infrastructure. Childcare supplgharacterized by either low coverage (par-
ticularly in West Germany), or the high costs opravatized childcare system in the UK,

which is rarely affordable for couples in low payijobs. The consequence of the outlined

% Note that the described context focuses essigntialthe time of analysis 1991-2005. Changes irilfapolicy

arrangements beyond this time span, or recent elsangabour market policies will not be considespécifi-
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context is a pronounced reluctance to enter papedthparticularly among with women with
high skill endowments who have not yet consolidalteir educational investments in a stable

occupational position.

Table 2: Emergence of Female Part-Time-Employment 1973 -3 2§0Country

1973 1983 1993 2003 Alz%g
UK 39.1 42.4 43.9 40.0 0.9
Germany 24.4 30.0 32.0 37.0 12.6
Italy 14.0 9.4 11.0 23.6 9.6
France 12.9 20.1 26.3 22.6 9.7
Sweden 46.0 45.9 41.4 20.6 -25.4
Us 26.7 28.1 25.5 18.8 -7.9
Finland 10.6 12.5 11.1 15.0 4.4

Source: OECD Employment Outlook 2007.
Notes: Values for Germany before 199dlato West Germany only.

Concluding this discussion of background influendbe institutional context in both the
UK and Germany aggravates work-family conflicts famen, and thus influences childbear-
ing decisions. In this context, Germany on one gid®/ides a more traditional institutional
orientation that increases female burdens, whike WK shows slight tendencies toward a
more egalitarian division of labour and a less ptorced encouragement of the female care-
taker role. Nevertheless, the same family suppmitleave protection that encourage a female
retreat from the labour force in Germany, coulbasrve as an incentive to start a family,
since parental leave and reinstatement rights geoaiprofound protection, even where occu-

pational integration remains incomplete.

4)  Data and Methods

The discussion above outlines an institutional esinivhere the burden of reconciling the
demands made by gainful employment and parenthoodvalely left to individual actors,

and to women in patrticular. The prevailing delaydamily formation shows that actors try to

cally, due to difficulties of an appropriate coresigtion of their impact, given the short time oSetvation.
This also applies with respect to the German lalboarket reforms (Hartz | — 1V), introduced 2003-800
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achieve compatibility of these competing life-donsathrough an adjustment in the timing of
parenthood. Accordingly, Brewster and Rindfuss ribsg this “...brings us back to the dy-
namics of the fertility-employment relationship atheé importance of incorporating time into
conceptual as well as statistical models” (200@)28lence, a longitudinal design will be an

integral part of the following empirical investiga.

Data Basis and Utilized Indicators

The data facilitated for the empirical analysib#&sed on the British Household Panel Study
(BHPS) as well as the German Socio-Economic P&®®EP). The BHPS started in 1991
while the SOEP was initiated in 1984. Both paneésrapresentative household surveys cov-
ering over 9,300 households and more than 16,5@@id¢tuals in the case of the BHPS and
over 12,600 households and more than 23,800 ingidédin the case of the SOEP (year
2002). Both surveys provide longitudinal data affdrca high level of comparability, making

them a good match for a comparison between Ger@matyhe UK.

To investigate the influence of labour market inédign onfamily formation | consider
solely the transition téirst-parenthood For both the BHPS and the SOEP an extensivé-ferti
ity and employment history is available, providirediable demographic information on the
fertile history of both men and wonferAmong the various indicators, the extent of labou
market integration and performance rests in thereesf attention. | analyse the time since
labour market entry and the duration of continuemployment. An index of overtime work
in relation to working hours signals not only ceasits in time budgets but also serves as an
indicator of occupational attachment. Various measwof occupational activity serve to indi-
cate discontinuous or fragile employment patterAsis includes part-time employment,
fixed-term jobs, and unemployment. Moreover, octiopal upward and downward mobility

during the last year is considered an indicatgobfperformance. Additionally, regarding the

4 The timing of second and further births is clgsabsociated with the timing of the first birth gsalso

Kreyenfeld & Huinink 2003). Most mothers show adency to place subsequent births in close sequeitice
the transition to parenthood in order to comprassulir market absence and high parental burdensanraw
time span. This results in an increased probalifityhildbirth if parents already have a young ahil
However, in case of the SOEP the birth biografginymen only starts with panel members enteringdao or
later. For father-child relations of men that eatkthe panel before 2000, the fertility history de¢o be re-
constructed by observing the household structutbénprevious waves. This approach causes a dightin
case of first-born children who no longer live viitithe same household like the father. When conisigéf a
person is already is mother or father, | only cdesbiological children.
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entry into the labour market, | take into accodinhe first job is adequate of individual edu-
cational achievements, or if the initial labour kerposition rests below or above the level of

skill endowments (see also Télke & Diewald 2003).

The further set of covariates includes net persomameé (among others as indicator for
economic backing). Transfer reception is consideasduming that this not only further de-
scribes the economic situation but also signalsetic dependence. Educational attainment
will be determined by considering the highest cartgdd school certificate. Furthermore, vo-
cational education and university degrees will dsoconsidered. The importance of having
children in the future and the importance of haxangpod job will also be considered as indi-
cators of biographical goals. These items mighthin reflect the internalisation of social
norms and thus display preference patterns angrisierred means of attaining social ap-

proval and well-being.

An important element of the empirical model is supplementation of individual data with
partner data. The decision for or against havirgild is, in almost all cases, made by both
partners (see Thomson & Hoem 1998). Thus, the ressw@and situation of both partners have
to be taken into account when calculating the poditya for the transition to parenthood (see
Klein 2003). Furthermore, the resources of thengartespecially the working income, can be

comprehended as a form of bargaining power whewitapt decisions have to be met.

Design of the Multivariate Model

| focus on theransition to first birthin the context of labour market behaviour, or ¢ontore
exact, on théime of deciding to have a first childihe focus on the population at risk requires
the exclusion of persons who are commonly inhibftedn having a child due to their age.
Therefore, | will only consider adults between @&!6 years of age. The key goal is to restrict
the analysis to persons who are (still) likely sové a first child, considering social and bio-
logical factors (see Chen & Morgan 1991). Corresiragly, both descriptive and multivari-
ate findings are based on characteristics of cehfpom 1956 to 1985, observed between
1991 and 2005 (relying on data from 1990 to 2006).

®  For the UK, only gross income is available. Tleisds to a bias due to the inability to consider réedistribu-

tion effects through taxation. However, while théglistribution remains limited for this liberal ale state,
the individual taxation in the UK incorporates mmglicit) redistribution among spouses as is theeca Ger-



Labour Market Integration and the Transition to Bathood 19

The transition to first birth as dependent variablés significantly related to parental age.
In approximating the time of the decision for alghi backdate the time of birth by 10
monthg. As the underlying forces that drive fertility dgions vary across age groups, | apply
an exponential hazard modelith the extension opiecewise constangstimates. In this
model, the estimates distinguish between timematerwith variable hazard rates. “The basic
idea is to split the time axis into time periodsldo assume that the transition rates are con-
stant in each of the intervals but can change tatwleem” (Blossfeld & Rohwer 1995: 110).

Although available data provides discrete measwrbge the exponential model relies on
a continuous time scale, the average duration efsfiell until an event occurs (more pre-
cisely, a first birth) is several years. As | basg analysis on a monthly measure of the de-
pendent variable and central covariates (partibuldre recent employment history, taken
from the calendar of activities in SOEP and BHRBis can be considered a justified ap-
proximation of continuous time data (see Jenkin@52@9f.). In the applied analysis, the
piecewise-constant intervals approximate a norristidution with a summit around the 30
year of life, where the probability for having asti chid is highest. In detail, the selection of

the piecewise constant intervals is based on athaate analysfs

| define the risk for transition to the first birtlt a given time at a baseline hazardaries
across age with steps 46", 21% 26" 33 and 38' year of life (month 192, 252, 312, 396,
456 after respondent’s birth). Time at risk fosfibirth conception is defined to start with the
16" year of life, and to end with the A§ear of life (month 192 and month 530 he regres-

sion parametergand S refer to the time variant (z) respectively to theet invariant (x) set

of covariates, considered in the analyses. Thesh#zard rateQ(t) for a first-birth decision

is defined as follows:

6(t)=6exp( B X, +y'Z (1)) (0.1)

many, where a sole consideration of gross incomaldvimtroduced a much more severe bias in the gende
specific estimates (see Apps & Rees 2005; Wrohlidbefl 2005).

Evidence on conception probabilities, derivedrfrearious medical studies suggest that the prapouf cou-
ples, not able to conceive within two to three egds in fact very small, which underscores théditslof this
procedure of backdating (see Bongaarts 1982).

Hazard rate estimates based on the SOEP and Be{Rfafion of analysis show a normal distributiorficsft-
birth risk across age (author’s calculations).

®  Almost no transitions to first parenthood carobeerved beyond this age (see Figure 3 & Figure 4).
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Wheret, defines the time intervals with constant basefiagards:

t0(193,259 | 253,31 (; 313,396(; 397,456 ; 457.F (0.2)

All multivariate results displayed in Table 4 & Talb are based on the outlined form of
piecewise constant exponential hazard estimatéginélings, both descriptive and multivari-
ate, are based on characteristics of cohorts fr8fb 20 1985, observed between 1991 and

2005. In the following section, | will present soméial descriptive results.

5) Results of the Descriptive Analysis

Figure 3 for Germany and Figure 4 for the UK show transition to first birth among both
men and women. In Germany as well as in the UKsiteons occur later for men in compari-
son to women. Moreover, men in both countries sdstinctively higher rates of permanent
childlessness. These findings of a longer delayawlsition to parenthood and a higher pro-
portion of permanent childlessness are well in lvith results on different countries (see,
e.g., Bachu 1996 for the US, Juby & Le Bourdais8L8% Canada, and Toulemon 2001 for
France). In direct comparison, Germany evidendgstsl higher levels of permanent child-
lessness. In addition, the transition patternsem@ny and the UK, that is, the age at which a
specific proportion of adults has already made dtep to parenthood, are similar between
these two countries. An exception to this can hendoin the high prevalence of teenage
motherhood in the UK (see Ermisch & Pevalin 20@3gure 3 and Figure 4 (both next page)
are somewhat limited in visualizing the distinctioetween Germany and the UK with respect
to this issue, since the estimates only consid#nsthat occurred at T6/ear of life or later.
Yet, the survival estimates show that the proportd persons that have already become a
parent at age 20 is clearly higher in the UK tharGermany, a salient fact with particular

relevance to the proportion of teenage mothers.
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Within the cohorts 1956 to 1981the mean age at first birth for women is abou6 34ars
in Germany and about 25.8 years in the UK. Among,ntikee mean age at the time of the
transition to fatherhood is 26.8 years of age inn@ay and 28.2 years of age in the UK. The
data for the cohorts 1956 to 1961 suggest thagrifigiant proportion of men and women in
Germany undergo a slightly more rapid transitiopaoenthood than their counterparts in the
UK. This observation takes on greater force if onasiders the comparatively high propor-
tion of fertility transitions among British teenaggewhich should add to a reduction of the av-
erage age at first birth in the UK. Yet, the mega at first birth ishigherin the UK than in
Germany. Moreover, Germany shows higher rates ohaeent childlessness, which is well
in line with a lower TFR in Germany compared to Wi€ during recent decades. In particu-
lar, the majority of German women undertake thaedition to parenthood within a rather lim-
ited time span, between ages 20 to 35, wheregartipertion of women that delay the transi-
tion to motherhood longer is higher in the UK thiauGermany.

Figure 3: Kaplan Meier Estimates of First-Birth TransitiansgGermany by Gender
(Cohorts 1956 — 1985)
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19" The focus here is on cohorts who have alreadypteted their fertile life-span (1956-1961). Theesults are
based on the GSOEP for Germany and the BHPS fagkhd 991 to 2005; author’s calculations, unweighted
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Figure 4: Kaplan Meier Estimates of First-Birth Transitianghe UK by Gender
(Cohorts 1956 — 1985)
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Shifting attention from the transition to parentido the transition into the labour market,
the data show that labour market entry in Germamyis at a higher age than in the UK. Ob-
viously, the — in a cross-national comparison -gldarations, spent for education and voca-
tional training in Germany take their toll: The meage at labour market entry is 20.7 years
(with men entering slightly later than women). e tJK, the entry usually occurs earlier, at a
mean age of approximately 19.2 years. The valuethtbomedian entry age differ even more
(17.3 in the UK versus 20.0 years of age at laloarket entry in Germany). These patterns
can be particularly linked to the lengthy prograofishigher education in Germany, which
cause a significant delay in labour market entmygared to the UK, particularly among peo-

ple with tertiary education

The initial evidence of average age at first battd labour market entry provides some ini-
tial indication that the relation between labourrlkes integration and fertility decisions fol-

lows a different pattern in Germany than in the WKGermany, the first step into an occupa-

' There is empirical evidence that the age at Iaoarket entry drifts apart even further: Haag dodgblut
(Haag & Jungblut 2001) state that the average aigdaur market entry has increased in France archény,
whereas it has decreased in the UK and the USA.
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tional career is taken later than in the UK. Ybg transition to first birth, in many cases, oc-
curs at a lower age. The lengthy process of edutatiand vocational training in Germany
combined with what is on average an earlier tréomsito parenthood can be partially ex-
plained by the higher prevalence of first birthéoptto labour market entry. In Germany
14.3% (12.8% among men, 15.7% among women) ofratlfirths occur before entering into
employment, as opposed to 10.3% in the UK (11.4%reyymen, 9.4% among women).
However, this might in part be related to a highexvalence among German women to focus
solely on the homemaker role and to neglect cadegelopment. This view is further sup-
ported by findings indicating that there is a marki#ference in the age of British and Ger-
man women at first birth before labour market enivilereas the differential between British
and German men is relatively small. Norms of matkcare, as well as social policy settings
encouraging a traditional division of labour in @any, support such gender specialization.
In contrast, in the UK the greater exposure to enwna risk and the high level of commodifi-

cation establishes high barriers for women to neffi]m professional work.

Figure 5 (Germany) and Figure 6 (UK, next pageswsthe hazard rate of transition to
first parenthood among those who have already edtdre labour market. In both countries
and among both men and women, the likelihood afistpa family swiftly increases after la-
bour market entry. Particularly among German wontlea,probability of having a first child
increasewveryrapidly after entry into the labour force. Thetregt degree of risk is reached at
about eight years after starting a first job. Tieisult is certainly also influenced by age norms
that suggest the transition to parenthood shoutdirowithin a specific age range. Yet, the
finding of a close relation of labour market ensnyd transition to motherhood implies that
German women in particular focus first on labourrkes integration and subsequently on
family formation. Among German men, the relatiortween labour market entry and the
greater likelihood of family formation is less poamced, reaching a peak after about 9 to 10

years.

Among women in the UK, too, the first-birth riskciieases markedly with entry into the la-
bour force. However, this relation is less strikthgn in Germany. The highest likelihood is
reached after 11 years and clearly decreases ftezrebhis suggests a less pronounced link
between the status passage into gainful employraadtthe starting of one’s own family than
is observable in Germany. Yet, as in Germany, lthisis more distinct among women than

among men, which suggests that family formatiotofe$ an initial consolidation of educa-
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tional investments in professional status positions in order to retain occupational opportunities
after childbirth.

Figure 5: Hazard Rate of First-Birth Risk after Labour Market Entry in Germany by Gender
(Cohorts 1956 — 1985)
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Figure 6: Hazard Rate of First-Birth Risk after Labour Market Entrth@UK by Gender
(Cohorts 1956 — 1985)
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6) Findings of the Multivariate Analysis

The multivariate analyses incorporate a set of gaies that focus on occupational perform-
ance and risks in the context of starting a familgese indicators can be grouped roughly
into three types. A first set of indicators attemolghe current labour market attachment and
economic performance. The indicators in this grmgtude the current activity status and an
index measuring the current extent of overtime wbidso consider occupational upward or
downward mobility since the previous year and, lfyn&urrent labour earnings — all of which
define the current economic scope. In a secondpgobwariables, | take into account more
latent indicators of occupational performance. While aityy some forms of precarious em-
ployment — as represented in activity status tygespart-time work or unemployment — can
be assumed to have a latent effect as well, tlismfocuses on indicators that most likely
exert a more lasting impact on occupational peréoroe. This group includes occupational
performance at labour market entry, an indicatat &so takes into account whether the first
job requirements were below or above the level @esson’s educational attainment. The
goal here is to provide insight into whether a perhas made a promising or unpromising
start in their working life, assuming that this ggea lasting impact on future career aspira-
tions and opportunities (see similarly Tolke & Dedd 2003). Moreover, in the context of la-
tent occupational insecurity, | consider wheth@eeson has been long-term unemployed (i.e.
one year or longer) during the last three yearshiaswill likely have a pronounced negative
impact on both labour market attachment, due todieeouragement associated with unem-
ployment, and also on future job opportunities h&d group of variables focuses on the im-
pact of specific key transitions from educatiomtark. In addition to the descriptive evidence
of the development of first-birth risk after labamarket entry, | consider in the multivariate
models the issue of whether there are any idebl#iaffects of duration in the transition to
parenthood — in the context of time that has passex leaving full-time education. An addi-
tional indicator that focused on the question o&thler the step into a first job could be made
within a period of twelve months or less did nobguwce significant findings and therefore

was omitted from the displayed results in Table Fable 5.
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The Transition to Parenthood in Light of Labour Md&et Performance

In Germany as well as in the UK, involvement inl-firhe education exerts a distinctly nega-
tive impact on the likelihood of starting a famithyat is observable for both men and women.
This context is well-documented in the researatrditure (see, e.g., Blossfeld & Jaenichen
1992) and corresponds to prevalent life courseepagdtin modern societies and in norms that
encourage a delay of family formation until a minim level of economic dependence and
support for a future family has been reached (sebckift & Kiernan 1995). In contrast,
among those who have already entered the labooe,fohere are pronounced patterns that
clearly distinguish men from women. Moreover, asragsuntries, there are different back-
grounds for starting a family that emerge accordingshether labour market integration is ei-

ther extensive or incomplete.

Among men, an occupational position beyond thedstah template of full-time work
seems to hamper theansition to fatherhood in Germany. There, part-time employment
shows a negative impact. To a lesser extent, thts applies to economic inactivity among
men. Moreover, the experience of long-term unempkayt during the last three years clearly
undermines the likelihood of having a first chilthportantly, all these effects vanish after
controlling for income (and transfer reception),iethin turn exerts a consistently positive
impact on family formation among men. This suggéss it is primarily the direct impact of
incomplete labour market integration on earngirigg tesult in the inability to meet the re-
quirements of family formation, rather than itsreigof lastingly reduced breadwinner ability
associated with precarious employment. That is tsodeed by the finding that none of the

mentioned effects remains significant if the bagkof a female earner is taken into account.

Shifting the attention taale transitions to parenthood in the UK | find a somewhat dif-
ferent background for how occupational achievenaéfgicts this transition. Indicators of in-
complete labour market integration — like male piane employment or fixed term contracts
— do not show any significant impact. However, jilss among German men, the experience
of long-term unemployment hampers the transitiofatberhood. In contrast, a promising la-
bour market entry and a high performance in tta fob affect this transition positively. Such
a promising job start may serve as an indicator dlcaupational integration has been com-
pleted more swiftly, thus nourishing the abilitysiopport a family. Yet, similar to the analysis

of German men, none of these indicators retainsoagoinced significance after controlling
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for a broader set of covariates, including incormansfers, and the backing of a second

earner.

Importantly, however, among men in the UK, a secpaidern of linking employment and
the transition to fatherhood emerges that comegids a surprise: First of all, male occupa-
tional downward mobility does not hamper familyrfation as one would expect according
to a theoretical framework that considers underchis&ner qualities. In contrast, this down-
ward mobilityincreasesthe likelihood to become a father. This effecpienounced and re-
mains consistently robust across all estimated tsodehile it should be taken into account
that this could be a methodological artefact, timding is further supported by evidence of a
positive — albeit weaker — impact on family fornosatiduring male unemployment. In fact, this
might hint that, when confronted with bleak occumadl prospects or a precarious employ-
ment situation of the male earner, couples in tketéhd to back family formation with a
more pronounced male engagement in childcare dthess predominant traditional gender
roles would suggest. The institutional arrangemamtthe UK, particularly the high labour
market demands on individual actors, combined tghlow level of welfare state support for
young families, especially with respect to childcaupport, would certainly encourage the
sharing of parental duties in this specific lifeaph. Moreover, British men also deviate from
the traditional male breadwinner picture by showangegative impact on family formation if
they have a high valuation for occupational pres{gmong German men, who widely refrain
from engaging in childcare, this indicator is nigingficant). That is, for men in the UK, as for
women, work and family to a certain extent presamhpeting life domains. Finally, planning
to have a child with strong@aternalengagement might not only serve to disburden denot
who is probably still working, but might also seteecompensate for the loss of occupational
status and discouragement through a focus on thiéyfahus regaining both self- and social

esteem.

The 2003 shifts in social policy that encourageepal care through the introduction of
paid paternity leave (see Table 1) come too lateetdiscussable as a relevant explanation for
such behaviour. Moreover, the policy effects antadely too limited to have induced such a
fundamental shift in predominant gender roles &trang breadwinner country as the UK (see
Lewis 1992; Fuwa 2004). However, the introductiémpaid paternity leave is perhaps an ad-
ditional indication of slowly but constantly shiff gender roles in the UK. However, al-

though the presented evidence provides a broadisistent pattern across several indicators,
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this issue of a male disengagement from the labm@rket encouraging to take over carer du-
ties certainly requires more attention in futurse@rch before it can be confidently related to

an adjustment in traditional gender roles.

Women in the UK who start a family do indeed show similar pattaimsnen in the con-
text of occupational performance and labour mairketcurities. A pronounced labour market
integration and a demanding occupational positlearty hampers the predilection to decide
in favour of having a child. A high value placed lmaving a good job and extensive overtime
work are both indications of close labour marké@iment, whose strong restriction on time
is a clear witness to how labour market attachrh@ntpers the transition to parenthood. In
contrast to this evidence of pronounced labour etagktachment, women in the UK show
distinct patterns of placing the transition to pdh@od in times of occupational insecurities
and precarious employment. The impact of unemployrpeovides impressive evidence in
this direction. In this context, the likelihood @bting for a first child during unemployment is
consistently two times higher. Obviously, womerthe UK show a distinct tendency to per-
form the transition to motherhood when occupatictatus encourages this behaviour by re-
ducing opportunity costs through the low price iofe for family formation. Pronounced ef-
fects also link family formation to female part-enremployment. This context in the UK,
however, provides somewhat vague implications:-th@e employment may be the result of a
deliberate reduction of working hours in order lowa for a parallel combination of work and
motherhood in an institutional context that disemes a lasting labour market absence by of-
fering only a rudimentary maternity protection amihstatement rights. Yet again, among
other women, lasting part-time employment may diggt@nt precarious employment and an
incomplete labour market integration that is fipalhswered by shifting the focus to the fam-

ily domain (for this line of reasoning see alsceBman et al. 1994).

Two major principles of how labour market integoatiaffects family formation become
salient amongvomen in Germany. First, women with a below average performancendty
into the labour market tend to delay the transitmmotherhood. This is perhaps the case as
an unpromising job start tends to make an occupatimtegration a more lengthy and diffi-
cult process. At the same time, however it is neguto a) transform educational investments
into occupational status positions and b) enabpeoper labour market reintegration after a
maternal leave. This striving for a consolidatidnttee occupational position prior to family

formation is reflected by findings that indicateatttthe experience of long-term unemploy-
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ment sometime during the last three years among&emwomen also hampers the transition
to motherhood (just like is the case among menis &hidence, however, is not robust in the
models that control for income, transfers, anddhistence of a second earner; in contrast,
precarious employment in the form of having a fitedn contract exerts a consistently nega-
tive impact on family formation rationales. Thisriet only because fixed-term employment
or casual employment is an indicator of an instarld precarious employment career, but
also because the eligibility for leave related Bigsés limited — at least among some of such
contracts. In this context, the institutional agaments regarding maternity protection and
support provide an incentive to attain a minimuweleof labour market integration prior to

family formation which guarantees eligibility fdrese types of institutional suppft.

In contrast to the coping patterns outlined abaxech relate to women with a pronounced
labour market attachment, the antagonism betweerdémands of occupational and family
roles under the traditional German breadwinnemnegiakes its toll. These women with both
a high workload and extensive career aspirationsgfiected in a high amount of overtime
work and a high importance of having a good jolovsleonsistent and pronounced effects of
a lower likelihood to start a family. Generally, @ng German women, a minimum threshold
level of occupation security and integration is iobgly aspiredprior to family formation —
both to consolidate educational investments anardier to guarantee transfer eligibility that
are linked to occupational status and duration. éiew, if the labour market attachment is
pronouncedthis tends to hamper family formation among Germvamen. It should be noted
that these two principles — either an initial labmarket integration as prerequisite of family
on one side, or an extensive labour market attachmmat turns out to drastically conflict
with family formation — is predominant in differestatus groups. In this context, the work-
family conflict turns out to be prevalent among wenmwith extensive investment in educa-

tional and occupational skills.

Finally, among women in Germany, there is slightlemce that — like British women — the
transition to parenthood is undertaken during timemvoluntary labour market exclusion —

during unemployment or inactivity (the latter nansidered for the UK). The evidence of a

2" The tendency among German women to initiate rdesttion to parenthood from of a safe labour mapiesi-
tion is also mirrored in the finding of a positiirapact of being in public employment. This typeeofiploy-
ment commonly signals reliable job prospects, comthiwith comparatively generous support for parertis
indicator is only available for Germany and hassthaen omitted in the results in Table 4 & Table 5.
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higher propensity to start a family among Germamen, however, remains weak and is re-
lated to economic inactivity as well as to fematemployment with the backing of a male

earner.

Key Transitions in the Education — Work — Family MXes

Where institutional arrangements still tend to ptedmine life course patterns, this might
still link the status passages in the educatiorkvparenthood nexus on grounds of a se-
quence of vital status passages and notions of drvwith which timing these transitions
should be interconnected (see Mayer & Miller 1988lickner and Mayer (2005) in this con-
text argue that a close linking in a way that pnése consistent and dominant pattern of tran-
sitions tends to dissolve, where high flexibilitprdinates industrial relations. In this sense,
predominant life course patterns with a close tamdnkage of education and family related
status passages should be more difficult to idgmifa liberal market economy like the UK,
where the institutional arrangements, leave théeptimn against life course related risks to
the actors (see DiPrete 2002). This should generapeater heterogeneity in individual re-
sponses to theses settings than under a more g@éelipattern as in a coordinated market

economy as Germany.

In this context, | have first investigated if a a@d entry into the labour market after the
end of full-time education exerts a lasting impawctfamily formation. In detail, | have distin-
guished persons who have started a job within wvetenths after finishing education from
those who did not enter the labour force withirs tiine span. However, this indicator did not
produce any latent impact on the likelihood totsaiamily. Moreover, | have focused on the
duration, a person has been continuously in emptoyrwithout any educational or unem-
ployment related work interruptions, e.g.) as atidator of occupational stability and labour
market integration. Yet, just like the educationmork indicator that also aimed to cover la-
tent fertility effects of difficulties to promotene’s initial occupational integration, this meas-

ure also did not provide any significant impacttoa propensity to become a parént

In contrast, however, prevalent transition pattestiisseem to temporally link the exit from

full-time education to théming of family formation in Germany, particularly amongmen.
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A dummy set of variables, covering the time sireaving full-time education (0 to 3 years, 4
to 6 years, 7 to 10 years, 11 to 14 years, and thare 14 years) was included in the hazard
estimates. Among German women, this indictor prssebust evidence of a temporal link-
age of these two status passages. The inclinatioa first birth increases swiftly with the exit
from full-time education and is most pronouncea 20 years after this status passage, with
the level of this effect declining thereafter — betnaining statistically significant. This
widely corresponds to the hazard rates of an isekdirst-birth risk about eight years after
labour market entry, as presented in Figure 5. &nesults for German women remain robust,
after including the above mentioned indicators ofupational insecurities and precarious
employment, and also after controlling for the &ék of covariates, including — among others

— educational attainment, income, transfer recagitd information on the partner.

In contrast, the link between finishing educatiowd starting a family is more loosely cou-
pled among German men. A recent exit from full-tiethication even exerts a negative im-
pact, which certainly owes something to the limitdadlity to support a family immediately
after exiting the educational system and in théyestages after labour market entry. A posi-
tive impact on the likelihood of becoming a fatlvan be found between 4 to 10 years after
finishing education. The effects however remainrigus and vanish after controlling for the
full set of covariates. Obviously, the life courpattern, linking these status passages is
largely determined by heterogeneous contexts ofishaal labour market integration and per-
formance. In the UK, the notion of a link betweka status passages of leaving education and
starting a family appears to be even more hazy.effeets generally remain spurious, and the
most consistent effect is a negative impact ontthesition to parenthood in the immediate
years after finishing full-time education. Even malecisively among German men, the paths
towards parenthood appear to be determined byithdil occupational engagement and the
experience of occupational insecurities instealdesfig related to a consistently defined life
course script that links educational exit, labowrket entry and family formation. The pic-
ture thus corresponds to the notion that a libergiime encourages diversity in individual life
courses in order to cope with hardships and liferse risks, from which a liberal welfare

state is only capable or willing to offer protectitm a limited extent.

13 Different functional forms of this indicator oépnanent employment have been tested (e.g. a limpact and
a decreasing marginal utility) but did not provatey consistently significant impact on the likelifubto start a
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7) Conclusion

The investigation of the effects of labour marketegration on fertility decisions revealed
distinct gender-specific differences. However, $pecific institutional arrangements in Ger-
many and the UK entail distinctively different cogipatterns across countries, particularly in
the transition to motherhood. This is the casendkeugh the evoked contradictions between
female work and family roles in Germany and the h#<e led to an assessment of both coun-

tries as strong breadwinner countries (see Lewd2)19

The institutional background in Germany still apei@ reproduce traditional gender rela-
tions, which is also reflected in the way that Gannmen and women tend to perform the
transition to parenthood in relation to gainful doyment. In this context, where women face
high incentives to invest in education while sirankously being institutionally encouraged
to retreat from the labour force, | find evidenbattwomen tend to delay family formation in
a context where they are facing incomplete occopatiintegration and precarious employ-
ment. This is suggested by the robust negative éphservable if working in fixed-term
employment or under the negative impact of an umsing job start. Obviously a sequential
combination of occupational career and motherhgeé (auterbach 1994: 71ff.; Dornseiff &
Sackmann 2003) remains a predominant way of copitigthe squeeze resulting from occu-
pational role demands and the institutional andnative encouragement of the female carer
role. Moreover, such a sequentially-ordered foaughmse two respective life course stages
allows German women to retain at least a minimgchiment to the labour market by first
transferring educational investments into occupaiGtatus positions, which also diminishes

risks of economic dependence.

Yet, the dominance of traditionally structured fimnodels is also reflected in the fact
that couples with an income distribution that feasua male main earner show a higher pro-
pensity to start a family. This is particularly encaged by the German taxation system fa-
vouring married, single-earner couples (see App&e&es 2003; Wrohlich & Dell 2005).
Women who retain a pronounced labour market attechymn contrast, find it difficult to
combine their career aspirations with the step ttherhood. Given limited time budgets,

strict norms of maternal care, and an underdevelop#édcare infrastructure, it is difficult for

family. This indicator has been omitted in the etigpl analyses, presented in Table 4 & Table 5.
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such women to combine work and family, which resald an extensive reluctance to start a

family.

To conclude the discussion of these findings, tigitutionally encouraged male bread-
winner / female homemaker template still exerts@punced impact on how German men
and women shape their transition to parenthoods Bhalso corroborated by slight indication
that — among both men and women — completed edwucatid a stable and rewarding occupa-
tional position seem to be a precondition to deémtehaving a first child, whereas part-time
employment, previous long-term unemployment, ordoimcome levels show a negative im-
pact on the transition to fatherhood. Yet, incortl@bour market integration and occupa-
tional insecurities seem to hamper the transitmmatherhood only to the extent that these
patterns of precarious employment translate intsmaome reduction, thus undermining eco-

nomic backing of a family.

The relation between occupational performance amdly formation in the UK differs
from the picture in Germany. In the liberal markebnomy of the UK, the encouragement of
diversity and flexibility in the labour market om® side and the limited welfare state protec-
tion against life course risks on the other resintéess stable employment patterns and a
higher exposure to hardships (see Hall & Soskic 20T his results in the necessity of estab-
lishing a sound labour market position to attenusttenomic risk. The necessity of women
completing their labour market integration does smimuch rely on establishing an occupa-
tional basis to return to after a child-relatedvisaas reinstatement rights in the UK are
largely absent. Rather, women in the UK try toimeah parallel combination of the female
carer role with occupational participation, as usdered by the distinct positive likelihood to

decide for a first- child during part-time employmifé.

A pronounced pattern among women in the UK is &ce@lthe transition to parenthood
within periods of involuntary labour market exclusi Particularly unemployment and subse-
quent inactivity clearly increases the likelihoddopting in favour of a first child due to re-

duced price of time effects. Some results sugdedtdven couples where the man becomes

14 Once again, it should be mentioned that obsebigtis are backdated by ten month to the assumid pb
deciding to have a child. It has been pointed bat particularly women in Germany tend to combirathar-
hood with part-time employment in order to copehwlimited time budgets (see Trzcinski & Holst 2003)
However, in the case of this analysis for the UKrtgime employment is thstarting pointof that decision
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unemployed, or is less closely attached to theuabarce, tend to use this flexibility in male
time budgets to start a family. Perhaps, the higboatunity costs of parenthood in the UK
tend to encourage a deviation from the traditionadel of family duties, with men taking
over a higher share of childcare responsibilitiesrdy joblessness, thus disburdening the fe-
male earner and fostering the tradition to paresdh&uch a focus on the parental role may
also serve to partially compensate for the losoitial esteem after expulsion from the labour
market, in a society that places high norms oniggéting in paid work. Yet, this issue of a
reversal of traditional gender roles in case ofentabour market detachment requires further

investigation in future research and remains spgioel for the present time.

To conclude, the most distinct differences aristheaway women in Germany on one side
and in the UK on the other shape the transitiopaenthood in the context of their labour
market participation. While women in Germany puratiéeast an initial labour market inte-
gration and tend to focus on family formation ttegter, women in the UK obviously try to
avoid extensive labour market exits. In this cotitpatterns of a parallel combination of work
and family formation appear to be more prevalenthim UK. Moreover, women in the UK
that face an involuntary exclusion from paid wonkthe shape of unemployment or subse-
quent inactivity show a high propensity to stafamily in such a context that reduces the op-
portunity costs of parenthood. These different ogstrategies are closely related to the dif-
ferent types of institutional arrangements andntiges in both countries. The UK provides a
generally low level of welfare state support andt@ction and leaves precaution to the indi-

viduals, while Germany encourages a regress ttethale family carer role.

Yet, women with very close labour market attachnsdtmtw a similar reluctance to have a
child in both Germany and the UK. Obviously, thdigbto reconcile work and family among
women with pronounced career aspirations remaitritiaal issue. In both countries, female
participation in education and in the labour mattka$ shifted from an exception to a rule.
However, whereas the German welfare state is facogsesupporting single-earner families
with a female homemaker, the UK generally negl#mtssupport of young families, particu-
larly in a lacking alleviation of parental respdoibiies. Still, both institutional regimes place

the burden of childrearing solely upon the showdddrthe woman. In consequence, this fos-

rather than consequence of becoming a parent, velighests that at least some women take advantaigis o
incomplete labour market integration in order #rtsa family.
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ters either an extensive delay of the transitiopdcenthood, or a complete rejection of the
transition to parenthood, particularly among wométh extensive skill investments that are

highly capable of competing in the labour markat aim to do so.
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Appendix

(A) Descriptive Statistics

Table 3 Sample of Respondents — Selected Descriptivesfitat

Descriptive Statistics Germany United Kingdom
(all values in percent) Men | Women Men Women
Birth Cohorts
1956-1965 15.3 11.7 18.49 14.7
1966-1975 45.4 40.2 40.4 40.0
1976-1985 39.3 48.0 41.1 45.3
Partnership Status
Single / Living Apart Together 66.0 57.4 66.2 58.5
Consensual Union 17.8 23.2 18.5 22.6
Married 11.2 15.1 15.4 18.9
Educational Attainment
University Degree 115 11.4 24.5 26.6
A Level 18.5 21.7 38.6 40.8
O Level 31.4 35.6 23.6 24.0
Complimentary Schooling 32.2 24.2 12.7 8.3
Activity Status
Full-time & Permanent Contr. 40.7 37.0 61.3 57.2
Full-time & Public Employment 3.4 2.7 n/a n/a
Full-time & Fixed Term Contract 5.9 6.7 5.4 6.1
Part-time Employed 1.7 4.6 1.6 2.6
Self-Employed 4.1 1.7 6.6 25
In Education/ Apprenticeship 31.3 35.3 13.6 18.6
Unemployed 6.6 4.4 7.9 4.9
Economically Inactive 1.9 5.6 n/a n/a
Retired / Other / Missing 4.4 2.0 3.1 4.1
Partner Unemployed Inactive? 4.1 25 6.0 4.0
Occupational Mobility since previous Year
Downward Mobile 5.0 4.2 10.5 9.9
No Change 39.4 40.3 28.4 33.0
Upward Mobile 5.8 51 13.3 13.0
Performance at Labour Market Entry
Below Edu. Level/Weak Performance 12.9 14.7 13.3 9.0
Appropriate for Edu./Average Performance 53.5 49.0 43.2 43.6
Above Edu. Level/Good Performance 6.3 4.2 5.8 5.3
Long-Term Unemployed in last 3 Years? 4.1 2.5 7.7 4.7

Table 3 continued on next page...
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Table 3 continued...

Descriptive Statistics Germany United Kingdom
(all values in percent) Men Women Men Women
Time Since leaving Full-Time Education
Still in education 31.6 35.5 8.7 12.3
1-3 Years 194 20.6 18.9 21.8
4-6 Years 13.1 13.2 19.0 20.2
7-10 Years 12.8 115 18.6 17.7
11-13 % Years 8.0 6.3 111 10.4
More than 13 ¥2 Years 13.7 11.3 24.1 18.2
Work-Family Priorities
Importance of having children low 35.0 29.3 19.3 20.8
Importance of having children average 25.3 24.6 33.0 28.5
Importance of having children high 10.7 16.9 24.2 33.3
Importance of good job low 7.9 9.0 23.3 17.3
Importance of good job average 36.4 36.8 22.8 23.6
Importance of good job high 27.1 22.6 52.8 57.8
Relative Income (Persons with Partner only)
Similar Level 24.8 25.2 315 32.6
Traditional (3 1/3 above Q) 42.6 37.8 44.0 37.1
Fem. Main Earner (21/3>7) 16.2 20.6 15.9 22.4
Both not working 11.7 12.4 8.6 7.9
n of person-months 392.599 314.025 273.949 221.248
n of cases 5.225 4.508 4.014 3.318
n of births (backdated) 1991-2004 / 2005 1.319 1.493 956 1.062
n of cases / events Partner(Model I11) 2.563/1.099 2.659/1.168 2.034/860 1.940/882

Source: GSOEP 1991 to 2006 for Germany & BHPS 182D05 for the UK; (author’s calculations).
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(B) Piecewise-Constant Exponential Hazard Estimatn First-Birth Risk

Model Description:

Model I:

Model II:

Model IlI;

Indicators on current as well as latent labourketaperformance & precarious
employment (incl. unemployment, inactivity, fixegktn job, duration of continu-
ous employment, time since leaving full-time ediggtindex of overtime work).
Backdating of birth to {t;, — 10 months).

All adult respondents of cohorts 1956-1985, aged3.6

Indicators on current as well as latent laboarkat performance & integration
Backdating of birth to {t;, — 10 months).
Control-variables added ( incl. education, incommortance of children/job, etc.)

All adult respondents of cohorts 1956-1985, aged3.6

Indicators on current as well as latent labourkeperformance & integration
Backdating of birth to {t;, — 10 months).

Control-variables added (incl. education, incomggartance of children/job, etc.)
Partner information added (incl. partner’s incopaitner's unemploy-
ment/inactivity, partner’s education, relative inw® marital duration).

Only couples with partner being panel respondettods 1956-1985 aged 16-45.
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Table 4 Determinants of First Birth Risk - Piecewise Gmt Estimates for Germany
Cohorts 1956 — 1985 during 1991 — 2005 note: this table continued on next page)

Model | Model Il (+Controls) | Model Ill  (+Partner)
Men Women Men Women Men Women
haz. | b | haz. | b. |haz. | b |haz. | b |haz. | b |haz. | b
Baseline age (Measured in Months)
16 to 21 Years 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00
(0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0'00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)***
29 10 26 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
(0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0'00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)***
2710 33 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
(0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0'00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)***
3310 38 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
(0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0'00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)***
39 to 45 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
(0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0'00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)***
Activity Status (Reference: Full-time Employed w. Permanent Contract; omitted Categories: Public & Self Employed)
. 0.91 0.79 1.02 0.78 0.93 0.81
Fixed Term Contract (& Full-T.) (0.10) (0.09) (0.12) (0.09) 0.12) (0.09)*
Part-Time Employed 0.37 1.08 0.55 0.89 0.63 0.96
(0.12)*** (0.13) (0.18)* (0.11) (0.21) (0.13)
In Education/Apprenticeship 0.47 0.35 0.79 0.46 0.93 0.62
(0.07)*** (0.05)*** (0.12) (0.07)*** (0.20) (0.12)*+
Economically Inactive e L7 1.08 113 112 110
(0.15)* (0.18)*** (0.23) (0.14) (0.31) (0.15)
Unemployed 0.85 1.12 1.23 1.02 1.17 1.00
(0.11) (0.15) (0.18) (0.15) (0.27) (0.18)
Partner’'s Employment Status
. 1.35 1.14
Partner Unemployed / Inactive (0.13)** (0.15)
Overtime Index (0-1 with 0 = No Overtime)
Overtime/Working Hours 1.64 et 095 O 0.90 Lo
(0.61) (0.09)*** (0.38) (0.08)*** (0.39) (0.10)***
Occupational Mobility Since Last Year?
Downward Mobile 1.08 0.84 1.01 0.86 0.96 0.87
(0.12) (0.11) (0.12) (0.11) (0.12) (0.13)
Upward Mobile 1.07 0.77 1.01 0.83 0.91 0.85
(0.11) (0.10)** (0.11) (0.10) (0.11) (0.12)
Duration of Continuous Employment:
0.90 1.01 1.02 1.08 1.00 1.16
More than 24 Months (0.07) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.09) (0.10)*
Long -term UE (>12Months) During the last 3  Years? (Reference: Not Long-Term UE during last 3 years)
Yes (1) 0.60 0.58 0.90 0.85 0.82 0.76
(0.10)*** (0.12)*** (0.16) (0.16) (0.17) (0.18)
Performance at Labour Market Entry / First Job (Reference: Average Performance)
Bad Performance / 1% Job be- | 0.89 0.84 0.91 0.81 0.89 0.78
low Educational Qualifications (0.08) (0.07)** (0.08) (0.07)** (0.09) (0.08)**
Good Performance/ 1% Job 0.91 0.96 0.88 0.93 0.90 0.94
above Educat. Qualifications (0.10) (0.12) (0.11) (0.11) (0.12) (0.13)
Time Since Leaving Full Time Education (Reference: Sitill in Education)
Up to 36 Months 0.81 1.88 0.84 1.65 0.91 1.84
(0.10)* (0.22)*** (0.10) (0.19)*** (0.13) (0.28)***
1.31 2.47 1.12 1.78 1.22 1.99
37 -12 0.15)* | (0.31)** ©0.14)|  (0.23y** (0.17) (0.31)+*
1.30 2.76 1.04 1.81 1.13 2.04
73-120 0.16)* | (0.36)** 0.13)|  (0.24y* (0.16) (0.33)+*
1.15 2.27 0.93 1.55 1.10 1.82
121 -160 0.15)|  (0.34y* 0.13)|  (0.24y* (0.18) (0.33)+**
0.99 1.75 0.80 1.22 0.94 1.60
More than 160 Months 0.15)|  (0.31) (0.13) (0.24) (0.17) (0.36)*

Table 4 continued on next page... |
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Table 4 continued...

Model | Model Il Model 111
Men Women Men Women Men Women
haz| b |haz. | b. |haz. | b |haz. | b |haz. [ b |haz. | b
Region
0.92 1.29 1.19 1.40 1.37 1.48
West (1) / East (2) 0.07)|  (0.09) .09 | (0.10y* |  (0.12)**|  (0.13)*
Biographical Planning — Importance of Having: (Reference: Average Importance)
Children — Low 0.43 0.38 0.43 0.32
(0.04)*** (0.04)*** (0.05)*** (0.04)***
. . 2.06 2.10 1.90 2.02
Children - High 0.15)** | (0.14y**|  (0.15)* |  (0.16)**
. 0.83 1.15 0.93 1.15
Good job — Low (0.10) (0.10) (0.12) (0.12)
. . 0.90 0.83 0.90 0.81
Good job — High 0.06)|  (0.06)* (0.07) (0.07)*
Income (Effects per 100€ / Month)
L . 1.01 0.99 1.01 0.99
Individual Net Labour Earnings (0.00)** (0.01)* (0.00)** (0.01)
L . 1.01 1.02 1.01 1.01
Individual Transfers Received (0.01) (0.01)** (0.01) (0.01)*
Educational Attainment (Reference: Comprehensive Schooling or Less)
Third Level / 0.95 1.04 1.07 1.07
University Degree (0.10) (0.11) (0.12) (0.14)
A Level Degree 0.74 0.87 0.76 0.96
9 (0.08)*** (0.08) (0.09)** (0.11)
O Level Degree 0.87 0.92 0.84 0.94
(0.07)* (0.07) (0.08)* (0.09)
Partnerinformation (Reference A/ O Level Education)
Partner's Education 1.03 1.11
(Third Level Education) (0.10) (0.10)
Partner's Education 1.03 1.06
(Lower Secondary or below) (0.09) (0.08)
Partner’'s Net Income 1.00 1.01
(Effects per 100€ / Month) (0.00) (0.00)***
Type of Relationship (Reference: Single)
. 12.88 6.10 (Reference:
Consensual Union (1.76) (0.72) Consensual Union)
Married 24.04 10.98 1.90 1.85
(3.34)** (1.32)%** (0.13)*** (0.13)**
Relative Income (Reference: even Income Level)
Traditional 1.16 1.21
(& 1/3 above Q) (0.10)* (0.22)**
Fem. Main Earner 1.05 1.07
(21/3>3) (0.17) (0.11)
n of person months: 386758 308436 386758 308436 109388 115238
n of subjects / events: 5.225/1.319 | 4.508/1.493 | 5.225/1.319 | 4.508/1.493 | 2.563/1.099 | 2.659/1.168
Log pseudolikelihood: -704.19 -390.51 219.95 256.10 631.18 709.41
Wald chi2: 38425.40 38419.64 30768.50 34046.10 20829.32 21246.48

Source: GSOEP 1991 to 2006; (author’s calculatjons

Notes:

(2) Robust standard errors in parentheses.
(3) Independent variable coded with ‘1’ for birtal] dummy variables coded ‘0/1’ with 1 when true.

(1) Significance levels based on p < 0¥)0p(< 0.05 (**) and p < 0.01 (***).
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Table 5 Determinants of First Birth Risk - Piecewi{Senstant Estimates for the UK
Cohorts 1956 — 1985 during 1991 — 200¢ote: this table continued on next page)

Model | Model Il (+Controls) | Model Ill  (+Partner)
Men Women Men Women Men Women
haz. | b | haz. | b. |haz. | b |haz. | b |haz. | b |haz. | b
Baseline age (Measured in Months)
16 to 21 Years 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01
(0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0'00)*** (0.00)*** (0.01)*** (0.00)***
29 10 26 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
(0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0'00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)***
2710 33 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00
(0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0'00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)***
3310 38 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00
(0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0'00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)***
39 to 45 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
(0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0'00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)***
Activity Status (Reference: Full-time Employed w. Permanent Contract; omitted Categories: Public & Self Employed)
. 0.82 0.87 1.00 0.95 1.03 1.16
Fixed Term Contract (& Full-T.) (0.14) (0.15) (0.16) (0.16) (0.19) (0.21)
Part-Time Employed 0.71 3.81 0.70 241 0.89 2.51
(0.22) (0.35)*** (0.21) (0.23)*** (0.26) (0.25)***
In Education/Apprenticeship 021 029 034 0.37 0.76 085
(0.06)*** (0.06)*** (0.12)** (0.08)*** (0.26) (0.24)
Economically Inactive (n/a)
Unemployed 0.94 2.26 1.32 1.90 1.22 2.03
(0.15) (0.34)*** (0.22)* (0.29)*** (0.22) (0.38)***
Partner’'s Employment Status
. 2.06 0.87
Partner Unemployed / Inactive (0.25)+* (0.17)
Overtime Index (0-1 with 0 = No Overtime)
Overtime/Working Hours 111 i 061 U tes 0.54
(0.30) (0.18)* (0.19) (0.19)* (0.18)* (0.23)
Occupational Mobility Since Last Year?
Downward Mobile 1.35 1.01 1.38 1.03 1.26 1.00
(0.14)** (0.11) (0.14)** (0.11) (0.14)** (0.12)
Upward Mobile 1.04 1.10 1.07 1.11 1.05 1.07
(0.11) (0.11) (0.11) (0.11) (0.12) (0.11)
Duration of Continuous Employment:
0.73 1.01 0.81 1.06 0.84 1.10
More than 24 Months (0.07)** ©0.10)|  (0.08) (0.11) (0.09)* (0.12)
Long -term UE (>12Months) During the last 3 Years? (Reference: Not Long-Term UE during last 3 years)
Yes (1) 0.73 0.96 1.02 1.04 0.87 0.92
(0.12)** (0.14) (0.16) (0.16) (0.16) (0.19)
Performance at Labour Market Entry / First Job (Reference: Average Performance)
Bad Performance / 1% Job be- 1.10 1.07 0.84 1.19 0.82 1.20
low Educational Qualifications (0.11) (0.11) (0.08)* (0.13) (0.09)* (0.14)
Good Performance/ 1% Job 1.25 1.50 0.85 1.12 0.82 1.09
above Educat. Qualifications (0.15)* (0.17)*** (0.10) (0.13) (0.10) (0.13)
Time Since Leaving Full Time Education (Reference: Sitill in Education)
0.37 0.85 0.68 1.16 0.77 1.29
Up to 36 Months (0.07)* (0.14) (0.15)* (0.20) (0.17) (0.23)
0.78 1.02 1.06 1.12 0.87 1.02
37 -12 (0.11)* (0.14) (0.16) (0.16) (0.14) (0.16)
1.14 1.26 1.25 1.19 1.18 1.13
73-120 (0.12) (0.15)* (0.14)** (0.14) (0.14) (0.14)
0.94 1.12 1.03 1.04 0.98 1.06
121 -160 (0.10) (0.14) (0.11) (0.13) (0.11) (0.13)
6.15 2.15 3.50 1.45 1.16 0.96
More than 160 Months (3.14y% | (0.55)** (1.84)** (0.37) (0.88) (0.32)

Table 5 continued on next page... |
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Table 5 continued...

Model | Model Il Model 111
Men Women Men Women Men Women
haz| b |haz. | b. |haz. | b |haz. | b |haz. [ b |haz. | b
Biographical Planning — Importance of Having: (Reference: Average Importance)
Children — Low 0.21 0.24 0.18 0.21
(0.05)*** (0'05)*** (0'05)*** (0.06)***
. . 3.73 3.36 3.50 3.66
Children — High
lidren g (0.36)*** (0'31)*** (0.36)*** (0.40)***
. 0.41 1.10 0.42 0.93
Good job — L
00d Jo ow (0.17) (0.28) (0.18)** (0.26)
. 0.72 0.64 0.74 0.70
Good job — High
0od Jo g (0.06)*** (0'05)*** (0.06)*** (0.06)***
Income (Effects per 100€ / Month)
L . 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Individual Net Labour Earnings (0.00)* (0.00) (0.00)* (0.00)
L . 1.01 1.07 0.99 1.10
Individual Transfers Received (0.01) (0.05) (0.04) (0.05)
Educational Attainment (Reference: Comprehensive Schooling or Less)
Third Level / 0.64 0.62 0.71 0.69
University Degree (0.08)*** (0.09)*** (0.10)** (0.221)*
A Level Dearee 0.73 0.66 0.71 0.70
9 (0.08)*** (0.08)**+* (0.09)**+* (0.20)**
O Level Dearee 0.80 0.82 0.80 0.80
9 (0.09)* (0.10) (0.10)* (0.12)
Partnerinformation (Reference A /O Level Education)
Partner's Education 0.88 0.87
(Third Level Education) (0.08) (0.07)
Partner's Education 1.11 1.40
(Lower Secondary or below) (0.14) (0.16)***
Partner's Net Income 1.00 1.00
(Effects per 100€ / Month) (0.00)*** (0.00)***
Type of Relationship (Reference: Single)
Consensual Union 5.42 2.74 (Reference:
(0.68)*** (0.28)*** Consensual Union)
Married 12.33 6.14 2.23 2.21
(1. 50)*** (0 . 63)*** (0 . 17)*** (0 18)***
Relative Income (Reference: even Income Level)
Traditional 0.96 0.92
(& 1/3 above ?) (0.08) (0.08)
Fem. Main Earner 1.03 1.06
(21/3>3) (0.13) (0.11)
n of person months: 266323 216034 266323 216034 89931 89792
n of subjects / events: 4.014/956 | 3.318/1.062 | 4.014/956 | 3.318/1.062 | 2.034/860 1.940/882
Log pseudolikelihood: -482.54 -119.86 260.36 44494 587.88 724.15
Wald chi2: 28126.54 26761.60 22606.17 23339.36 16853.24 18186.78

Source: BHPS 1991 to 2005; (author’s calculations)

Notes:

(2) Robust standard errors in parentheses.
(3) Independent variable coded with ‘1’ for birlj dummy variables coded ‘0/1’ with 1 when true.

(4) Economic Inactivity omitted due to limitecseaaumbers.

(1) Significance levels based on p 9@}, p < 0.05 (**) and p < 0.01 (***).
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Notes for Table 4 & Table 5:

(1)
)
®3)
(4)
®)
(6)

()

(8)

)
(10)
(11)

(12)

Method: piecewise constant exponential hazardJsekins 2005).
Estimates controlled for repeated observationsugbstandard errors).
All estimated cHivalues significant on basis of p < 0.0001.
Dependent variable set at t-10 months prior tdithe of first-birth.
Process time measured in months since respondgeritis

Time spans for piecewise constants defined as nadrae 0 to 252 (effectively month
193 to 252, as only adult respondents starting thigh16th year are being considered),
month 253 to 312, month 313 to 396, months 3956 fonths 457 to 540.

Time at risk specified as 16th to 45th year of @genth 193 to month 540) within co-
horts 1956-1985.

Estimated but not displayed variables include durmanyables for year of observation,
flag variable for missing values within dummy s@tducation, activity status, occupa-
tional mobility, job-start/initial labour market germance, time since leaving educa-

tion, etc.)
All dummy variables coded ‘0/1" with 1 when true.
Variable East/West included for Germany, to accdontegion specific effects.

Income including net working income and assetspime calculated per 100 currency
units. For the UK only gross income data is avddab

Currency units: Germany: Euro, UK: British Pounds.

Due to backdating of the birth information by 10nties (see (3)) the last available
panel wave cannot be implemented in the model astisn(i.e. 2006 for the GSOEP &
2005 for the BHPS).
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