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Preface

In writing this thesis, | have perhaps proceedkel thany Ph.D. students: | pondered the state
of the art in my field of research, arranged arstesyatized ideas, and carefully worked out a
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forward to future collaboration with friends andleagues, many of whom have already sup-
ported me in the endeavour of writing this disderta Several have shown a great deal of pa-
tience, enduring my endless questions, and otheps fushing me to investigate issues that
eventually turned out to pave the proper pathsrfpwork. Hence, it does not come as a sur-
prise that this thesis is also the product of irsjwn provided by good friends, and by the

generous and competent support | received from roaligagues.

| am patrticularly indebted to my supervisor, Maiirewald: not only for always having an
open ear for my questions, but also for spendingynfaiday afternoons in lively discussion
and patient guidance and for providing me with noue ideas that ultimately helped me at-
tain a clear vision for this study. Furthermoram grateful to him for ensuring that the dispu-
tation could take place only a few weeks after d Babmitted the thesis. Finally, Martin’s
quick response allowed me to adhere to my deadlifidsn a very tight time schedule. For-
tunately, | found in Jost Reinecke another compesupportive, and benevolent supervisor.
He offered me the opportunity to present part ofmyk in one of his seminars and provided

me with a broad array of very helpful comments andgestions of what | could improve in



the final version of the thesis. In particular, lewer, | am grateful to both of them for work-
ing through a total of more than 300 pages at a tihen work was already towering on their
desks and planned summer vacation was close. Incagine that what one would usually

want as vacation reading would be a bit more eaitértg than what | offered them.

Among the many friends and colleagues who suppaned want to thank Elke Holst and
Martin Kroh in particular. They always took theime for support, for discussion, reading
through drafts, and perhaps most importantly, #regouraged me constantly in the process of
writing this dissertation. In addition to these tfsiends, | want to mention a few other people
who helped me — either continuously or in spedafjss of my work, or who simply set me
on the right track even before starting with mysikeIn this sense, | owe much to Marina
Rupp and Rottraut Oberndorfer at the ifb in Bambehg guided my first steps in academic
life and who gave me the impression that this msifen is also a rewarding and a personally
fulfilling activity.

My next stage in my academic career took me tdSIB&P in Berlin, with which | am still
affiliated. In the SOEP, | found an inspiring resdaenvironment that has allowed me to de-
velop my own research interests. Most importantiyvéver, the SOEP offered me a place
where | could feel comfortable among a group opheland supportive colleagues. In par-
ticular, | thank Joachim Frick and Martin Spiel3 floe advice they gave me, especially in the
early stages of my dissertation. At that time -nksato John Haisken DeNew — | found out
that even small suggestions can be tremendougbjutiehfter a presentation of an initial out-
line of my thesis, which was admittedly quite crwade undirected, John pointed out to me
how to develop a complex project on the basisfefaasimple but pointed research questions.
It was then that | abandoned the idea of explaimimgultitude of complex phenomena, and
instead chose to focus solely on the transitiofirgd birth, which was perhaps one of the
most central and also most fortunate turning pdiotshe study you are hopefully about to
read. Moreover, | thank Gert G. Wagner for alwaffserong me a safe harbour at the SOEP
where | could develop and finally finish my disséitn, and — perhaps even more importantly
— | thank him for encouraging me to make the stemkchoices in my professional career that

| would otherwise have been quite reluctant to make

Finally, | am grateful for the support and backingceived from my colleagues at the In-
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larly indebted to Heike Trappe, not only for offegi her competent advice, for reading
through endless drafts and last but not leastrfstiling in me the confidence that this thesis
would finally see the light of day. Most importantiowever, | have to thank her for taking

work off my shoulders when | should have taken waffkhers.

There are a few more colleagues who helped mecphatly in the final stages of writing
this thesis and they should not go unmentionduarnk Michaela Engelmann for the effort she
put into getting the final copies ready for primidafor solving some simple and some not so
simple problems in that process. | am especiabyejul to Deborah Anne Bowen and Jenni-
fer Reed Dillon. They have not only succeeded ilishing my English but have also done a
formidable job of enriching the language of thisdis with their thorough understanding of

scientific writing, and supported me continuouslyen under quite restrictive time schedules.

Finally, this work has certainly gained from theeeri spend much of my limited leisure
time with and whose comfort and inspiration maderreng to the desk not necessarily more
welcoming but certainly a more productive endeavéuthat sense | owe a lot to Lilly and
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Returning the focus to the contents of this voluthe, contribution at hand certainly does
not provide a full-fledged overview of the causéowr fertility. To date, the research on fer-
tility has created an impressive body of findinygvertheless, the remaining gaps in the re-
search on fertility are closer to black holes thatiny blind spots. My humble goal was that
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Chapter One

Introduction

“Explain all that,” said Mock Turtle to Alice. “Nono! The adventures first,” said the

Gryphon in an impatient tone: “explanations takelsa dreadful time.”

Lewis Carrol, Alice’s Adventures in Wonderland

Low Fertility as a 21 Century Crisis?

The last decades have witnessed the emergence@aatented patterns of low fertility. Un-

til recently, this demographic process was assumésmporary decline that would be suc-
ceeded by an eventual recovery of birth ratestead, these patterns of lowest-low fertility
have stabilized. Research into the causes of thisldpment has produced a wide variety of
theoretical approaches. Yet, although the topicdased a great deal of public as well as
scholarly attention, a unifying framework for unstainding and explaining low fertility is still

lacking. What lies beyond doubt is that this depeient is linked to a series of cultural and
socio-economic phenomena that emerged in diffgrest-agrarian societies during the 1960s
and 1970s. These included the widespread avathabilieffective contraceptives, the increas-
ing educational attainment of women, and partiduldre increased female labour force par-
ticipation. The impact of changing values and liglisas been a central element of social
change leading to fertility decline. The weakenifigrormative bonds has promoted the pur-
suit of life paths that compete with family forn@atiover scarce resources, particularly mone-

tary resources, and time — both in everyday lifg across the life course.

The consequences of these developments have sedtained levels of below-replacement
fertility. Additionally, medical advances continte extend life spans. Combined, the decline

in both mortality and fertility culminates in thapid aging of societies and adverse shifts in
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age structure (see United Nations Population Dwisi2006). This undermines the
“...solvency of programs for the old” (Morgan 20089 in particular, and threatens the sta-
bility of social security systems in general (sem@aarts 2002: 420). As a response, many of
the post-transitional countries have adjusted tinemigration policies to mitigate population
decline. But for countries under the impact of lsiew fertility regimes, immigration cur-

rently only offers a means gbow downpopulation decline (see Mertins 1997: 17).

Some authors argue that low fertility should benteted by pro-natalist policies (e.g.,
Schwarz 2007). Such proposals raise concerns ahdther the state should interfere in do-
mains of life that are as private and as consepleat fertility decisions. Indeed, the issue of
low fertility has spawned a broad public discusdioat goes far beyond concerns regarding
the sustainability of public pension systems. Maffithe participants in this discussion see
below-replacement fertility as a manifestation évitable and dangerous societal decline
(for an overview see Bumpass 1990: 493). Positiange from the notion of low fertility and
increasing childlessness as a disintegrative elemesociety to the idea that it represents a
lack of social solidarity. The same sceptics tlegat pro-immigration policies also perceive
fertility decline as a national threat, and thetohe of national extinction flares up with
alarming regularity in the public debate. Paradaby; the idea that an aging population
threatens society is often accompanied by the pgarethat increasing life spans and the
prospects of reaching an advanced age are indivilessings and indications of social pro-
gress. Perhaps the most common concern raisedtishhidlessness is a manifestation of de-
clining traditional values in general and spreadaggcentrism, hedonism, and social ruth-
lessness in particular. The blame for this develemtris often placed on women.

“In the past, descriptions of women as selfish rmwilling to do their national duty were a

common response to falling fertility. This respomses incorrect then, and is now actually
counter-productive because it is divisive and bseatrreduces the policy debate to a triv-
ial level easily lampooned in the popular press] [n.Japan, young people who delay
marriage and childbearing are frequently describetthe media as ‘parasite singles’ and

in Austria, a government minister has called upamen to fulfil their national duty of
reproduction.” (McDonald 2002: 427).

1 Before 1998, UnitedNationspopulationforecasts generallgssumedsuch a recovery for industrializedun-

tries.
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The common trait of these arguments is their pesfee for simple explanations over complex
ones. They reduce the issue to rampant egoismediisheess rather than to the result of con-
tradictions between legitimate individual desiresl aspirations, which result in part from

value change, and the prevailing traditionalisrsaial institutions.

The fact that the desired number of children in niodustrialized countries still lies well
above replacement levels (see Bongaarts 2001; 2008ink 2001b: 6) is undoubtedly just a
small part of the overall picture, but it revediattthe simple explanations mentioned above
are misplaced and misleading to say the least. fl@less, the heralds of population decline
are omnipresent in the public debate and they lysagtee on the point that this problem will
be one of the key crises of the®2&entury. Proponents of this idea highlight theyaof fears
associated with population decline as in Patrickl2unandeath of the WegR002, subtitle:
How Dying Populations and Immigrant Invasions Imp&ur Country and Civilizatioh or
Frank Schirrmacher'#ethusalem Komplott2004). Ironically, it was not too long ago that
populationgrowth was perceived as one of the most pressing probtérise 28 century.
Meanwhile, the rapid population growth still undesnin developing countries — with numer-
ous associated problems ranging from famines terseshortcomings in educational systems
and economic development — are predicted to leueklightly above the replacement level
by the middle of this century (see United NatioQ87b: 11).

Still, massive population decline is a serious eratind the industrialized countries differ
in the extent to which they are affected. Yet, iBh8. Morgan describes low fertility as a
“second-order twenty-first-century problem” (20@20). He stresses two — to my mind cru-
cial — facts that classify the issues associatéld leiv fertility, which he callgroblems one
would like to have “First, these problems [of population decline}uk from solving some
bigger, more troublesome challengecond, these problems have solutions and béfadket
with the resources to solve them.” (2003: 599fhje Tiew of low fertility as a social crisis has
also been challenged by other authors who sugbasttiie problems of population decline

and aging are balanced out by new opportunitiesahse from these changes (see for exam-

2 This is also a direct reference to countries sifitface rapidly expanding populations and thusch more se-

vere problems, while — in contrast to industrializeations — essentially lacking the resources feoweith
these issues.
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ple Hondrich 2007). An interesting discussion adgpand cons of fertility decline, also ad-

dressing the topic of pro-natalist policies, isyided by van de Kaa (1987: 46ff.).

In fact, the causes for low fertility are complaxdehave only been partially explored in the
previous research. Three central issues offerimgigpbints for a more in-depth discussion of
the topic: 1) Fertility decline has emerged aswa fam of ongoing social change rather than
as an existential 2lcentury crisis. 2) Nevertheless, population dechmd increasing child-
lessness have far-reaching implications that gamiheythe threat to social security systems.
The fact that the desire for children in virtuadllf countries lies well above actual fertility
levels (see, for example, Goldstein, Lutz & Tesd@3) highlights the increasing difficulties
in combining parenthood with other areas of lifespecially with the demands of work. Triv-
ial explanations of egoism and selfishness tendbigcure this fundamental incompatibility
between the institutional and structural contexd aeople’s individual life goals (see also
McDonald 2000). It is crucial that policy makersiahose involved in the public debate care-
fully consider the causes of low fertility in ord&r adequately address these complex prob-
lems. 3) We need a better understanding of hovetstral and institutional contexts and indi-
vidual choices interact to cause declining fegtifind increasing childlessness. This is a cen-

tral task for current and future research agendas.

Outline of a Theoretical and Empirical Framework fahe Analysis of Fertility Decisions

The aim of this work is to provide a differentiatédw of the factors that driviirst-birth de-
cisions.For this purpose, | will develop a theoreticahfiework of fertility behaviour and ap-
ply the concepts derived in two case studies foguen first-birth choices in a cross-national
comparative perspective. At the heart of this pdoce lies the idea that the fertility dynamics
seen in aggregated patterns result from a multitefdplans and decisions based on inter-
individually differing psycho-social and biographidackgrounds, and varying social influ-
ences and situational contexts. In most casesnttared results from rational consideration
in the context of the institutional and social (stural) environment, given individual re-
sources and constraints. In some cases of unplairted, the transition to birth takes place
without any deliberate choice (for a discussiom, Section 4.1). A pure macro-level perspec-
tive however neglects such complex micro-level psses. It must fail by design as it is inca-
pable of causally understanding how the underlyimeghanisms of individual fertility behav-

iour translate into aggregate patterns (see Bodd886; Huinink 2001b).
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The task of analysing fertility includes the invgation of the constraints under which to-
be parents choose to have a child and the conditioder which they postpone or generally
reject such a choice. Such a perspective is raatedcro-level factors, as fertility is a conse-
quence of individual choices and behaviour. Thés®ces are made not in a social void but
in a complex social environment: fertility decissoare driven by expectations and formulated
within a social context that includes referenceugs networks of kinship, and most impor-
tantly, one’s partner. These choices are embeduedei structural and institutional frame-
work that shapes not only individueloices,but also availableptionsand the relative costs
of the path one chooses to go. In this contextoffyrtunity structure is shaped fundamen-
tally by the constraints of the partner market,e¢tacational system, the labour market in par-

ticular, and more generally, the welfare state.

A cross-national perspective on fertility behavican help unravel the complex patterns of
differential effects that the structural, institutal, and cultural-normative context exerts on
fertility behaviour. Cross-national variation wilius play a vital role in the study at hand —
not least, because cross-national variations tilif@rcoincide with certain patterns in the cul-
tural, structural, and institutional framework. Tées distinct evidence that specific welfare
state orientations play a decisive role in reprasyeither traditional or egalitarian divisions
of roles between men and women. These roles peuddime gender division of labour both

within the home and between household work andfiglaémployment.

Having a child goes hand in hand with drastic cleasnig living conditions. Yet, the bur-
dens involved in childbearing and childrearing e@nly borne by women. This in turn ham-
pers women’s labour market involvement. Cataloguiragv parenthood affects men and
women differently, especially with respect to labowarket participation, has become an al-
most trivial point. Nevertheless, for any analysidertility, it is crucially important to under-
stand how the triad of gender relations, labourketaattachment, and welfare state influence
(affecting social position, labour market accessl the burden on women) affects childbear-

ing decisions.

This multi-level framework will form the theoreticand analytical foundation of the con-
tribution at hand. Importantly, all childbearingciktons will be considered here from the
viewpoint of action theory — not only from a sitieaial but also from a life course perspective

of intentional and planned behaviour. There is irtgott evidence that the increasing post-
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ponement of parenthood to more advanced ages ustinal countries is the consequence of
deliberate planning. Institutional environments amdividual rationales suggest that people
place high priority on ensuring their economic seglby staying in the labour force and de-
laying severe and irreversible transitions suclhasdecision to start a family. An analytical

framework capable of investigating fertility rataies needs to take these issues into account.

Brewster and Rindfuss specify that “...such a framréwoust have at least three features;
it must be dynamic; it must recognize the multi-eivsionality of both labor force participa-
tion and fertility; and it must be multilevel, ingmrating the institutional and normative ar-
rangements that influence individual fertility alatbor force behavior.” (Brewster & Rindfuss
2000: 291). | argue that in addition to those elamestressed by Brewster and Rindfuss, a
cross-national perspective is crucial in differatitig the various impacts of specific national

patterns that emerge from structural, institutioaald cultural-normative factors.

The contribution at hand will focus theoretically&ell as empirically on the transitions to
first-births. This follows the notion that startiegfamily involves a fundamental life course
change. Central choices culminate at this tramsitihich life-paths to take in the future,
whether to invest further in career opportunitiefazus instead on a homemaker role, and
more generally, whether one’s relationship andgins are compatible with parenthood. The
irreversibility and momentousness of the choicéndwe a child also applies when deciding
whether to have more children later. Yet, the ahitransition to parenthood and the far-
reaching consequences of this decision only applthe first child. Hence, it is likely that
people ponder this decision particularly carefully.this contribution, the term first-birth
transition is used synonymously with the transitioiparenthood, family formation, and start-

ing a family.

Contents of this Contribution

This thesis is divided into six chapters. While ffeas 1 to 4 aim at outlining the empirical
background and the theoretical foundations in otdexddress the transition to parenthood as
central indicator of fertility behaviour, Chapté&ss& 6 will provide cross-national compara-

tive case studies of first-birth transitions in ttentext of labour market participation.

Following this introductory chapter, Chapter 2 aitasprovide the reader with a general

overview of patterns of low fertility in industriaéd countries. The focus lies on describing
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central indicators and structural components, ooy birth timing, birth-parities, and the
prevalence of childlessness, as well as a genenalof the link between educational systems
and labour markets and fertility. Chapter 3 willtlme different classifications of welfare
state regimes as a framework for a cross-natiamalais. This chapter will also outline basic
differences among social policies and cultural reoreievant to fertility across various coun-
tries. Chapter 4 will turn to the microfoundatioofsfertility behaviour and focus on model-
ling the individual decision for the first child the life course. The foundations of this micro-
theoretical model rest on a theory of rational@actthat takes into account the emergence and
realization of fertility plans over time and espélgi within the life course. Chapter 4 con-
cludes the theoretical model of a cross-nationatparative analysis of individual first-birth

transitions.

This model will then be applied to two separate ieicgd analyses, presented in Chapters 5
& 6. These investigations all operate at the imtetion of labour market behaviour and fertil-
ity decisions and focus on gender differences lated choice situations. All models employ
longitudinal data in a cross-national comparatieespective. It should be stressed that the
empirical data at my disposal only allows for aited implementation of the various claims
derived from the theoretical model. Caveats aghie data applied ranks among the most re-
fined quantitative survey data currently at thepdsal of cross-national and longitudinal re-

search.

In Chapter 5, | will conduct an empirical analysisthe impact of labour market insecuri-
ties and especially of unemployment on the propersr first birth transitions. This model
employs data from the European Community HouseRaldel (ECHP) from 1994 to 2001
and compares Finland, France, Germany, and theTd& final analysis in Chapter 6 investi-
gates the role of labour market entry and initiatwpational performance for the decision to
start a family. In brief, | will address how clogehese two key transitions in life courses are
interconnected. In this context, | will pay spea@#iention to the impact of labour market in-
tegration and precarious employment. The investigas based on a cross-national compari-
son of Germany and the UK using data from the SEcmnomic Panel Study (GSOEP) and
the British Household Panel Study (BHPS) from 1892004.






Chapter Two
Background —

Patterns of Low Fertility in
Industrialized Countries:

This chapter will provide the reader with a genessdrview of the background of low fertility
regimes in industrialized countries. | will stay tracing the emergence of low fertility in
these regions (Section 2.1), and will then criticdiscuss the suitability of the various indi-
cators used to measure both aggregate fertilitytla@dtructural determinants of childbearing
behaviour, including timing and quantum of birtltsass countries. It should be noted, how-
ever, that the focus here is on the transitionai@pthood, i.e., first births. While 1 will briefly
shift focus by providing an overview of generaltpats of low fertility, this will serve to
highlight the pronounced role dlelayedfirst-birth transitions in the process of ferglitde-

cline.

Section 2.2 will complete the background picturdoo¥ fertility in post-transitional socie-
ties by presentingtructural and institutional contexts. In detail, 1 will focus on crucial
changes, key developments, and the current situatithe educational system (2.2.1), on the
labour market (2.2.2), and on how these developsnesiaite to ideational shifts and the gen-
der division of labour (2.2.3). Section 2.2 howewdoesnot focus on elaborating causal
mechanisms or on outlining codes of orientationwtngch labour markets or gender norms,

e.g., influence fertility behaviour. This perspeetivill be addressed in Chapter 3.

3 Note that throughout this background sectiondata cited for Germany before 1991 applies to MBsmany

only, while the data for the United Kingdom inclgdéngland, Northern Ireland, Scotland, and Waldss T
rule applies throughout this study except wherdiely specified.
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2.1 Facing the Facts — Low Fertility in Industrialized

Countries

The aim of this section is to develop a concis¢upécof the emergence of low fertility in in-
dustrialized countries. This is done in order tghtight the extent to which various countries
are confronted with problems of low fertility artibtextent to which different countries have
managed to recover from low fertility. Major attiemt will be paid to commonly applied fer-
tility indicators (2.1.2) and some of their limitats (2.1.3). Also crucial for understanding
fertility decline is the increasing postponemenbisths (2.1.4) and its impact on family size.
In this context, the delay of first-birth transiti@merges as a key issue in the context of fam-
ily size and thus overall fertility, as this timimigtermines the time span left for having addi-
tional children. The increasing delay of the tréiosi to parenthood also turns out to be
closely related to the percentage of the populat@maining permanently childless (2.1.6).
The negative impact of first birth postponementttom realization of fertility goals is further
underscored by the fact that desired family sizel exceed the average number of children
in several countries (2.1.5). Section 2.1.7 wiladiss the question of whether low and espe-
cially lowest-low fertility can be seen as a ralaty temporary pattern in industrialized coun-
tries or whether the related fertility behaviousstaready solidified to become a persistent

pattern.

This section starts out with an initial view on degraphic transition theory (2.1.1) that of-
fers a macro-level perspective on fertility decliather than providing a theoretical frame-
work, referring to demographic transition theorylwgerve to highlight some key determi-
nants and to provide insights into a number of comatities in the decline of fertility across
countries that will be addressed throughout SecBidn Furthermore, the examination of
these theories will also serve to stress the nidgedsa micro-analytical grounding for the in-
vestigation of fertility behaviour already discudsa the introduction. This also will allow
distinguishing the pronounced role of first-birttarisitions, which is the key focus of this

study.
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21.1 A Brief Sketch of Macro-Level Theories of Fertility"

Already in the 18 century, population dynamics in industrialised mivies were severely af-
fected by socio-economic change. Preceding thehdsitin era of high birth rates and high
mortality, the 18 century witnessed a progression from mortalitylidedo fertility decline.
The driving forces behind this development, sumeeatiin the theory of the first demo-
graphic transition (FDT), can be traced to indadization, urbanization, and secularization in
general. In particular, medical and hygienic adearthat reduced mortality, the emergence of
extra-familial production, and old-age security gnams turned children from economic con-
tributors to recipients, thus decreasing the rafidamily expansion (see Caldwell 1982).
While the onset of mortality decline initially catsa massive population expansion, this de-
velopment eventually converged with declining féyti leading to slow but steady population
growth in industrialized countries. Seminal conttibns on the issue of first demographic
transition theory have been provided by Notest8ib]l Mackenroth 1953, and Coale & Cotts
Wattkins 1986 (for an overview see Kirk 1996).

Although these effects of socio-economic circums¢gon population dynamics have been
studied thoroughly, the remarkable decline in ligytrates during the 1960s and the last few
decades of the J0century occurred completely unpredicted. The sufyplesponse to this
fertility decline was a series of theories aimediatavelling its origins. Certainly the most
well-known of these is the theory of the second agnaphic transition (SDT) originally in-
troduced by Ron Lesthaeghe and Dirk van de KaaG)L9is concept is based on the obser-
vation that the onset of fertility decline coinailavith a series of social and economic
changes. Here, value shifts form the most importiaiving force behind the secular decline
in fertility, whereby individuality and self-fulfihnent increased in importance, introducing
competing alternatives to family formation throughdhe life course (see Lesthaeghe &

Surkyn 2006). This weakened norms that previoualy testricted sexuality and parenthood

Broader overviews on the theoretical frameworkpmoyvided by Hill & Kopp (2000) and Huinink (2000).
Second demographic transition theory was deeeldp overcome limitations of a theoretical predsoe ac-
cording to the economically based Easterlin hypgith€l962; 1966), fertility is subject to long-tenyclical
movements affected by the economic opportunitigh@ifferent generations within a society. Thedthesis
assumes that these opportunities — for instancéh@mabour market — depend on the relative cosiag: If
cohorts are large, so is the competition in thatipdar generation. Low fertility is thus a dirembnsequence
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to the institution of marriage, while the availdtyilof effective oral contraceptives offered the
technical means to separate sexuality from pareuditifsee Potts 1997). Furthermore, idea-
tional aspects of relationships became more impgrtahile the institutional bonds of mar-
riage were weakened. The consequence was a decdreéise stability of marital unions,
which contributed to declining fertility levels se&an de Kaa 2002: 15f. & 25f.). These de-
velopments were also closely related to the faat Women were gaining ground in education
and on the labour market. Yet, the gender divisibdomestic labour remained widely tradi-

tional, increasing the overall burdens of mothechoo

The concept of the second demographic transitienblean challenged for a series of con-
ceptual discrepancies with empirical observatioasnely the prevalence of the phenomena in
North-West Europe. Furthermore, there exist a nunobevidely differing low-fertility re-
gimes in Europe, and the SDT theoretical framewsnkidely incapable of explaining their
cross-national and regional variance. Similar quié has also been directed at the first demo-
graphic transition theory, given that the regioveiiation in fertility patterns does not gener-
ally comply with the conditions for fertility dedlé specified there. However, in contrast to
FDT, SDT also remains mute about predictions otadpoint equilibrium or about condi-
tions for a recovery to near or above-replacementilify levels. Generally, SDT’s claim as a
fully fledged theory has been challenged, and & baen classified as a merely theoretical

concept (for a general overview of the critiques €liquet 1991 or Coleman 2004).

The substantial critique outlined above gets to hikart of the general shortcomings of
macro-level approaches in explaining fertility patis. They all share a fundamental inability
to comprehend the mechanisms driving fertility hedwar since they are not concerned with
individual behaviour or individual responses toiabchange — aside from generalized pat-
terns. As a result, these theories leave opaqueotfreections between institutional context at
the macro level and fertility behaviour at the ritevel (see Hammel 1990: 464). Aggregate-
level theories share this inability to predict depenents based on a causal understanding or
to specify conditions for a recovery from low fétyi. To develop a framework dedicated to a
cross-national comparison, generalised macro-linegries are inadequate as they are unable

to capture the multitude of facets through whictiamal particularities affect fertility behav-

of bleak economic prospects. A summary of critiqoethe Easterlin hypothesis can be found in Oppanér
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iour in a specific way. Instead, they tend to leaat thus ignore valuable information in

cross-country heterogeneity (see Kohler & Orteda22046).

Caveats aside, SDT provides important indicatiohthe central factors driving fertility
behaviour. Crucial among these are female eductjmarticipation, gender roles, and espe-
cially female labour market attachment. Though S&IE to integrate these fields satisfacto-
rily into a unifying framework, there is much evide that they are crucial to the understand-
ing of fertility decline. Thus, the structural aimdtitutional components highlighted by SDT —
including the state of the education system, theaon on the labour market, and changes in
value orientations, particularly regarding diffetiah male and female roles — will be ad-
dressed in Section 2.2. The individual-level impadftthese factors will be considered from a

theoretical standpoint in Chapter 4, and in theigogb investigations in Chapters 5 & 6.

2.1.2 Fertility Decline in the Second Demographic Transibn —

From Baby Boom to Baby Bust

Figure 1:  Total Fertility Rates (TFR) in Selected Europ€&uountries 2001
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Source: European Communities 2003.
Present-day fertility differs among the indust@all countries that have undergone the
changes in the SDT outlined above. These have leading to lowest-low fertility levels in a
number of countries, particularly in Europe. Théowing depiction of descriptive evidence
on aggregate fertility patterns is intended to mievan initial impression of cross-national
differences that reflect the overall consequendefetayed or forgone parenthood, based on

standardised and thus comparable measures. Neesghé should be noted again that ag-

(1994) and Pampel & Peters (1995).
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gregate indicators are incapable of providing asahunderstanding of what drives cross-
national differences given the multifaceted natfrandividual fertility choices. The goal here
is solely to provide a rough sketch of fertilitytigains that will be refined later with a focus on
individual fertility behaviour. In examining howJofertility has evolved, it is valuable to

take a closer look at the fertility transition betlast few decades.

Figure 2: Total Fertility Rates (TFR) in Selected Europ€untries 1960 — 2004
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Source: Council of Europe 2006, database:opean Demographic Observatory

Initially, the period following the Second World Waas characterized by fertility levels that
were well above replacement levels. During the $98te total fertility rate (TFR) in Canada
and the US reached almost four births per reprivkietye female. At that time, most Euro-
pean countries, including France, Finland, and Westmany, showed TFRs that were around
2.5 (see Table 1), and hence also well above tllaagement level. The onset of fertility de-
cline occurred between the mid-1960s and mid-19D0sing that period, most developed
countries underwent a drastic change, charactebgedpidly declining fertility compressed
into a surprisingly narrow time frame of less thraif a decade in some ca$d§or a general
overview, see Bongaarts 2002). Subsequent to thiéitfedecline, the TFR remained on a

low level in most countries. Although some up- dogvnward variations can be observed,

®  For some developed countries, the onset of fertlécline occurred later. The reasons differ batatributed

to a delay in changing values (ltaly), delayed ewoic development (South Korea), and the impacisotifi-
cal and economic regime change in the Eastern Rloz&ch Republic; see Sobotka 2004)
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there is no unambiguous trend. A number of
countries have now managed to recover tg
near or even above-replacement fertility lev-
els. Comparatively high rates can be found in
the Scandinavian countries and France and
some of the anglophone countries, including
the US and Ireland (see Fahey 2001). In con
trast, fertility decline in some developed
countries, especially in Southern and Easterr
Europe has progressed to levels of lowest-

low fertility.

Lowest-low fertility rates apply to cases of
a total fertility rate (TFR) at or below 1.3
(see Kohler, 2002). Such patterns are often
closely associated with a drastic decline in

family size and a high prevalence of child-

lessness. If a society sustains this rate over a

longer period, problems associated with
population decline and adverse shifts in age
structure are consolidatedCountries under
lowest-low fertility regimes include Southern

European nations like ltaly, Spain, and

Greece, and also Central and Eastern Euro

TheTotal Fertility Rate (TFR) is a meas-
ure, based on all births of women in their
fertile life span (ages 15 to 45), observed |n
a fixed period t (usually a calendar year). |t
displays the number of births per woman of
a given age, in dependence of the total
number of women of that adpét; x). This
static perspective assumes that the aggref

gated patterns of incidence of births at dif

ferent ages are representative of individug
lifetime fertility behaviour. That is, ob-
served annual fertility in (t) is implicitly

projected onto lifetime fertility.
15
TFR () = )_b(t x) 1)
45

Replacement Fertility describes the mini-
mum TFR, required ceteris paribus, to

maintain a stationary population. In devel
oped countries, the replacement rate is set
at 2.08 children, which is composed of two
children, as parental reproduction and an-
other 0.08 to account for female mortality

before the end of the fertile phase.

pean countries like Germany and Russia. At thednitie 1990s, the population, living in

European countries under lowest-low fertility regarexceeded 370 million (Kohler, Billari

& Ortega 2002: 641). The common background thadgHewest-low fertility regimes share,

is a significant delay in family formation bolstdrby economic and social changes, social in-

7

Kohler and colleagues note that ,a TFR of 1.3 implies a reduction of the birth cohort by 50 et and a

halving of the stable population size every 45 §&€2002: 642).
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teraction processésand institutional settings (ibid. 2002: 652ff.)ad impact of birth post-
ponement on the measured total fertility is twofdidst, the delay in births is likely to have a
negative quantum effect by diminishing the numbfebighs of higher parity, and second, if
births are generally delayed, this temporarily dases the static TFR indicator as a result of

this tempo effect (see Lesthaeghe & Willems 1999).

Table 1: An Overview of Fertility Rates in Selected Couigdr

TFR TFR TFR Highest Lowest TFR 2004 CFR

>2.1 >1.5 >1.3 TFR TFR 1967
South Korea 1983 1998 2001 6.00 (1960) 1.30 (2001) 1.30 (2001)n.a.
Japan 1957 1993 2003  3.64 (1950) 1.29 (2003)  1.29 (2003)1.82
Australia 1976 3.54 (1961) 1.73 (2001) 1.76 (2003) 2.15
Canada 1972 2000 3.84 (1959)  1.49 (2000)  1.50 (2002) 31.8
us 1972 3.70 (1957) 1.77 (1976) 2.01 (2002) 2.02
UK® 1973 2.95(1964)  1.63 (2001) 1.63 1.97
Czech Rep. 1966 1994 1995 2.43 (1974) 1.13 (1999) 1.22 2.03
Russian Fed. 1989 1993 1996 2.19 (1986) 1.17 (1999) 1.33 1.83
Finland 1968 3.16 (1950) 1.50 (1973) 1.80 1.96
Sweden 1968 1999 2.47 (1964) 1.50 (1999) 1.75 2.04
France 1975 2.90 (1950) 1.65 (1994) 1.91 2.11
East Germarf) 1972 1991 1991  2.53 (1963) 0.77 (1994)  1.06 (2002)1.80
West German?;)/ 1970 1975 1985 2.53 (1964) 1.30 (1985) 1.35 (2002)1.60
Italy 1976 1984 1993 2.61 (1964) 1.19 (1995) 1.33 1.67

Sources:  United Nations 2007ACouncil of Europe 2006? Sardon & Robertson 200#; Statistics UK 2007

for TFRs 1960 to 1981; database ftand?: European Demographic Observatory.

2.1.3  Tempo & Quantum Effects

Summarizing the above, the postponement of birldngspa pronounced role in the decline of
fertility. The commonly used TFR treats observeduah fertility as lifetime fertility. This

projection offers the advantage of immediately iging birth-rate responses to social or

8 The role of social norms of ideal family size ahd role of kinship groups as exchange networlectifig fer-

tility was originally examined by Leibenstein (1974075).
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economic change. This indicator, however, incorfgza severe bias as fertility behaviour
throughout the individual life course is not taketo consideration. Thus, if the mean age at
childbearing increases (i.e., childbearing is dethgompared to the status quogn the de-

cline in period fertility appears to be more drashian completed fertility would suggest (for
a general overview, see Ryder 1983).

The static TFR is incapable of capturing

The Cohort Fertility Rate (CFR) measures temporal effects that occur within life

lifetime fertlity at the end of fecundity of courses like birth delays or a recuperation of
women of a given birth cohorf. tCohort

postponed fertility at higher ages. Accord-
fertility requires the reproductive phase

_ ingly, birth postponement manifests itself as
to be completed and is unaffected by

. . a decline in birth rates, thus underestimating
temporary social or behavioural changes

that do not affect fertility levels perma- lifetime fertility®. A quantification of the
nently. Accordingly, this indicator re- tempo effect in various developed countries

mains unaffected by tempo effects unless is provided by Bongaarts (2002: 432ff.) His

they exert an impact on fertility quantum. findings suggest that TFRs are on average
5 0.2 higher if they are adjusted for the tempo

CFR (t) = Zb(tb+ X; X) @) effect. The magnitude of the effect increases
45

in countries that have experienced a steep

increase in the mean age at birth, i.e., where
the tempo effect caused stronger distortions ofTtRR. In agreement with this finding, Lest-
haege & Willems (1999) suggest that total fertilitpuld recover if the continued delay of
childbearing stopped. However, “...a mere halt totHer postponement of childbearing
would, in the large majority of EU countries, f&il restore period total fertility rates to the
neighbourhood of replacement-level fertility” (Lbaeghe & Willems 1999: 221; for an in-
depth discussion of this topic see also Bongaafteé&ney 1998).

In contrast, a recovery of fertility rates at oooabé the replacement level requires either an
inverse tempo effect, decreasing the mean agertht br a quantum effect increasing birth

parities or — even better — a combination of bblinwever, current developments do not point

° For an in-depth analysis of this tempo effect, s=g., Bongaarts & Feeney (1998), Bongaarts

(1999b) Lesthaeghe & Willems (1999), Kim & Scho&®(0), Lesthaeghe & Moors (2000) or
Kohler & Ortega (2002).
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either in the direction of a reversal of birth gmmstement or in the direction of a recovery
from low parities. In contrast, the mean age athhis tending to increase even further (see
Figure 3, p. 19). Lesthaeghe & Willems (1999) swggdgleat women’s self-confrontation with

their biologically limited fertility spans, will eentually curb the tempo effect. That is, to-be-
parents will realize that they cannot delay fdititlesires indefinitely. This consideration em-
phasizes that the tempo effect is a temporary phenon: The negative impact of birth post-
ponement on TFR will disappear once the delay itdiinth is suspended. Such a recupera-

tion effect was observed in the US in the late $98@r instance (Bongaarts 2002: 437).

Table 2: Cohort and Period Fertility Indicators by Country

CFR CFR CFR TFR TFR TFR

1940 1950 1960 1970 1980 1990
us 2.68 2.01 2.02 2.48 1.83 2.08
UK 2.35 2.06 1.97 2.40 1.88 1.84
Finland 2.04 1.86 1.96 1.83 1.63 1.78
West Germany 1.97 1.69 1.60 1.99 1.45 1.45
Italy 2.14 1.89 1.66 2.43 1.64 1.33

Source: Sardon & Robertson 2004

In that context, cohort fertility provides a sofitkasure of mid- to long-term fertility trends. A

common finding in developed countries undergoingagraphic transition is that CFR com-

monly exceeds the corresponding &R his difference is a consequence of both the temp
effect and increasing birth postponement, whichsotidate in the TFR measure (see
Bongaarts 2002: 421ff.).

214 The Role of Delayed Family Formation

The idea that fertility rates will eventually re@vfrom the tempo effect assumes that those
who delay childbearing will “catch up” by havingilchien at higher ages. However, fertility
postponement diminishes the time span left fordti&hring, which makes it difficult to have

the desired number of children and will probablgrease the number of couples that remain

10 Note that comparability between cohort- and téeility rates is generally limited as CFR and TFRate to
different observation periods and different pogola. In table 2 the TFRs were chosen for the yieangich
the corresponding cohorts had a high propensibjrtf transitions.



Background — Patterns of Low Fertility in Industizzd Countries 19

permanently childless (see Dorbritz 1998: 202fipiBitaneously this negatively affects family
size by diminishing higher-order births. This cahttonclusion of an interrelation between
tempo and quantum effects has been highlightednaoraber of different studies (see, e.g.,
Morgan & Rindfuss 1999; Kohler et al. 2002: 646d &wohler & Ortega 2002).

Figure 3: Mean Age at First Birth 1975 — 2005 by Country
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Sources: Council of Europe 2006; values for thetdk&n from Mathews & Hamilton 2002;
values for Finland and the UK. up to 1980 tak®m Beets 1999.
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A rough indicator of birth postponement is the mage at birth of a child of a given parity.
The mean age dirst birth is a crucial indicator, as it dictates tiad span generally left to
realize fertility intentions beyond having a singleld. Figure 3 shows the increase in mean
age at first birth as a unceasing effect. Thisdrehfertility postponement is common to al-
most all post-transitional countries. The negaimpact of the inclining mean age at birth on
fertility is also reflected in cohort fertility ras. Countries with high birth postponement, such
as Germany and ltaly, show continuously decliniogazt fertility. The United States present
a stark contrast to these trends: there, the mgaragfirst birth rose very slowly between
1980 and 2004, and the level of postponement wasrghy limited. Furthermore, in contrast
to most other industrialized countries, the inclinghe mean age at first birth remained al-
most stagnant in that period (rising by only 2.4rgg. Accordingly, cohort fertility in the US

never dropped below two children.

Nevertheless, it should be noted that the relabietween birth postponement (especially
the transition to first birth) and ultimate fertyliremains unclear. The difference in the mean
age at first birth in 2004 between the UK, Finlamdi Germany (see figure 3) did not exceed

two years of age, while fertility differentials, pecially between Germany and Finland, re-
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mained large. Particularly the Scandinavian coastof Finland and Sweden combine pro-
nounced birth postponement with comparably largeilfasizes on average. In these coun-
tries, there are obviously mechanisms at work ¢matble some people to realize their child-

bearing plans even under a limited lifetime budget.

Thus, the age of transition to parenthood telly qalrt of the story. Important factors in-
clude the institutional and structural constraithtst affect the ability to realize fertility de-
sires within the time limitations of the life coerdmportantly, aggregated indicators like the
mean age at first birth do not allow one to idgntifow different individuals and sub-
populations are likely to be affected by structdeztors. Only micro-level investigations can
unravel the factors explaining how external coristsaaffect individual fertility choices.
Chapter 3 will focus on these contextual factoesyipg particular attention to social policy
settings. Chapter 4 will theoretically investighitew the individual choice to postpone par-

enthood emerges from life course-related rationales

In tracing the phenomenon of continued birth pasgmoent, educational and occupational
attainment emerge as central causal factors (sééeKet al. 2002; Huinink 1991: 304f. for
Germany). Their impact is mainly driven by the g&sed average age at completion of full-
time education and increased female educationaicjpation as a result of educational ex-
pansion (see Blossfeld 1995; Skirbekk, Kohler &Bvgetz 2004). Furthermore, the increase
in educational attainment translates into higheaiolable labour market positions: birth post-
ponement has become especially pronounced in ¢esntwhere occupational and familial
tasks are difficult to reconcile, and particulanere traditional gender roles exacerbate the

difficulties of balancing motherhood and work ($&adfuss, Morgan & Swicegood 1988).

Additionally, Kohler and colleagues stress thathbfsostponement is more widespread in
countries with high levels of economic uncertaiimyearly adulthood, especially in Southern
Europe (Kohler et al. 2002: 655; 2006: 19). Theguanent derives from the assumption that
people tend to avoid long-term commitments likeep#inood before they have established a

sound economic situatibn

1 For a discussion of the negative impact of ecdnamcertainty on fertility, see, for example, Tél& Diewald
(2003), Kreyenfeld (2005b), or Kurz, Steinhage &8t (2005). See also Section 3.3 & Chapters 5 & 6.
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These underlying factors have pushed mean agastambtherhood to almost 30 years of
age in some countries like the United Kingdom orn@my. Sardon and Robertson (2004:
274) stress that “this postponement of first mdtbed to such advanced ages raises ques-
tions about the risks of involuntary childlessness by couples, despite the advances of
medically assisted reproduction.” A number of stsddealing with infertility at higher ages
stress that these concerns are indeed justifiedieMer, the medical factors inhibiting child-
bearing at later ages should not be exaggerateairéniew of several studies on diminishing
effects of age on fecundity, Gustafsson (2001: 34fmmarizes that between 30 and 40, the
probability of miscarriages and pregnancy compiicest generally increases, such that at age
36, 12.5% of all women experience fecundity proldem another review, Bongaarts (1982)
provides a more detailed view: he estimates theafi®xperiencing infertility between 25 and
29 at 6%. Five years later, this risk has incredsed percentage points for the same group
(30 to 34 year olds), and by another 10 percenpegets for 35 to 39 year olds. Thus, a
woman between 35 and 39 years of age has abo@baik of infertility. This is a consider-
able proportion, but given the fact that the praiporof women having their first child at this
age is limited, so are the overall effects of itifiéy on permanent childlessness. However, in-
fertility due to continued birth postponement ieely to exert a significant impact in dimin-

ishing higher parity births and hence to negatiagfgct completed fertility.

2.15 Decreasing Parities and Desired Family Sizes

A decreasing proportion of higher parity birthg&isommon picture in countries dominated by
a late onset of childbearing (considered the liates stressed in the previous section). Thus,
third and higher-order births become increasinghg while most parents tend to have one to
two children (see Lesthaeghe & Willems 1999: 21fff.Belgium, France, and ltaly; Kohler
et al. 2002: 652; Kohler, Billari & Ortega 2006:)2@8side from the limited time spans of fe-
cundity and the increasing costs of parenthood antincreasing number of children, Morgan
(2003) stresses the role of ideational changekarrationales for limiting fertility. He con-
cludes that while “first children were desired fiffective reasons [...and] second children
were rationalized as ‘family building’, to providesibling for the first child...”, the economic
function of higher-order births has meanwhile beeambsolete (ibid. 2003: 592f.; see also
Presser 2001: 180)
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Empirical investigations of fertility preferencesntirm the accuracy of this line of reason-
ing: fertility desires in post-transitional coumsi slightly exceed two children, ranging from
two children in Germany and Austria (2.0) to wdlbae replacement levels in Sweden (2.5
children); (Bongaarts 2001, 2002; for an extendeerndew, see Table 3). This two-child-
family ideal appears to be a stable pattern aarosstries, and Huinink (2001b: 6) stresses

that it is also stable across educational groups.

Table 3: Ideal Number of Children per Family — Women Agé&d-349 in 2000

Ideal number

of childrerp  CFR 1968
United Kingdom 2.50 1.97
Finland 245 1.96
Sweden 2.50 2.04
France 2.55 211
Germany East 1.90 1.80
Germany West 1.95 1.60
Italy 2.20 1.67

Sources: Y Goldstein et al. 2003:484; database: Eurobarom@@®d1:? Sardon & Robertson 2004.

Quite startling is the observation that completetart fertility levels generally fall short of
these preferences in industrialized countries. \aitthecline in cohort fertility to levels well
below the replacement level, as is the case innabeu of countries including Germany and
Italy, the gap between desired number of childread aumber of children born tends to
widen. In spite of the fact that widely availablentraceptives and advances in reproductive
medicine offer a great deal of control over repdaun, both men and women are obviously
not achieving their fertility desires. Birth postganent not only affects the realization of fer-
tility desires due to involuntary sterility and énfility: More generally, continued birth post-
ponement increases the likelihood that contextaetois will eventually become incompati-
ble with parenthood (see Bongaarts 2001: 476; Zahiggins, Emerson & Cullins 2000).

Recently, evidence surfaced that the solid patwrrithe two-child family ideal (see
Eurobarometer 1990; Bongaarts, 2001; 2002) isistptd crumble in Germany. A drop in the
desired number of children to below the two-chdeal has been reported in several studies
(see Dorbritz, Lengerer & Ruckdeschel 2005, basipuRation Policy Acceptance Study;
Marbach & Toélke 2007, basis German Familiensurvay Ruckdeschel 2007, basise Genera-

tions and Gender Survey). Similar results haveesimeen reported for Austria as well (see
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Goldstein et al. 2003; data: Eurobarometer 200Eesdeclines in desired family size to lev-
els likely to fall below two children can also bleserved for Italy and Spain (see Testa 2006;
data: Eurobarometer 2001 & 2006). This declinesjported family size ideals and childbear-
ing intentions might be a first indication that sused levels of below-replacement fertility in

these countries are now starting to consolidate @&dominant cultural pattern.

Caveats aside, caution should be taken in intéengreuch figures as trends of a declining
desire for children. The desired number of childreftect a survey-based snapshot: it is af-
fected by a multitude of factors and must be sstipguestioned as a proper proxy for life-
time fertility plans. Indeed, the realization aiditg of the transition to parenthood and sub-
sequent births are consequence of a multitude @itel and constraining factors that emerge
in the individual life course (for a more detaildidcussion, see Chapter 4). Aggregated fertil-
ity desires do not reveal either individual plarmpprocesses (particularly differences across

sub-populations) or changes in fertility desira®tighout the life course.

Furthermore, several methodological issues ardylitee introduce a bias into the cross-
national comparability of the indicator outlifédn particular, when surveying the desire for
children, one is dealing with a crucial and sewsitairea of personal life. Thus, culturally an-
chored norms regarding parenthood are likely ty plaole in cross-national differences in
respondent behaviour. Question wording and conieoiatregarding ideal or desired family
sizes pose an additional source of bias (see Baisgh@99a: 258). The decline in fertility in-
tentions is commonly interpreted as an increasmiifference towards children and parent-
hood. Whether this is true can only be answeredlaosively by detailed micro-level analysis.
Indeed, declining desires for children could wellect an attitudinal adjustment in the sense
of cognitive dissonance, resulting from the peroepbf latent incompatibilities of parent-
hood with other life domain$

Indeed, figures on birth parities for Germany sttbat about one-third of all women have

given birth to two children, while one-fourth hamely one child. These proportions remained

12 Last but not least, the conjectural decline i®rpreted relative to findings in earlier studiésr (example

Eurobarometer 1990 or the studies mentioned in Bantga2001 & 2002). However, the various investaget
on fertility intentions are limited in their comjiatity due to differing populations of analysise@arding the
sex and age groups considered) and differencdgeinvording of questions. Yet, there is sound ewidenf a
decline in fertility intentions in the German-speek countries, where the persistence of the lowilitgrre-
gimes has been among the longest in the worldriegtthe fourth decade in 2000.
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relatively unchanged between 1970 and 200@owever, the proportion of women with three
or more children has decreased by more than haifhad reached about 15% in 2000. At the
same time, the level of childlessness has risestidedly over the course of time (see Schwarz
2002). Thus, the decline in completed fertilityoisviously due to a decline in higher-order
births beyond the second child and an increaséiidlessness. Although less pronounced
than in Germany, this picture is prevalent in méstopean countries. Countries in which
higher-order birth (beyond the second child) ailemtevalent include France and Sweden in
particular (see Kohler & Ortega 2002: 154ff.). lontrast, especially the Southern European
countries of Spain (ibid. 2002: 175ff.) and Italgosv increasing levels of childlessness.
Among higher-educated women, Huinink (2001b & 20@®&tinguishes between countries
with a polarised and a non-polarised pattern ahiparities. The polarised pattern describes
the prevalence of both childlessness and two-dhitdlies. Traditional gender roles and weak
state efforts to reduce the burden on mothers tieaebrk-family conflicts, which women re-
spond to by focusing solely on one of the two dammaiesulting in either childlessness or re-
alization of family size ideals. Countries in tigiup include the Netherlands and West Ger-
many. Countries with a “non-polarized” pattern shewigh percentage of two-child families,
accompanied by moderate levels of childlessnesssamglle-child families. These countries

include — among others — Finland, France, and Swede

2.1.6 Childlessness

In most industrialized countries, the proportionpafrsons remaining permanently childless
has now risen far beyond levels that could be éxethby involuntary sterility. Childless-
ness plays a central role in explaining the feytiiecline seen in the last several decades,

which also becomes apparent when looking at casitike Sweden and France. Countries

1 The study by Marbach and Télke (2007) offers samaights into this issue.

1 In East Germany, a slight shift has even been een two to one-child families. Yet, two-childrfédies in the
East are still more prevalent than in West Gerntarith 43% vs. 35% in 2000; see Schwarz 2002).

The overall proportion of involuntarily childlesgomen is currently around five to ten percent aelreg on
age. This is a rough estimate based on the propodf women across age groups, unable to conceae (
Bongaarts 1982). These figures correspond to assumspty Schneider (1996) based on marital fertititthe
GDR. There, the proportion of married couples teatained ultimately childless was as low as six garand
hence lay close to natural levels of involuntagyriity (which could be either male or female dtey).

15
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like these, which have managed to recover to rga@acement levels of fertility, show excep-
tionally low levels of childlessness compared tai8pand Germany. What becomes clear
upon closer inspection of childlessness in consezebhorts is that most Western countries
display one of two major patterns (see Table 425). One group of countries, including
Sweden (and the also the other Nordic countrieb tié exception of Finland), the United
States, and France show comparatively low levefseaianent childlessness, and this pattern
is fairly stable across cohorts. In fact, when taees into account the average number of

children born to each woman, cohort fertility ewdmows a minor increase in recent years.

Table 4: Prevalence of Childlessness among Women in Selé&xborts by Country

1945 1950 1955 1960 1965

West Germany 12.7 14.8 19,3 22.0 27.5
UK 9.8 13.9 15.8 18.9 205
Finland® 16.5 17.4 19.1 1921 20.1
Italy 11.7 13.0 12.7 15.3 20.6)
us 12.9 15.6 16.0 15.3 15.0
Sweden 12.9 13.9 12.8 13.1 13.3
East Germany 8.2 7.1 7.6 7.8 128
France 8.1 8.3 8.3 10.2 11.7

Sources: Sardon & Robertson 2004; Dorbritz 200&tatbase for both: European Demographic
Observaton}) Gustafasson, 2001: 229 (for cohorts 1945, 1950&5).

Notes: All values in perceritvalues refer to the 1961 cohoftyvalues refer to the 1964 cohort.

In contrast, in the second group of countries, Whiclude West Germany and lItaly, low to
moderate levels of permanent childlessness in atdborts have given way to a sharp in-
crease in recent years. A particularly steep nghe proportion of childless women was seen
in the 1965 cohort, but this should be interpret@#ti some caution, as the data on this cohort
did not cover the complete fertile life span. Nekeless, the increase in permanent childless-
ness over consecutive cohorts is undoubtedly d solidl accelerating trend. This also reflects
the situation in most of the Southern European t@asmlike Spain and Greece as well as the
German-speaking countries of Austria and Switzerlgee Dorbritz et al. 2005: 372ff.). The
UK and Finland are exceptions to these patternth bave now also reached high levels of
childlessness. However, the increase occurredggsdly than in Germany, for example, and

fertility rates remain near replacement levels sttikely because in the aggregate, the inci-
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dence of childlessness among some individuals mspensated for by higher-order births
among others.

Figure 4a-4b: Kaplan Meier Estimates on First Birth Transiteomd Ultimate Childlessness
German Women and Men in Selected Cohorts.
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In cross-national comparison, childlessness in @agm- in West Germany in particular — has
reached particularly high levels, raising the quasof what specific factors account for this
phenomenon. Figures 4a and 4b display the transgaiterns to first birth among women
(left figure, p. 26) and men (right figure, p. 46)selected cohorts. The estimates reveal two
important and closely related trends. In each ssiee cohort, the birth of the first child is
postponed to a later age. Partly as a consequreeroportion of women and men who re-
main permanently childless increases in each cofitnis latter trend is displayed in the
graph, which levels off at a higher level for eatltcessive cohort. Almost no more transi-
tions to parenthood occur beyond the age of famy, the longer parenthood is postponed, the
lower fertility becomes. In other words, women wiecome mothers at a later age are likely

to have fewer children than women who start earlier

The graphs indicate that childlessness among maetistinctively higher than among
women. This is true for all cohorts except for tidest. In that cohort, many women re-
mained single or widowed due to male mortality inAdl War Il and its effect on the partner
market. In the youngest cohort (1960-65), the déifiee amounts to about 7%. This difference
in childlessness between the sexes has been dowdnfam most industrialized countries
(see, for example, Toulemon 2001 for France, Julhye &ourdais 1998 for Canada, or Bachu
1996 for the US). Several of the possible reasoms$goward for the high number of childless

men are useful for analyzing the causes of chidaiess in general. First, within marriages
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and similarly in consensual unions, men are onagestwo to three years older than women.
Accordingly, the mean age at first birth is high@r men than for women. This does not ex-
plain why there is no recuperation for men at the ef their partner’s fertile phase, however,
when the women are around age 40. A second reatates to biologically determined sex
ratios. About 105 boys are born for every 100 gikich means that young men have worse
chances on the partner market than young women.fartiéty effect of this disparity has
been highlighted by Eckhard (2006) for Germany lap&oppen, Mazuy & Toulemon (2007:
102) for France.

A further point is that breadwinner norms resultmien with an adverse or insecure eco-
nomic status having an inferior position on thetpar market. They thus have a higher likeli-
hood of remaining childless. Many men who are urleyga or have very low incomes in
Germany cannot find partners and thus have abosege rates of childlessness, and higher
rates in particular than low-status women (see f¢ti2005). Finally, a small part of the ap-
parent gender gap in childlessness may simply baauwespondent behaviour in data collec-
tion. Unlike female births, the transition to fatheod is not directly observable. A small pro-
portion of men may be unaware of having childrerlevanother group may not report father-
hood, perhaps to avoid an embarrassing situatiansnbsequent relationship (see Garfinkel,
McLanahan & Hanson 1998; Rendall, Clarke, Peteas)jiR& Verropoulou 1999). Summa-
rizing, the central finding of an increase in thhey@alence of childlessness can be traced to an
ongoing birth postponement in younger cohorts ad to effects of the partner and marriage

markets.

2.1.7 Low Fertility — Temporary Phenomenon or Consolidatel

Pattern?

Low fertility levels have spread throughout theusttialized world. Until recently, official
demographic forecasts have assumed the drop tevivefdacement fertility levels to be a
temporary process. United Nation population es@siafor example, are based on the as-
sumption that post-transitional countries will reenfrom below-replacement fertility in the
medium to long term (see Dorbritz 1998: 191f.; Baegs 1999a: 256). Indeed, a solid up-

ward trend in period fertility exists in numerousuatries including the Nordic states of
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Denmark, Finland, and Norway, while the list of ntries that have managed to recuperate
near-replacement levels is short, including the a8 France (Bongaarts 2002: 420). For
most other modern societies, however, forecasteavery above replacement levels are in-
compatible with the observation of stable patten®w fertility. Accordingly, U.N. popula-
tion projections no longer predict a recovery tplaeement fertility per se: they have instead
been adjusted to assume a consolidation of belpl@eement fertility in countries with pro-

longed patterns of low fertility (for details, sdaited Nations Population Division 1998).

These low fertility scenarios are seen especiallthe countries of Southern and Eastern
Europe, which have progressed through demogragrisition rapidly and in so doing, plum-
meted to lowest-low fertility with no recovery iight. The situation in Eastern Europe is es-
pecially difficult to predict: demographic transiti there was triggered by the political col-
lapse of the Soviet Union, and went hand in hartt am era of economic shocks and cultural
changes that have profoundly affected period figrtiOf all the former Eastern bloc coun-
tries, this process was most pronounced in Ea§ermany, where period fertility dropped to
the record low of 0.77 in 1993 (for a more detailegestigation, see Sackmann 2000). Today,

lowest-low fertility is a common picture throughdbe countries of the former Eastern bloc.

In Southern Europe, perpetually rising mean agebirdh and continuously increasing
childlessness suggest an ongoing decline in cdbditity. In a series of Central European
countries, cohort measures suggest that fertsitstiil on the decline as well. This is true es-
pecially of Germany, despite the fact that pericghsures suggest a deceptive stability. Al-
though the pace of decline has clearly slowed im@ay during the last two decades, fertil-
ity intentions — dropping only recently below twildren — combined with steeply increasing

levels of permanent childlessness nourish condeatdow fertility levels have come to stay.

2.2 Recent Developments in Labour Markets,
Educational Participation, and Gender Norms
The key goal of this section is to describe thaagibn, crucial changes, and key develop-

ments that occurred in the educational system i@e€t2.1), on the labour market (Section

2.2.2), and in families in the context of value mfp@s and predominant gender norms (Section
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2.2.3). In outlining the current context as wellvétal developments in these societal systems
and institutions| aim to complete the background picture of festiliecline in industrialized
countries.This section does howevaot focus on conceptually deriving causal mechanisms
or codes of orientation by which labour marketgyender norms, e.qg., affect fertility behav-
iour. Although | will give reference to such mectsmns at different occasions, in-depth dis-

cussion of these issues is reserved for Chapter 3.

2.2.1  The Changed Impact of Education

The promotion of educational expansion introducedng) the 1970s had a limiting effect on
fertility. Essentially this was a consequence divafold effect: first, prolonged periods of
participation in educational institutions fostereuath postponement due to the general in-
crease in time spent in the educational sy&tewhile educational expansion also generally
increased the proportion of persons in time-conegrhigher education. Second, higher edu-
cational attainment translates into a niveau efdéamnproved career opportunities and higher
opportunity costs due to forgone income (see Bédst Huinink 1991; Klein & Lauterbach
1994). This development was and is particularlgvaht for women, who were previously
disadvantaged in their access to education butpanicipated increasingly in higher educa-
tion, allowing them to catch up with men (see Bleks 1995). “Today young women [...]
stay longer in the education system than did woafesider generations” (Blossfeld & Huin-
ink 1991: 144).

Participation in Educational Institutions

The increase in female participation in time-consgnhigher education has continued to the
present day, and meanwhile, the proportion of womemgher education in most of the de-
veloped countries exceeds that of men. A highexqoial proportion of men to women in ter-
tiary education is prevalent mainly in those comstistill characterized by an inherent reluc-

tance to accept egalitarian gender roles, inclu@agmany and the UK. Southern and Eastern

18 Aside from the fact that the new emphasis on atioie led to an elongation of specific types ofaation, the
increased permeability of the educational systechlabour market demands for highly skilled emplayakso
raised the need for both longer and repeated ednahatnvestments (see, e.g., Jacob 2004 for Ggrjnan
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European countries deviate from this picture: thiEnmale participation in higher education is
also markedly higher than male participation (sehl&r et al. 2006: 653f.), although these
societies still show traditionalistic gender redas. This is most likely the consequence of
highly gender-segregated labour markets and aatmiplabour market competition given the
continued prevalence of occupational gender disoetion (see Zollinger-Giele & Holst
2004).

Figure 5: Percentage of the Population Aged 25 — 34 with
Completed Higher Education in 2004 by Countrgt @endet’
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Source: National Center for Education Statistic®2049.

Notes: Data based on ISCED levels 5A (acadeigleh education-first stage), 5B (technical and
vocational higher education), and 6 (acadehigher education second stage / doctoral studies).

With the expansion of higher education, the meam atgthe end of full-time education has
risen significantly since the 1970s. And as birtte$ore the end of full-time education are
rare’® (see Blossfeld & Huinink 1991: 164; Klein & Laubech 1994: 283), educational ex-
pansion strongly affects birth postponement. “Conspa of the evolution of university en-
rolment with the mean age at childbearing is illnating. The countries with marked in-
creases in higher education tend to be those Wéhrost pronounced delays in the mean age
at first birth” (Kohler et al. 2002: 656). An addmal effect of educational expansion was that
education systems became more permeable while tltaimrously — occupational demands

for skilled labour increased. Thus, people increglgi re-enter educational tracks, which

17 Note that the focus of comparison rests on gedifferences. ISCED levels across countries areggly dif-
ficult to compare — although the ISCED indicator siat enabling cross-national comparisons — sinfferdi
ences in the structure of educational systemstsdifislate into cross-country differences in thepprtion of
persons with a given level of educational attainhisee also Matthes & Mach 2006).

18 Underlying causes are restrictions of the timégst and a widespread economic dependence durirugioh,
hampering the ability to support a family (see Blelss1995: 10 or Skirbekk et al. 2004).
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makes educational participation a repeated and ¢é=arly demarcated life-phase (see

Briickner & Mayer 2005: 28). These findings are abqmresented in Figure 6.

Figure 6: Percentage of the Population Aged 18 — 29 Enratied
Full- & Part-Time Higher Education in 2001
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Notes: Data based on ISCED levels 5A (acadeigheh education-first stage), 5B (technical and
vocational higher education), and 6 (acadehigher education second stage /
doctoral studies). Enrolment data for Germamd Italy excluding doctoral studies.

In relation to overall enrolment ratios, participatin higher education tends to be prevalent
beyond the age of 25 in countries in which birtlstponement is particularly pronounced,
namely, in Italy and especially Germany. This resii narrowed time frames for family for-

mation at the end of full-time education.

The Impact of Educational Attainment

The improvements in (female) educational attainnasnd consequence of educational expan-
sion have been translated into substantial inceemsebtainable income and career opportu-
nities (see Blossfeld & Huinink 1991). This affe¢tee opportunity costs of parenthood,
which additionally increases the birth postponenwnhore highly educated women. Gustaf-
son (2001: 244) stresses that “the most importactiof which works for later births is the
woman'’s career cost.” The consequence of this nsdaction of higher parity births and a
general increase in the proportion of women remainiltimately childless. Huinink (2001b)
confirms this relation between higher educationtdiament and birth parity: among a set of

countries including Finland, France, East and W&smany, Italy, the Netherlands, Switzer-
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Table 5: Average Number of Years in Formalland, Sweden, and the US, academics in

Education by Gender in 2004 West Germany, Italy, and Switzerland show

the highest levels of childlessness and the

Men YWomen lowest levels of births beyond the second
us 13.1 13.4 child. Detailed empirical evidence for Ger-
U_K 13 129 many confirms this pattern. Although some
Finland 125 135
Sweden 131 136 figures suggesting that almost half of the
France 112 117 women with a university degree will remain
West Germany 13.6 13.5 permanently childless are exaggerated
Italy 11.2 11.7 childlessness is undoubtedly more common

Source: OECD Education at a Glance 2006: 41. among more highly educated Worﬁ‘én

This picture of a close relation between highercation and lower fertility becomes more
ambiguous when observing childlessness among mignough postponing fertility during
educational participation is common among men, rhighly educated men dwt show sig-
nificantly lower levels of permanent childlessndéisan the rest of the male population (see
Schmitt & Winkelmann 2005 for Germany). Obvioudlye breadwinner capabilities of more
highly educated men provide advantages on the grarrarket that foster catching up with
less educated men at higher ages. The conflictdmtyparenthood and career opportunities

obviously still only exerts a mild effect for memgontrast to women.

Aside from these apparent mechanisms that linlea®ing educational attainment to fertil-
ity postponement and opportunity costs, the retehas highlighted education’s mediating
effects on fertility limitation: educational attament not only improves labour market chances
but also restructures access to alternatives tenffawod (Axinn & Barber 2001: 482). One
such mechanism is that higher educational attaihmenures aspirations beyond parenthood,

fostering alternative means of status attainmeotgi@an 1990; Easterlin & Crimmins 1985).

19 This assumption is based on evidence from then&erMikrozensus (findings provided by Engstler &rive
ning 2003). Schmitt & Wagner (2006), however, shitvat these figures far overestimate the proportibn
childless women with a university degree in Germdng to limitations in the data analysed.

A series of studies on Germany from the early0s98aimed that higher educational attainment exapost-
poning effect but doesot reduce ultimate fertility (see Blossfeld & Huinirl©91; Blossfeld & Jaenichen
1992). However, empirical evidence sheds doubthenassumption that more highly educated women will
catch up at higher ages (see Bruderl & Klein 19B8}h postponement is commonly assumed to exeraa-qu

20
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Furthermore, improvements in women’s access toaductend to translate into increases in
their relative power in relationships. Women withhigher educational attainment thus not
only have a wider array of options beyond parerdhmat also an improved ability to protect
their interests and to limit their fertility on thmasis of their relative bargaining position. Fi-
nally, educational attainment increases the knogdeaf contraceptive methods as well as the
use of contraceptives (Axinn & Barber 2001: 483)isTis also reflected in the finding that
extraordinarily high rates of teenage parenthoedeapecially prevalent in the liberal welfare
states of the United States and the United Kingdehere sex education remains underde-
veloped. In these countries, teenage parenthoaditi@ns have been found to be closely re-
lated to below-average educational attainment poidnirth (see Kiernan 1997; see Ermisch &

Pevalin 2003 for evidence from the UK).

2.2.2 Labour Markets and Rising Female Labour Force

Participation?

This chapter is devoted to outlining the developmamational labour market structures in
comparison. In detail, | will focus on the develagmnts in female labour market participation,
part-time employment, increasing occupational inséies, including unemployment — par-
ticularly youth unemployment — as well as in pul@ioployment in order to depict character-
istics of national labour markets as a backgrountettility. This chapter willnot provide a
conceptual distinction among institutional patteansl structuring mechanisms in the context
of welfare state orientations (see, e.g., Espindeksen 1999) or in the context of employee-
firm relations and market coordination (see, ddgl] & Soskice 2001), respectively. Such ty-
pologies and the predominant institutional mechagig welfare states and market coordina-

tion will be discussed with reference to fertiliighaviour in Sections 3.1 & 3.3.

The increase in female labour market participa(idfP) % is closely linked to the effects

of educational expansion. While improved educatiattainment fosters normative sentiments

tum effect (see Lesthaeghe & Willems 1999) by r@tmbigher-order births and by the likelihood ofldless-
ness, which is higher among women with an acaddatcee (see Schmitt & Wagner 2006).

Note that all data reported in this section agplyhe working age population (15-64). All data @ermany
before 1991 refer to West Germany only. Exceptiorthese rules only apply where specified expiicitl
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supporting self-realization outside the family, rgal employment provides the economic

foundation to act independently. At the same timgher education increases the opportunity
costs of parenthood by affecting obtainable incofmeally, it exerts distinct pressure to par-

ticipate in the labour market, given that costlg dime-consuming human capital investments
otherwise tend to deteriorate (Mincer & Ofek 1982).

Table 6: Female Labour Force Participation Rates 1960 — 2§0Bountry

1965 1975 1985 1995 2005 E"ﬁt'(f |2_goPs

UK 48.8 55.0 63.2 67.9 68.6 80.1
Finland 62.6 67.7 73.9 69.8 73.2 76.1
Sweden 53.8 67.9 79.3 7R 766 80.7

France 46.2 53.0 56.1 60.2 64.3 74.9
Germany 49.0 50.8 52.5 61.5 67.4 80.4
Italy 34.6 29.9 40.6 42.8 50.7 74.5
EU15 n.a. 43.7 51.1 57.6 63.3 78.5

Source: OECD Employment and Labour StatisticsyB0@ourceOECD online-database.
Note: Values for Germany before 1991 appWst German only.

Female labour force participation has been risitegdily in recent decades (see Table 6)
mostly undeterred, even by cutbacks in the econaydte (see Rubery, Smith, Fagan &
Grimshaw 1998: 13). In Germany, for example, a matdepercentage of women with a voca-
tional education were already participating in thieour market in the early 1950s and 60s
(see Tolke 1989, Huinink 1991: 299). While theseipi@ation rates were mainly a conse-
quence of a high demand for labour in a periodoohemic boom, consolidated increases in
labour market participation of women with a shiftvards skilled labour have been observed
since the 1970s.

Such patterns of improving female opportunitieshi@ labour market however, provide no
simple links to fertility behaviour. While it hasén stressed that fertility decline is essen-
tially a result of birth postponement, “...this pamtement-quantum interaction depends

mainly on the compatibility between formal laborde participation and children” (Kohler et

22 The Labour Force Participation Rate displays éfetion between working age population and persgesl 15
to 64 who have joined the labour force. Aside fremployed persons, unemployed persons are alsalixtlun
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al. 2006: 667). Aggregate figures of female labmarket participation offer a general im-
pression how well women are integrated into thelalforce of a society. Mere participation
rates, however, conceal how many of those workimgnen are mothers already and how
many of them have yet to make their fertility clesicThat is, these figures are unsuited to de-

rive how labour market behaviour and fertility obes are interrelated.

An example will serve to illustrate this limitatiohstart from the initial assumption that
parenthood and paid work are competing life domalie Scandinavian countries are the
most advanced with respect to educational attaibraed labour market participation of
women. (Lesthaeghe & Willems 1999: 223). Still tifdy rates in these countries are com-
paratively high. In contrast, countries with relaty low female labour force participation
like Italy, Greece, or Spain show fertility ratdmt rank among the lowest in Europe. This
paradox has been stressed by various authors amtasized ashe changing sign effedh
the correlation between period fertility (TFR) daBlour force participation (see for example
Esping-Andersen 1999; Brewster & Rindfuss 2000; ZhMira 2002; Rindfuss, Guzzo &
Morgan 2003; Engelhardt & Prskawetz 2004). Expliamat for this changing correlation are
numerous, including income effects, (in-)flexibilin working hours (Ahn & Mira 2002), un-
employment (Engelhardt & Prskawetz 2004) and aerattague reference to unobserved

cross-country heterogeneity (Kégel 2002).

The correlation of two aggregate indicators — tR&RTand the female LFP — however leads
to an analytical dead end. Importantly, it remaimlear, under which conditions women
choose to combine paid work and having a child: Dibe institutional setup support a com-
bination of gainful employment and motherhood, & mothers forced to work in order to
balance latent economic insecurities? Answers @sdlguestions would offer important con-
tributions in understanding the relation betweeunctural factors and the emergence of indi-
vidual fertility choices. Instead, the discussidrthis question is concealed beneath an overall
indicator that does not only aggregate across ididals but also across countries. Yet, espe-
cially the focus on national particularities proesssubstantial advances in the understanding
of the relation between labour market participataord fertility. The way in which cross-

country differences provoke differences in indiatibehaviour requires a careful investiga-

the denominator. Interpreting this indicator aseaegal measure of labour market access of men antew
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tion of how individual fertility decisions are atfied by labour market constraints and the in-

stitutional makeup of a country.

Judging from the circumstances in societies in tiigh female participation rates in full-
time employment coincide with fertility rates n¢he replacement level (Sweden and France,
e.g.) the institutional framework plays a crucialer(see Pfau-Effinger 2000; Morgan 2003 or
Aaberge, Colombino, Del Boca, Ermisch, FrancescBagqua & Strgm 2005, e.g.). An at-
tribute, shared by many high fertility countriesaispecific approach in social policies to sup-
port equality in gender relations and an alleviatad work family conflicts. This also in-
cludes the notion that female labour force parétigm is a common characteristic of modern
societies and that solving work-family incompatitisds requires the promotion of egalitarian
rather than traditional gender roles. Furthermandfurally embedded guidelines of the
“ideal” division of labour between men and womenaircountry (see Pfau-Effinger 1996:
464) also play a crucial role in explaining fetyilbehaviour in the context of labour market
participation. The interaction between social noohgender role differentiation on one side
and the institutional framework on the other sids ked to numerous national particularities
in individual responses to the work family confli¢the impact of the institutional framework

on rationales of combining work and family will Descussed in detail in Chapter 3.

In the choice, to either combine work and mothechop instead to focus exclusively on
one of the domains, not only the reconcilablenésgspa vital role but also labour market op-
portunities (stratified by educational attainmesuid the necessity to work in order to main-
tain financial and economic integrity. Yet, womae atill disadvantaged in the labour mar-
ket. Their situation is characterised by lower ol#ble incomes relative to men (see Blau &
Kahn 2000), and a higher exposure to job relatsdaurities and unemployment. These gen-
der differences in the labour market meanwhile tenkvel up. Still, this process progresses
slowly and a complete harmonization remains ungerta the mid 2000s, male labour force
participation in the EU15 exceeded that of womerabgut 15 percentage points (see Table
6) but especially from the 1970s to the early 199@sgap between female and male labour
force participation narrowed significantly (see g 7). In the Scandinavian countries, which

have always displayed outstanding performance @& dévelopment towards equal labour

may be misleading in cases where labour markes itrskhe form of unemployment are gender-biased.
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market opportunities of women and men, this difieeehas meanwhile dropped below five
percentage points. And with the exception of Dernamale unemployment rates have al-

ready fallen short of male unemployment rateslilNaldic countries (see OECD 2007a).

Figure 7: Gender Gap in Labour Force Participation 1960052y Country
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Source: OECD Employment and Labour Stai2@07b. SourceOECD online-database.

Note: 1) The gap in Labour Force Participation weadculated by subtracting female from
male participation rates. Displayed values egent percentage points.
2) Values for Germany before 1991 apply to &&stmany only.

Nevertheless, a key issue that undermines equalrayyities of women in the labour market,
particularly in countries that keep work-family ¢lcts institutionally unresolved, is that
women have to restrict either their childbearingngl or their labour market engagement. A
central labour market characteristic that reflébtsse responses is the prevalence of female
part-time work (see Hakim 1997; Brewster & Rindfi¥0: 281; Stier, Lewin-Epstein &
Braun 2001). In countries, where work family coctffi are dominant, the proportion of female
part time work has risen to considerable levelspiEoal evidence shows that in Germany,
the transition to motherhood has a massive effacteducing working hours (see Drobnic,
Blossfeld & Rohwer 1999; Trzcinski & Holst 2003) that sense, it is not surprising that fe-
male part-time work is especially common in Germang the UK, where the supply of pub-
lic or private childcare is either limited or cgstFurthermore, part-time jobs are frequently
associated with “...low qualified occupations witthegative impact on women'’s career op-
portunities.” (see Aaberge et al. 2005: 133). Itikely that women take into consideration
that the transition to motherhood will hamper tHabrour market integrity. Thus, in societies,
where role incompatibilities between work and famake prevalent, especially higher edu-

cated women increasingly face incentives to postpmrto avoid motherhood.
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The emergence of female part-time work is alsoef@st by labour market insecurities:
Combining male full-time- with female part-timeaMs a basic division of occupational risks
in countries where otherwise traditional gendeesoare dominant (see Esping-Andersen
1999: 70). The increase in labour market insecuierged since the 1980s and particularly
since the second half of the 1990s. It manifests massive incline of fixed-term-contracts, a
rising prevalence of unemployment, and more gelyeaal increase in precarious employment
with less stable and predictable career trajeofsee, e.g., European Parliament 1996 for
Finland or Kurz 2002, Diewald & Sill 2004 & Tolkeéd@4: 5f. for Germany). Such shifts es-
sentially affect population groups with a limitexbbur market integration, particularly young
adults and — with cross national gradation — worokmll ages (see Aaberge et al. 2005:
131f.) Importantly, spreading insecurities do notyofoster dual earner strategies as insur-
ance against economic risks, but they also hangueilyf formation due to uncertain eco-

nomic prospects (Kreyenfeld 2005b for Germany).

Table 7: Emergence of Female Part-Time-Employment 1973 -3 290Country

1973 1983 1993 2003 Alz?)zz
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 199dlyato West Germany only.

Especially the experience of unemployment in oraely edult life undermines the economic
fundaments of a future family, and renders breadeiircapabilities as uncertain (see Tdlke &
Diewald 2003 for Germany; see generally Blossf&llijzing, Mills & Kurz 2005). Conse-
guence of such insecurities is a general delayilleearing, until individual labour market
risks have been contained. This applies espedialgountries, where the capability of the
welfare state to provide social insurance agaiisgsris limited. Additionally, high unem-
ployment among young adults is likely to fosterdabmarket behaviour that aims at consoli-

dating the occupational position prior to parenthooorder to protect against future insecuri-
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ties (Kohler et al. 2002: 667). Particularly in 8uwern Europe, “...social exclusion accumu-

lates massively among the ranks of the unemplogedgy adults.” (Mayer 2001: 107).

Yet, the relation of this indicator is not as ggtdaforward as the first glance suggests: In
France as well as in Finland youth unemploymemsuisstantial, although fertility levels rest
near the replacement level. In contrast, birth pastment is extensive in Germany and the
UK, whereas both countries show traditionally le@vdls of youth unemployment. However,
what appears to be a contradictory finding showddirterpreted with caution. How unem-
ployment in ones early adult life hampers familynfiation over the life course requires a mi-
cro-level as well as a life course focused analysigin, aggregate level data only tell part of
the whole story, being incapable to provide a clagderstanding of the underlying mecha-

nisms that drive the interaction between occupatistatus and individual fertility behaviour.

Table 8: Emergence of Youth-Unemployment 1975 — 2005 byr@y

1975 1085 1095 2005 "0 UE
Italy 12.8 33.9 31.9 24.0 7.8
France 7.8 25.6 25.9 22.8 9.9
Finland 5.5 9.7 29.9 20.0 8.5
Germany 5.6 9.9 8.2 15.2 11.3
UK 8.7 17.8 15.3 12.2 5.1

Source: OECD Employment Outlook 2007.

Notes: 1) Youth Unemployment as defined tsdbased on ages 15 to 24;
2) Values for Germany before 199plapo West Germany only.

Additionally, national particularities in Germanpdathe UK tend to bias the cross-national
comparability of these figures: In Germany an alnaidigatory system of three years of vo-
cational education combined with continued schaptends to diminish youth unemployment
rates although prospects may still be bleak aftisrtraining period. In the UK, limited eligi-

bility for unemployment support tends to obscure tecording of youth unemployment,

which is instead observed as economic inactivigstlbut not least, cultural differences may
affect the individual perception of risks, and ilést behaviour may accordingly differ across

countries.

Turning from youth unemployment to gender diffeemmoverall unemployment rates, a
central observation is that women are still expased higher risk of becoming unemployed

in most industrialized countries. However, acrossoge a tendency towards a convergence
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of male and female unemployment rates can be obdexwd parallels the convergence in la-
bour market participation rates of men and womeet, ¥ross-national differences in this
process are substantial. In Southern European esyvomen are still exposed to a distinc-
tively higher risk of becoming unemployed than mienltaly, throughout the second half of
the 1980s, female unemployment exceeded male upngmpht by about ten percentage
points. This massive unemployment risk is an imgivesindicator of the limited integration
of Italian women into the labour force. Also in Reca, female unemployment rates tradition-
ally exceed those of men.

Figure 8a-8f: Gender-Specific Unemployment in the EU15 an8étected Countries
1970 — 2005 by Gender
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Source: OECD Employment and Labour Statistics BO8durceOECD online-database.

Note:  All values in percent. Values for Germanfpl=1991 apply to West Germany only; Data forthée
unavailable before 1985.

In contrast, the unemployment risk for women in 8areand Finland, but also in the UK has

reached similar levels as the male unemploymest tatrecent periods, female unemploy-
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ment even fell below the rate of male unemploymanmost of Scandinavia, the UK, and
lately also in Germany. Especially during the deepession in the mid-1990s, women in
Finland and also in the UK have shown a much lowemployment risk than m&nThis is
most likely consequence of the fact that women nwvhda increasingly gain ground in skilled
occupations that came through the labour markstsccomparatively well (see Haapakorpi
1995 for Finland).

Furthermore, gender-specific labour market segntientdavours women in terms of un-
employment risks: in almost all industrialized ctiies, women are overrepresented in the
service sector, which has been showing more praf@iowth than the now almost stagnant
industrial and agricultural sectors, thus offerangroader array of employment opportunities.
Finland provides a particularly good example ofsthelevelopments. There, the collapse of
the Soviet Union led to severe cutbacks in agnicaltand industrial trade with a major im-
pact on the labour market (see European Parliat#98). The occupations least affected in-
cluded the service sector and high-skilled professi which resulted in relative improve-
ments in female labour market opportunities andltieg in comparatively low levels of fe-
male unemployment during that period (see Pfaugéi 2000: 193). Again, male-female
differentials are central indicators of labour ner&tructure and of women'’s integration into
the labour force. Fertility rationales in the lighitindividual unemployment (or of high un-
employment rates that signal insecure prospectsaalifferent story. The individual experi-
ence of unemployment suggests different fertilayianales for men and women, and also
across educational groups (see Kreyenfeld 200@bider & Corijn ). Chapter 5 will provide

an in-depth analysis of the fertility effects oétimdividual experience of unemployment.

An additional labour market characteristic thattidguishes the Scandinavian countries
from other industrialized countries is their hidgtage of public employment. Women are over-
represented in this type of employment, which Ievant for fertility issues as these occupa-
tions commonly support parents in terms of flexipilmonetary family support, and legal set-

tings. This minimizes the economic risks of parenthand improves the ability to reconcile

23 A word of caution should be added for the appiydow female unemployment in the UK. Due to tiraited
unemployment benefits in the UK, unemployed womemg® into the hidden labour force. Accordingly, mman
female labour market re-entries occur from inattivithe lack of public unemploy-ment benefits caugeese
women to disappear from the official unemploymeatistics, leading to an underestimation of femalem-
ployment, especially in periods of bleak labour ke&prospects.
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work and family. The near-replacement levels of Table 9: Public Sector Employment

fertility in the Nordic countries have also been at in 2003 by Country

. . . Women in the
tributed to this high share of public employment, Total Public Secto
which accounts for about one-third of all occupa- sweden 34.4 728
tions. The downside of an expanded public secto France 30.2 n.a.
however, appeared in the Scandinavian countrie_Finland 27.6 69.9

. - : )
during the labour market crisis of the early 19905 20.0 64.9
: . : us 16.6 57.2
when the high costs of funding public employmen
, - Germany 157 50.1
seriously hampered the government's ability tc Italy 151 £3
support recovery from economic recession. Sources: ILO Bureau of Statistics 2007,

_ _ _ (author’s calculations)? Eurofund 2007.
The above discussion has outlined central char-

acteristics of labour markets affecting female emplent. However, the causal mechanisms
that link fertility behaviour to individual laboumarket participation are complex and require
a more detailed analysis anchored at the micrd.l@¥gs perspective will be discussed theo-

retically in Chapter 4 and empirically analyseimapters 5to 7.

2.2.3 Ideational Changes and Gender Roles

This chapter will complete the background pictureexlining fertility, outlining key changes
in values and norms regarding attitudes towardsiawg, parenthood, and — more generally —
gender relations that have occurred in recent adexad/hile addressing the role of cross-
national differences and developments in underlginigural patterns such as secularization,
this chapter will not focus on analyzing the medsiaas by which cultural shifts interact with
institutional orientations and structural factocs affect fertility behaviour, but will leave

these issues for Chapter 3.

The coincidence of ideational shifts with a notahlerease in female educational participa-
tion and labour force attachment indicates a ctekdionship between these processes jointly
affecting fertility. The fundamental change in vedurelates to a “...reduced legitimacy of
normative regulation and authority, increased sg@rh and [...] increased tolerance for al-
ternative life-cycle structuring” (Lesthaeghe & Med000: 212). Van de Kaa (2001: 295)

dates the beginning of this development to the 18i80s and links it to a general shift to-
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wards postmaterialism in industrialized countrieflecting social egalitarianism and a de-
clining adherence to traditions and customs. (s&k 2001: 297; for general discussion, see
Inglehart & Welzel 2005). Abraham Maslow’s concepthanging needs is a cornerstone to
explaining the emergence of post-materialist vallieassumes that when basic needs like
physical well-being and security have been satisftee individual’'s focus shifts towards
higher-order needs like social approval and sdliaization. In fact, most modern countries
provide conditions in which basic needs are raatlgtake. The essence of this social change
affecting fertility decline can be traced to weakgnnormative expectations regarding mar-
riage, sexuality, and parenthood and the increasmmghasis on individual autonomy and self-
actualizatiof (see van de van de Kaa 1987: 7; Lesthaeghe & Ned@67: 38).

In this process, parenthood has lost its primetioosin the life course as the prime means
of self-actualization and status attainment (seegslio 2003: 592). The growing acceptance
of women pursuing paths aside from marriage or evbitod has in turn fostered female edu-
cational and labour force participation. Postponanog parenthood became possible because
weakening norms also affected social expectatiegarding “proper” birth timing: the tight
corset of closely determined life course transgibas been loosened, and today there is little
that determines birth timing aside from biologitialits and perhaps the partner market (see
Presser 2001). The availability of effective metlimantraceptives has provided the general
possibility to plan and determine birth timing. Butly the increase isocial acceptancef
these methods through continued secularizatiomtzae widespread use of birth control pos-
sible (see van de van de Kaa 1987: 5f.). The weaagesf religious norms that has allowed
parenthood to separate itself from the instituidmarriage has also undermined the monop-
oly of this institution as being the sole legitimailace for sex and cohabitation. The result
has been a significant decline in marriage ratesmguhe 1970s and increasing acceptance of
alternative living arrangements. Between 1970 amal ¢arly 2000s, marriage rates have
dropped by almost half in most western industralizocieties (see Sardon & Robertson
2004: 302f.).

24 van de Kaa summarizes these changes in valuptaiien as changes in — as he puts itMeltanschauurig

(van de Kaa 2004a: 9)
An exception here is again Sweden, where marmaiges were very low even in 1970, preceding thelde-
ments in most other countries by several years.

25
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The effects of secularization, however, dif-Table 10: Extra Marital Births per 100

fer across Europe: Under traditional schemes, Live Births in 1970 & 2000

a relationship requires institutionalisation to 1970 2000
be socially accepted. This also fulfils the func- Sweden 18.6 55.3
tion of making a public promise of mutual East Germany  13.3 51.5
long-term commitment. If, however, the bind- ~_France 6.8 42.6
ing character of marriage is eroded in the UK 890 395

Finland 5.8 39.2
process of changing values (see Table 11, next US 10.7 332
page), this also undermines the ability of this  \yest Germany 5.5 18.6
institution to provide a lasting safe harbour for Spain 14 17.7
a child. Accordingly, parenthood and marriage _!taly 2.1 9.7

. . . Source: Sardon & Robertson 2004.
are still closely bound in countries where — ~°UT¢e Sardon &Roberson

deeply embedded religious norms continue to stracseciety. This includes the Southern
European countries of Italy and Spain, where Catisoh still profoundly affects the social
environment. The example of West Germany shows-tathough the country appears to be
profoundly secularized — religious norms are stilplicitly embedded in societal institutions:
legal claims and eligibility for parental benefdase in various respects restricted to married
parents (see Wrohlich & Dell 2005). In contrasg thstitutional framework of the GDR was
deliberately disassociated from religious normsirduthe decades preceding reunification,
thus exerting a profound secularizing effect ontEzsrman society as a whole. To this day,
this process has left a deep imprint on social soamd individual behaviour. Accordingly,
out-of-wedlock births there are quite common, prdg a picture of East Germany resem-
bling the Scandinavian countries or France (se&cpéarly Leridon 1990; see Table 10)
more than West Germany in various concers. Theaede to out-of wedlock births provides
an initial impression of how cultural patterns afféertility behaviour, although the link be-
tween secularization and fertility is certainly maomplex than this sketch suggests (a more
detailed discussion follows in Section 3.4). Thatca finding is that ideational shifts affect
the context of fertility behaviour substantiallyndathis process differs across welfare states
because the interplay between changing values aldral background produces different

outcomes.
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Table 11: Total Divorce Rates per 100 Another important aspect related to value

Marriages in 1970 & 2000 change and relevant for fertility development is

1970 2000 the increasing instability of marital and consen-
Sweden 23.3 54.9 sual unions, and the emergence of “patterns of
Finland 16.9 51.2 sequential promiscuity” (Brickner & Mayer
UK 16.0 420 2005: 28). The shifting focus towards self-
S;T;Znﬁ) 122 :::: actualization has strengthened the affectual as-
italy 51 o pects of intimate relationships (see Giddens

_ 1992). As a result, decreasing mutual attraction
Sources: Sardon & Robertson 2004; Council of

Europe 2006database: European often leads to a higher propensity towards sepa-
DemographicObservatory. _ ' _
Notes: 2 Figures are based on joint rates in ration where normative bonds no longer main-

East and West for both 1970 & 2000

b value applies to 1998. tain the integrity of partnerships. On the aggre-

gate level, these trends manifest themselves in
a higher prevalence of marriage dissolution andrmde® (see Table 11). Sweden and Finland
rank among the countries with particularly highatise rates, which reflects high levels of in-
dividual autonomy but also gender equity, basetheneconomic independence of women in
these countries. The situation in Italy represémsopposite pole: there, divorce rates are low
and have only increased slightly since the 197%0¢hik country, gender relations are still de-
termined to a great extent by traditionalism, agmdle labour market participation is particu-
larly low, resulting in a higher proportion of e@mically dependent women. Yet, in a broad
cross-national perspective, the link between dieoetes and aggregate fertility does not pro-
vide a concise picture. It is likely that sociegaid institutional particularities translate the
consequences of changing values into differentstygfefertility behaviour. This provides a
further argument in favour of a micro-level perdpecto understand the relation between
cultural patterns and fertility behaviour, whichiyomerge into aggregate fertility in the sum
of their particularities. The underlying argumestthat widespread birth postponement in-
creasingly tends to limit the time span availalolefamily formation. The increasing instabil-
ity of relationships nourishes the likelihood thmgtople will either be unable to establish a
lasting partnership or that their partnership waok develop a level of reliability, deemed suf-
ficient for family formation. A number of empiricdindings based on micro-level analysis
support this line of argument (see Klein 2003, Eck?2006 for Germany; Coppola & Di Ce-
sare 2007 for ltaly & Spain).
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Changing Gender Roles

Closely interwoven with changing values is the aomhent of traditional gender roles and
the increasing emphasis on gender equity. Justadgional female gender roles have lost
their universal acceptance, the level of femal®@labmarket participation has increased sig-
nificantly. Market employment is no longer the axsive domain of men. But while occupa-
tional gender roles have changed significantly Seskice 2005: 173ff.), family roles have
remained remarkably segregated between men and nv@ee Kroska 1997; Noonan 2001
for the US). Today, men contribute more to housé&wehnile women do slightly less. Yet,
overall, the distribution of tasks within the faynfiails to show signs of a fundamental shift
away from the traditional division of domestic lalbqsee Shelton & John 1996: 300). A
cross-national comparison of the division of housdwprovides empirical evidence that in all
countries observed, women’s share of domestic takderly exceeds the contributions by
men (see Fuwa 2004). The most egalitarian distobuif household labour between men and
women is found in the Scandinavian countries, idiclg Norway and Sweden, although East
Germany, Canada, and the US also show relativgllg male contributions. The high rate
found in East Germany is most likely because tlséitutional settings in the GDR favoured
egalitarian gender roles and supported femaletifal- employment, which appears to have
exerted an effect up to the present day. In contths division of housework in West Ger-
many is more traditional, and the share of maldrdmutions ranks close to that in the UK or
the Netherlands. The countries with by far the mi@stitional division of domestic labour in-
clude Ireland, Italy, and Japan (ibid. 2004: 79He commonality across the countries men-
tioned is that male involvement — in paid work anchousework — has not changed funda-
mentally during the last decades (see Geist 208&) women, however, a general focus on
family and a desire for parenthood in particulaacly limits occupational perspectives and
opportunities.

“In advanced economies today, women are able tgpetanin the labor market as equals

so long as they are not constrained by their fanalgs. Women who value their involve-

ment in individual-oriented institutions are thenef faced with a dilemma if they perceive

a potential future family role is inconsistent witheir aspirations as individuals.”

(McDonald 2000: 438).
The situation in Italy may serve as an exampléisf tontradiction. There, young men tend to

leave the parental home at a relatively high ageheir late 20s. Until then, these men ex-
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perience socialization in a highly traditional exwviment. If they enter a union, their female
partners are usually a few years younger but hieady experienced several years of an in-
dependent lifestyle. The mutual role expectatidnthe partners are hence likely to be a con-
stant source of tensions. The transition to padiexaggerates this contradiction between a
traditional female role and individual aspiratiasfswvomen, which is likely to foster their re-

luctance towards motherhood (see Presser 2001: 182)

The incompatibilities between female gender rofete expectations, and female aspira-
tions decisively affect both fertility and labourarket behaviour. The decline in fertility re-
flects the incompatibility between female rolestlie family and on the market. But while
many women try to combine occupational and familgs, employers’ anticipation of these
doubled burdens also results in occupational getiderimination (see Bielby & Baron 1986;
Beblo 2001: 13f.; Soskice 2005: 174). Furthermdinese attempts also shape occupational
sex segregation. Women are more integrated intoutaimarket segments and work contexts
where the tasks resemble traditional female famolg<®, and which are compatible with
domestic tasks in general and childrearing in paldr (see Bielby & Baron 1986 & Brown
1998 for the US; Corsten & Hilmert 2001: 30; Sosk#005: 173; see Erlinghagen & Knuth
2002: 32 for Germany; for a cross-national perspecee Charles 1992 & Charles & Grusky
2004).

Yet, where labour market requirements in some cattoips become too demanding, im-
posing limitations on temporal flexibility and sgdtmobility, these incompatibilities extend
to parenthood as well. (see Oppenheimer 1973). Usuieh settings, a more egalitarian dis-
tribution of housework is the central means toessdi women from the burden of traditional
tasks. Essentially, egalitarian gender attitudesneh (rather than those of women, who —
given a traditional status quo — are on the rengiend) have been found to be a crucial fac-
tor in the distribution of domestic tasks (see Beed4994: 349; Shelton & John 1996: 306).

With respect to parenthood, there is some evidémattoday the affectual component of

father-child relationships is becoming increasirnighportant, particularly among younger co-

26 Empirical findings for Swedish women with an @demic degree underline these findings: the evidenge

gests that fertility varies substantially with ttype of higher education. Women with a teaching or theahre
degree show comparatively high fertility, while wemin aesthetic or humanist occupations show Iatilife
and high rates of childlessness (see Hoem, Neyeandersson 2006).
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horts (see Rindfuss & Brewster 1996 for the US;das & Riiling 2005 for Germany). But
while egalitarianism in gender roles is increastayly and childcare in particular remains a
largely female domain, social policies promoting eggalitarian gender ideology have been
found to be positively associated with male conititns to childcare and housework. This is
perhaps one reason why countries that promote gesiety have fared better in terms of
fertility development, especially if they providegtive incentives to foster male participa-
tion in domestic and particularly parental taske(&eist 2005; Hook 2006). This is the case,
for instance, in France (see Dienel 2003), Finlamd Sweden (see Hoem 2005) — all coun-

tries that rank among the highest in fertility sabe European comparison.
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Institutional Regimes and Fertility

Chapter 2 provided a general background pictureeoént developments of fertility and of
key institutions of relevance in this context. Basa this background, the aim of this chapter
is to provide a frame of reference for a crossemati comparison based on a general typology
of institutional regimes with focus on welfare starientation, gender issues, life course out-
comes and the underlying cultural patterns (Pfdingdr 2000: 239 suggests a similar ap-
proach). The goal is to gain a deeper understandindow institutions affect fertility behav-
iour across welfare regimes. Essentially, | wiladbere with how the respective settings are
intertwined with the specific cultural, institutialh and socio-structural characteristics of a
given country, and how these factors interact impshg life course outcomes in general, and
fertility behaviour in particular. In detail, | wifocus on gender inequalities as consequence
of welfare policies, and | will argue that thesedfics are crucial for understanding cross-
national differences in fertility regimes. The fings outlined on the previous pages regarding
both national particularities in institutional bgckund and fertility development will form
the foundations of the framewaork of cross-naticc@hparison that | will develop in the fol-
lowing. With the typologies of regime differentiati to be outlined, | intend to highlight
frames of references for a cross-national studyelhbeless, such an ideal-typical summary
across countries builds on oversimplifications tbamnot replace detailed national-level in-
vestigations (for a discussion see Hall & Soski6812 Mayer 2005: 43ff.; Hall & Soskice
2003: 243f.) Thus, it should be made clear thattlaén purpose of the following typology is
to provide an analytical heuristic in order to strand elaborate the mechanisms by which in-

stitutions shape individual lives in general anahifg formation choices in particular.

As female labour force participation has increasetiecome a social norm, work-family
conflicts have intensified to become key issuetertility behaviour. In fact, welfare states —
depending on their respective institutional alignine use policy tools and incentives either

to create new roles for women as autonomous lapaticipants or to reproduce traditional
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female roles as family caregivers. These toolsonfrge also have implications for men, par-
ticularly with respect to the degree to which tlaeg encouraged to take on traditionally fe-
male chores within the home. The welfare statenalgnt reflects the dominant perceptions
about the role of different institutions in societyspecially regarding the family as an insur-
ance coalition. Cross-national evidence suggestsatihow degree of secularization nurtures a
patriarchal structure of the market and family. léoer, a shift towards more egalitarian gen-
der roles and increased female labour market faation results in severe conflicts, whereby
claims for female autonomy collide with institutadnincentives fostering traditional roles.

Parenthood is a key element in this relationshig, #ae performance of the welfare state in
alleviating conflicts between occupational and dstigeroles and in relieving the burden on

women varies significantly across countries. Theseguences of such policies include de-
layed or even abandoned fertility plans if the lésg role conflicts exceed individual capa-

bilities for reconciliation and ambiguity tolerance

Section 3.1 will discuss the seminal classificatibnvelfare states proposed by Ggsta Esp-
ing-Andersen, which offers a useful and well esthigld frame of reference for comparison
across welfare regimes (see Bambra 2004). Howthisrtypology fails to provide a differen-
tiated view of gender issues in welfare policiespn how institutionally mediated inequali-
ties translate into life course outcomes. Takirtg account this shortcoming, the tripartite ty-
pology will be flanked by a perspective allowing foore profound consideration of the inter-
relation between paid work and fertility from a denas well as from a life course perspec-
tive. Section 3.2 will thus expand the original digmgy to incorporate the deliberate consid-
eration of gender inequality as a consequence akeepolicies, while Section 3.3 addresses
regime orientation and institutional organisatioithwespect to their impact on shaping life
courses, and crucially the impact on key transitibke family formation. Section 3.4 will
then focus on the role of the cultural backgroumgrovide a deeper understanding into how
culture-based orientations affect fertility behawioSection 3.5 will provide an in-depth view
of the role of specific social policies, and wilitablish why these policies need to be inte-

grated in order to influence gender issues andifetiehaviour.
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3.1 A Welfare State Typology as a Frame of Cross-

National Comparison

In providing a general typology of welfare regimtss chapter will outline a frame of refer-
ence for understanding cross-national differenaderiility. This follows the notion that wel-
fare states shape people’s opportunities and refijltities in society in a way that funda-
mentally affects their childbearing plans. The negitypology to be presented here offers a
structured view of the welfare state measuresatatiesigned to disburden individuals from
risks and hardships (see Pfau-Effinger 2000: 2BRis exerting either a supportive or restric-
tive impact on fertility behaviour. | will start byroviding a classification of welfare regimes
based on the seminal typology of Esping-Anders®{1& 1999). This typology was chosen
from among the broad variety of welfare state cpteavailable (for an overview, see Arts &
Gelissen 2002: 142 ff.), because it has been stowaffer a well elaborated and accurate
framework (see Arts & Gelissen 2002; Bambra 2004l & special focus on the relation be-
tween welfare policies and labour market partidggratThis perspective encompasses one of
the central issues of the contribution at hand:itberrelation of labour market participation
and fertility””. Yet, the chronic neglect of the role of women gedder issues in the classifi-
cation of the three worlds of welfare capitalisns Heeen an aspect of constant critique on
Esping-Andersen’s work (see Langan & Ostner 19%lWwik 1992; Ostner 1998: 229; Meyer
& Pfau-Effinger 2006: 71). The rationale of the g@pt study is to turn this central weakness
into a strength: while this Section (3.1) presamsoutline of welfare regimes based on the
three worlds of welfare capitalism (Esping-Anderd®80), Section 3.2 will consider extensi-
ons to this seminal work that offer a distinctidnaelfare policies from a gender perspective.
The former approach provides a highly differentlabeame of reference for a cross-national
perspective on welfare regimes, whereas the lattews a closer investigation of particular
gender issues. While this gender focused diffeatioth does not provide an exhaustive cross-
national comparison, it is still crucial for undinsding the impact of welfare policies on fer-

tility behaviour.

27 A distinction of welfare states with respect amfly policy orientation that is widely compatibiéth Esping-
Andersen (1999) has been suggested by Gauthie2(262ff.)
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Basic Classifications and a Welfare State Typolag/a Starting Point

Esping-Andersen views the basic principle of théfave state in providing insurance against

risks — including class risks, life course risksd antergenerational risks — and in compensat-

ing family and market failures (1999: 36). The eifint types of welfare regimes produce dif-

ferent approaches toward generating solidarityrmadaging risks by relying to different ex-

tents on the institutions in “...the inter-causa&driof state, market, and family” (ibid. 1999:

35). According to Esping-Andersen, the alignmera given welfare state policy can be char-

acterized by the degree of stratification, de-comtfication (see ibid. 1990), and de-

familialization (see ibid. 1999) in that society:

Social stratificationdescribes the alignment of a welfare state ifioitsis on either reduc-
ing or reproducing differences across the vertstalcture of society. Welfare states that
strive to limit social stratification offer univearksocial support without restrictions on eli-
gibility and avoid granting privileges and diffeti& support across social classes or status

groups.

The level ofde-commadificationn a society describes the extent to which achoesdis-
engaged from market dependence and able to maiathuelihood regardless of market
participation or performance. The concept of deqomdlification has received severe cri-
tique, however, for focusing the perspective orséhactors who are already attached to
the labour force. This view neglects the considenadf any gender bias in labour market
access (see Lewis 1992: 159f.; Sainsbury 1996 0&8ner 1998: 229), particularly with
respect to the discouragement of female employmeathe encouragement of the female

homemaker role.

In response to this critique, Esping-Andersen exVikis original typology (1990) and in-
troduced the dimension &imilialism andde-familializationin order to further distinguish
the alignment of a welfare state (see Esping-Arated999: 47ff.) This concept of famili-
alism denotes the extent to which the actors havedmmand of economic resources in-
dependently of familial or conjugal reciprocitieEsping-Andersen 1999: 45). Welfare
states that rely extensively on familial solidarity minimize individual risks tend to re-
produce traditional family structures and strengttie patriarchal role of the male bread-

winner and female homemaker.
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The Three Worlds of Welfare Capitalism

From these central dimensions, three basic typegetitre regimes emergethe first is the
liberal welfare regime which is prevalent in the Anglo-American coundridlarket sover-
eignty and encouragement of labour market integmatire the prominent characteristics of
this type, whereas de-commadification is virtuatlgn-existent and social stratification is
market-mediated. The state intervenes on a minirtaual, covering only the most severe
risks and hardships. Instead, private welfare selseane subsidised, promoting market-based
insurance. Long-term support is avoided, and bla¢ghrange and level of social transfers are
limited and commonly subject to means-testing.dme cases like the US, this even excludes

national health care or maternity benefits fromgtemdard repertoire of social policies.

Thesocial democratic regimaims — in contrast to the liberal regime — at theimisation
of market dependency and focuses on the de-comivatitih of welfare. Welfare schemes
offer a high level of universal eligibility, indepdent of individual contributions. Entitlement
is attached to citizenship rather than to an empét relationship (see Palme 1990). The
primary aims of this pre-emptive state support,cltdoes not rely on private solidarity or in-
dividual market integration, are to provide notyodiverse health care services, or catering to
family needs but also care for children and the®yd This welfare regime encourages fe-
male full-time employment and promotes egalitagander roles. But these virtues also come
at a price, since the high level of state-guarahtrial security is costly and depends on

high rates of labour market participation amondbroen and women.

The conservative welfare statalso described as the Continental European tipays
strong corporatist traits. It features a moderatell of de-commaodification, where it shares
with the social democratic regime the notion thattgction is required in addition to market
mechanisms. Yet, eligibility is frequently limitdry extensive prerequisites — most notably,
labour market participation. Familialism is predaanit in this welfare regime, and families
are strengthened as central support networks. iBhiachieved by nurturing the “male-
breadwinner bias of social protection” (Esping-Arsdm 1999: 83) and by discouraging fe-
male labour market participation, hence establgtiamily solidarity through the reproduc-

tion of traditional dependencies within the family.
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Table 12: Institutional Variation across Welfare Regimes
Germany UK France Finland

Labour market intervention
Regulated v v 4
Deregulated 4

Welfare state based support
Employment-based support 4 4
Citizenship-based support 4
Generally low support 4
Extensive family services

<\
<\

Traditional family services

Income taxation
Individual taxation NG v
Family tax-splitting v
Spouse tax-splitting 4

Role of state
Non-interventionist 4
Regulatory 4 4
Public ownership 4

Sources:Mayer (2001) for Germany, UK and Frarmen attributions.

The description of the conservative welfare sta® Ibeen challenged as being the most am-
biguous type in Esping Andersen’s classificatioee(se.g., Manow 2002) And indeed, the
“real-life” manifestations of this ideal type doclnde fundamentally different welfare states
such as Germany, France, and Italy under the comtber label (see Esping-Andersen 1990).
It has been suggested that the original three warldvelfare capitalism need to be expanded
to include a fourth type (see Esping-Andersen 18@#&era 1996, or Mayer 2001). According
to this view, Italy belongs — together with Spalfgrtugal and Greece — to a fourth type,
namely theMediterraneanor Southern Rim welfare stateoriginally specified as an imma-

ture continental regime. These Mediterranean welfdates are characterized by a distinct

2 Representatives of these ideal types include ®idodthe liberal regime, Sweden for the social deratic re-

gime, and Germany for the conservative welfareqsge Esping-Andersen 1990: 143).
Income taxation in the UK is generally individhimsed. However, low-income earners may be ebgiblre-
ceive a means-tested tax bonus if they have tostipmlependent family.

29
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familialism, a deep Catholic influené®and a social support system that lacks clearifiéiey
oscillating between minimum support and generowosegtion (for a discussion and overview
see Arts & Gelissen 2002: 142ff.§°.

3.2 A Gender Perspective on Welfare Regimes

The view on gender issues in the typology aboveiges an inadequately developed founda-
tion for studying the fertility effects of differemvelfare state alignments. Also the concept of
de-familialization is limited in its capability tanchor such a perspective. Since the extent to
which a welfare regime promotes either egalitadatraditional gender roles is crucial to un-
derstanding the relations within the triad of wedfgolicies, gainful employment, and fertil-
ity, | will refine the above classification of walfe regimes by incorporating a gender per-
spective. However, rather than a replacement,dt@wiing discussion aims at offering an al-
ternative view of a welfare regime differentiatitmthe view provided by Esping-Andersen.
The aim is to prepare the path for a cross-natipeatpective that is capable of taking into
account how welfare policies affect the male anddie roles that eventually influence mo-

tives to pursue, postpone, or abstain from parentho

Perhaps the most important issue in understandimgvielfare policies reproduce gender
inequalities is the issue of paid vs. unpaid wake( Lewis 1992; Lewis & Ostner 1994;
Sainsbury 1996, 1999b; Arts & Gelissen 2002: 14faufEffinger 2000; Meyer & Pfau-
Effinger 2006: 71). Where the conservative welfstate places a key focus on supporting

families, it does so by encouraging a traditionalsibn of labour. In turn, the provision of

% Greece deviates from this picture of pronoun€atholicism but also shows fundamental religioutuirices

in policy matters.

Accurate classifications are also pending wéspect to the Eastern European countries, whicte shaom-
mon socio-economic history and similarities in atdd patterns. Yet, few efforts have been undertakecon-
sistently classify these countries, perhaps sihedérhpacts of recent social and economic upheatilsnake
it difficult to identify distinct features of welfa state structure.

The discussion here will focus mainly on cowegrihat represent the three original types: theasdemocratic,
conservative, and liberal welfare states. This da®snean that an investigation of the Mediterranealfare
state would be fruitless in this context; indeediclnwork remains to be done in investigating tHe of the
Southern Rim states, which show fertility rates agntive lowest in the world. Yet, in-depth empirigalesti-
gations need adequate data, and most of the catargitlata on Southern and especially Eastern Elsolm-

31
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social services by the family disburdens the welftate by taking on some of its prime tasks.
Unpaid work, in the form of domestic tasks, caretfe elderly, and — most crucial for our
topic — childcare, is still essentially female wankthese states. Hence, regimes that rely on
the private (i.e., female) provision of care offiecentives (for instance in the form of single-
earner tax benefits or generous maternal leavdaiggus) and sanctions (for instance in ra-
tioning basic childcare services) that encouragaditional division of labour. This institu-
tional structure consolidates a paternalist sysiterwhich the economic independence of
women is undermined (see Orloff 1993: 323). By ing state services in areas of “genuine”
female tasks, mothers are encouraged to stay dhedabour force. Furthermore, incentives
for male childcare, which could disburden womerthair traditional tasks, are lacking or
rare. This also reproduces the social acceptantaditional gender roles, ascribing care re-
sponsibilities to women. Yet, the welfare state pensation provided to female caregivers is
far from sufficient to guarantee them economic pefelence from male breadwinners (see
Sainsbury 1996: 36).

Towards a Framework of Gender Differences in WeléaPolicies

In differentiating across welfare regimes with mdpto the reproduction of gender inequali-

ties, three issues emerge as central:

Welfare policies can address women either as antons individuals or assign them a de-
pendent status as caregivers in their role as vavesothers. This element relateq1) gen-
der differences in the social rights of citizenships defined in welfare policies. The support
offered can either be universalistic and individbased, or it can address social actors ac-
cording to their role in central institutions suah the family or the workplace. In the latter
case, women are disadvantaged by the extent tdwiétfare state policies reproduce or me-
diate an inferior female position in the familylor the extent to which policies restrict female

access to the labour market, for example.

However, if welfare state incentives encourage femésengagement from work and dis-
courage the combination of private care and paickwbis recreate§?) structural disad-

vantages in female access to the labour markdn combination with welfare state policies

ited — either in its availability or in terms oftdeacontent or quality. Hence, the focus here githain on those
countries classified within the three worlds of fasd capitalism.
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that address citizens only in their role as membétke labour force, this rendg3) gender

a key element in social stratification This is even more important since not only thgi-el
bility for central welfare support is linked to alr market status, but crucial rights and op-
portunities for economic and social participatior as well. This also highlights the limita-
tions of Esping Andersen’s central indicator ofadermodification. “In order to profit from
the de-commodifying effects of social policy, womamd men alike would need to be com-
modified in the first place” (Ostner 1998: 229; mgnslation). Hence, where civil rights are
widely reduced to claims by employed persons — wingcindeed the case in many welfare

states — this also represents a key element oegaémelquality.

An Alternative Framework

Taking into account these elements of gender irléguéhe core focus of a gender-based
welfare regime classification needs to be on thergxo which traditional female dependen-
cies are reproduced by social policies. Lewis (J99®1 Lewis & Ostner (1994) classified
welfare states into strong, moderate, and weak bral@dwinner states, depending on the de-
gree to which they support a family model assunairigeadwinner role for men and a home-
maker role for women. Sainsbury (1996, 1999a: T8) aonsiders traditionalism in gender
affairs as central element of the distinction. Unthe classical male-breadwinner regimes,
strong female dependencies are reproduced by ifogtartraditional division of labour be-
tween a male family provider and a female caregiVee opposite pole is taken by individ-
ual-centred welfare regimes that offer universilisupport and aim at gender egalitarianism.
Intermediate welfare states like France unite efgmef these two extremes, combining poli-
cies that favour separate gender roles with pdlitieat recognize and address the specific
demands of women. A similar conceptual distinctwith a gender focuse is provided by
Pfau-Effinger (2000: 201ff.). She describes Westn@my as a traditional breadwinner re-

gime and Finland as a welfare state that encoumhggdreadwinners.

These typologies have in common that they impliciiclassify welfare states into one of

two types, as regimes supporting either:

a) the patriarchal family modelby fostering the male role as breadwinner and t® e

nomically dependent female homemaker, or
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b) the dual breadwinner moddby promoting individual eligibility for social gyort, pub-
lic provision of family services, and an egalitaridivision of domestic labour and care be-

tween men and women.

Juxtaposing the conclusions that can be drawn fedtimer Esping-Andersen’s theory
against a more gender-oriented perspective is justehan an abstract methodological exer-
cise. Developing a welfare typology that fully cmess gender issues will contribute funda-
mentally to the interpretation of cross-nationdfetences in the empirical investigations that
follow. And while welfare typologies that rely oremder equality as a prime element of the
distinction are far from providing a holistic pictuof welfare states (Bambra 2004: 202f.),
they do contribute to a framework of cross-natioo@amparison by offering an alternative

view that can enhance — rather than replace — ggjilerson’s distinction.

Implications for Fertility Rationales

In a simplified understanding, welfare policiestteacourage a traditional division of labour
should work well in boosting fertility: In reproding a male breadwinner and female home-
maker model they suggest a distinct division ofdggrtasks. In this world, men and women
each have their own undisputed domain. At firshgéa the fertility effect of incentives that
keep the traditional division of labour in placeoshl be anything but negative. However, so-
cial policies hardly exist in a social void: ingileahey interact with people’s internalized
norms, perceptions, and aspirations. Quite oftkis, dccurs in a fairly contradictory way.
Welfare state incentives commonly foster femalesitinents in education and hence also
their participation in paid work. At the same tinigeational shifts foster female claims for
autonomy, and — when the welfare state proves atdapf guaranteeing a sufficient level of

autonomy — womeneedto establish economic independence by particigatirpaid work.

Yet, welfare regimes that focus on familialism @ave parenthood primarily as mother-
hood. Thus, the corresponding policies encourafgmale focus on the role of homemaker
rather than a labour market attachment on thegbavbmen. This collides with female expec-
tations and goals that have been nourished byeeankentives to invest in education and in-
dependence. Hence, women'’s reluctance to starndyfes also a consequence of contradic-
tory welfare state orientations that aggravate ledafbetween individual claims and public
incentives instead of alleviating them. “At the roidevel, familialism is now counter-

productive to family formation and labour-suppl¥sping-Andersen 1999: 70).
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Table 13: Breadwinner Bias across Welfare Regimes

Germany UK France Finland
Welfare state alignment
Liberal 4
Corporatist conservative 4 4
Social Democratic 4

Incorporation of the breadwinner model
Weak 4
Modified 4
Strong 4 4

Female labour force participation

Low
Moderate v v v
High 4
Female part-time work
Low v
Moderate v
High 4 4
Encouragement of female care provision
Low v
Moderate v
High 4 4
Encouragement of male care provision
Widely absent 4 4
Low v v
Moderate

Sources: Own attributions, supported by the workenfis 1992, and Esping-Andersen 1999.

Thus, given a setting where welfare policies fostaditional roles — for example, by ration-

ing public childcare, or by encouraging female labmarket exits and homecare through
taxation and leave policies, or by failing to ceeatcentives that encourage male care contri-
butions — women face a simple set of choices wiagarphood becomes an issue. First, they
can revert to a traditional role, which often negay affects their labour market engagement
and increases their dependence on a breadwinneon&ethey can postpone an according
choice to an uncertain future, where “things withyhe somehow work out,” or third, they

simply reject parenthood in order to maintain tlegionomic independence and autonomy.
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3.3 Life Course Regimes

“If social scientists want to understand how sbé@ces, constraints, and opportunities
shape human lives and if they want to go beyonduttreersal social conditions of life
courses, then three strategies of research canobbewed: (1) accounting for within-
country differences, (2) tracing historical changegr time, and (3) comparing patterns
of life courses across societies, that is, natitaies. | would like to propose that the lat-

ter strategy is the most suitable one...”

Karl Ulrich Mayer (2005: 17).

In its essence, this section (3.3) is devoted éoldist of the analytical strategies suggested
above. | will shift the focus here to the life-cearoutcomes that result from the alignment of
particular institutional regimes. This strategygwees a third lens through which to focus on
cross-national differences in the institutional aopon the transition to parenthood, and adds
a new facet to the a labour market centred distinchmong welfare states (3.1), and to a
gender-based differentiation among institutiongimes (3.2). It should be noted, however,
that all three perspectives — the labour marketredrwelfare state differentiation, the gender-
based approach, and the focus on life course owascemessentially rely on similar regime
characteristics as a means of identifying systenrgtiterns across countries. In all three ap-
proaches, institutional and structural factors tjpalarly in the labour market) are observed
with respect to their impact on a) persisting ir@dies in social stratification, on b) gender
inequalities, as well as on c) the biographicalsotidation of patterns in individual lives. In
this section, the focus shifts to the analymsv life course outcomes and the resulting condi-
tions of the transition to parenthood co-vary witistitutional regimegsee Mayer 2001: 92,
100f.)

Institutional Makeup and Life Course Outcomes

A key commonality in the institutional shaping delcourses in modern societies relates to
the tri-partitioning of the central life stages and work (see Kohli 1985), and particularly to
the structuring impact of the welfare state (seg/éria& Miller 1986; Mayer & Schoepflin

1989). On an axis of historical development, liteikses today have shifted towards longer
duration (and repeated phases) of educationalcjgtion, delayed labour market entry, and

an increasing discontinuity in occupational trapeiets that include unemployment incidence
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(see also Section 2.2.2), low income mobility, &igh between-firm and occupation mobil-
ity. In the private domain, the modern life coupradigm manifests in delayed marriage, a
plurality of diverse family forms and living arragments throughout the life course, a high
divorce rate, and especially in delayed family fation and low fertility (see Mayer 2004.
172; see also Section 2.2.3).

Nevertheless, such descriptions i€’ modern life course” are inevitably oversimplified,
since the confrontation of individual goals andotgses with institutional and structural con-
straints creates a high level of cross-national@ls as within-country variance in life course
outcomes. A summarizing typology of life courseimggs cannot replace a detailed analysis
of the particular institutional mechanisrasthe national levethat affect and determine life
courses in general (see Mayer 2005: 31, 44), amdining of the transition to parenthood in
particular (see Section 4.7). Yet, where labourkeiar, institutional regulations, and political
environments provide a similar frame of referenoe Human agency across countries (see
Mayer & Schoepflin 1989: 191), an integrating tygmp} of life- course regimes can provide a
useful heuristic of cross-national regularitiedifi@ course patterns. Such a typology may then
operate as a starting point for a more detailedyaisaof the transition to parenthood in com-
paring the institutional setups of nation states (Mayer 2005: 35, 48). This will be done in
Chapters 5 & 6.

Returning to the concept of the welfare state asairthe key perspectives on the institu-
tional shaping of life courses (see Mayer & Mull€86), a series of factors emerge as cen-
tral: welfare states structure life courses by providingupport and incentiveswith a focus
on specific life phases. “The state provides niesefor small children, designs schools for
older children, sets rules for motherhood protectiegislates retirement rules, and provides
care for the elderly.” (Mayer & Schoepflin 1989:719. Furthermore, welfare states offer
protection from the risks that arise in specifie Iphases, particularly among young adults,
elderly people, and parents. They set up rulesrédrailate the timing of transitions and the
“integration of sequential roles” (see ibid.: 198ross the life course — particularly in the
work-family nexus. Where welfare state support ainkevelling societal stratification and at
reducing inequalities by means of universalistippmrt, as in the case of the social democ-

ratic welfare state, this tends to reduce heter@iggem life courses.
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By defining complex sets of rules and regulatiomsifare states not only shape life courses
directly by providing incentives and opportunitlagt also by determining frames of reference
by whichotherinstitutions operate. These frames of referenegegovided first, by defining
the limits of institutional responsibilities.

“The legal separation between the household amdirtin, and the functional division be-

tween the family and the school, directly transthiemselves into segmented roles of the

individual [...] This differentiation is the preconidin of the structure of the life course in

terms of variable participation in segmented ralesr the life time.” (Mayer & Schoep-

flin 1989: 195).
Secondly, welfare states define formal and legal tes that also serve as frames of refer-
ence for institutional functioning. Market economic institutions are particularly afféd by
the welfare state’s array of formal regulationsrdamating the interaction between corporate
and individual actors in the labour market (seel Baboskice 2001: 9, 15). Hall & Soskice
suggest a differentiation along the heuristic paleberal andcoordinatedmarket econo-
mies (2001: 8ff.) in order to conceptualize specifimfigurations across countriésimpor-
tantly, the mechanisms involved pertain to societglanization in the broadest sense and

fundamentally affect the structure of life coursegrounded in working life.

In the former case diberal market economieswelfare state intervention is reduced to a
minimum, guaranteeing flexible employer-employdatrenships. Both employees and firms
tend to maximize their short-term returns. Investtaén vocational education are not fostered
by either the welfare state or firms, which instéat to reduce or increase staff according to
their requirements, whereas employees focus onmigixig wages rather than on occupa-
tional security. Accordingly, job stability is lovas is loyalty to the employer. There tends to
be profound inequality across individuals as wsllagross the life course (ibid, 2001: 21).
This in turn affects the situation in the privatendhin, where “...decisions regarding marriage
and divorce are more closely related to income etgpens [...and] families are less of a

joint project...” (Mayer 2005: 30f.)

% The differentiation betwediberal andcoordinated market economietosely pertains to the situation in the
political economy ofiberal andcontinental conservative regimagspectively. To a lesser extent, coordinated
market economies also resemble the situatidbcendinavian social democratic regimashich, however, de-
viate from the ideal type of th@ordinatedvariety of capitalism by focusing on higher levefgpublic spend-
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In contrast, ircoordinated market economigtghe welfare state encourages investments in
vocational education, guaranteeing a highly quelifivorkforce. Furthermore, the mecha-
nisms governed by the political economy provideghlly formalised framework that imposes
strict guidelines on employer-employee relationst{gee Soskice 2005: 172). This frame fos-
ters legal protection of employees, continuous pational trajectories, and often relies on a
strong involvement of trade unions as mediators t$all & Soskice 2003: 246). As a result,
this provides a setting characterised by a higlegree of mutual trust and reliability, which
makes long-term commitments by both employers amg@/ees more profitable. This higher
degree of trust and reliance also permeates otiteaiths of societal organization. Life course
risks and phase-specific hardships are containe@vdifare state support and particularly
through well-integrated family networks. The out@smare more stable and homogenous pat-
terns across the life-course, whereas in liberakataeconomies, the prevalence and unpre-

dictability of temporary hardships results in letable patterns (see Mayer 2005: 33).

Institutions and Life Course Risks

In recent yeardncreasing deregulationhas been noted in coordinated market economies as
well, and particularly in conservative welfare egatThese changes manifest in a rising preva-
lence of flexible labour market arrangements. Juénges have become more frequent, reli-
able tenure tracks have become more rare, andtahiiity has decreased. This also affects
the rationality of corporate actors to invest intcational training schemes and encourages
flexible staffing that allows companies to hire ditd employees according to situational re-
quirements (see Diewald & Sill 2004 for Germany)isTdiminishing occupational stability in
formerly highly coordinated market economies i alsflected in the context of reduced pub-
lic employment, mitigating differences between priihd private employment (see Mayer &
Schoepflin 1989: 200; see also Mayer & Miuller 19888-242). During the 1990s, labour
markets in many western countries tpdrticularly in Germany were moving towards
greaterflexibility and a de-standardization of occupational trajéetomwhich was accompa-
nied by an increase in precarious employment (seeeB2003: 591, 595; Mills & Blossfeld
2003; Diewald & Sill 2004).

ing and public employment (see Hall & Soskice 20D&). Hall & Soskice denote Germany as a main @rop
nent of a coordinated market economy, whereas $hedives as a paradigm for a liberal one (200B&)1-
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These developments have severe consequences simuttering of life courses. As in the
liberal welfare state, life course patterns tendamls de-standardization. The linkages be-
tween status passages such as the exit from edoatd entry into gainful employment are
weakened, and sequence patterns become more dismu (for details see Mayer 2005:
33f.) The liberal welfare regime, with its low léwa social protection, causes income insta-
bility and social disadvantages to produce cumdagiffects across the life course, resulting
in such phenomena as the “working poor”, and irgirgppoverty. This affects low-skilled
workers in particular as well as those in spedife phases such as early adulthood, old age,
and parenthood — phases in which people are plarigwulnerable to becoming economi-

cally dependent.

Family formation plans are likely to be affectedthis institutional impact on life courses.
Where precarious employment creates future unodigaj correspondingly higlife course
risks pose a threatto the stability of future families. Importantlijberal and coordinated
market economies differ fundamentally in the extentvhich the welfare state protects indi-
viduals from life course risks. Germany experienaadexacerbation of this problem in the
1990s, with adverse shifts in “...the incidenceegposure to risks, especially in the labour
market, but also in family life, and the level oélfare assistance given such risks” (Brtickner
& Mayer 2005: 31).

DiPrete (2002) conducted a detailed analysis of kowietal institutions influence the inci-
dence of harmful life course events (including #@nomic consequences of job displace-
ment, unemployment, and union dissolution) andetktent to which welfare state institutions
provide a “cushion”, once these events occur. Comgasermany, Sweden and the US, the
welfare state approaches of risk insurance surfagery different life course outcomes. Con-
trasting Sweden and the US, the latter countryahlaigiher incidence of risks, combined with
a lower level of protection for those who are ecuimally dependent, in poverty or in unem-
ployment. Compared to Germany, Sweden has a rehathigh incidence of these harmful
events as well, but there is strong welfare statéeption for individuals who become eco-
nomically dependent. Among the highest life coursks in the Scandinavian welfare state in
general, and Sweden in particular, is the contimmglect of skill investments due to a high
level of social protection and ensuing welfare &mtnent (see Mayer 2004: 177). In contrast,

the German institutional setting results in a reddy low incidence of risks. However, in case
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of unemployment, labour market outsiders find inparatively difficult to re-enter the labour
market. Thus, becoming economically dependent duertg-term unemployment is one of
the severest risks in the continental conservatigk particularly in the German welfare state
(see Mayer 2001: 104). Furthermore, German womea dahigh risk of becoming dependant
after a divorce or break-up due to the high insonal incentives to leave the labour force,

particularly around the transition to parenthood.

Gender Inequalities in Life Course Regimes

The above distinctions of risk incidence and welfatate support roughly correspond to the
exposure to life course risks in the liberal, tloai@linavian social-democratic and the conti-
nental-conservative welfare regimes. This completh Mayer’'s point that modern life

courses “...crucially depend on the institutional foaguration and dominant political econ-

omy in given countries.” (2001, 97f.) As outlineldoae, women bear the majority of the bur-
dens of parenthood. Hence, for analysing gendéesrdifices in the exposure to risks, it is es-
pecially important to distinguish to which exteife Icourse regimes treat men and women

equally and where institutional alignment aggravderdens over the female life course.

Male-female differences in exposure to displacena@dtunemployment are the lowest un-
der theScandinavian regimeswhich pursue gender equality. The institutiondtisg is de-
signed to provide equal treatment to men and woamehacross different life phases such as
parenthood. This is achieved by encouraging femadleur market participation and by mini-
mizing role conflicts. In the context of the traiw to parenthood, this means that adverse
consequences of parenthood are cushioned by grofenobthers from income or career de-
velopment setbacks as well as from the risks oepgwy providing public and by encourag-

ing paternal childcare.

In contrast, thdiberal regime lacks an institutional configuration that alle@atfemale
burdens. Nevertheless, women commonly work fulktiamd face almost equal employment
opportunities to men. This is, however, less thesequence of an intentional design of wel-
fare state institutions to achieve gender equigntt is the result of labour market demands
for female employees and of families’ economic seedsupplement their incomes, particu-

larly among low income groups (see Mayer 2001: 103)
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In coordinated market economies wabnservative welfare regimesthe institutional or-
ganization of social policies (taxation, healthezaunemployment, or more generally social
security) effectively operates in decoupling malerkvcareers from female family careers
(see Moen 2003: 238). In organizing “life coursesuad the nuclear family” (Mayer 2005:
43), the conservative and particularly the Germaifare state provides different life course
scripts for men and women. Yet, various incenti@ed sanctions promote a female engage-
ment in both occupational and familial roles. Ipicg with the resulting life course risks and
future uncertainties, a favoured strategy islétay the irreversible and thus time-consuming
transition to parenthood, or to focus @ther careeror family. While market and educational
institutions increasingly foster female skill ineents and labour market attachment, institu-
tions in the conservative regime that ascribe ti@ul gender roles (e.g., by regulating child
leave, restricting public childcare, and definiryms of maternal childcare) continue to en-
courage women to leave the labour market (see M2§e4: 177). Where the conservative
life course regime ignores the increasing femab®ua market attachment, this results in an
increased tendency towards de-standardizationeopéths leading to family formation (see
Briickner & Mayer 2005: 48).

Table 14: Institutional Regimes and Life Course Outcomes

Key Addressee Life course  Life Course Risk Gender Equity
Sequences /
Organization

;'tt;?éal Market individual Discontinuous / High Incidence Private: Moderate
ndividual .
De-Standardized Low Protection Market: Moderate
to High

Continental Low Incid

Conservative Family Continuous / ow Incidence Private: Low

Welfare State Standardized Moderate Market: Low

Protection

Sca_ndlnaVIan Individual Continuous / Mo_derate Private: High

Social Democrat. Standardized Incidence Market: Hiah

Welfare State tandardize High Protection arket: Hig

Sources: Mayer 2001, 2004 & 2005; DiPre@®2.

Yet, thecase of Franceshows that national particularities play a de@giole, as the institu-

tional setting of the French welfare state deviaigsificantly from the model of the conser-
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vative welfare state with respect to market anel tiburse outcomes (see Mayer 2001: 100;
Mayer 2005: 35; Soskice 2005: 177), and particylauith respect to the transition to parent-
hood. In France, the institutional setting is chtgased by lower norms of maternal care and
higher coverage of publicly provided childcare. Sigenerates female life course patterns
with a higher incidence of transitions to parentholl-time employment, and most impor-

tantly of a parallel combination of the two (for realetails, see the following Section 3.4).

As was shown above, “... a plausible argument camaeée that major institutions and a
series of life course outcomes do in fact clustea tonsiderable extent.” (Mayer 2005: 35).
Where the conservative welfare regime provides rstaible life course conditions by insur-
ing against risks and by increasing mutual trudtath private and market affairs, the liberal
regime provides a higher level of gender equityoulgh female labour market integration.
Nevertheless, distinguishing different life coursgimes by summarizing the main types of
welfare and corresponding life course regimesi{erdominant mode of coordination in mar-
ket economies) only provides a heuristic that nimestorroborated by more detailed analysis
of specific national path dependencies (see Ma@@4LR In addition, it is necessary to further
examine country-specific arrangements of sociatjed and the specific cultural background
in their role in mediating life courses (see Mag605: 35). These issues will be discussed in
more detail in the following sections (3.4 & 3.6y fan overview of the impact on societal or-

ganization and life course outcomes at the natitavall, refer to Mayer 2005: 40f.).

3.4 The Impact of Culture on Welfare Regimes and

Fertility

“[...] Fertility behaviour reflects the cultural reggentations people have; as these change,
fertility change will follow.” (van de Kaa 2004a).9
I will argue in this section that the cultural repentations that predominate within a society
fundamentally affect fertility behaviour and thhetwelfare state takes a central role in medi-
ating and reproducing the related cultural valuse=e (also Mayer, Wagner & Featherman
1989). Many of the ideational changes referredntdSection 2.2.3 describe fundamental

changes in cultural patterns with an increase strpaterial values in modern societies. This
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section, however, focuses on the cultural impadeatility behaviour as mediated by welfare
state policies. This is done in order to furtheplexe cross-national differences in fertility re-
gimes and the nature of the welfare state in slgathie underlying fertility decisions. This
follows the assumption that traditional culturalues, especially in the form of religious sen-
timents, have interpenetrated welfare state irigiits and shape legislation and policy meas-

ures to this very day.

The essence of cultural change fundamentally détergfertility behaviour today is rep-
resented by the “...reduced legitimacy of normategulation and authority, increased secu-
larism and individual ethical autonomy, and aboNe@wing respect for individual choices
and hence increased tolerance for alternativeclfde structuring” (Lesthaeghe & Moors ,
2000: 122). Social policies have responded to tikbsmges, for example, in the legalisation
on abortion and the recognition of unmarried or bsexual couples in welfare policies. Yet,
these policy adjustments remain incomplete whensorea against postmaterial values held
by individual social actors (see Moen 2003: 243glf&te state institutions embody the cul-
tural repertoire of a society, but they show a gdeal of inertia when confronted with social
change (see Mayer 2005: 17). They may thereforéragncontributing to declining fertility,
particularly where the welfare state’s reproductanraditional values directly contradicts
the needs of people — especially the needs of womerodern society to participate in edu-

cation and gainful employment.

Most of the examples provided in this section rébea comparison between Germany and
France. According to Esping-Andersen, Germany amaahde are both continental conserva-
tive welfare states and thus share numerous thé@s. important differences exist in areas
that are crucial with respect to fertility develogmb (see Mayer 2001: 100f.): for example, re-
lating to the cultural and historical background &specially to prevailing religious traditions
and secularization. For these issues, it will bpartant to understand the combined impact of

cultural backgrounandwelfare policies on fertility behaviour.

Interrelation of Culture, Welfare Policies, and Huan Behaviour

The distinctions outlined in Sections 3.1, 3.2 & 8ffered perspectives on what constitutes
and distinguishes clusters of institutional regimreshaping human lives — either with a la-
bour market focus in the tradition of Esping-Andgrswith a gender-specific focus as sug-

gested by authors like Lewis and Sainsbury, or vatfocus on life course outcomes as
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stressed by Mayer or DiPrete. In identifying thelentying forces, the cultural background of
a society emerges as a common denominator acnwsigrsivelfare regime$. ldentifying
such roots, however, goes beyond simply tracingctiieiral origins of the modern welfare
state: while welfare state incentives directly efffendividual fertility behaviour, the cultural
background also affects the set of values and nohaisindividuals adopt and internalise.
Hence, these cultural impacts structure fertilitpices as well (i.e., culture shapes individual
behaviour, see Hammel 1990: 458ff., DiPrete, Moydgamelhardt & Pacalova 2003: 448). At
the same time, the individual’s representation wfucal values may also affect the accep-
tance or rejection of specific policy measures,dgample, if measures embody values that
have become obsolete due to social change (se®faeEffinger 2000: 233). In turn, social
policies themselves may also be capable of slowbnging cultural patterns through the
agency of individuals (i.e., social actors shapkucal patterns, see Hammel 1990: 457) by
offering incentives capable of slowly shifting imdiual attitudes and altering individual val-
ues, which may eventually translate into the caltoepertoire of a society (p. 72 will provide

some examples).

Importantly, the cultural background shapes botlividual attitudes and institutional con-
texts (see Hall & Soskice 2001: 13f.) Yet, the uidiial’'s interrelation with culturand insti-
tutions is not monocausal but interdependent (l#dist2001: 20). “Man (not, of course, in
isolation but in his collectives) and his socialrgdnteract with each other. The product acts
back upon the producer.” (Berger & Luckmann 196%). These concepts outline the back-
ground of a multi-level perspective that serves dsundation for the theoretical framework
used to understand individual fertility behavioarthis contribution. The focus clearly rests
upon the micro-foundations of such a framework,clhwill be outlined in detail — also with

respect to the intertemporal aspect of fertilitpickes — in Chapter 4.

34 A concise definition of what constitutes cultumay be helpful at this point, as the concept ofurelused here
serves to distinguish between national particuémit Anne Swidler (1986a: 273) defines culture as
“...everything one would need to know to become afiaming member of society”. This essentially otk a
social context with shared symbols, communicatixstesns, rituals, world-views, and a set of commalues
(see Hammel 1990; Swidler 1986a). Kluckhohn (1984). stresses furthermore a historically developaient
perspective according to which “...the essential afreulture consist of traditional (i.e., histofigaderived
and selected) ideas and especially their attachlkee:s.”
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Acceptance of Public Care as an Example of CultuyggEmbedded Norms

“Norms and attitudes about childcare lie at therthefthe concept of role incompatibility.
[...] In short, the more maternal supervision thatnme prescribe, the greater the role in-
compatibility and, hence, the stronger the negatisgociation between fertility and fe-

male labor force activity{Brewster & Rindfuss 2000: 287).
The following discussion of public care provisionGermany and France is intended to ex-
emplify the interrelation between culturally analmorms, institutional setting, and individ-
ual fertility rationales. In Germany, work-familyflicts are considered to be severe since
the supply of public childcare is seriously limitezspecially in West Germany. Anticipated
work-family conflicts of parents-to-be (as indicatey the rationing of spaces in childcare fa-
cilities) are expected to affect the likelihood fafmily formation negatively. Yet, in West
Germany, regional variation in the supply of puldidldcare does not translate into regional
variation in first birth risk, whereas a relatioativeen higher fertility and higher coverage of
childcare can be observed among East German re(ieasHank, Kreyenfeld & Spiel3 2004).
The answer to this seemingly contradictory findigdjkely to lie in the fact that in the GDR,
the role of the working mother was promoted as eidhist ideal, which over the decades es-
tablished itself as a societal norm. A generougplgupf public childcare was provided, and
even more importantly, public care became sociatiyepted. In West Germany, however, a
low coverage of childcare institutions was anddsely linked to the traditional perception of
women as the prime care providers. Even in the oademale employment, childcare re-
mains primarily in theprivate sphere, where people activate their networks ageckinship,
especially grandparents, rather than seeking puohlidcare options (see Bien, Rauschenbach
& Riedel 2006 ; see Aaberge et al. 2005 140 fortlsmn Europe and especially Spain). The
situation reveals two distinct cultural patterrisstf a profound reluctance to place one’s off-
spring in public custody and second, strict norssuaingmaternalcare as a crucial prereg-
uisite for child-well-beind’ (see DiPrete et al. 2003: 446).

The pronounced manner in which the German instibati system evokes intense contra-
dictions between the role of the working woman #relfemale caregiver is also highlighted

in direct comparison to France. In Germany, tradai family structures are subsidized. Not

% Brewster & Rindfuss (2000: 280) report that similarms of extensive maternal childcare involventnmt be
found in Japan.
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only does this disburden the welfare state frone ecdiligation®’, it is also a consequence as
well as a reproduction of culturally embedded nothest convey the role of the maternal
carer. This differs in France: the advanced semaltion of French society has given rise to a
distinct universalism that promotes gender equitpughout the public sphere. This is not to
say that fundamental equality of gender roles fe®epated social relations in France to a
similar extent as for instance in the Scandinagauntries. Indeed, Catholicism has left its
imprint on gender relations in France as well (§e¢ 2005: 90). However, traditional role
perceptions are relegated there to the privatersphdile social policies address women and
men universally rather than assuming gender-spefes in the distribution of public sup-
port. The welfare state is oriented toward femahpleyment as normality, which is also re-
flected in the professionalization of care prowgloHistorically, the French welfare state is
much more involved in areas of life such as childcavhich in Germany are both the duty
and prime domain of the family, and more specificalf the female caregiver. The long tra-
dition of Republican policies in France have le@toulture where state support is accepted in
areas where German families show a great reluct@naecept any state interference. Where
the French welfare state is suspicious of famiti@sopolising areas of life that are crucial
for the socialisation of laicism (such as childgatee German family is suspicious of the
welfare state interfering in its most private camse This applies especially to public infant
care, which is widely accepted in France, whil&grmany social norms perceive infant care

as a strictly maternal role (see Dienel 2003; 265)°.

3 Accordingly, the supply of childcare and day-caréSermany remains drastically underdevelopedims of
coverage and availability (see, for example, Hkr8nMayer 1995; Brewster & Rindfuss 2000: 287ff.).

A similar model is found in the Scandinavian cii@s, where high-quality care is provided alscagmeda-
gogical opportunity intended to disburden working parefsise Hoem 2005: 569). But the Swedish model
lacks the focus of the French model, which aimprtavide a public counterweight to the family monlypon
childcare.

This rigid stress on norms of maternal care inmn@@y is also highlighted by the term “Rabenmuttehiich
describes a woman who neglects her maternal t@sks.is a genuine German expression that has nivaqu
lent in most other modern languages. Additionatlence can be found in the proportion of adults whee
that a “a preschool child suffers if the mother kadr In Germany the proportion who agreed with thiiste-
ment in 1991 was, at 76%, almost twice as higmabheé US (see Rindfuss et al. 2003: 416; datab&smw*
Ways to Work Survey” of the European Commission,899

37
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Activation of Paternal Care

Another area where the culturally embedded roltheffemale carer is reproduced by family
policies is the activation of paternal care resesrdn 1995, as little as 5% of the fathers in
the European Union took advantage of parental |banefits (see Aaberge et al. 2005: 137).
Family policies in France and also in the Scandaracountries have played a pioneering
role in offering additional paternal leave schero#fiering fathers paid leave shortly before
and after birth (so-called “daddy days”, see Ho&®52 567 with reference to Sweden). Such
measures aim at actively encouraging male involverre childcare. Similarly, they reflect
the social acceptance of a departure from the fof@le carer model and a shift toward
shared parental roles in particular and more egait gender roles in general. In Germany,
leave policies aimed specifically at fathers amually non-existent. The replacement of the
general parental leave (“Erziehungsgeld”) — whighaken almost exclusively by mothers —
with the so-called “Elterngeld” in 2007 (an emplagmi-oriented leave that offers a 2/3 in-
come replacement) was preceded by heated publ@atelebhe new leave policy includes a
regulation whereby the twelve months of paid leear be extended a further two months if
the father takes at least two month of the leatés Teasure, which deliberately aims at nur-
turing more egalitarian gender roles by promotiatemal care, is part of the standard reper-
toire of family policies in the Scandinavian couest’ (see Hoem 2005). In Germany, how-
ever, the legitimacy of policies to encourage patkecare has been the subject of extensive
public debate. The controversy around this issggesis how deeply traditional gender roles
are embedded in German culture, but it also rewealsong reluctance in German society to-

wards state interference in matters as privatersitly and care choices.

Separation of Public and Private Sphere

Indeed, the strict separation between the publit @ivate sphere and the rejection of state
interference in private affairs is an importanttatdl characteristic of West Germany. Par-
ticularly the German experience with National Shem led to a profound reluctance to ac-
cept any policies or schemes suspected of aimigbdage individual childbearing rationales:

“In Germany, everything connected to populatiorpopulation policy bears the odium of be-

3 studies for Sweden show that the father's uptdkgarental leave is positively associated with ghepensity
of subsequent births (see Olah 2001;Andersson 200)5:
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ing state propaganda, which was undoubtedly the icathe 1930s” (Mackenroth 1953: 1, my

translationj’.

In contrast, the broad provision of public childeém France is more than just an offer, in-
tended to relieve the burden on families. In primgdcare, the welfare state takes on the role
of an expert providing services that are in no wagrior to those of families. This view
emerged from the republican model of public chitdcand schooling as a counterweight to
familial education, and was intended to furtheridish the Catholic influence on children’s
socialization (see Veil 2005: 91). Historicallyetrrench welfare state perceives the educa-
tion and care for future citizens primarily as “waféaire de I'Etat” (Veil 2005: 95). This view
has its origins in the Third Republic and hasitsfimprint oncultural patterns in the separa-
tion of public and private spheréeading to less strict norms of exclusive mateoaae and

to a general acceptance of public child&are

Understanding how public acceptance of state ireraknt in private matters is rooted in
the cultural historical background also helps tdarstand why expansive population policies
do not arouse scepticism in France (whereas in @&nonly slight hints in this direction
provoke debates; see Neyer 2003: 49). Monetarysfieaes like theAllocation Parentale
d'Education(APE)* are deliberately aimed at encouraging large fasilPublic childcare
and especially infant care is offered and acceptégreas in Germany, this remains the do-
main of the family (see Dienel 2003). In Francepuydation policies blend into the cultural
historical background. Germany civil culture is gaily incompatible with pro-natalist poli-
cies and particularly with state involvement in fgnmatters and with any challenge to the

exclusively female role of caregiver. This sceptiej however, is common in many European

40 Original text: “In Deutschland ist alles, was rBievélkerung und Bevélkerungspolitik zusammenhéngt, m

dem Odium belastet, eine Angelegenheit der sthatli®®ropaganda zu sein, was es in den 30er Jahedfielz
los auch war“ (Mackenroth 1953: 1).

In effect, this results in the strong labour nedriktegration of French women. In contrast, inr@amy and to a
lesser extent in Britain, the welfare state wid@frains from interference in female domestic catence, the
labour market attachment of women is weaker, wiscliso reflected in a high proportion of women kiog
part-time. “Strong male-breadwinner states havdadrno draw a firm dividing line between public gnilvate
responsibility.” (Lewis 1992: 164).

This is an income-based childcare allowance d¢fffats generous monetary support for families witlo and
especially three or more children. The APE appdiely to second and higher-order births. One ofgghents
receives a monthly benefit of about 500 euros (giveo years of preceding employment) for a peribthmee
years. For the third and higher-order births, th@ant of benefits is increased even further (seedwe &
Salanié 2003: 1).

a1
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countries. There is a “...widespread suspicion, gafig@mong women, that any activist pol-
icy seeking to encourage higher fertility woulddetio send women back to their homes and
aim at re-establishing male dominance in the faraitg society at large.” (Chesnais 1996:

734; see more generally Aaberge et al. 2005: 127).

Cultural representations determine the acceptaheelfare policies, which are shaped by
the anticipated public resporidein the long term, however, welfare policies céspanflu-
ence the cultural repertoire of what people aceaptreject as the societal standard. One ex-
ample is the introduction of the so-called “Babyj4hin the GDR during the mid-1970s: By
offering more time off work to mothers, this scheaiso resulted in a revival of traditional
norms of maternal care in the GDR (see Trappe 1B23f.). This also demonstrates how pol-
icy aims can shift from encouraging mothers intib-titne work back to the old female care-
giver model. Nevertheless, it should be stressatttte scope of such policy changes is lim-
ited, as cultural-normative patterns, once esthbtls provide relatively stable patterns. In
Finland, a complex interrelation among individualues and an array of welfare state incen-
tives has established a culture of therking mother.Unlike in West Germany, where the
male breadwinneculture is particularly dominant, work interrupgii of mothers in Finland
rarely exceed one year following childbirth, altgbuwelfare state support would cover a
longer duration (see Pfau-Effinger 1996: 482). Ahgb in East Germany, the Socialist tradi-
tion of working women has left a legacy of higheceptance for combining work and moth-

erhood there than in the West.

The Impact of Secularisation on Traditionalism in &der Relations

Norms of maternal care, as incorporated into tHaual repertoire of a society, are closely
related to the persistence of religious sentimeBtsh sentiments frequently incorporate the
notion of a hierarchical structuring of familiegsulting in a relegation of women to what is
perceived as their “natural” role according to thiernal logic of such hierarchies (see also

Lewis 1992: 161). It should be noted that this doesnecessarily apply to religion per se.

43 With respect to population policies, this alsdasesly undermines Demeny’s (1986: 476) argumeat $ocie-

tally advantageous demographic behaviour needs fietreived as a “public good” that is the legitenabject

of governmental action.

The “Babyjahr” introduced in the GDR was an anmeiliod in which mothers could reduce their working
hours and take extended periods off work (see &pi2002).

a4
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However, the religious values incorporated into ¢héural fabric of industrialized societies
are usually either predominantly Catholic or Priates While Catholicism tends to support
traditional patriarchal hierarchies and limit femautonomy, Protestant values have also
played their part in restricting women to the caregrole within the bourgeois family (see
Pfau-Effinger 2000: 231ff.; Hofstede 2001: 329; idgh 2003: 312). Where such religious
attitudes prevail, the traditional role expectasiéar women collide with the striving for indi-
viduation and autonomy in modern societies (whetie@segions with a Catholic majority are
more traditional than the Protestant regions; seéstelde 2001: 114; Kalmijn 2003: 315;
335). “Changes in family and fertility [...] occexd earliest and most rapidly in areas where
the influence of organised religion was weakest sexllarization was strongest” (Blossfeld
1995: 11). But meanwhile, the countries that hawgmessed furthest in secularisation show
the highest effectiveness in alleviating contradied between the domains of family and
work. In their recovery from fertility decline, tbe countries today show some of the highest

fertility levels in the industrial world.

Individual religious attitudes and traditions amgpobrtant determinants of fertility behav-
iour. Where such religious sentiments are stilvalent in individual relationships, they sur-
face as traditional gender role attitudes or eweani incomplete decoupling of sexuality from
the sphere of reproduction (see Lesthaeghe & Suilod8: 9f.; Hofstede 2001: 329). Yet,
secularization by definition also includes the ext® which religious matters have been ex-
cluded from state affairs and legislation. The meeeularised welfare states have invested
more substantial effort in addressing social actbrsctly in policies designed to support
more egalitarian gender roles, both by alleviafieigale dependence and by weakening the
ability of the traditional family to develop hieddnical structures along gender lines (see
Orloff 1993: 304f.; Pfau-Effinger 2001: 3f.).

However, welfare policies are generally prone tokevcontradictions when they lag be-
hind in adopting to new individual values in adjogtto social change. This is true when reli-
gious sentiments have been widely banished fronviohehl attitudes, while welfare state in-
centives still remain fundamentally shaped by relig ideals that effectively enforce tradi-
tionalism in gender relations. The result of suclagymmetrical secularization between indi-
vidual attitudes and welfare state incentives carobserved, for example, in Spain. There,

adherence to the values of individual planning aoay for merandwomen translates into a
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“...rhetoric of an attitudinal commitment to egatian gender roles” (Hobcraft 2004: 82) .
Yet, family relations and fertility behaviour argllsshaped fundamentally by the contradic-
tions of the traditional structures reproduced glfare policies. The Catholic imprint on so-
cial policy as seen in Spain plays a major roléhm Southern Rim countries, and, to a lesser
extent, in some of the corporatist conservativefavelstates. Symptomatic of the situation in
these countries are the aggravated conflicts wofaea between work and family (see
Blossfeld 1995: 11; Hobcraft 2004: 82). The effettthis on fertility behaviour is a long
postponement of family formation and steeply inclnlevels of childlessness, especially in

Spain and lItaly but also in Germany.

While religious cultural elements generally exettaditionalising effect on sex roles, the
Protestant influence is certainly less traditiotan the Catholic on®, to which the follow-
ing examples will refer (see Hollinger 1991: 754 fstede 2001: 114; Kalmijn 2003: 315,
335). Yet, it should be noted that although sonweties have only one dominant religion,
many industrialized countries like Germany andN¢herlands have inherited a mix of Prot-
estant and Catholic influences (see Pfau-Effingg®02 232f.). But particularly in areas,
where the Catholic impact still echoes on, variel&nents tend to place contradicting role
demands on women. These include the promotion ¢filatisputable) patriarchal order in so-
ciety in general and in families in particular, therception of traditional families as core
element of society, and — in particular — a relncéato accept conjugal living arrangements
outside of marriage or out-of-wedlock births. Genmanay serve as an example of this. Many
benefits provided by the tax, social security, aedlth care systems are directed to married
couples. All efforts to extend those benefitsatb parents (regardless of legal status) have
been dismissed with reference to the constitutlpraalchored protection of the marital union
(see Hoem 2005: 568ff.). Still, the crucial isssdhat the policies mentioned essentially op-
erate in relegating the married wife to the homesna&le, which goes hand-in-hand with her

economic dependence.

Especially in countries that combine a Catholi¢drigwith a distinct tolerance for vestiges
of patriarchal ideals in welfare policy, incentiviesid to promote traditional sex roles. Al-

though gender equity is part of the public rhetafibasically all modern societies, this kind
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of culture-based paternalism is still reflectedtigatarly in leave regulations supportimgg-

ternal care and in taxation and childcare policies (sdeffd1993: 322f.). Combined with the
more limited labour market opportunities of wometative to men, such policies actively
discourage female labour market participation (8gs & Gelissen 2002: 141f.) while en-

couraging traditional hierarchies in families witiemale caregiver and male breadwinner.

Instead of challenging these elements that develdjsintegrative force at the individual
level, the modern welfare state attempts to prestrem in order to delegate some of its bur-
dens to the families. “At the heart of Catholicisnsubsidiarity principle lies the ideal of
large, well integrated, stable and responsible lfamiYet, as things stand today, two Catholic
countries — Italy and Spain — boast the world’s detvfertility levels while the most de-
familialized welfare regimes in Scandinavia rankoag the highest in Europe” (Esping-
Andersen 1999: 67). The costs of solving the urteglcontradictions are left to the individ-
ual, which results in structural incompatibilitibetween fertility plans and other aims and
demands of women in modern societies. In conttiastefforts of welfare states to strengthen
families as a safe haven for children appear teighige without bringing about any major

positive effect on fertility in the countries meoried.

The example of France underscores the importanaksthguishing between seculariza-
tion in private and in state affairs: while Catle@dim has played a major role in French his-
tory, industrialized France and especially the Eeaof the Third Republic has profoundly
banished religious ideals and values from all matté the state. In fact, the secularization of
state affairs has perhaps progressed further incErghan in any other country in Europe.
This is not to say that gender relations in Fraae completely free of traditionalism, but
French welfare policieslo treat women and men equally. They encouragaléefabour mar-
ket participation as well as care outside the fgmihich shows that role models based on re-

ligiously motivated ideals are widely absent framsial policies®®

As a concluding remark, it should be stressed ttatintention of the above section was

not only to outline the cultural anchoring of fétyi behaviour. It has also shifted the focus

4 Kalmijn (2003: 315) assumes Orthodox Religionbéathe most conservative. Yet, their prevalendelrope
beyond Greece and Eastern Europe is rare.



78 Chapter Three

from a general description of patterns and natigeticularities concerning the cultural
background and specific welfare policiégswards an understanding of how the resulting
institutional setup triggers individual responses hat affect fertility . These institutional
contexts will be dealt with further in the next Sec by analyzing their structuring impact on

life courses in general and on the transition t@ptood within biographies in particular.

3.5 The Impact of Policy Regimes on Fertility

This section aims to offer a more in-depth vievhoiv specific family — or more generally —
social policies affect fertility, and a brief dission of why some of these schemes seem to
work at fostering fertility, while others do noth& key goal is to address the fundamental
question of whether specific policy measures apmlbke of supporting individuals in their
plans for family formation at all. Extending thigrgpective, the present section discusses

how theinterrelation and integration of particular policsaffects fertility.

Contemporary social research is far from havinghed consensus on whether social pol-
icy regulations are actually capable of regulafagjlity. As a first step, | will highlight coun-
tries where particular policies or combined measinave been designed with the deliberate
aim to affect gender relations in general andlfgrtin particular. It should be kept in mind,
however, that social policies are vulnerable toseaunintended effects on the fertility ration-
ales of the addressed actors, possibly resultirmgdistortion of the original policy aims. As a
first step, | will distinguish between high and Idertility countries of the industrialized
world in order to identify which policies have pev capable of enabling individuals to

achieve their fertility plans.

Policy Regimes and Fertility — An Overview

Perhaps the most distinct example of populationcigd can be found in France. There, a
broad range of policies has been designed andedligvith the deliberate aim of boosting

family size and hence fertility. Th8candinavian countriediffer fundamentally from this

46 Some authors argue, however, that in Francedigtaurdenment of the female caregiver is in facbase-
quence of pro-natalist policies and that the ma@adwinner is still implicitly present in social lmies (see
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picture by deliberatelyot incorporating any pro-natalist ideals or incentiv@® their array
of policies (see Hoem 2005: 569; Andersson 200Bjdrklund 2006: 5) . Despite this fun-
damental difference in the policy approach to ligytiNordic countries such as Sweden and
Finland also show fertility rates close to replaeamlevel$’. In both France and Sweden,
family sizes beyond two children are much more comnand the proportion of childlessness
iIs much lower than in Germany, Italy, or Spain (Begnink 2002). The primary aim, particu-
larly of Swedish policies, is to encourage and supmen and women alike in the realisation
of their life goals (see Hoem 2005; Neyer 2003)ilevhny reference to pro-natalist ideals is
utterly absent. Both family formation and the papation in paid labour (either as means of
self-actualization or economic autonomy) still reatkong the most important life goals for
both men and women in these countries. The Scavidmaelfare state puts much effort into
making these goals reconcilable, particularly fammen. The result is a battery of policies
that strengthens labour market attachment, thaegldinks eligibility for parental benefits to
previous labour market participation, and that suispthe parallel combination of work and
parenthootf (see Hoem 2005: 569f.; Andersson 2005; Bjorklu@e2: 8f.) The close link
between parenthood and employment and the incesiiveture of Scandinavian family poli-
cies, however, renders fertility in the Scandinaviauntries vulnerable to the economic cy-
cle, as demonstrated by the example of Sweden ent@hB during the 1990s. At that time,
recession led to a temporary postponement of itgriisee Andersson 2000; Hoem 2005:
562f.).

Lewis 1992: 162).

47" Finland and Norway show some deviations fromideal type of the Scandinavian welfare state. Led@92:
162) highlights that the Norwegian welfare stateveh similarities to the British and German modelséating
women primarily as wives and mothers. In fact, bdtirway and Finland have since introduced home abre
lowance schemes as part of their family policiesvéitheless, broad access to publicly providedichik re-
mains untouched and female labour force partigipatates remain on a constantly high level.

“  The array of measures exists in virtually alli@taavian countries but is especially wide in Swedhere, pa-
rental leave schemes in 2005 offered an 80% incmptacement for 13 months (see Hoem 2005: 567,
Bjorklund 2006). Additionally, Swedish speed premipolicies encourage closer spacing of childrenitiimg
the period off work (see Andersson 1999; Anders20d4). Most importantly, women are disburdened from
traditional care duties. This is achieved by enaging male participation in care through finaneiatl leave-
related incentives (as addressed in special leegelations for fathers, particularly “daddy daystime off
work immediately after childbirth; see Hoem 200675k Finally, the egalitarian model enables wonework
by offering high quality childcare and daycare liies with a high level of coverage and flexiblpeming
hours (see Bjorklund 2006: 9f.).
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A contrasting picture is offered by most of t@ntinental and especiallysouthernEuro-
peanwelfare regimes. Although they incorporate a ggréamily orientation in their policies,
they fail fundamentally in creating an environmérdt supports the realization of individual
childbearing plans (see Kohler et al. 2002: 66f)e ©f the key reasons identified for the in-
effectiveness of both continental conservative 8odthern European welfare states is their
encouragement of traditional family structures. dxcingly, the supply of public childcare
and daycare remains drastically underdeveloped Keéder et al. 2002: 665). The resulting
gendered division of labour collides with the conperary life goals of women. Furthermore,
most of the welfare state policies in societiesedasn a traditional family model are charac-
terised by a political consensus that places higrify on subsidising families. This reflects
the religious beliefs on gender roles and gendmahthies implicitly embedded in the legisla-
tion of these only partially secularized welfarates. There is no overarching policy goal —
such as population expansion in France or egalitesim in Sweden — that is capable of hav-
ing an impact on fertility behaviour. What is alegssing is an awareness of the way in which
different policy measures interact in fosteringhardering the realisation of individual fertil-
ity plans. In fact, the political stage dedicaté®ré on achieving consensus on the level of
specific benefits and on the distribution acrossrest groups, while failing to clearly specify
the policy aims behind the monetary support (seent2005: 568). Policies that might be ca-
pable of affecting fertility rationales are creaiada piecemeal fashion rather than being tai-

lored to achieve an overarching goal (see ibid52666).

Policy Regimes and Fertility — The Liberal Welfaftate Paradox

Theliberal welfare statesire a special case regarding the relationshipdsrtvgocial policies
and fertility development. Paradoxically, these ntaes — although lacking a clearly formu-
lated policy on fertility or gender issues — sha@stifity rates that range from moderate in the
case of the UK (with an average of about 1.7 fr@80Lto 2000, see Council of Europe 2006:
78) to the highest rates in the industrialized warl the cases of Irelaffdand the US. A

closer look at the UK and the US raises even maestipns to this paradox than it answers:

4 Fahey (2001) argues that the conditions of ecémogecession that had led to fertility decline ial&and resem-
bled the conditions in mosst other industrialisedrdries by the 1990s. In Ireland however, thectffevere
limited mainly to restricting higher parity birthahile a persistent cultural ideal of having atsteane or two
children has kept fertility near replacement le\Elahey 2001: 177).
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in these countries, welfare state support is géigdnmaited, in terms of both financial support
to parents and publicly provided childc&rérhe main form of childcare is in fact expensive
market-based childcare, which for many is not afftnle (see Kamerman 2000: 3). Further-
more, the job return guarantees contained in geteae policies are much more rigid and
shorter in duration than, for instance, in Germanyhe Scandinavian countries. In fact, the
US policy strongly encourages economically dependemen to return to work when their
child reaches the third month of age (see ibid.02@), while social protection covers only

the most severe economic risks and hardships.

This aggravates the situation of individual levehtadictions: the lack of affordable pub-
lic childcare options enforces the female caregreée, while the limited economic support
for families encourages dual-earner couples toigeofor the family rather than relying on
the limited government benefits. Hence, female laldorce participation rates are high and
periods of absence from the labour market aftddbhith are among the shortest in the indus-
trialised world, especially in the US. Yet, childeaemains primarily a female task. Unlike in
the US, in the UK, this conflict is resolved by dainming maternal care duties with part-time
work (similarly to Germany, see DiPrete et al. 208389). The neoclassical model suggests
that the collision between market and family ratesnmonly results in a restriction of fertil-

ity. Paradoxically, fertility remains exceptionatjgh in the UK and especially the US.

One possible solution to this contradiction migktih cultural and social structural pat-
terns: in many liberal welfare states, latent ielig beliefs manifest themselves in the dis-
couragement of pre-marital sex and often sevengliydd sexual education (for a discussion,
see Lesthaeghe & Neidert 2007: 382ff.). The resuksrates of teenage motherhood that rank
among the highest in the industrialized world (§#gno & Ermisch 1989 for the UK). Al-
though this does not completely explain the conpaaig high fertility rates in the UK and
especially the US, it does account for part of ffienomenon. Additionally, in the US, the
high fertility rates of ethnic groups including bks (TFR around 2.1) and especially hispan-
ics (TFR 2.7-2.9) play a non-negligible role (seesthaeghe & Neidert 2007: 413t.)

0 vet, the US invests major efforts in creating ¢aadits that reduce the costs of having childsz® (McDonald

2000: 13).

In recent years the TFR of the non-Hispanic Whipulation was around 1.8. Though this level stifits re-
placement, it has settled well above the fertilage of most other industrialized countries (sesthaeghe &
Neidert 2007: 414).

51



82 Chapter Three

Within these groups, factors such as immigrantustand ethnic and cultural background
culminate in lower average educational attainmesiich in turn channels into lower mean
age at childbirth and larger family sizes (see Mord Yang 2002). Simultaneously, one im-
portant factor promoting fertility among educated! dighly educated working professionals
in the US is the availability of childcare not oritpm costly professional care providers but

also from low-wage, undocumented immigrant workeee McDonald 2002: 417).

These issues may help to explain some of the diftally higher fertility in these coun-
tries. Yet, considering the limited government sapwf parenthood in the US and the UK,
the pronounced contrast in fertility behaviour wmuetries like Italy and Germany remains
puzzling. The following hypotheses provide somesfile explanations for the exceptionally

high fertility in liberal welfare states.

= A limited ability of the welfare state to reproducaditional roles: policy support for par-
enthood is generally very limited in the liberalli@ee state. Thus, policy incentives have a
limited ability to enforce traditional gender rolesd hence to enact a female dependence
on a male breadwinner (see Soskice 2005: 176f.)révianily policies in the US and UK
do encourage a gendered division of labour, theyane limited in their level and scope.
Government benefits providing protection only agaithe most severe risks, and are lim-

ited to the most needy.

= The male breadwinner model is encouraged implitiyiyhot providing the kind of welfare

state support that would support women in recamgilvork and parenthood (for example,
in terms of public childcare provision; see Lew892: 162f.). Yet, such a limited system
of support, is also incapable to create strongntices affecting fertility rationales such as
those contained in the German leave policies (gdahe so-calledlterngeld, actively

encouraging traditional gender roles by fosteringetieat of mothers from the labour
force. Accordingly, DiPrete (2002) and colleagueswell as Morgan (2003: 596f.) con-
clude that — given the incentive structure of tgtitutional makeup — the overall costs of
having children in Germany are higher than in tH& despite the relative generosity of

German family policy.

Where a (traditional) gender role model relevantetrtility exists in the policies of the
UK or the US (see Lewis 1992; Sainsbury 1996), ehodlicies do not have the scope ca-

pable of providing incentives that would achieve ttesired results. Indeed, infant child-
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care services are utilized much more in the UK espkcially in the US than in Germany —
despite the higher costs due to market provididdbviously, culturally embedded norms
of maternal care are less dominant in the libegdfave state, which has inherited a labour
market-focused culture eforking womer(see Hall & Soskice 2001; OECD 2001a: 144f.;
DiPrete et al. 2003: 449f.; Soskice 2005: 176) Thmoarket empowerment in the liberal
welfare state also includes the encouragement aif @rner householts This is also re-
flected in the fact that women and men are trebésitcally as individuals in labour market
policies and taxation, which effectively promotesnhle autonomy (see Apps & Rees
2003).

The welfare state’s role in shaping risk attitudgszen the very rudimentary protection
against economic (especially labour market) ripkecarious economic situations and in-
security are a much more common experience in and UK. This may affect attitudes
regarding what circumstances are considered aduepfiar family formation. This could

cause people to start a family in earlier life-gsasn which actors in societies with higher
levels of welfare state protection would deem tb@nemic conditions to be inappropriate

for family formation.

Labour market insecurities and fertility behaviourabour market risks are generally
higher where welfare state regulation is low. Hogrevabour markets that are more flexi-
ble are generally also more permeable. Labour mapkies and re-entries are much more

common in liberal welfare states, where the disibmcbetween labour market insiders and
outsiders is less serious (see Hall & Soskice 2@01; Mayer, 2004: 177). This may also
lead to more flexible adaptation of childbearingnd to involuntary periods outside the
labour market — due, for example, to unemploymemconomic inactivity. In contrast, the

general absence of leave regulations may have iiveosnpact on female employment

opportunities, since employers are less likelyXpeet childbearing plans to interfere with
work than in welfare states where there are extensgulations dealing with maternity

leave (see Soskice 2005: 176).

However several benefits and tax credits meamwffol example the Working Family Tax Credit WFTC929
respectively Working Tax Credit WTC, 2003) subsidise uptake of commercial childcare in the UK.

As labour markets in the liberal welfare stateoalely on the female labour force, flexible workiarrange-
ments for mothers have become common, althoughaties remains widely unregulated by the welfargesta
(see Morgan 2003: 596).
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The aforementioned hypotheses may offer some asite why fertility in the UK and the US
remains so high compared to other countries. Yt still require empirical testing in future

research and thus remain speculative for the tisnegb

Family or Social Policies?

In the previous discussion on the potential feytilnpacts of policy measures, | have focused
on social policiesin a general sense. A more differentiated undedstgnexamines welfare
state measures affecting fertility in relation e tspecific domain dlamily policies Indeed,
the discussion of whethéamily policiesor — more generally social policesaffect fertility
rationales of social actors is more than just mit@ological debate: the previous discussion of
welfare regimes has already demonstrated the impoetof creating and integrating a broad

body of policy measures in order to achieve predefipolicy goals.

Family policies are at the core of the array ofialopolicies affecting individual family
planning behaviour. Yet, successful policies dostop there: they also incorporate measures
from different life domains that relate only inditly to family issues, but that nevertheless
affect fertility plans. “Countries which regard théamily policies as part of labour-market
policies, of care-policies, and of gender policemem to have fared better in retaining fertil-
ity above lowest-low-levels.” (Neyer 2003: 69; g0 Sackmann 2000: 148).

Furthermore, the various social policy measuresl nede designed to fit together in such
a way as to offer comprehensive, concerted sugpgobtential parents in the realization of
fertility goals (through family and other policie§pecial care is required to prevent inconsis-
tencies and contradictions — either between diffiepelicy measures, or between government
policies and widely held individual goals. The pgsh most crucial negative example in this

context is the discouragement of female labour etgplrticipation.

Social Policies as Institutional Context of Individal Fertility Rationales

The following discussion will focus on how exacfiglicies can affect individual fertility ra-
tionales. Note that this will address some of #sueés of individual fertility decision making
that will receive more in-depth attention in thdldwing section, where fertility is examined
as a consequence of rational planning, thus eltibhgrthe micro-theoretical framework. The
study at hand is concerned above all with analyBrsgbirth decisions. First-birth transitions

— particularly with respect to their timing — arekey importance for the levels of completed
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fertility. Social policies that operate by makingrenthood more compatible with work can
help to decrease the postponement of first bitthss extending the time frame available for
additional births across the life course (for timpact of policies on birth timing, see Cigno &

Ermisch 1989: 758 or Andersson, Hoem & Duvandei6Z00 Sweden, e.g.)

The transition to first parenthood dramatically mpes the life course (see Hobcraft &
Kiernan 1995). Policies may intervene in this psscby helping in (or hindering) the creation
of viable conditions for future parents prior tonily formation, or by alleviating some of the
hardships that accompany parenthood. Furthermaitdicppolicies can help relieve some of
the individual life course risks that arise withildhirth (for example, by providing women
with maternity protection or job-return guaranteesminimize the financial drawbacks (for
example, by providing families with cash- or taxibéts). First-birth transitions are of key
importance in this context, since most couples Whee not yet had their first child are rela-
tively uninformed about the range of public bergeéivailable to them. Hence, future parents
probably do not make their fertility plans basedagprecise calculation of the family benefits
available; in fact, they probably have only a vesygh impression of the various measures
that could help in the realization of family plangigoals. Thus, their calculations of the costs
and publicly provided benefits available is prolyabiased by limited knowledge regarding

the availability, eligibility, and probable amouwftmonetary support.

If monetary incentives or non-monetary support lisag generous leave polices or publicly
available daycare) are assumed capable of affeimgy planning rationales in a positive
way, then not only the level of support is crudiat also a broad public awareness of the spe-
cific schemes available. Thus, even if a speciblicy measure offers extremely generous
support in order to encourage parenthood, it valirgthout the slightest effect if it is not ade-
quately publicized. This introduces two furtherightes determining the effectiveness of so-
cial policies in positively affecting fertility desions: the extent of public knowledge of spe-
cific schemes, and the extent to which a coupl&ssaad uses this knowledge in the decision-

making process.

Discussion of the Effectiveness of Social PoliciasAffecting Fertility

The effectiveness of social policies must be cargd in the light of the above discussion re-
garding the limited knowledge and bounded ratiapaf human actors (see generally Simon

1955; 1959; see also Section 4.2). The capacigoofal policies to affect fertility has been
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the subject of a long and hotly contested debanel iA fact the issue still remains open be-
cause of the paucity of research in this field eegglly from a cross-national comparative per-
spective (for an overview see Neyer 2003: 78; dse Bjorklund 2006: 4; Morgan 2003:
594ff.). The following discussion will provide amemplary focus on the effects wionetary

benefitson fertility>.

Figure 9: Child Benefit Packages and Total Fertility 20@D02
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Source: Bradshaw 2005 for child benefit packageasatincil of Europe 2006 for data on TFRs; see akzbld 1.

At first glance, it seems obvious that monetarydfigs and fertility are closely linked. While
the Scandinavian countries, which offer generonarfcial support, show high levels of fertil-
ity, low-fertility countries like Italy and Spainisplay what Kohler and colleagues classify as
“...some of the lowest levels of state support fanifees with children through tax allow-
ances or direct transfers” (2002: 665). Beyond plaisadigmatic examples, however, a closer
look at the cross-national variation reveals ldsgaus relationships. Based on aggregate data
on 22 countries, Gauthier and Hatzius (1997) repdettility effect of family allowances (in-
cluding child and maternity benefits as a rati@eérage earnings in a country). However, the

strength of the effect of cash benefits on feytila almost negligible. Another, mainly de-

% Studies investigating the relation betwéentility and childcareprovisionfail to identify a close link (see Hank
2002, Kreyenfeld 2002 for Germany, Andersson, Ddear& Hank 2004 for Sweden, Kravdal 1996 for Nor-
way; see also the discussion on p. 56). Whesaee policiesare aimed at a close birth spacing, they have been
found to affect mainly the timing of birth rathéan the overall quantum (see for example Lalivevéeitnuller
2005 for Austria or Hoem 1993 & Andersson 1999tfar Swedistspeed premiurpolicy).
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scriptive study offering a rather broad investigatof child-related allowances in 22 coun-
tries”® was unable to identify a clear effect of child effinpackages on period fertility (see
Bradshaw & Finch 2002; Bradshaw 2005).

Figure 10 illustrates this rather scattered pictlitee only group for which Bradshaw et al.
were able to identify an effect were rather poanifes for whom state support in child-
related costs actually seems to affect fertilitgipeely. Yet, both studies mentioned above
contain a series of methodological pitfalls, thestreerious of which is certainly the reliance
on aggregate data. When utilising such an apprcamh,direct relation between monetary
support and individual fertility choices is impddsi to identify (for further discussion, see
Brewster & Rindfuss 2000: 283ff.)

A more focused micro-level study by Laroque andaSigl (2003) analysed the effect of the
French APE (for a detailed description of the AB&g p. 73). The authors came to the con

clusion that in France, monetary incentives plaulastantial role in positively affecting fertil-
ity rationales. Yet, a more detailed view providesitradictory evidence: the strongest fertil-
ity effect created by the APE was on first birthvile the effects on third and higher-order
births were negligible. This is quite startlinge@nthe APE does not offanyfirst-birth bene-
fits, while benefits rise to a significant leveltlithird and higher-order births. Regarding
monetary benefits for parents in Sweden, spurieigeace relates cutbacks in leave policies
during the 1990s that reduced levels of incomeahent to the fertility decline observed in
Sweden during that period (see Andersson 1999; Hoétoem 1999).

In their sum, these findings support the notiort thilaile the economic resources and par-
ticularly the monetary incentives available to fetparents are important variables in fertility
planning, the exact relation between economic messuand fertility behaviour is far from
clear. The implicit hypothesis tested in the stadigentioned above is that child allowances
minimize the cost of having children and thus pesiy affect fertility. Such a fertility effect
is certainly intended by at least some policy mak¥et, the assumption of a straightforward
relationship between monetary support to familieg gertility can be challenged on several

grounds:

% These allowances are defined to include mondiansing, health, education, and child benefits alf as
benefits received through taxation, in-kind sersj@nd childcare support.



88 Chapter Three

The first reason, already mentioned above, maya@xphe unclear relationship: future par-
ents can neither be assumed to know about aliMhigale schemes, nor can they be assumed
to be capable of accurately calculating the araigig costs and benefits of parenthood (see
generally Simon 1959). An additional issue is that marginal utility of child benefits proba-
bly decreases with increasing income. Thus, moydtansfers probably matter most to the
most needy, while the fertility effect of child @ances among high-income couples is
probably negligible (see Aaberge et al. 2005: 14he latter group may consider the time
costs a much more important issue (see Mincer 1883} and be affected more by the avail-
ability and normative acceptance of public vs. gi@vchildcare (see Brewster & Rindfuss
2000: 2871t.)

Furthermore, looking solely at the level of chileniefits available says little about how ac-
cessible they are to parents-to-be. The termsigib#ity may be imprecise or even incom-
prehensible. Even if actors know about certain benehey may be uncertain about the eli-
gibility requirements or how to claim the benefitdis probably restricts the extent to which
people take benefits into account in their fegtillanning. Moreover, claiming benefits in-
volves transaction costs. This also might explalty wash benefits in France are so effective
in contrast, there are numerous hurdles involvedkeitermining eligibility and claiming bene-

fits due to the multitude of regulations and ingtdns involved (see Spiel3 2006: 57).

Another crucial issue iBow exactly particular monetary incentives influence fertilkig-
haviour. The example of Germany shows that genef@mmdy support may well provoke a
negative effect on fertility behaviour, since tlaedation of married couples — especially in
combination with German leave policies — fostergtacat of women from the labour force
(see Esping-Andersen 1996; Brewster & Rindfuss 2@80; Dingeldey 2002; Apps & Rees
2005). Policies that promote a traditional divisiohlabour only support those men and
women whose life plans do in fact favour a breadwem’ homemaker division of labour. But
for to-be-parents who reject a traditional divisiainlabour, such incentives generally signal
an incompatibility between parenthood and gainfap®yment. In particular, this results in
the postponement of parenthood or more generallpvirer overall fertility among women

whose life plans include a combination of mothexhand gainful employment.

Another issue is that — although generous and/dirdesigned — policies may do well at

achieving distributional equity or at combatingldhpoverty. However, most welfare states
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lack aconcise goaintegrating all their different family policies onore general social poli-
cies. Yet, France combines pro-natalist policieth&ipronounced horizontal redistribution to
families with children (see Lewis 1992: 165ff.),daBweden offers support aimed at encour-
aging egalitarianism in a dual-earner model by maprg work-family reconciliation (see
Hoem 2005). In Italy and Spain, however, familyatetl social policies serve various particu-
lar aims but lack a consistent direction (see B&lds1995: 11; Chesnais 1996: 734). Such
piecemeal policies are prone to producing conttadicand often unintended effects with re-
spect to fertility®. The effect of a particular policy measure, cagatilsupporting the realiza-
tion of fertility plans can end up being offset the negative or contradictory effects of the
combined array of other social policies. In facgér@any and Austria show many similarities
to the Southern Rim nations in reproducing thesedskiof contradictory patterns (see
Hobcraft 2004: 82). Andersson and colleagues avgtierespect to daycare in Germany that
better provision “...would not suffice to foster wom'e employment and fertility, as long as
most other welfare state institutions remain deddbwards the traditional male-breadwinner
model”. (2004: 416).

What distinguishes the different family policies@as countries is more the priorities ac-
cording to which funding is allocated, than theuatimonetary amounts provided. This corre-
sponds with people’s limited capacity to calculptiential but generally uncertain future
benefits (or other measures designed to help pgrérto their childbearing plans. It seems
more plausible that people base their fertilityngl@an more generalized perceptions — for in-
stance, the idea that combining parenthood andc@&easy or difficult. Social policies fun-
damentally shape the compatibility of differenelilomains through numerous schemes in-
cluding leave policies, childcare provision, antddar market policies. Monetary support is
just one tool among many. However, it seems pldaighmat beyond a basic level, monetary
support functions in fostering the perception ofusiy by insuring families against basic
risks more than in merely expanding their purchggiower, particularly in the case of fami-
lies that are already fairly well off. “It is dodbt that it is possible to simply pay people to

have children by offering various allowances ordaxluctions. In the Swedish context, child-

% One example is fostering female investments imdm capital while simultaneously fostering a retrefa
women from the labour force through family policycéntives, thus depreciating their human capiteést
ments.
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birth is supported by providing an infrastructunattallows women and men to pursue their

individual life goals in terms of family or professal life.” (Andersson 2005: 11).

Advocacy for Analysing Fertility from a Joint Perggtive of Gender and Labour Markets

The preceding review and analysis of policy regirmeggests that the view that the welfare
state can affect fertility rationales solely by meaf specific family policies is too narrow. A
crucial further aspect is how the welfare statgpeBaaccess to the labour market, particularly
for women: “Public policies that will lead to deases in time spent out of work, which is the
most important part of the period shadow priceiging birth, will have an effect of decreas-
ing age at maternity.” (Gustafsson 2001: 244). 8ssful policies in this context assume that
today the wide majority of both meand women aim to participate in gainful employment.
Such goals are embedded in the foundations of maxtErieties: they arise from the ideals of
individual autonomy and emancipation from (econgndiependence and attain even greater
urgency due to labour market insecurities, whiah laest confronted by dual-earner couples
for protection against economic risks. They arediesd further by growing incentives to par-
ticipate in (higher) education and to invest in lamtapital — particularly for women. Many
of the contexts outlined so far suggest that a comtrait of many low-fertility regimes is the
cultivation of incompatibilities between labour rketr participation of women and the transi-
tion to parenthood by unilaterally fostering théerof the female homemaker, ignoring female

life course goals, and creating contradictiondaihcentive structure.

3.6 Conclusion

Reuvisiting the Cross National Background — Suggess for a Frame of Reference

The preceding sections have sketched out the baahkdrof declining fertility levels over the
last decades. It has been shown that the interschietween cultural differences and the insti-
tutional framework profoundly influence fertility ebaviour by affecting the normative
framework of parenthood and gender roles, andt-blatsnot least — in defining the relation-
ship between domestic and paid work. Although thecHic impacts of policies remains

blurry, empirical evidence suggests that suchtunsbinal arrangements play a decisive role in
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mediating work-lifestyle fertility choices (see esfally Kangas & Rostgaard 2007). This no-

tion is supported by the finding of striking reguti@s in persistently low fertility across those

countries that institutionally favour traditionarhilies with a male breadwinner / female

caregiver model (see Andersson 2005: 12).

It has been a key aim of the preceding sectiomdaioorate and highlight the fundament of

a cross-national perspective on fertility behavidarthis concluding Section of Chapter 3, |

briefly summarize the main issues, which will fottme foundation for the empirical investiga-

tions that follow.

a)

b)

The orientation of the welfare statewill serve as ageneral frame of referencein
which | will consider differences in labour marketordination, in the tradition of Hall &
Soskice, both under prevailing gender inequalisysaessed by Sainsbury, Lewis, and

Ostner, as well as in life course outcomes, asligigied by Mayer and DiPrete.

Neverthelesdjnking fertility to particular policies still appears to be a difficult task.

“Family benefits, maternal or parental leave petciand childcare availability [...] are

not particularly good predictors of national fatyillevels. [...] This is likely, at least in

part, a measurement problem, yet, it points tongbed for a more comprehensive con-

ceptualization of the structural and institutioraépects of role incompatibility.”

(Brewster & Rindfuss 2000: 291).

This is a crucial issue for determining whethettipafar polices should be considered
in a given theoretical and empirical framework. Héeer, the evidence outlined so far
suggests that parents-to-be are probably unawaak thfe particular schemes and paren-
tal support available to théfm Instead, the actors probably have just a gerienades-
sion of the difficulties they will face in reconicify their previous life with the transition
to parenthood. In this context, welfare state aignts can be supportive in providing a
general environment fostering compatibility betwg@anenthood and other life domains,

especially employment.

In fact, those welfare states that have delibegradekigned their policy frameworks

aroundconcise aimghat includeminimizing the life course incompatibilities assateid

57 This applies especially to first-birth transitgmwhich imply the most pronounced life-course gfeaamong all

birth orders, and particularly given that to-bequas have limited knowledge on kinds of parentaldfits.
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d)

with parenthood and especially motherhood show higlest levels of fertility (see
Neyer 2003: 50; Mayer 2005: 45). In contrast, coastthat tend to aggravate role in-
compatibilities by supporting outdated family madshow considerably declining fertil-
ity. A crucial aspect to be examined in the follogriempirical analyses is the exact na-
ture of the institutional contradictions that aftfexhildbearing plans. Hence, a cross-
national perspective requires that one disting@simong broader welfare state orienta-
tions, whereas a more narrow comparison of padicpblicies is likely to produce a
skewed picture, incapable of fully unravelling theneral mechanisms driving fertility

behaviour.

A crucial issue affecting fertility is therientation of the welfare state system towards
gender equality, that is,whether it encourages or implicitly discouragesadityiin gen-
der relations. Thus, | will consider the role ottlvelfare state with respect to the
broader environment it creates for parenting ratthan with respect to a particular

scheme (see also Morgan 2003: 595ff.)

Men and women still face different normatively pmeéised roles and tasks that become
even more traditional with the transition to pahemd.Gender still forms a key aspect
of differentiation. Thus, cross-national differences in fertility beioar will be exam-
ined here through the lens of gender, by studyiegways that men and women are de-
fined and treated differently in culturally anchdneorms on gender roles and concomi-

tantly in welfare state institutions.

Aggregate completed fertility is essentially a dafive of thetiming of first-birth tran-
sition in the life course(by determining the time span left to have addgiochildren).
Family formation and labour market entry commontyncides in a segment of the life
course that is extremely sensitive to the adoptibitreversible paths (see Hobcraft &
Kiernan 1995). For the timing of first birth, labomarket participation is perhaps the
most important competitor with family formation inodern societies. Countries that fa-
vour a traditional division of labour tend to orgamlife courses around the nuclear fam-
ily (see Mayer 2005: 43), thus perceiving womemprily as caregivers. In doing so,
they provide an incentive structure that encouramdemale retreat from the labour

force. Accordingly, work-family incompatibilitiesiisuch countries tend to be severe.
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f)

9)

h)

Hence,a labour market perspectiveis crucial for a thorough understanding of the in-
terrelation between paid work and the behaviourabchmnisms that govern fertility
choices. Labour market coordination is a key eldrmémwelfare state intervention, medi-
ating occupational risks, trust and commitment ¢oupational relations, as well as la-
bour market exclusion, where the divide betweepnudalmarket insiders and outsiders is
extensive (see Hall & Soskice 2001; 2003. As higinest and reliability in labour
market relations affects the ability to make long-term commitmeimghe private do-

main, the type of market coordination also haswpeict on family formation behaviour.

Life course riskslike economic dependence or long-term unemployrpese a threat to

the future stability of families (see generally May2004). Importantly, to analyse the
impact on fertility behaviour, it is crucial to csider the way in which risks are con-
tained by welfare state intervention rather thanitlhg the analysis to the level of wel-
fare support in case of economic dependence. Wheardéégh level of monetary support
in case of unemployment is common in coordinatedkets, liberal markets inherit

lower risks of becoming long-term unemployed byheigpermeability of labour markets,
for example (see DiPrete 2002; Hall & Soskice 2001)

Country-specific fertility behaviour needs to beaexned in the context of the particular
cultural background and especially with respect to the extent of seaadtion. This
background shapes people’s values and perceptimmg parenthood, but also the policy
setup and people’s expectations about those psliExepectations about policies in turn
determine, which types of policies are widely at¢edpand which are rejected. This is
also reflected in the policy making process — eiihgplicitly (through cultural norms
also considered by the policy makers) or explicfthrough the reactions policy-makers
anticipate from voters). All in all, social policieseem to do better in promoting fertility
where they follow consistent and precise goals,vaeinelre they are attuned to the broader

socio-cultural framework in order to avoid creatoantradictory incentives.

The relationship between the welfare state systeanfertility cannot be analysed with-
out consideration of the specific societal backgrounahat is, without taking into ac-
count cultural historical origins as well as partarities of a society’s institutions and
social structure (see McDonald 2002: 417). Thisdsgs clear limits on concepts of

cross-national investigation that simply compargsiar measures in their scope and ef-
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fect. “A specific policy cannot be seen in isolatiand its effect in another context
might turn out to be completely different from whet was introduced.” (Andersson

2005: 8f.) The conclusion | have drawn from thisttee theoretical and empirical analy-

sis is that a simple integration of aggregate timstinal measures of, for instance, par-
ticular benefits provided in particular countriesinsufficient to gain a deeper under-
standing of fertility behaviour. In the followingass-national comparison, | will thus

consider, both conceptually and theoretically, hodividual behaviour develops in its

specific national contexts (see also Mayer 2005%.) Fairthermore, in the interpretation

of the empirical results, | will seriously pondéese national contexts and the specific
array of institutions. “In fact, it will usually bmappropriate to attempt to evaluate the
effect of particular individual policies because thffectiveness of any policy will de-

pend upon the broader setting.” (McDonald 20027442

The mechanisms affecting fertility behaviour rareperate in a monocausal way. Of vi-
tal importance is the understanding thia¢ triad of individual behaviour, cultural
background, and welfare state orientation developmterdependenciesover time that
affect fertility choices. This context, as outlingdthis Chapter (3), will form one of the
main pillars of the empirical analysis, whereas kbg focus will lie on the differentia-

tion among welfare state alignments.

In summary, it can be stated that work-familyftiots are less severe where the institu-
tional makeup is focussed on supporting peoplectoeae the most common life goals
that the majority of individuals in modern socistghares. In contrast, work-family con-
flicts are most severe where welfare policies foougreserving cultural and especially

religious traditions within the incentive structwkthe array of welfare policies.

These distinctions and considerations will frame ¢toss-national comparison of low fertility

behaviour in the following.

Implications for a Multi-Level Framework Anchoredtathe Micro-Level

The findings outlined above have stressed that vdomducted solely at the aggregate level,

analyses linking low fertility to societal contexase of limited explanatory power and pro-

duce spurious results. In such studies, the cambxtactors associated with low fertility

commonly fail to provide a causal understandinthefunderlying mechanisms. Examples in-
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clude the unconvincing attempts to link overaltifiéy to out-of-wedlock births, to marital in-
stability, and most importantly, to trends in fem&bour market participation. The spurious
findings from studies linking contextual factorsdafertility dynamics on the aggregate level
provide strong arguments for a more detailed mievel analysis. This is not to say that
macro-level analysis cannot successfully identiéyneyal patterns such as a general fertility
decline or a rising mean age at first birth (assenéed in Chapter 2). Importantly, however,
macro-level investigations fail by design as they iacapable of providing a thorough under-
standing of the underlying mechanisms, and thugelélae door wide open for misinterpreta-
tions (see Boudon 1986; Huinink 2001b). | argue thanicro-perspective of individual be-
haviour is an indispensable component of any th®aleand empirical approach, dedicated to
unravelling and understanding fertility patterngstbirths are of special value in this en-
deavour, as they constitute perhaps the most coeségl life course transition that entails
fundamental life course changes. Therefore, a po€intense personal deliberation usually

precedes this step.

These considerations echo the findings outlinedr@band further highlight the need for a
more actor-centred perspective: after all, theviiddial is the key addressee of welfare state
systems in general and of social policies in paldic This notion inevitably shifts the per-
spective to the idea that fertility reflects esgalytindividual behaviour, shaped by individual
plans, choices, and decisions at the micro-levadeu the impact of the social, cultural, and

institutional background at the meso- and macredlef society.

Crucial to the analysis of fertility behaviour tsetconsideration of gender as a central di-
mension of inequality that emerges in confrontatioth the structural, institutional, and cul-
tural context. Importantly, the labour market asogietal system takes a central position in
mediating both gender- and life-phase-specific uradities (which are commonly aggravated
by childbearing decisions). This brings the arguintertk to the initial statement by Brewster
and Rindfuss regarding the requirements of a fraonkevior the analysis of fertility: “...it
must be dynamic; it must recognize the multi-dimemaslity of both labour force participa-
tion and fertility; and it must be multilevel, ingmrating the institutional and normative ar-
rangements that influence individual fertility alatbor force behavior.” (2000: 291). A cross-
national perspective is a proper tool for differatimg the impact of specific national patterns

that appear in the institutional and cultural-natireabackground.
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When using a multi-level framework, one must prace®re slowly and cautiously than
when analyzing joint effects across countries igragate data, because here one has to con-
sider the institutional and socio-structural backod as well as the individual perceptions of
and reactions to it. One has to consider not dmynumerous structural and institutional fac-
tors that shape individual life courses and feytitiehaviour but also the individual decisions
that in their sum affect the macro-level framewttkough dynamic interplay (see Huinink
2000: 348; see generally Coleman 1990: 11). Hetheefollowing chapter (4) will carefully
extend the cross-national framework outlined akilovencompass a micro-theoretical frame-
work of individual behaviour, with the aim of ansiyg first-birth decisions from both a
cross-cultural and an intertemporal perspectivee ifhplications of this framework will be
investigated in two empirical case studies of ligytichoices over time (Chapters 5 & 6),
based on an in-depth consideration of life trajeesoin the context of labour market behav-
iour, which is the main competing domain to famlifg and parenthood in industrialized

countries.
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The Transition to Parenthood
as Rational Choice —

A Micro-Theoretical Framework

“Either explicitly or implicitly, almost all explaations of human fertility have some deci-

sion-making ideas at their heart.”

Harvey Leibenstein (1981: 381).

Taking its starting point from Leibenstein’s citagsumption, the aim of this chapter (4) is to
outline a theoretical framework that conceptualigesfirst-birth decision as consequence of
a rational choice. This choice is not made solalaisituational context, but emerges over
time in a context of biographical planning. Why stime individuals choose to start a family
early in their lives, while others delay the traiasi to parenthood until their late thirties, or

ultimately remain childless? Moreover, why do sqmeple choose to have a child in appar-
ently adverse contexts, while others decide agaitesting a family even under the most

promising conditions? The goal of this chapteroiglévelop a series of theoretical perspec-

tives that can provide the necessary tools foresiing these questions analytically.

To this end, this chapter begins with an excursssudsing whether the theoretical claim
that transitions to parenthood are an outcome oiSam-making processes is indeed empiri-
cally justified. In this context, Section 4.1 rewie the ratio of planned, unplanned, and un-
wanted births in different countries. Although ibwd be impossible to establish a definitive
underlying structure of rational planning direditgm these findings, this empirical perspec-
tive offers a preliminary impression of whether thajority of births are the product of delib-

erate reflection or are simply the result of chance
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The stepwise introduction and application alongsim®retical models of rational action in
Chapter 4 will rely on a modelling of rational agtithat is closely oriented on what Siegwart
Lindenberg describes #ise method of decreasing abstractioff992; 2003). He suggests to
start out with a simple and highly deductible ratibchoice core and to proceed by stepwise
increasing the complexity of the theoretical framdw Correspondingly, Section 4.2 initiates
the development of a theoretical model that dessrthe transition to parenthood as a rational
decision, by addressing the fundamental assumpbehsd ideas of rationality and rational
action. This discussion investigates the issue®sgoding the distinction between means-end
oriented instrumental and value-based rationatibycluding with a focus on the limited ca-

pabilities and informational setup of human actorthe boundedness of rationality.

Section 4.3 turns to the ponderings and evaluatiemlved in the decision to start a family.
It provides an analytical view of the costs anddiiem associated with childbearing and looks
at the role of preferences and competing alteraatiin particular, the choice to become a
parent is discussed with a focus on the role of amemt values associated with having chil-
dren. Section 4.3 concludes by outlining a theocattiramework in which immanent value-
based plans to start a family are identified asrinediate goals in the satisfaction of higher-
order needs of physical well being and social aygdroThis social production function ap-
proach provides a link to a basic model of ratioaation, as suggested by Lindenberg
(RREEMM; 1985, 1990a). While these findings arepemented by the more psychologi-
cally oriented theory of planned behaviour (seeeAji991), the RREEMM model provides

the basic theoretical foundation for continued etation in subsequent chapters.

Progressing from these base assumptions, Sectldntdoduces the key issue that it is usu-
ally two partners, who discuss their childbearihgnp. In this context the paradigm of the
New Home Economics, which implicitly assumes camjalecision-making in order to maxi-
mise household utility, will be juxtaposed to moeéined models of social exchange and bar-
gaining, which posit two actors negotiating th@spective childbearing preferences and as-
sociated domestic tasks. The latter approach sesubt particularly rich view of the interac-
tion, dynamics, and differences of power in a paed relationship, thus offering a more de-

tailed view of these particular decision-makingqasses.

The observation that bargaining among couplessigawise and iterative process makes it

possible to view the emergence of dynamic decigiaking as sequences of (re-)negotiation
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and choosing. This dynamic perspective on decisiaking will be further elaborated in Sec-
tion 4.5 This section scrutinizes the way that siecis relating to fertility goals emerge over
time and will focus on the role of myopic behavioutility discounting in long-term goal at-
tainment and on choice under uncertain future d¢mrdi and risks. Given that family forma-
tion always constitutes a step into a more or legsiown future, and understanding that the
path toward parenthood is usually the outcomerotiiitude of interconnected decisions, it is
essential to include such concepts of intertempchaice. Finally, Section 4.5 will address
the impact of framing and habitualisation on thealepment of long-term goals, and will
outline key issues that apply in sequential chotbas characterize goal-oriented behaviour in

the realization of childbearing plans.

This dynamic perspective will be expanded to ineladife course view in Section 4.6. The
life course view allows for a dynamic and thus moreaningful recognition of the motives
that underlie individual fertility. The life courgeerspective signals an approach that adheres
to the dynamic nature of a goal-oriented theorgaifon, focusing on the interaction between
actor and society (see Coleman 1990). The dynamégence of family formation plans will
be defined as subject to individual developmerdgizphical planning, and the progression
along status passages, such as leaving the pahemta, finishing education, and starting a
job. In addition, the biographical attainment oftiféy goals is discussed with respect to so-
cial contexts, particularly partnerships, and timpact of institutions. The concept of linked
lives, i.e., the notion that partnered life coursgsarticularly with respect to fertility behav-
iour — are intertwined and thus affect each othg&pands the issue of dynamic interaction,
outlined in Section 4.4 to a life course view. Tth#owing section (4.6.4) will address the
key issue that fertility transitions and both piiog and subsequent life trajectories as well
as the status as a parent are fundamentally shppedciety and its institutions (see Mayer
1991; 2001). With this discussion, the micro-th¢ioed framework will conclude by referring

back to impact of the structural and institutiomelcro-level on individual fertility behaviour.
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4.1 Ratio or Casus? —

The Transition to Parenthood as a Rational Decision

“The question of rationality in this area is relatalso to a somewhat larger question —
whether or not fertility as such is a decision &éle. A reasonable view is that some-

times fertility is a decision variable and sometnitas not.”

Harvey Leibenstein (1979: 287)

Most of the seminal theoretical contributions te tinvestigation of fertility behaviour in
modern societies are founded on the notion thatradtave command over fertility and plan
their transition to parenthood accordingly (seg,, decker 1993; Hobcraft & Kiernan 1995;
Thomson & Hoem 1998; Barber 2001; Huinink 2001b@nkk, childbirth is generally under-
stood as the result of a rational decision; it chaice under alternatives. Indeed, the decision
assumption is perhaps the most fundamental comparieany causal explanation of inten-
tional fertility behaviour (see Ajzen & Fishbein&® 130ff.). While there is a vast body of
research that — explicitly or implicitly — resottsthis assumption, there is surprisingly little
evidence cited in support of the fundamental hypsiththat fertility is an intentional behav-

iour.

Thus, before | proceed with the task of elaboraandpeoretical framework of biographi-
cally planned family formation, | will first inveigfate whether my arguments are backed by
empirical evidence to indicate that a significardgmrtion of births are the result of parental
planning and choice. This way of proceeding is iaudor any theoretical and empirical
elaboration founded on the decision assumption neithain fruitless if it is not corroborated

by convincing evidence of the validity of the cle@&ssumption.

Indeed, there are justified doubts that fertilitanisitions are consequence of rational
choices per se. With reference to teenage pregemrior example, Kiser notes that “...it
seems doubtful that many of the premarital pregiesnare preceded by rational choice and
decision-making.” (1979: 284). While the issuedaamns are limited to births that occur well
ahead of the average age at first birth, commoidiating corresponding age norms, the va-
lidity of the choice assumption has also been ehgkd on grounds of deficiency of the theo-

retical underpinning of fertility choices (see,.e Burkart 1995 or Kiihn 2001). Particularly
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Burkart (1995) stresses that a static concept ofcehunder alternatives is too narrow a
framework for characterising the complex planningttinitiates biographical transitions. The
present study is in accord with this criticism psety on this point. However, this contribu-
tion does not reject the theoretical toolbox ofaradl choice entirely, but rather extends these
concepts to elaborate a perspective on biographpieaining as a process following a life

course related rationale.

In fact, the figures on intended childbearing tvél be presented provide distinct support
for the argument that the majority of fertility tisitions are indeed the consequence of choice
processes. Nevertheless, care should be takeo imtetpret these figures naively. A number
of methodological pitfalls mitigate the present@iience. Among the most central ranks the
fact that the planning status of childbearing hasrbcollected postpartum. In a certain num-
ber of cases, it is likely that the developmenthef parent-child relationship has led to a retro-
spective attribution of the birth as an event @by the parents, although that parenthood

may have been originally unintended.

In the following paragraphs, | will distinguish cmptually betweemntendedand unin-
tended(4.2.1), as well as betwesrantedandunwantedfertility (4.2.2). With respect to un-
derlying choices, | assume thatendedfertility is always preceded by some kind of ratb
considerations, based on a more or less extenswmipg horizon. In contrastinplanned
childbearing initiates a self-confrontation wittpatential future parenthood. That is, such a
choice isnecessarilyrather ad-hoc. Even in cases where the desirate b child at some
point has already been considered in biographizaining, an enforced choice of this kind
most likely derails other life plans with respezthe timing and ordering of crucial life tran-
sitions. In the latter case, the transition to ptreod (given that the parents-to-be opfan

vour of having the child) can also be designatecheasdimed.

Nevertheless, although biographical plans may bkdmr through an unplanned pregnancy,
the choice of whether to have a child under themjieonditions may still be based on rational
deliberations. From this point of view, the onlfusitions bereft ofny element of rational de-
cision-making are contexts where childbearing amusequent birth are both unintended and
unwanted, but where the pregnancy cannot be imterdudue to medical, ethical, or other in-

hibiting reasons.
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4.1.1 Intended and Unintended Childbearing

To illustrate the roles that either reason or ckamight play in determining fertility out-
comes, it may be helpful to create a sketch ofpihesible pathways to family formation. A
commonly used distinction in research literatur@dr a dividing line between eithiatended

or unintendedchildbearing (see Barber, Axinn & Thornton 19983 The former case al-
most always originates in some kind of rationalisiea: A couple decides to have a child in
the near future and thus discontinues the usemtfaceptives, for example. In the latter case
of unintendedchildbearing, a couple is unexpectedly confrométth a pregnancy and has to
make the decision whether or not to carry out tlegmancy. The choice nodes can result in
either a) childbirth, in which case the childbirshinitially unintendedbut eventuallyvanted

or b) in the rejection of parenthood, in which ctiecouple usually seeks medical assistance
to terminate the pregnancy. The choice, howevetpisstrained by the more or less narrow
time frame during which the option of abortion rénsaavailable, and by the consideration of
medical and ethical factors. In some cases, thesstmints predetermine the outcome of a
pregnancy completely, thus removing the elememthoice from the actors. This applies, for
example, if the month of pregnancy or strict religs beliefs prohibit an interruption. In these
cases, childbearing and consecutive childbirth lbanreferred to as beingnwanted(see
Barber et al. 1999 or D'Angelo, Gilbert, Rochatisfi & Herold 2004).

41.2 Wanted, Unwanted, and Mistimed Fertility

Another variety of unintended pregnancy appeathércase ofmistimedchildbearing. This is

of special relevance for our topic, since it redatie the role of biographical planning and the
intended timing of parenthood. Childbearing is péred as being mistimed if a pregnancy
occurs when a couple has plans to have a childna¢ point in the future, but has not laid out
a timing schedule, or if the preghancy occurs alwatie planned time. In such a case, par-
enthood is generally welcome, but it collides wifbgraphical plans. In this case, a rational
decision would be based on weighing the optionafitig a child now against the extent to
which biographical plans become disorganised. YYeir if values, beliefs, or medical fac-

tors preclude the option of having an abortion taae where the couple wouddteris pari-
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busprefer not to have that child, the mistiming casult in arunwantedchildbirth, by ruling

out a rational choice under alternatives.

4.1.3 Prevalence of Planned Fertility

The conceptualisations outlined above illustratg there are only a few paths to family for-
mation bereft ofany element of rational decision-making (captured hg termunwanted
childbearing and childbirth). This section proviagespirical evidence to support the view that

the majority of births are most likely the resulidecision-making.

In an analysis of the National Survey of Family @tlo (NSFG) conducted in the US, Hen-
shaw (1998) points out that more than 50% of adgpancies in 1994 were planned, while
from the remaining half, 23% resulted in unintentdé@ths, and approximately 27% ended in
an abortion. Taking into account only the birth rege(i.e., discounting terminated pregnan-
cies), about 30% of all births were originally ueinded. This 30% can be broken down into
roughly 20% that were the result of mistimed chiddbing and 10%, which were unwanted
pregnancies. The rate of unwanted births was highresng teenage mothers and markedly
lower among older women. These results understar@revailing view that in the US (as in
other liberal welfare states; see, e.g., ErmiscRealin 2003; see also Section 3.5) a high
rate of unwanted pregnancies is more dominant anjongg adults, resulting in high rates of
teenage motherhood. Based on the National MatemadlInfant Health Survey (NMIHS),
Kost and Forrest (1995) report slightly higher figg of mistimed childbearing (36%) and a
somewhat lower proportion of unwanted births (7%) 988. They conclude that unwanted
childbearing is positively related to lower levelseducational attainment and a higher inci-

dence of poverty.

In an analysis of a non-representative sample ahevofrom 15 US states, D’Angelo and
co-authors (2004) report figures similar to Kostl &worrest. According to their results, 57%
of all births in 1998 were the result of intenddudldbearing and thus an outcome of deliber-
ate planning. Among the remaining 43% of unintendeths, 32% of the pregnancies were
mistimed while another 11% were unwanted. The ibistion of behavioural prenatal risk
factors like smoking or drinking was highest in greup that reported their childbearing to be
unwanted (see D'Angelo et al. 2004: 194ff.).
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Focusing on unwanted childbearing in twenty develppcountries, Bongaarts (1997:
267f.) comes to the conclusion that roughly onetfoof all births in these countries (exclud-
ing China) are unwanted. Taking into account tret that control over reproduction is less
elaborate in the developing world, the higher prapo of unwanted births as compared to
the U.S. does not come as a surprise. However,fdaM/estern European countries, based
on the Family and Fertility Survey (FFS), revedimilar proportion of unwanted births: in
Spain, 28% of the pregnancies were unwanted (1998)1 the proportion of unwanted preg-
nancies in ltaly stood at 21% (1995-1996); in Fea(it994), it was as low as 8% (Klijzing
2000: 76)® In a German study, covering a sample of about 4@®en, Helfferich (2000:
24ff.) reports that approximately 61% of all birthrere intended. In another 17% of the preg-
nancies resulting in childbirth, the mothers repdra mistiming of the childbearing. Un-
wanted pregnancy was reported in only 14% of treegalnterestingly, the study of Helf-
ferich also underlines that in approximately 5%tlué cases, the parents were not able to
characterize the planning status as either wanteshwanted. This underscores a blind spot
of most of the other studies, which also has ingpions for the rational decision-making as-
sumption. That is, obviously there is a certain bhanof cases in which the parents seem gen-
erally undecided about whether to have the chilcha@it They yield to the course of events

rather than make a decision.

4.1.4 Conclusion — Fertility as a Rational Choice?

In conclusion, empirical evidence supports thearothat a significant number of births are
indeed the consequence of choice processes. Cdngidgoss- as well as intra-national

variations in the referred studies conservativelgre than half of all births seem to be out-
come of a deliberate decision to have a child, (wanted pregnancies), while the combined
number of unwanted and mistimed births range fro@-third to two-fifths. While these fig-

ures are impressive, a word of caution is warranfety interpretation of these findings as
evidence of a prevailing rationality in fertilityedision-making is limited by a series of meth-

odological pitfalls.

%8 Figures calculated from the percentage of wormeingopregnant at the time of the survey who replotieir
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The first limitation to be considered is that mesidies apply only to the US, and even
within the US, the various empirical studies do @iot at comparability. On the other hand, it
needs to be taken into account that the propodigrlanned, unplanned, and mistimed births,
reported across the various surveys and even apaigmal and cultural borders, has pro-
duced roughly similar findings. Yet, an additionaakness is that none of the surveys took
into account that mistimed childbearing can resuleither a wanted parenthood (if actors
ponder their situation and decide to have thatdghidr an unwanted birth (if actors would
rather opt not to have a child under given condgjdut ethical, medical, or legal constraints
preclude their ability to choose). This resultsaim underestimation of the number of un-
wanted births (i.e., unwanted in a sense of stnigphe actors of the benefits of choice). Nev-
ertheless, even taking into account that a corslderfraction of the number of mistimed
pregnancies might possibly be unwanted, the vagbrityaof childbirths can still be desig-

nated as wanted.

Perhaps the most severe shortcoming of the stadexs above is the fact that the data was
collected anywhere from several months to seveealrs/ postpartum. This is problematic
since, firstly, “retrospective questions about @bdaring intentions are inherently contami-
nated by recall biases...” (Schoen, Kim, Nathansaglds & Astone 1997: 339). Secondly,
and more importantly, the mother-child relationsaighis point has most likely undergone a
cognitive and emotional adjustment regarding thigalnwantedness of the pregnancy (see
Joyce, Kaestner & Korenman 2000). This may gengetadd to an underreporting of the un-
wantedness of the child. Finally, it should be sgeal that it is primarily mothers who report
the prior planning context of their fertility tratien. This disregards the fact that fertility
choices in most cases are the outcome of a couplafming and negotiation. The father’s
(possibly dissenting) view is blocked out, as & iuances of male-female disagreements in

making fertility plans preceding childbearing (§¢®@mson 1997).

Nevertheless, the high proportion of planned bimémains an impressive indicator, de-
spite these methodological limitations. The presgémmpirical evidence suggests that the ma-
jority of births are the consequence of active césiand planning. This is also corroborated

by declining birth rates and an ongoing delay mifg formation in Western societies, which

childbearing to be either intended or unwanted.
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reflects an increasing control over fertility. Thp®int is further underscored by findings,
which suggest that the proportion of unplanned mpaegies over the last decades has signifi-
cantly decreased (see Westoff 1987: 165; FriediHachter & Kanazawa 1994: 376). An-
other argument that corroborates the decision gssomis presented by empirical evidence
of a fertility decision threshold, according to whithe status quo of contraception use exerts
a certain inertia, which cannot easily be abandareti hence requires a deliberate decision
(see Davidson & Beach 1981, Beach, Hope, Towneagbell 1982; for general empirical
backing of the decision assumption see also SchagpleKiihn, 2000: 142 on Germany).

The studies outlined here provide important eviéethat a large proportion of parents-to-
be has clearly given serious thought to their pfandaving a child. Yet, there is a vast dis-
tance between responses to categorised items arstiannaire and a thorough understand-
ing of choice processes surrounding fertility. Thimsthe following sections of Chapter 4, |
will substantiate the variance in the paths towagrdenthood, the relevant constraints, and
the interrelation of the actors involved in orderdevelop a theoretical model that addresses

fertility as consequence of rational choice andhpiag.

4.2 Concepts of Rationality and Rational Choice

“RATIONAL, adj. Devoid of all delusions save thageobservation, experience and re-

flection.”

Ambrose BierceThe Devil's Dictionary

“[...] Most economists are happy to admit they knoang people whose reasoning is
quite flawed: their spouses, children studentsleegjues, deans, college presidents, and

soon.”

Richard H. Thaler (2000: 136)

As indicated in the conclusion of the precedingiea¢ most births are evidently the result of
a distinct decision-making process. But does thatepthem within the scope of the theoreti-
cal framework of rational choice? What makes tlgsision arational decision? The follow-
ing paragraph is devoted to reflections on theratlity of fertility decisions, and to outlining

the essential features of a framework of meaninbpamposeful action.
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Without dwelling on the decision theoretical mi@ohdations of rational choice theory, its
fundaments can clearly be traced back to psychcdbgirigins (see, e.g., Bandura 1986). All
rational choice theories rely — implicitly or exgtly — on the assumption of a decision theo-
retical core that is based on purposeful actionamdinderlying cognitive framework. Diek-
mann & Voss outline rationality as action in ac@rde with axioms of a decision theory
(2004: 13). These axioms as well as the derivec¢eqs of rationality depend on the pre-
dominant models of man that are mobilized withiriaas disciplines? They differ epistemo-
logically across disciplines of economics, sociglogplitics or psychology, to name only the
principal agents. Moreover, models of rationalityoadiffer within disciplines, depending on

the researcher’s perspective on action and sazadity.

Yet, a number of conceptualisations of rationaligve a particular relevance for under-
standing consequential and complex choices, likeotie to start a family. These include
strumental rationalityas perhaps the most basic form of means-end edeattion (4.3.1),
value rationalityas a guideline for human action that is orientedaues and beliefs (4.3.2),
and the subjective perspective of choice (4.3.Balfy, the perspective diounded rational-
ity aims to overcome misconceptions in the rationala@hframework by taking into account
the limited capabilities of human actors (4.3.4)d &y providing a more process-oriented
view of rationality (4.3.5). The latter conceptalgrepares the ground for the discussion of
choice processes emerging over time in the cortkeyparallel and conflicting choice paths

(see also Sections 4.6 & 4.7).

4.2.1 Instrumental Rationality

Instrumentalor substantiverationality refers to means-end-oriented action that is consitle

one of the primary categories of human actionrimsental rationality is a cornerstone of the
neo-classical paradigm, denoting the concept aféqaration with a single best solution: per-
fectly informed actors allocate limited resourcesler constraints and restrictions with the
goal of maximising utility. This narrow conceptioktrumental rationality, however, has pro-

voked a great deal of criticism (see, e.g., Bouli®88) because it devalues the explanatory

59 Accordingly, multitudes of differing rationahaice approaches exist. Consequently Hechter andzéara
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power of rational choice through a deterministicenstanding of (social) action. The notion
of man, equipped with perfect information aboutiaitonal contexts and the ability to con-
sider every alternative path of action implies thetbrs always have knowledge about a single
best solution and opt accordingly. This perspecisvessentially deterministic, because its
premises ultimately strip the individual of the b&nhof choice. Rather than freely choosing,
actors follow preferences which are — by the pas¢ubf time consistency and transitivity —
treated as being unchangeable and hierarchicadlgred (see Stigler & Becker 1977). This
provides a methodological framework that is thaoadly applicable and mathematically

manageable, but which largely reduces human atdiomere information processing.

Despite these shortcomings, numerous seminal apiglics in the field of fertility behav-
iour have relied on a formulised neoclassical peg8pe. The contributions of Mincer,
Leibenstein, Easterlin and Becker certainly marlestones in the investigation of fertility
behaviour. The affinity of these studies to logiftaimulations in the neoclassical perspective
accounts for much of their analytical elegance. keiay, this is gained at expense of their
ability to explain social reality in general andnman behaviour in particular, beyond the con-
ceptual borders of a highly formulaic and simptifieamework. Siegwart Lindenberg’'s work
(1985, 1990b, 1992), in particular, offers a refindew, confronting the utilitarian roots of
homo-oeconomicus with DahrendoHemo sociologicusa concept ohormdriven man, act-
ing in a social context (Dahrendorf 1977). This licgtes a central reformulation of what fac-
tors govern means-end driven rationality, by comsidy the impact of “norms, rules and so-

cial perceptions” (Sen 1989: 66).

4.2.2 Value Rationality

Concluding the above, instrumental rationality offa fundamental but still partial view of
social reality. Boudon (1998: 818) notes that vdlaeed decisions reside beyond the narrow
scope of the traditional schema of means-end aatibith is governed by material considera-
tions. Emotional involvement and individual valysay an important role in childbearing de-

cisions. In this context, De Brujin (1999: 28) sses the “...fundamental difference between

(1997: 194) perceivetional choiceas a family of theories, rather than as a unifrachework.
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a choice for consumer durables and one for vitas&nce or life fulfilment (such as having
children)....” A theoretical structure for recognigithe role of immanent values as guidelines
for human action was already advanced by Weber, cidarly distinguished between instru-
mental rationality (“Zweckrationalitat®j and value rationalify (“Wertrationalitat”). Value
rationality denotes action, which is based on funelatal and binding principles that serve as
guidelines to action for their own sake (*...unbedé&rgEigenwert eines bestimmten Sich-
verhaltens...”, Weber 1972: 12). Whereas Weber's epnof instrumental rationality is
closely linked to the notion dfomo oeconomicusalue rationality is expressive in governing

action that follows the guidelines of ultimate miegn(see Parsons 1965: 979).

Particularly with respect to childbearing decisiomalue rationality offers an important
theoretical conceptualization of specific choicks mentioned above, a significant number of
couples are confronted with pregnancy unexpectgay plannedbut mistimedfertility). Let
us assume two couples, A and B, as examples ofyésof situation. Couple A is confronted
with an unexpected pregnancy. The partners maytighly balance the current contextual
factors, the degree of the mistiming and their cleaof fulfilling their wish for a child in the
future. Depending on those factors, they eventualiye to a decision to either have the child
or not (assuming that there are no medical indicatthat inhibit that decision branch). Cou-
ple B is also confronted with an unexpected pregpahnhe partners decide in favour of hav-
ing that child because inducing an abortion comttadheir religious and ethical beliefs. Im-
portantly, couple B does not weigh contextual fectgainst individual preferences, because
the value of giving birth to the conceived childeyents any instrumental choice. That is,
value rationality dominates means-end driven clolme imprinting a categorical imperative
in a Kantian sense (see Sen 1989: 65; 1997: 748fd.set of options to choose from are re-
stricted by a moral conduct of “self-imposed rastsd (ibid. 1994: 387).

0 Weber altogether distinguishes four fundamentpés of action of which he describes the two typesn-

tioned above as being rational. In contrastlitional andaffectualaction are considered to be non-rational.
Boudon, with direct reference to Weber, useséha taxiological rationality” (1998: 825).

For an extensive integration of the concept of @ahtionality into an action theoretical framewcske Krone-
berg (2007.

61
62
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4.2.3 Subjectivity — the Actor’s Perspective

Any conceptualisation of rational decision-makirgndtes an endeavour, which is initially
flawed by imperfection as it grants only limiteccass to the subjective nature of human deci-
sions. In principle, this black box problem remoirgividual rationality from the researchers
grasp®® Refinements to rational choice theory try to sdhis problem by extending the deci-
sion theoretical core with a belt of assumptiorat thay tribute to this problem of the subjec-
tive aspects of human nature. Utility to be maxadiss not represented by objectively given
payoffs, but is replaced instead by a subjectiygeetation of utility (SEU-theorem). The ac-
tors may have different likings, skills and backgrds. Differences in resources and con-
straints enter the theoretical framework, as wellariations in individual preferences. Sub-
jective choice is organized by tlrdividual assessmermtf the situation and its objectively
given constraints and resources (for an overviesvReinecke 1994, 252f., 258f.; see also
Section. 4.5.3).

The focus on social behaviour of aggregates ofviddals curbs the black box problem,
where social groups are assumed to follow commatsgeven if some individuals may rely
on particularistic utility functions (see March B37588; Blossfeld & Miuller 1996: 390;
Hechter & Kanazawa 1997). The concept of socialdpetion functions in this context
stresses universal goals as reflection of the camshaving for physical well-being and so-
cial approval. What differs across individuals anty the means used to attain these universal
goals (conceptualised as instrumental preference$d realization of intermediate goals,

which ultimately lead to achieving universal goalse Lindenberg 1989; 1990b; 1991).

4.2.4 Bounded Rationality

“[...] The outlines of a theory begin to emerge, whee substitute for ‘economic man’

or ‘administrative man’ a choosing organism of lied knowledge and ability.”

Herbert A. Simon (1955: 114)

63 Again, it was Weber who pointed to an importantlgizal distinction: He introduced the conceptuatien of

action, according to objective facts (“am objelk®iltigen ‘richtig’ orientiertes (‘richtigkeitsratitales’) Han-
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This revision, as announced by one of the protagemf rational choice theory, Herbert A.
Simon, sets in at questioning the simplifying cqisef neo-classical theory, namely, the no-
tion of perfect information and of the actor’s umitied ability to process that information.
The concept obounded rationalitytakes into account that information gathering soatly
and time-consuming endeavour. Therefore, trangactsts of information search have to be
considered, which ultimately leads to the conclaglmat human agents face decision-making
situations withlimited information at their disposal. Utility maximisatian a neoclassical
sense becomes an almost impossible task wheresa®unable to oversee all of the possi-

ble options and their associated rewards (see Sir865: 106ff.).

Bounded rationality also challenges the notion m@ffgrence transitivity. Therefore, com-
parison of utility functions across available opganay well exceed the computational capa-
bility of the actors. Additionally, alternatives stdikely include “..values that do not have a
common denominatar” (Simon 1955: 109; emphasis in the original). 91 the typical case
of “comparing apples with oranges.” The decisiorethler to start a family or to continue on
a career track pertains to such very differentsaoddife. With respect to parenthood or fam-
ily formation, the gains from these options affestotional well-being, financial security, the
present and future quality of one’s relationshid #re possible effect of parenthood on social
networks. Fundamentally different costs and besefitse with respect to all of these areas if
either the option of career pursuit or parenthadhiosen. A choice between options that re-
lies on maximising utility in a strict, mathematical sense exists oy the theorist’s
sketchbook. In real-life choice situations, thetsand benefits involved are difficult if not
impossible to weigh against each other, while afttve paths of action might be overlooked
(though options may objectively exist). A more rgléd description of the situation is that the
actors will try to come to a decision that take® iaccount as much information as possible
(but not all), and will weigh their preferences aaling to heuristic considerations, rather

than basing them on a mathematically exact caiculat

Hence, bounded rationality rejects the notion #wbrs have an intellectual capacity, ade-
quate to the task of arriving at an optimum sohutio the sense of mathematical maximiza-
tion (see Simon 1976: 135f.; 1978: 500ff.; Marclr89590f.). Rather, the theory of bounded

deln™) as opposed to action, oriented on an subgdnterpretation of means and ends (“subjektiveakva-
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rationality postulatesatisficingas the appropriate analytical tool for understagdiuman
choice processes. According to this concept, tloécehfalls to the alternative that presents a
satisfactory solution, given the information at @ngtor’s disposal and the cost of searching

for further information.

4.2.5 Procedural Rationality

The concept oprocedural rationalitydeparts from another assumption of the neocldssica
model, namely, the view that choice situations saagic. Also based on work of Herbert A.
Simon (see particularly Simon 1976), procedurabretlity broadens the concept of rational
behaviour by incorporating dynamic elements ofreay and problem-solving into the gene-
sis of choice processes. Although Simon did notbdehtely distinguish between bounded
and procedural rationality, such a conceptual mision appears appropriate in order to theo-
retically distinguish a) the limited ability of hiam actors in gathering and processing infor-
mation (bounded rationality), from b) the dynamicigrocedural nature of choipeocesses

(procedural rationality; see also March 1978: 592).

“Procedural or bounded rationality, [...] is behavitiat is adaptive within the constraints
imposedboth by the external situation and by the capacitiethefdecision maker” (Simon
1985: 294, emphasis in the original). The key thare isadaptation.The bounded capabili-
ties of human agents to process information arepemsated for by a procedural stepwise as-
sessment of the situation in search of a soluti@n, (earning by trial and error, see Simon
1976: 132). The concept of procedural rationalilydes to thedynamicsof decision-making,
both in the imminent choice situation and in thédgate attainment of a goal over a longer
period of time. According to Simon, the decisionking process itself consists of three cen-
tral elements: 1) Actors apply heuristic advanaed means-end oriented analysis to hypo-
thetically explore a small number of alternativesjn doing so, they rely on pattern recogni-
tion of past experiences to identify working sadas; 3) An internal aspiration level finally
defines, which of the thus identified options wilkld a satisfactory results (see Simon 1976:

136). Furthermore, feedback loops may rearrangeasipiration level. If goal attainment is

tionales Handeln”) (Weber 1982: 433).
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beyond reach under a given aspiration level, tidsices either the search for new alternatives
or a downward adjustment of aspirations. In comtridsttainable options exceed the actors
expectations, the aspiration level may equally eepee an upward adjustment (see Simon
1959: 263). That is, while alternatives are activetplored, goals are constantly redefined in
a reassessment of the current situation. Impoytathiils implies a planning horizon of human
decisions that goes beyond the present choicetisiud his feature of procedural rationality
introduces what life course theory incorporates thie notion of path-dependency (see Elder
1974; Mayer 1987). Namely, earlier paths of aciitiituence and predetermine latter ones:
“The pay offs in a particular trial might depend oaly on the alternatives chosen in that trial

but also on the alternatives chosen in previoasstr{Simon 1955: 113).

Simon strippechomo-oeconomicusf perfect information. In return, however, he rged
him the benefit of insight not only into the immatd effects of goal attainment, but also into
the future involvement of a particular decision. domtinue with this line of thought will pro-
vide the theoretical tools for considering stratedgcision-making, not only with respect to a
specific situation, but also in the context of Hirij the foundation for achieving long-term
goals. Thus, the primary aim of a particular chaitay be nothing else than laying the foun-
dation for future goal attainment, while the imnagdieffects are of a secondary nature (for a

further elaboration of this topic see Sections&47).

4.3 Why do People Have Children? — Theoretical

Exploration of Preferences, Costs and Benefits

Section 4.3.1 will address the basic choice sitmatictors face in making fertility decisions
by linking this decision to alternative life godlsat compete with parenthood over scarce re-
sources. Section 4.3.2 discusses the issue of aodtbenefits involved in childbearing. This
section will focus on th@ature of costs and benefits, arguing that a simple &tterto in-
strumental demands and gains (in terms of econoadts of parenthood, e.qg.) is insufficient,
and will instead stress the role of social andtideal motivations for having a child. Section
4.3.3 will once again return to the instrumentalu® on having a child, prominent in micro-

economic theory, particularly with reference to tiweory of the New Home Economics
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(NHE). This is discussed not only for the sake ahpleteness, but also to demarcate the po-
sition of the present study from prominent neodtadsnodels of fertility behaviour. Expand-
ing that picture, Section 4.3.4 offers a broadewwof central fertility goals, particularly with
respect to their underlying immanent values. A sammng overview of the various values
associated with childbearing will be provided witie “value of children” approach, dis-
cussed in Section 4.3.5, while Section 4.3.6 vahaeptualise family formation as intermedi-
ate goal within a social production function apmtuaSection 4.3 concludes by enumerating
basic theoretical aspects of models of rationahiiglur. Among these, the RREEMM model
suggested by Lindenberg will implicitly serve as thajor theoretical reference point for the

various extensions introduced in the following &Bt.

4.3.1 Fertility as Choice under Alternatives?

Fertility-related decisions are examples of specialice situations: There are few decisions
in life that carry with them such a long-term cortm@nt and changes to previous life (see
Hobcraft & Kiernan 1995). This is especially trug tlecisions concerning first-birth transi-
tions (i.e., family formation). The prominent natwf these decisions in the realm of choice
becomes apparent when comparing fertility deciston®latively trivial matters, that is, triv-
ial in the sense of the relevant considerations thedrepertoire of involved alternatives. A
comparatively trivial decision processes might lhesirated in buying a consumer durable
like a car. For example, let us assume that theistm buy a car with limited fuel consump-
tion, with average mileage and in a preferred aglatithe lowest possible (and affordable)
price. The actor would choose from among a numbeompeting models on the market. The
goal would be to buy the car that best suits onetds within a given set of constraints and
limited resources available for expenditure. Thegeof alternatives can be assessed and
compared quite easily (price, fuel consumption,)even if a maximising choice may still
surpass the intellectual capabilities and infororal repertoire of the actor, as pointed out in
the above discussion of bounded rationality. Irt,fdds choice situation comes close to the

means-end oriented action scheme apprehended nmedwotassical model.

Compared to such relatively simple choice situajdertility decisions are a different mat-

ter. In the above example, the set of alternatpargains to all cars with sufficiently low fuel
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consumption. However, when analysing the decisiostart a family, the alternatives are far
from being so clear-cut. In order to determine dlternatives to parenthood, it is crucial to
answer the question: Why do people want to haviellem? Suspending a detailed answer to
this question until later (see Section 4.3.4),Il agsume for the moment that starting a family
and having a child is a primary means of self-folént, and that it therefore pertains to the
realization of a major life goal. Hence, the sealiérnatives to choose from pertains to life
course options that are considered as rewardintgpaisig a child, or that would also offer

means to self-realization or gaining social appkova

Among the potential competitors to parenthood, Batlighlights, “...educational attain-
ment, career development and consumer spendin@1(2D1). Moreover, while family for-
mation may be a means of self-fulfilment among ecteith pronounced desires to become a
parent (see Morgan 2003: 592), others focus onnattpself-realization in alternatives to
parenthood (see Presser 2001). These alternativegete with parenthood for economic re-
sources and time in two ways: First, they competetfe time available for routine care and
dedication to the role as a parent. Second, thepete for the time available and remaining
within the larger life course, since fertility musdhere to specific periods in the individual's
life, just like education and labour market intdggna. In this context, the long-term commit-
ment of parenthood amounts to a significant costjtaules out many other life course
choices. In contrast, parenthood can easily beppastd without any immediate or apparent
sanction' (see van de Kaa 2004b: 79).

A common strategy to solve this incompatibility alternatives is to arrange plans for
achieving goals sequentially (see Lauterbach 193#:; Dornseiff & Sackmann 2003 with
reference to Germany). In that sense, it is ratiotmantedate goals that involve sanctions for
postponement (or that even become unavailabletifeadized within a limited time span) like
educational or occupational investments, and taydgbals like family formation that appar-
ently contain no such sanctions. Importantly, twatext denotes a choice situation where the
potential alternatives (like educational attainmeatreer development, consumer spending or

self-realization) do not share an identical, angstbomparable, utility function with parent-

64 Following the logic of procedural rationality, ttemporary focus on a life goal, competing with &ma of hav-

ing a child could trigger a reassessment of ongggnal fertility aspirations. This might eventualead to the
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hood (see Simon 1955: 109). This makes it diffi¢aitthe actors to come to a clear resolu-
tion (see Lindenberg 1990b: 213).

4.3.2 Childbearing Decisions as Cost-Benefit Calculus

The following formal exemplifications will illustta some of the potential considerations of
costs and benefits involved in childbearing deaisiand in evaluating alternatives from a ra-
tional choice perspective (for an overview see Bete& Liibcke 2006). If an actor chooses
not to have a child at a given time, there arermmediate costs involved — except maybe for
the psychological costs of delaying the fulfiimefta potential life goal or the cost derived
from risking that this goal may ultimately remainfulfilled. If the actor (or the couple) opts
in favourof having a child, different kinds of costs setindifferent times. Prenatal costs in-
clude the potential effort of the pregnant womarchange health-related behaviours and the
preparation of father and mother for their new sofm both a physical and an emotional
sense). Around birth and thereafter, the labouketzabsence of the mother and perhaps the
father is necessary. Last but not least, the rela parent requires a time intense time com-
mitment to the child, not only with respect to chrg also in an emotional, physical and eco-
nomic sense. In fact, the affectual component enléisting dedication to a child similarly re-
flects majorgainsderived from parenthood, as such altruistic devoti@aps the child’s hap-
piness onto the parent’s happiness (see Bergma8@h: 11918). Nevertheless, the parental
commitment entails a high expenditure of time, whithen unavailable for the pursuit of al-

ternative life goals.

The extent of these costs of parenthood depent#bonr market constraints, family policy
settings, the availability of social support netkgoand personal beliefs. On an abstract level,
long-term costs of parenthood can also have afgignt impact on biographies, with respect
to the delay (or abandonment) of competing lifelgdae., career development). While this
outline ofcosts involved in becoming a paréstfar from complete and is biased towards the
consideration of pursuing a career as a compeifiagdal, it nonetheless underscore that the

transition to parenthood is a time-intensive, gosthd committing endeavour.

rejection of the original childbearing plans, whére temporary rejection of parenthood may becomperaa-
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From a more general theoretical perspective, tis¢ésaaf having children can be conceptu-

alised with two types of costs:

a) Direct or immediate costare represented by the material costs of raidiegchild
(e.g., education, food, and clothing) and the obsime for caring for and raising the
child.

b) Opportunity costsire associated with the forgone gains that mighehesulted from
alternative resource allocation, commonly exemgdifas forgone labour income (see
Leibenstein 1957; Leibenstein 1975: 161).

Economists stress the monetary and labour-markatece opportunity costs involved in
childbearing and birth (see Leibenstein 1957; Bed881). However, a broader concept of
costs is certainly necessary to produce a balapictare. The intrinsic and extrinsic demands
of the parental carer-roles may be aggravated byeped demands of partner roles (i.e., mo-
nogamy and long-term commitment). Indeed, the gatted negative effects of parenthood
on the couple relationship quality may provide sirdientive to having a first child. Further-
more, uncertainties about the reliability of thereat relationship or the partner’s parental

qualities are additional factors that might be ide®d costs related to parenthood.

In contrast to the costs, thenefits of parenthoodsually are not readily quantifiable in
discrete sizes or monetary amounts (see McDond@:29). Rather, immanent benefits may
arise from the transition into a life phase thatvies social acceptance derived from fulfill-
ing parental roles (see Morgan 2003: 592). The eegpsychological benefitsnay include
watching the child grow up, or extending thacial networkthrough an intimate parent-child
relationship, which may also circumvent lonelinessld age.Social benefitscan be derived
from the compliance with social norms of havingladten (see Hobcraft & Kiernan 1995:
10f.). In this sense, starting a family generatesas approval and creates social capital by in-
creasing connectedness and social networks. Norparenthood and the social sanctions of
remaining childless vary over both time and social groups, and offeriraportant link to
systematic variation in fertility behaviour acrgsspulations (see Leibenstein 1975: 22ff.;
Bagozzi & Loo 1978: 304; Astone, Nathanson, Sch&dfim 1999: 26; Kohler et al. 2002).

nent one.
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Importantly, starting a family also representsrarestment in a “primordial structure” that es-

tablishes solidarity among its members and kinghgqups, thus strengthening social cohesion
and mutual support, whereas market organisatiomsnaapable to provide such elementary
forms of social exchange (Coleman 1990: 584, 585#e also Leibenstein 1975; Huinink

2001a: 150).

In contrast, the mereconomic utilityof children as workers, as economic contributors, o
as old-age carers is of limited relevance in modeeifare states. Today, pension and care
systems for the elderly have taken over this fumc{see Becker & Barro 1986: 74ff.; 1988:
16ff.; Becker 2003: 94, Petersen & Libcke 2006:)18hd a complex societal division of la-
bour, a differentiated educational system, and lbeghl and moral protections inhibit child
labour contributions (see Coleman 1990: 599; Scleiea. 1997: 333). Hence, virtually all
benefits associated with the transition to paremdhia modern societies depend on the under-
lying values that shape the attitudes toward hasieild, thus determining the preference to

start a family. Yet, this view is widely neglect@dthe micro-economic modelling of fertility.

4.3.3 Quality versus Quantity of Children —

Fertility in the New Home Economics

The prime focus of microeconomic fertility theomlsts on instrumentality in both its focus on
means-end driven behaviour and in terms of theuress and constraining factors that re-
ceive theoretical attention. The model of the Neamé Economics (NHE) categorizes chil-
dren as consumer durables, placing fertility analysthe scope of the methodological reper-
toire of demand theory. In combination with the leegof intrinsic value orientations and the
lack of sufficient attention to social contextsistframework results in a series of theoretical
inconsistencies. Despites these shortcomings,itglisity and deductibility of the neoclas-

sical framework has led to primacy in the landscaifptertility theory. Therefore, this section

(4.3.3) will briefly discuss the central tenetstloé neoclassical theory of fertility, particularly

% Hobcraft & Kiernan stress that these social sanstcan be drastic: “Childless couples often expee in-
tense pressure to conform, being labelled seliigmmplete, abnormal, immoral, or irresponsibledg%: 19).
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in the NHE, in order to demarcate those findingsrfithe theoretical framework that is being

applied in the study at hand.

Earlier research contributions focused on diffeesnin fertility existing between income
groups. Becker (1960: 217) concludes that, givenetkogenous pricing of children, the de-
mand for children (and hence, fertility) shoulderisith available income. Empirical observa-
tion, however, shows that persons in higher incgnmips havdewer children. The initial
explanation — that higher income groups possesdagrknowledge of contraceptive use (ibid.
1960) — was eventually rejected. Another seriesexgiianations (Mincer 1963; Willis 1973)
regarding fertility differentials across income gps focused on children as inferior goods,
arguing that among lower income groups childrenpaederred because superior goods are
unaffordable due to budget constraints, wheredsehimmcome groups can afford luxuries and
thus reject having children. This line of reasonimgs also eventually dismissed as leading
down a blind alley. A common characteristic of &xplanations above is that they strain real-

ity by making exaggerated assumptions, raising thoabout their explanatory power.

A more promising approach to fertility behavioursamtroduced by Easterlin, who stresses
that fertility choices are closely determined bpieegion levels and internalised as part of the
socialization process. In this sense, abundanomé’s early years leads to greater demands
on what is considered an economically sufficiepilgmising foundation for the transition to

parenthood and vice versa (see Easterlin 1962;; TI666hore details see Section 2.1.1).

Yet, the conceptual framework which has receivegbnattention in microeconomic fertil-
ity theory focuses on the antagonism between “guald quantity” of children, as outlined
by Becker (for details see Becker 1993). Like othecroeconomic fertility theories, this
framework relies on a household production functishere actors conjointly make decisions
in order to maximise household utility. The numioérchildren is limited by the shadow
prices of children on the grounds of budget coirgtrélthough parents of a higher economic
position have a larger repertoire of resourcebeit disposal, they also face higher costs, due
to both the influence of price of time and theiiligband desire to invest more in their chil-
dren (e.g., education, health-care, or materiapstp The important conclusion is that child
quality and quantity are a) substitutes, and bjdsta an inverse relation (Becker & Lewis
1973; Becker & Tomes 1976). Among higher incomeugsy the demand for investing in
child quality is higher, thus resulting in a coa#tt on quantity.
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This overview provides some impression of how nessital theory addresses fertility. The
conclusion is that the theoretical elaborationgedility behaviour that are applied in the pre-
sent study need to go beyond the concepts prowigele highly artificial assumptions of the
NHE. With respect to fertility planning within colgs, Section 4.5.1 will return to the theo-
retical concepts of the NHE in order to delineateere there is a need for an expanded theo-
retical framework that goes beyond commonly usetepts of the NHE. For now, it should
be stressed that in applying a microeconomic fraonkvo explain fertility behaviour, fun-
damental doubts prevail. Ron Leshaeghe and Joh&grSput this to the point:

“Obviously, working out a series of deductions g from a manageable set of axioms
is one thing; taking the deductions as valid repmégtions of reality is another. The first

act constitutes a heuristic strategy, the secomubata to the creation of one’s own social
reality.” (Lesthaeghe & Surkyn 1988: 1)

4.3.4  Why Do People Want Children? —

Instrumental versus Immanent Value$

“Kinder kriegen die Leute immer.”

Konrad Adenauer

Microeconomic theories of the family rely heavily a consideration of thastrumentalrole

of resources to theoretically describe fertilitthbeiour (predominantly time and money; see
e.g., Mincer & Polachek 1974; Easterlin 1975, oclge 1981). As outlined above, however,
the instrumental value of children in modern soegetis severely limited in contributing to the

understanding of fertility choices. Instrumentalams-end based explanations of fertility be-
haviour, prominent in the NHE, essentially rely e variation in opportunities (or con-

straints), while taking tastes preferencess fixed and invariant (see particularly Stigler &
Becker ; for an overview see Pollak & Watkins 1993)at is, a couple opts to have a child if

opportunities favour this choice, ignoring the matof underlying values as determinants of

6  Aside from immanent and instrumental values asl@ment of individual preferences, the possibiitgeneti-
cally embedded programs to reproduce should nainserestimated. However, this topic has not receive
much attention in literature (for a brief discussa®e Hobcraft & Kiernan , 1995: 10).
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child preferences. “That [...] begs the question, $Wave children at all?” Taking prefer-
ences as given, the future course of fertility aejseon the race between increasing incomes
and increasing opportunity costs of children.” (Hberg & Pollak 2007: 18). Moreover, the
theoretical position of assuming that preferengessgable strains reality by its oversimplifi-
cation (see March 1978: 599ff.; Berk & Berk 1988h8&en et al. 1997). And while there are
incidental suggestions of the psycho-social gamelived in parenthood (see Becker 1960:
210Y’, the underlying motivation of having a child isdely being ignored in favour of an-
strumental valudased analysis of varying constraints. This is dgmgtic of a theory of fer-
tility that seeks to explain fertility differentsithout being concerned with explaining why
“...people continue to have children in developedetges, where children’s net instrumental
value is negative” (Friedman, Hechter & Kanazaw8999). The central point of this cri-
tique aims at the fact that timmanent valu®, attributed to having children remain widely
unspecified (see Friedman et al. 1994: 380). Morgates that first children are desired
mainly for affective reasons, while subsequentdekih are born mainly for reasons of child
companionship and sex composition of families (2@¥2f.). In fact, already in 1909 Bren-
tano asserted that it is essentially the valuatidove for children that competes with alterna-
tive options over the allocation of resources:

“Was mit zunehmendem Wohistand abgenommen hd,.istler Zeugungswille. Das a-

ber, was die Abnahme des Zeugungswillens hervofgerhat, sind die Zunahme der

Konkurrenz der Geniisse und eine Verfeinerung imiBeder Kinderliebe” (Brentano

1909: 602).
Summarizing the above, an understanding of theveaiodins behind parenthood in modern
societies crucially relies on specifyimgmanentvalues and beliefs. These can serve as guide-
lines for understanding actors’ preference patfémigh respect to parenthood (see Friedman

et al. 1994: 377ff.; Scott 2000). The importanstashere is that any elaboration of a rational

7 Becker stresses that “...for most parents, childmea source of psychic income or satisfaction.. 96k
210). Yet, this point remains a mere side notesrframework.

The distinguishing terminology, separating immanantl instrumental values will be used throughoig th
study. It should be noted that other authors apptifferent terminology to virtually the same pherema.
Thomson (1983), e.g., distinguishes between ecanand emotional utilities of children.

In a more detailed reflection, Birg (1991: 134f.)@rasizes that making a clear distinction betweefepences
and restrictions is generally a fuzzy task in @inig a rational choice setting.

68

69
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choice framework of fertility requires to carefuligke into account the following two key as-

pects of immanent value based preferences:

1) Immanent values and thus preferences for havingild are likely todiffer inter-
individually. Some actors may generally reject having childsenause they do not
value having a child, or because other life-goamitate their preference for parent-
hood (see Barber 2001). With respect to differiadility preferences in the context of
female labour market attachment, the contributiopdHakim also offer some insight
into how specific goals may dominate fertility prednces (see 2000; 2003). Neverthe-
less, starting a family still appears to be a @rlife goal, shared by most adults in

modern societies (see Section 2.1.5; see also kuti00: 7).

2) Immanent values that underlie child preference otenge over timgwhere individ-
ual experience, psychosocial development, or atlaptdo a changed opportunity
structure affects individual attitudes. In that o, the Theory of Planned Behavior,
which assumes that behaviour fundamentally relrestangeable attitudes (see Ajzen
& Fishbein 2005: 188), introduces a number of hatioretical concepts (for more

details see Section 4.3.6).

435 The Value of Children

Based on a cross-cultural comparison, Hoffman anéfnkéin’s influential “Value of Chil-
dren” approach (1973) provides a broad overviewasts and benefits associated with par-
enthood. From a social-psychological perspective,authors refer to the set of values as de-
termining “motivations” for fertility decisions (seHoffman & Hoffman 1973: 20). A signifi-
cant merit of this approach resides in stressimegetkplicit role played byoth instrumental
costs and benefitandimmanent values. The authors outline nine cenfdgories, some of

which, like social connectedness, have already bddnessed above (see ibid. 1973: 46ff.).

The categories in Hoffman and Hoffman consist aficial acceptance into adulthood
through the role of parenthooddult status and social ident)tythe aim of passing the par-
ent’s own identity to the offspringexpansion of the sglfandmorality, what includes reli-
gious beliefs as well as altruisfarimary group tiexconceptualise parenthood as a means to

nourish social integration within family and retatship, and to avoid lonelines$timulation,
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novelty, and fursummarize the joy derived from the child and ttesliness and change hav-
ing a child brings to one’s life cours€reativity and accomplishmergower and influence,
social comparison and competitioafer to the improvement of one’s psychologicad ao-
cial position, either by taking the guidance in frerent-child relationship or by complying
with role demands. Finally, the categoryemfonomic utilityrefers to the financial costs of
children or — on the benefit side — to childrersapporters in family labour or as caregivers

during old age.

As stressed above, the value of children approachiges a broad overview of both in-
strumental values and values that pertain to tgehmsocial impetus to have children, which
are based on personal beliefs as guidelines fioradte., immanent values (like the expan-
sion of the self or morality). The central advaneaitof this seminal work lies in introducing
the parental perception of children as an “inténsionsubstitutable pleasure” (Schoen et al.
1997: 335).

Hoffman and Hoffman’s initial value of children appch implicitly relies on a framework
of rationally choosing actors. Yet, the intrinsiotimations for parenthood are not integrated
into a unifying framework. This generated substdntritique on their approach. The inter-
play of the various values as well as their roleaibroader theoretical framework remains
vague, which limits its explanatory power to a mkse of categories. The arrangement of
values reflects survey-based post hoc explanatbmsproductive behaviour that have been
deduced from empirical observations rather thamftioeory (see Friedman et al. 1994: 381;
Friedman et al. 1999: 19). More recently, attengige been made to overcome the weakness
of a lacking theoretical integration, by embeddihg value of children approach into a gen-
eral theory of action (Hoffman 1987; Klaus, NauclK&in 2005; Nauck 2005). In particular,
the work of Nauck focuses on a re-conceptualisatiotine original nine types of motivation,
grouping them within two overarching goals, whick alentified as the driving forces behind
childbearing decisionsocial esteerandphysical well-beindsee Klaus et al. 2005: 33ff.). In
this framework, having children presents an inteliaie goal in attaining higher order goals
of social esteem and well-being (see Nauck 20061ndportantly, these two concepts are
closely related to theniversal preferenceas outlined in the social production function ap-

proach by Siegwart Lindenberg.
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4.3.6 Social Production Functions and a Basic Model of Reonal,

Choosing Actors

Preferences and Social Production Functions

The theoretical approach of social production fiomsg (see Lindenberg 1986; 1991) provides
a key tool in determining the array of potentiahgeetitors to parenthood by specifying the
array of life goals that generate a degreeaufial approvalandphysical well-beingsimilar to
that of starting a family. In that sense, sociadarction functions also provide a tool to con-
ceptualize and understand what drives the preferérchaving a child. Crucially, the social
production function approach is founded on thearothat human goals ultimately rely on
two types of hierarchically ordered preferences gjoaern human actior’’ These are:

“Universal preferences (goals) that are identioalt human beings and therefore need no

explanation, and instrumental preferences for tkams that lead to ultimate goals which

are in fact constraints and can thus be explaimed iconstraint driven approach.”

(Lindenberg 1990a: 741; emphasis in the original).
The social production function approach that re¢arthe ultimate goals of well-being and
social approval (already laid out by Adam Smithdfishe utmost value, because it sheds light
on our initial problem of lacking comparability beten parenthood and competing alterna-
tives. The focal point in theoretical perspectigseno longer family formation as self-evident
goal, but the strife for physical well-being andisb approval. Such a perspective opens the
view upon an array of competing alternatives thiatviole the means of realizing these univer-
sal preferences. The transition to parenthood ®ffere means among others to obtain these

universal goals.

The recourse to well-being and social approval lamate goals offers a conceptual ad-
vance over previous efforts to unravel the rangeoofipeting alternatives. The proper means
to attain these goals are determined by instrurhenééerences. These are essentially related
to general instrumentsvhich consist ofocial statusbehavioural confirmatiorandaffection

for attaining social approval (see Lindenberg &yFt893: 196). For physical well-being, the

" The universallinstrumental preference distinctismalready laid out in the neoclassical view (seglet &

Becker 1977).
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general intermediate goals are attainbtoghfortandstimulation(see ibid. 1993: 196). Instru-
mental preferences are shapedrblative pricesand therelative efficiencyof alternative
means of goal attainment. Furthermore, “these means with social position. [...] They
work like standard operating procedures, and tearer role expectations are formulated and
sanctioned the clearer the social production fonsti (Lindenberg 1990a: 742). That is, the
instrumental preferenceis social production functionstructure the actor’s set of alterna-
tives, competing with the aim of family formatidBy providing the outlined bridge assump-
tions regarding instrumental preferences, the s@c@duction function approach presents a

helpful heuristics to assess and scrutinize thepetimg alternatives at the actor’s disposal.

Relative Prices and Norms of Parenthood

In this context, labour market participation is ajon competitor to family formation, since at-

taining either one of these intermediate goalseiases both social approval and well-being.
Yet, a more traditional segregation of gender rodssilts in lower gains in social approval for
working women, and higher gains derived from a $oon the role of the homemaker. That is,
the relative price of either investing in a careeraving a child also depends on the situ-
ational (societal) context (see Lindenberg & Fr&93: 196), which also affects gender role
ascriptions. However, as gainful employment lose$osition as a male-dominated domain,
female labour market participation increasingly draes a social norm in modern societies.
That is, as the reward of social approval from labmarket participation for women in-

creases, a family focus becomes less importans iBhcultivated even further by the addi-
tional physical well-being, derived from gainful plmyment (in the form of obtained income,

see Lindenberg 1990a: 742). Indeed, the situatiomadernised, yet traditionally structured
societies is even more complex. Here women hawope with contradictory role expecta-

tions: While labour market participation is rewaddeith positive social sanctions in the form
of behavioural confirmation and status rewards,dhgence from, or neglect of familial roles

continues to yield negative sanctions in the fofreazial disapproval.

Such forms of social disregard are enacted bedairsging up children creatgmsitive ex-
ternalities for societyFamily formation yields public goods in the fowh contributions to
the sustainability of the pension system, for examidence, normative expectations to start a
family are enacted on basis of sanctions of salis@pproval if one does not comply with this

norm (see Coleman 1990: 599ff.), what de factosletas into costs of remaining childless
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(Huinink 2001b: 10). This normative encouragementhe costly and committing step into
parenthood is socially established to safeguargtsgive externalities to society, which are
provided by having children (see Coleman 1990: 31ridenberg 1990b: 214). These norms
of parenthood also place high demands on child-beshg, in order to socialize children to
become functioning members of society. The sigdatlecessities, associated with parent-
hood include the provision of a sound basis of @nat and social support as well as eco-
nomically reliable future prospects (see Oppenheit®84: 322). In the context of the latter,

labour market participation is a complement rathan a competitor to family formation.

From a life course perspective, this also estagdismplicit norms for the sequencing of
life phases, in which education and occupation@gration on one side, and partnership reli-
ability and mutual trust on the other, ought tocgae the transition to parenthood (see
Hagestad 1991: 27; Elder 1994; for in-depth disomssee Section 4.6.1). However, actors
tend to “assign a low net utility to long-term coitments in a contingent world” (Lindenberg
1990b: 213). Where normative expectations makentlased a costly and time-consuming
endeavour, this conflicts with alternative instrumta means of gaining social approval, like
investing in education or a career. That is, thatire price of having a child increases. Thus,
having a child in modern societies becomes a coatipaly unattractive choice when op-

posed to other, apparently less demanding, aligasabf attaining universal goals.

A Basic Model of Rational, Choosing Social Actors

The understanding that the choice under altermatiseshaped by striving after universal
goals has, at its heart, a model of man that takkesaccount the way that human action is so-
cially embedded, thus extending the notion of aefyemstrumental rationality. The con-
sumption-orientechomo-oeconomicuis thereby confronted withomo sociologicysa “so-
cialized, norm-oriented conformer” (Lindenberg 189@28). The model of Restricted, Re-
sourceful, Expecting, Evaluating, Maximizing Man RBEMM, for an overview see
Lindenberg 1985), offers a fundament for a seriebriolge assumptions that extend the ra-
tional choice core in order to obtain a realisievw of choices, particularly with regard to the
actor’s assessment of thaction situatiofi (Lindenberg 1992: 9)* The RREEMM model es-

™ For a critical discussion of the role of bridgesamptions in rational choice theory see Kelle &éann

(1995).
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sentially considers actors as planful, inventived andowed with limited resources. In antici-
pating and judging future conditions, they chodse best available course of action. “The

framework is thus inherently dynamic.” (Lindenbd@g5).

Combined with the heuristics of social productiomdtion theory as a way to determine
the array of competing alternatives (see Lindeni8eFgey 1993: 196), this provides the cor-
nerstone of a micro-theoretical framework for trensition to parenthood as a rational deci-
sion for the study at hand. In this context, thethoé of decreasing abstraction (see
Lindenberg 1992) can further serve to develop &icsemtly complex theoretical model of
choosing actors. Starting out from a highly absttiaeoretical core of rationally choosing ac-
tors, and proceeding by introducing auxiliary asgtioms, the framework undergoes an in-
cremental increase in theoretical complexity whexeessary. In this sense, key findings from
behavioural economics (see particularly Simon 19%%9; March 1978) can be integrated in
the theoretical model, for example. Facilitating thethod of decreasing abstraction, this is
not accomplished by replacing the theoretical fnapr& but, instead, by extending the ra-
tional choice core with bridge assumptions on kaitcapabilities of human actors (see
Lindenberg 1990b: 205). In that context, a sparsaleh can defineevaluationin the
RREEMM model in the simplistic sense of evaluatgmpds with respect to their market
value, where such a perspective suffices. In ceptia conceptualizing family formation
choices, more complex considerations of immanehtegaof having a child and social costs
in terms of normative sanctions for remaining de#d can be integrated in the theoretical
framework (see generally Lindenberg 1990a: 739)irBggrating increasingly differentiated
auxiliary assumptions, which will be elaboratedtlre following sections, the theoretical
model will thus be extended in order to offer amlgtically accurate representation of first-
birth decision processes. The RREEMM model willveeas a starting point for modelling
fertility decisions in the study at hand, as iaiseady equipped with a versatile theoretical as-

semblage of extensions that serve to understarndllyoembedded choices.

Predicting Behaviour from Intentions

An alternative approach to rationakésoned action, grounded in a social-psychological tra-
dition, has been elaborated by Icek Ajzen and Matitshbein (for the originalheory of Rea-
soned Actionsee Fishbein & Ajzen 1975; Ajzen & Fishbein 1988J)though the present

study will focus predominantly on extensions of RREEMM model to analyse first-birth
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decisions, the Ajzen and Fishbein model makes iassef theoretical accomplishments that
will contribute to the extended application of tRREEMM model, where compatible. The
most important ideas that will be borrowed from #jeen and Fishbein model include the
explicit consideration of the impact of norms ahd tonsideration of the role of past for fu-
ture behaviour. Particularly the latter concept basn introduced in the extend€deory of
Planned Behaviou(see Ajzen 1991; 2002; Ajzen & Fishbein 2005; for @averview see
Reinecke 1994, 260ff).

Applying the Ajzen and Fishbein model to childbaegrbehaviour, a conceptual structure
emerges according to which family formation is ¢dased 1) arovert choice behaviouhat
is a consequence of 2)oghavioural intentiorto have a child. This behavioural intention in
turn depends on 3) three factors, namely, ajgttikidetowards a having a child, b) the sub-
jectively internalisedhorms and c) theerceivedcontrol over the behaviouiThese three fac-
tors are functional representations obajavioural beliefsb) normative beliefsand c)con-
trol beliefswith respect to a specific behaviour like startinéamily (see Ajzen 1991; Ajzen
& Fishbein 2005). “In fact the theory of plannechbeiour differs from [its predecessor] the
theory of reasoned action in its addition of peredibehavioural control” (Ajzen 1991: 183).
The latter concept relies on a subjective repregient of resource constraints and opportunity
structure asactual behavioural restrictionswhich constitute a mediating factor of behav-
ioural intentions in the theoretical model (seeekjz1991: 182 f.3* Constraining factors of
choice behaviour that are common ingredients inetsodf rational action are considered in
the Ajzen-Fishbein model only in the form of baakgnd variables that mediate the interplay

of actor’s attitudes, norms, and control beliefs.

For the theoretical modelling of consequential chsilike first-birth transitions (which are
commonly based on an intense planning processjpmiging group of considerations are
mobilized within the theory of planned behavioujzén and Fisbein (2005) stress that there
is a key distinction betweeammediate actiorand (long-termyoal oriented actionwhich re-
lies on an exhaustive process of planning and dewetnt. Particularly the latter concept of
goal oriented action suggests that past behavibtecta later behaviour (see Ajzen 2002) and

that the actor might eventually encounter a situathat inhibits goal realisation, that is, the
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actor’svolitional controlis mitigated. This notion finds theoretical regesation in the con-
cept ofactual behavioural control...people usually have greater volitional contwekr per-
forming a behavior than over achieving a goal” @jz& Fishbein 2005: 191). These aspects
of choice and planning processes over time wilernee special attention in the discussion of
biographical planning (see Section 4.6.2). In theanmtime, | will bring back the conceptual

focus on childbearing behaviour as a preferencesdrchoice under alternatives.

4.3.7 Summary

The key findings of this section (4.3) that willnge as the basis for subsequent elaborations
of the micro-theoretical modelling of fertility gam to psychologically and sociologically
oriented approaches to rational action. Taking adoount a broad variety of costs and bene-
fits, including the social embeddedness of humadioaa@nd the role of social norms — either
internalised through socialization or enforced tigio external sanctions — the findings out-
lined above provide a versatile view of fertilitghaviour. A key finding is that starting a fam-
ily represents a major life goal that is essentibised on immanent values. In contrast, the
dominant approaches in the field of fertility the@re microeconomic, with a fundamental
accent on instrumentality. These approaches laoki@al perspective on childbearing deci-
sions, in particular, the nature of the preferenaederlying these decisions. Promising ana-
lytical tools are offered by a theory of social guotion functions, which situate major life
goals, like becoming a parent, within a conceptrarhework of attaining universal goals of
physical well-being and social approval. This nolyoopens up a perspective on competing
alternatives to parenthood, but also provideslatbnthe RREEMM model, a view of rational
choosing actors that consider and anticipate futorglitions, and thus also responses from a
social environment. This model will serve as a eostone of how rational fertility choices

are conceptualised in this study.

2. This model extension was mainly a response tefitigue that social structural impact as weltesources and
opportunities had been neglected in the originadeh¢see Liska 1984: 62f.).
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4.4 Actors in Fertility Decision-Making —

It Takes Two to Tango

“All the world’s a stage and all the men and wonmerely players”

Shakespeare, As You Like It 2/7

So far, this study has treated fertility decisiovithout distinguishing between decisions of
men and decisions of women. In that sense, thgsaretions are in good company with a
great deal of demographic research to the exteitttte perspective of the couple is fre-
quently neglected. Fertility, and the underlyingicle process, has commonly been measured
in terms of women'’s fertility (see Thomson, McDaha& Bumpass 1990, Thomson 1997,
Hank & Tdélke 2006). Although this procedure is jfistl for a number of practical reasons —
motherhood can be reliably linked to childbirth,ilehthe status of fatherhood is less clear for
example — this procedure expunges an indispengalleof social reality. The following sec-
tion is devoted to elucidating the differing coastts men and women confront as they face
the option of parenthood transitions. Furthermaings section will determine an adequate
theoretical framework for addressing this ambivalgmoice situation, which vacillates be-

tween extremes of individual and conjoint decisioaking.

First, a gender specific perspective on fertilgéguires the consideration of the apparently
trivial but nevertheless fundamental fact that raed women face very different kinds of
constraints and parenthood requires men and womemake very different kinds of invest-
ments. Moreover, it “takes two to tango.”, thatrisgarding fertility decisions, it is a couple
that must come to an agreement (see Morgan 198b)nifial agreement must be reached
over the question of whether to have children latifathe answer is yes, the question remains
whether the couple can reach consensus on furdesidns like the proper timing of parent-
hood. These choice processes require the cooraimatiindividual and shared biographies. It
enforces the partners’ interaction with each o#ret links their lives and mutual biographical
plans (see Elder 1991, 1994; see also Section)4.6.3

To simplify this concept, one can distinguish betwéwo existing theoretical perspectives
on how these decisions are reached: The first petisie is common in economic theories of

the family, particularly the New Home Economicse(sdso Section 4.4.1). According to this
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theoretical concept, man and woman make joint @@ws Individual goals and motives are

subordinated to the welfare of this unit, whiclh@#ected in household utility.

The second perspective relies on an individualutatc In deciding whether to start a fam-
ily, man and woman each act and decide on the lo@giseir individual goals and motives
(see Yamaguchi & Ferguson 1995: 274; Sobel & Armin$©992). Assuming that a couple
does not completely agree on whether (or whenpte la child, differing preferences have to
be reconciled. Bargaining and exchange framewdifies theoretical approaches for address-
ing the question of how agreement between actardeaachieved. Individual goals are rec-
onciled via complex decision-making processes, dase partner interaction. Game theory
provides an elaborate perspective on cooperatigsside finding in bargaining processes, as
well as on non-cooperative bargaining and the uyider differences in bargaining power.

Section 4.4.2 will outline such a theoretical pexgjve in the choice to start a family.

44.1 Household Decisions in the New Home Economics

The New Home Economics (NHE) has been a promingmtoach to understanding and mod-
elling family-related decisions. At the heart ofstltheory, there is a focus on a household
production functior® The maximisation of household utility requiresatimal allocation of
time spent for market work and for household proidmcof commodities. All household
members (i.e., all members of a family or the ceypgict in compliance with achieving this
goal of maximisation. The distribution of labourtkn the household and between household
and market work originates from a functional untierding of role differentiation and spe-
cialisation: Actors play out their roles accorditgtheir repertoire of skills and resources in
order to advance the household as a whole. Inmehausehold members profit from the se-
curity it provides, the servicing of individual rdseand from social interaction with other
household members. Hence, acting as part of a holtskholds a distinct comparative advan-

tage over acting alone, last but not least, becthesdivision of labour allows for an applica-

 n this sense, fertility decisions are based on“tlemand” for children. This demand of the housdhfolr a

flow of services, derived from children (rangingrfr the pleasure of seeing the child grow up toagld care
provision, e.g.). The expected utility is maximizexder consideration of resource expenditure fehser-
vices (which increases with child quality). Thiseatually leads to a utility maximising equilibriune., a
“proper” number of children (Becker 1960; 1993; Backd ewis 1973; Becker & Barro 1988).
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tion of differential skills. In consequence, theahy of the NHE perceives each partner as act-
ing in compliance with household rationality, iresdeof pursuing individual goals and mo-
tives. In this section (4.4.1), | will investiga& central conclusions regarding a gender spe-
cific division of labour, and b) | will scrutinizezhether the simplifying assumption of a joint
household rationality offers an accurate analytioal for the understanding of fertility deci-

sion-making.

A Framework of Gender Specific Division of Labouebwveen Household and Market Work

Following Becker's economic terminology, “...chiéar would be considered a consumption
good” (1960: 210). The major production goods alted in this process would be time and
income. That is, in order to have children, a ceupteds to provide a stable flow of these re-
sources. The couple (respectively the household} cmt only have to come to a choice re-
garding the relation of quality and quantity ofldnen. First of all, the provision of the pro-

duction goods required for family formation needse secured by an optimal allocation of

time spent in household and market work.

In that context, Becker (1965: 512) assumes thatafithe family’s major goals is to maxi-
mise income. To achieve this maximisation, the timdgets of the wife and the husband are
allocated according to comparative advantages;ish#tie one who has the higher earning po-
tential focuses on market work, while the othemfas on the household production of com-
modities. This household production ranges fromegainhousehold chores like cleaning and
cooking to fertility-related tasks like childreagin“The various divisions of labour among
family members are determined partly by biologiddferences and partly by different in-
vestments in human capital” (Becker 1993: 30). dwilhg the logic of the NHE approach,
men usually focus on market work, while women taker the role of the homemaker. Simi-
larly, Mincer and Polacheck stress that “the défdral allocation of time and of investments
in human capital is generally sex linked...” (197%).7The assumption of a gender specific
division of labour between household and markekwmderpins the notion that actors obey a
shared household rationality. In deciding who dakst, the spouses do not come into con-
flict or bargain over time allocation. Rather, thactions are devoted to maximising house-

hold utility, to which they apply a joint rationgli

However, the assumption of a biological determorabf gender roles in modern societies

has been considered a daring assumption and ieebat on grounds of empirical and theo-
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retical research (see for example Robinson 199i1gd4995; Ott 1995 or England & Buding
1997). Ferber & Birnbaum note that the only cleatr divergence between men and women
“...is that only the latter can bear and nurse ckitdr(1977: 21). They conclude that given
the increase in lifespan today, “...the amount oftwomen spend in child-bearing today is
trivial and there is no convincing evidence tha ttmaternal instinct’ to take care of children
after they are born is any stronger than the ‘pafeinstinct.” Moreover, Ferber and Birn-
baum stress that the conclusion of a traditionaisain of labour is a theoretically dubious
concept if traditional gender roles are postulatethe first place. “When women are trained
for and devote much of their time to household oespilities, while men are trained for and
encouraged to enter the labour market, comparativantage becomes little more than a self-
fulfilling prophecy” (Ferber & Birnbaum 1977: 21).

Yet, a key element that continues to act in fawafua traditional division of labour is that
women’s returns from labour market relevant humapital are lower than those of men —
even where an identical repertoire of educatiokdlssis assumed (for theoretical elabora-
tions see Becker 1985; Becker 1993: 54ff.). Thiguarent is underpinned by empirical evi-
dence. Although narrowing, the gender pay gap, witbwer obtainable market income for
women, still appears to be well in place (see Baahn 2000; Mahy, Plasman & Rycx
2006). Furthermore, even where men and women atewssd with a similar amount of hu-
man capital, employers’ anticipation of the doutleden of work and family — particularly, if
childrearing comes into play (see Shelton & Joh®61¥Kroska 1997 & Noonan 2001 for the
U.S.) — results in a statistical discriminationwbmen (see Bielby & Baron 1986; Beblo
2001: 13f.; Soskice 2005: 174). The result is agloearning capacity for women, which takes
us back to the theoretical argument of a compaaiwantage of a female focus on house-

hold chores.

Yet, a traditional division of labour — with absenitom the labour market, not amassing
human capital investments, and taking over the obléhe sole homemaker — burdens the
woman with a series of risks, including economipeatelence on the “breadwinner” (see Ott

1995). In the theoretical framework of the NHE sthontradiction does not become apparent,
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because marriage — depicted as the predominantl mbdeting” — is assumed to provide a
sufficient insurance function. Men and women complth their traditional roles and indi-

vidual needs and interests are subjugated to th@amaximising household utility.

Rising divorce rates, however, signal an erosiostability and reliability in partnerships
and shed serious doubt on the assumption thatsacaor be perceived as relying on the insur-
ance function of marriage (see Bumpass 2000 fottlse, Chan & Halpin 2002 for the UK,
Klein 2003 for Germany, for theoretical elaborai®ee Ott 1995). With a rising likelihood
of union dissolution, each of the partners hasigkuese economic independence by way of ca-
reer investments (see Ferber & Birnbaum 1977/28ence, the woman would be ill-advised
to willingly take over the role of the sole homemakMoreover, human capital investments
are considered to deteriorate quickly with labowarket absence (see Mincer & Polachek
1974; Mincer & Ofek 1982), which makes it unlikalyat women refrain from gainful em-
ployment, particularly given the recent developraedntvards female increases in higher edu-

cation and in labour market participation.

Furthermore, the focus on a comparative advantageetializing in either the household
or labour market seems to blind out any effectbfefcycle developments. Robinson (1977)
investigates life-cycle productivity, which decreasn the home and increases during labour
market participation over the life cycle. If act@e perceived to ponder these developments
(i.e., take into account a rising market incomeggosed to a diminishing productivity in the
home after the children have left the parental Bbakl) the female focus on a homemaker

role appears to be an even less convincing peigpect

However, if gender roles can no longer be treatedigen facts in the theoretical frame-
work, the actors can no longer be assumed to willitake over traditional roles. Conflict
and instability in partnerships pollute the concefpa joint household calculus as individual-

centred rationalities gain relevance. This is megioil — not only for bargaining over the al-

™ This also becomes apparent from the fact that -nwbasoning on couples’ relations — “spouses”, blans”,

and “wife” remain the predominant terminology thgbumost of Becker’'s opus magnum (see Becker 1993).
This is an even more significant topic as incregsirstability in labour markets suggests dual labmarket
participation as insurance against occupation&kr{see Kreyenfeld 2005b). Some authors howevent oi
empirical findings that question the massive inseean occupational insecurities in recent year®e (se
Erlinghagen & Knuth 2004 or Briickner & Mayer 2005 féermany, e.g.). From a perspective of rational
planned behaviour, however, the relevant questomhiether the actoggerceiveinsecurities, and thus choose
strategies in order to cope with these threatsa(tgss if the relevant changes have actually takace).

75
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location of time spent for household productioncommodities and for market work — but
also for a consideration of individual and joinbgiaphical plans concerning the option of

parenthood.

The critical conclusion that emerges from the abdigeussion is that, if biological differ-
ences are indeed limited, the principle of a tiadél division of labour, which is embedded
in the core of the theoretical framework of the NHttist be seriously questioned. Traditional
gender roles rather reflect social norms and, ak,dhey are subject to social change. Treat-
ing norms and role attributions as irrevocabledasta theory that aims at explaining social
phenomena and thus social change exhibits littfdagatory power. This, however, under-
mines the assumption that actors subjugate thersédva joint household ratio, and instead
suggests that both men and women negotiate ovieritkerests, their share of household and

market work, and how family formation is to be sbdjn the context of their life plans.

Altruism in the Family and Household Rationality
“We are not ready to suspect any person of beirfgdadize in selfishness.”

Adam Smith (1759: 446)

At first glance, the introduction of altruism intioe theory of the NHE appears devoted to the
aim of broadening the understanding of social bisheoutside the marketplace. The concept
of altruism provides a link to understand and maeelprocity within an action theoretical
framework and, more importantly, it offers an exglion for family and household integra-
tion: “[...] altruism helps families insure their méers against disasters and other conse-
quences of uncertainty: each member of an altouiathily is partly insured because all other
members are induced to bear some of the burdenghrchanges in contributions from the al-
truist” (Becker 1981: 3f.).

A closer look, however, reveals that the notiomltfuism in the family is a key theoretical
element that illuminates why otherwise selfish es&hould succumb to a household-level ra-
tionality, instead of striving to maximise their owitility. In fact, the concept of altruism as
applied in the NHE is a deliberate combination elfishness and selflessness at the same
time: Members of a family who act altruistic canfact increase the household utility by do-
ing so. While income transfers among family membeave monetary resources within the

household unchanged, the individual psychic gaersved from benevolence by generosity
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increase overall utility. Moreover, the benefaatan expect the goodwill of the beneficiary.
Hence, he or she can expect a return in the longoruin times of need. Even if egoistic
household members are present, the interaction ettier altruistic family members turns
their behaviour to selfless actions, as they areerfikely to benefit from this behaviour than
from egoistic actions in the family. The altruistimot only redistribute away from the egoist
in order to enforce selflessness (see England &rguii997: 6). The egoist will also be en-
couraged to act selflessly by the promising gaimegiprocity. According to this so-called
Rotten Kid Theorentthe ‘invisible hand’ of self interest” induceglfiess actions (Becker
1981: 5).

The concept of altruism in this sense providesniiesing link that explains behaviour that
is in accordance with the maximisation of familyhmusehold utility, rather than individual
utility. Unfortunately, this approach is flawed byseries of shortcomings. By introducing the
Rotten Kid Theorem, Becker admits that selfishngtils plays a considerable role in the
household unit. However, altruism of selfish famiyembers can only be enacted if egoistic
actions are revealed. A child that buys candy edanyinstead of the apple it is supposed to
buy may do so without it being recognized. Prefgrrcandy to apples, the child maximises
his individual utility. For an actor, individualility maximisation at cost of household utility
is rational when his gains from egoism exceed h&e of forgone household utility (due to

his egoism), and he can expect to remain undetected

If childbearing preferences differ among partnénst is, if one partner has a pronounced
desire for starting a family, while the other oegects parenthood, it seems unlikely that this
fundamental disagreement regarding such a consgguansition can be reconciled by en-
forcing altruism. One could further argue that sackituation holds out the possibility that
the woman might, for example, decide to (dis-)amndi the use of contraceptives without
consent, in order to assert her childbearing pesiees. If this is done without the knowledge
of the other, such behaviour may even remain lgrgakanctioned as outlined above. Such
constellations of differing preferences, which digsthe altruistic subjugation to household
utility, are warded off in the theory of the NHE; Assuming that preferences among partners
are similar (see Stigler & Becker 1977), or that pineference of the household head generally
determines the choice (see Becker 1974: 16). Asma the point that this introduces an

autocratic element into a theory that otherwiseu$ées on functional explanations, this argu-
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ment is not convincing from a theoretical perspectirhe central conclusion is that with re-
spect to consequential decisions like the tramsittoparenthood, the assumption of conjoint
decision-making cannot be maintained simply by r&sg congruent preferences or prefer-

ence reconciliation by altruism.

Summarizing the above, the NHE perceives houselaidsamilies as complex and well-
functioning units, which obey the rule of maximigihousehold utility. In contrast, individ-
ual-centred notions, which potentially lead to diohf bargaining, and disagreement, do not
find any room within this approach (see Robinsod7tA78f.). As argued above, this sheds
serious doubts on the ability of this theoreticaidgpective to serve as a framework for model-
ling family-related decisions in general, and fagtidecisions within couples in particular.
This is not to say that fertility decisions are aj@ manifest as conflict and disagreement.
However, various aspects of first birth decisidmat thave already been explored are subject
to arrangements among partners, such as the piiopeto start a family and how individual
time is budgeted for childrearing and other paidetatsks. While fertility decisions do not
necessarily result in conflict and disagreemertinples, the sweeping assumption of consent
in such matters blinds out important differencespower, preferences, and biographical
plans. Taking into account these theoretical sbantngs involved in applying a joint house-
hold rationality it appears that there is no wayiemiss the notion of an individual-centred

rationality.

4.4.2 Exchange-Bargaining Approaches

Many exchange and bargaining approaches have Ippiiediin the research on family issues
in dissatisfaction and debate with the theoreficahdations of the NHE (see, e.g., Ott 1998,
or Lundberg & Pollak 2007). These theoretical framiks take into account aspectsirmdi-
vidual goals and motives instead of assuming joint rafionand preference. Although social
exchange theory and game theory are founded oeréliff theoretical fundaments, they be-
long to the same school of thought. A central idgget is the notion that decision-making is
based on interaction where each actor’s influesceetermined by individual ideas, prefer-
ences, and power. Social exchange theory concgmsatuman interaction as a means of

trading resources. This kind of exchange is noitdichto physical trade but also includes the
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exchange of information, affection, dedication, angt. Social norms and customs play an
elementary part in this script (see Blau 1964; Haen&974). In contrast, bargaining models
rely heavily on the negotiation over material goadphysical contributions of actors (see
Nash 1953, Sen 1990).

The following Section (4.4.2) will examine fertililecisions from the perspective of inter-
personal bargaining in order to profit from the adeed theoretical and formal refinement
that bargaining models have undergone during tteféav decades. The discussion will bor-
row from exchange theory, particularly the idea thecision-making relies heavily on social
contexts. Hence, aspects like dyadic trust, comentirand gender norms will be considered

here for the analysis of fertility decisions.

The Bargaining Problem in the Family

Bargaining approaches can be traced back to vomblien and Morgenstern’s work in game
theory that was extended by the seminal contribgtioy Nash and others. The bargaining
problem deals with the identification of a formaliwgion, given a dynamic interaction within
a group of actors. The following discussion referdargaining within couples, i.e., within a
group of two actors. Elaborate bargaining modelgehfiequently been applied to choice
processes within families. In this domain, conttids to the family are considered a form of
cooperation, while the division of resources fongmamption is considered conflict. “Social
arrangements regarding who does what, who getsrtsuene what, and who takes what deci-
sion can be seen as responses to this combinetepraif cooperation and conflict” (Sen
1990: 129). Actors in bargaining theory are supgdseconsider theiindividual interests and
preferences. The bargaining situation, howevenoisnecessarily characterized by reckless
and egoistic maximisation of individual utilify Instead, the bargainers can profit from coop-
eration and behave accordingly (see Sen 1989:/ooperation encourages mutual sup-

port, the family unit also acts as an “insurancalition” (Ott 1995: 81).

The family unit holds specific advantages overngialone. Some of these come from

unlimited resources like social interaction, wiolhers — like the distribution of material re-

® Note that the concept of maximisation is not abaedoain this framework. Maximisation merely takediféer-

ent form in bargaining approaches as the maxinoisadf actor A is affected by the maximisation apésnof
actor B and vice versa.
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sources — are limited. How partners share the tikenibed resources, who contributes what
to the household, and how partners specialize legtweusehold and market work are issues
subject to conflict, which is solved by bargainiilgthat sense, bargaining is a dynamic proc-
ess of interaction during which partners continlypuenegotiate new distributions on the
grounds of previous agreements. A basic theoretideghncement bargaining approaches pro-
vide for the theoretical investigation of familysiges is that the identification of individual
utility in joint decision making “...is founded ondrassumptions of rational negotiation” (Ott
1995: 83).

Gender Issues in Bargaining Approaches

Fertility can be modelled as bilateral bargainiegween a man and a woman. Aside from the
biological fact that women carry the burden of @dbéaring, giving birth, and nursing, norms
regarding traditional gender roles as well as geddserimination on the labour market still
create differential access to resources for men aoden (see Echevarria & Merlo
1999:267). This in turn creates different constsaifor men and women when bargaining

over fertility and the tasks associated with it.

Gender norms still enforce an asymmetric divisibfabour, where women are responsible
mainly for household chores while men focus on reaork (for a general overview, see
Fuwa 2004; see also Section 2.2.3). A somewhabsar@&omment by Sen (1990: 130) un-
derscores this pattern: “...Women do the cooking amdable to take an outside work only
insofar as that can be combined with persistinthascook”. Accordingly, women in modern
societies still tend to carry the major burden ofisework (see Geist 2005, Prince Cooke
2006), and still face discrimination on the labmarket (see Sections 2.2.2, 3.2 & 4.1).

This background of gender differences affects thegdining power of men and women.
Bargaining power describes an actor’s ability tofirce his/her claims in a bargaining situa-
tion. With respect to bargaining in partnershipgadretical and empirical work on the issue
has highlighted individual earnings capacities &eyindicator of bargaining power (see Ott
1995 or Lundberg & Pollak 2007, e.g.) For womerpanticular, the involvement in produc-
tive activities affects “contributions” and “claifnwithin the family, determined by their bar-
gaining positions (Sen 1990: 148). Labour markefgosance supports the ability to act in-
dependently in case of separation, and hence iredithe level of dependence on intra-family

transfers. Accordingly, Ferber and Birnbaum hidhiithat “...the bargaining power of each



140 Chapter Four

individual is inevitably influenced by the degreketloe dependence on the other partner...”
(1977: 23). Women'’s pronounced focus on househoddes and their concomitantly inferior
labour market position undermine their ability tf@ce their claims in bargaining, and thus

increase their dependence.

As a result, men are on average in a better paositleen bargaining over the distribution of
the costs of parenthood. Empirical investigatioighlight that partners are well aware of
their bargaining power and apply their weight irgoigations (see, e.g., Bittman, England,
Folbre, Sayer & Matheson 2003) Additionally, intglired norms of traditional gender roles
in general, and maternal roles in particular, stmecexpectations over tasks and claims, thus
diminishing the woman'’s ability to minimize her sbaf parental tasks in bargaining. As the
division of labour tends to become more traditioatier childbirth (see Zollinger-Giele &
Holst 2004: 14; Noonan 2001 for the U.S., and G5 for West Germany), parenthood
causes the bargaining power of the woman to deerdasanticipation of this development,
the woman is likely to avoid or postpone parenthivodrder to avoid economic dependence

and a deteriorated bargaining position.

A Formal Outline of Cooperative Bargaining

A basic formal description of the bargaining problimcludes that two actors have the oppor-
tunity “...to collaborate for mutual benefit on mattgan one way” (Nash 1950: 155). The

possible outcomes of the negotiation are contindmritboth actors can expect to be better off
with the bargaining outcome. They dot competenith each other. Instead, all actions are
based on a consensus among the partners. The pétinie consensus, the bargaining prob-
lem, consists — both practically and theoreticaliy finding the optimal solution, considering

that the maximisation of welfare of actor A depepndsthe moves of actor B and vice versa.

In cooperating, they “...agree on a rational joirgrpbf action...” (Nash 1953: 128).

The formal rules of the bargaining approach arelaino the standard rational choice set-
ting. This includes the assumption of preferenaeong and transitivity. Preferences, how-
ever, do not have to be comparabéweeractors. In fact, the difference in preferencesns
essential element in creating gains that are deérfv@n cooperation. The actors exchange

goods or services of lower personal preferencdtéons of higher personal preference, of-
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fered by the collaborator (see Nash 1950: 160%)ths kind of cooperation increases each of

the individual utilities, these ganfésire also referred to as nonzero-sum games.

Figure 10:  Threat Point Model of Cooperative BargaininghatNash Solution
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D" u™
Source: Ott 1995: 82.

In a bargaining situation, each of the actors faour the specific solution that best suits his
or her preferences. If the preference functionstarte the possible outcomes — say, regard-
ing the allocation of individual time spent on sfiec household chores — araon-
complimentarythe outcome of such a bargaining situation depemdthebargaining power,
and thethreat pointsof the actors A and B (see Figure 10. Actors, whioargaining power
exceeds that of the respective other can influ¢healistribution of payoffs in their favour.
The threat point of the other player describedithi to this possible asymmetry: If the util-
ity one can expect from intra-family bargainingrésluced below his/her threat point™(®
D"), he/she will reject an agreement. In that setiee threat or conflict point describes the
minimum utility from cooperation that is acceptatdean actor before defecting from the bar-

gaining situation. With respect to the bargainimgaouples, this minimum is highly dependent

™ The term “game” is used in reference to the tertoigy of game theory of which cooperative bargainapg

proaches form a sub-category.
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on alternatives outside the dy&dThe outcome of the cooperative threat point madel

formally be defined as a function with a Nash Solut
N=[U"(x)-D"|*[U"(x)-D'] (0.)
(see Ott 1995: 83)

In that sense, the negotiation set is limited ® dnea of the utility frontier (ff, where the
threat points of the two actors' 8nd ¥ intersect with the utility function (i.e., poinésand

B form the boundaries; see Figure 10). The Nastitisaol is located at the point of the utility
frontier farthest away from the two threat poin@y.(Today, cooperative threat point models
constitute the standard model of intra-householdydaing (see Manser & Brown 1980;
McElroy & Horney 1981; or Lundberg & Pollak 1994yhdberg & Pollak 1996

Dynamic Interaction and the Role of Contracts

A more elaborate version of the cooperative barggimodel introduces a temporal perspec-
tive of a dynamic interaction in a non-stationanyvieonment. In such a setting, shares and
contributions do not necessarily coincide. In &tse an agreement may involve that actor A
makes his contributions in t1 while actor B is soggd to offer his contributions at a later
point in time, t1+n. However, such a setting formnahtroduces the possibility that actor B
breaks his part of the agreement after having fgfirom the shares. Moreover, a dynamic
bargaining framework introduces the possibilityabanging circumstanc®s This may in-
volve a change in constraints, a change in preéeerbut also a change in bargaining power
of either actor. If actors consider the possibitifysuch changes over time, they can anticipate
that bargaining agreements might be broken underirtipact of different future circum-
stances. This complicates the process of comiragtagreement considerably. In cooperative
bargaining approaches, the solution to this dilenmnentroduced in the form of contracts.

Contracts offer a means of ensuring that the ageae&smegotiated in the bargaining will be

" The simplest of alternatives in this context isrlgzalone, as this alternative to cooperative hamgg is acces-

sible without any restrictions in most situations.

Note that these models refer to bargaining amongsgs. This view can easily be extended to inchate
marital bargaining. However, outside marital uniahg threat point of the partners is likely highes the costs
of separation outside marriage are lower.

For a general overview of bargaining in a dynaneittisg see Coles & Wright (1994). A fertility bargaig
model as outlined by Ott (1989, 1995) will be dssed on p. 148.
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kept in the future. Practical examples of such i@mts range from mere promises to binding

contracts that can be enforced legally.

Agreeing on delayed gains from reciprocity, thattigsting the goodwill of a partner to
keep a contract, also entails trust in a generailsertain future. However, reciprocity is en-
acted by strong social norms, and “...between the tifnEgo’s provision of a gratification
and the time of Alter’'s repayment, falls the shaddvindebtedness (Gouldner 1960: 174). In
couples, emotional attraction is an additional @dient of informal contracts, ensuring that
agreements will be kept. It is a central — if rie foremost — reason for forming a dyad. Addi-
tionally, emotional ties provide mutual trust tlsttengthens reciprocity. In that sense, recip-
rocal behaviour can be perceived not only as @cgéin of social norn¥sbut also as an im-
plicit contract (see Gouldner 1960: 170). Fostdrgdnutual trust, the returns expected on re-
ciprocity in repeated games may serve to balantgdeal asymmetries in bargaining out-
comes (Ott 1989: 98f.). In this context, union diora is a key indicator, given that with a
longer partnership, it is more likely that pastmiees and contracts have been kept, thus gen-
erating trust and fostering reciprocity betweertnens. Generally, the affective component in
dyads fosters the stability of unions, thus reiaifog the reliability that contracts will be kept
in the future. Such long-term-contracts can tale firm of unuttered commitments. They
manifest themselves in marriage and in the trasitd parenthood, because these institutions
establish higher barriers to union dissolution.dasially, dyadic commitment, trust, and reli-

ability are central prerequisites of the transitiorparenthood.

Non-Cooperative Bargaining

In contrast to the cooperative threat point modslimed above, non-cooperative bargaining
approaches do not require contracts to mainta&raction over time (see Chen & Woolley
2001: 723). Instead, actors adjust their stratdgiesticipation of the moves of the respective
other in order to maximise individual utility. Thegpparent advantage of non-cooperative
models is in fact based on a conceptual limitatidghgame is non-cooperative if it is impos-
sible for the players to communicate or collaboiatany way” (Nash 1953: 129). Whether

this situation is the consequence of intentionatesgy or a lack of information does not mat-
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ter from a theoretical point of view. In practiedplications, however, this matter is far from
trivial: intentional non-collaboration because effshness has been observed to evoke reac-
tions of punishment in experimental bargainingisgs — even if this punishment resulted in
further costs for the punishing acforActors enact social norms of cooperative behavamal
sanction selfishness (see, e.g., Fehr & Simon 200@)ose social relations as in families or
partnerships, mutual trust and support is encourage rewarded by returns from reciprocity
(see Sobel 2005). Accordingly, most authors assiinaiecooperative bargaining approaches
offer the proper theoretical repertoire to modehifa relations (see Ott 1995: 81; Lundberg
& Pollak 1994: 132; Chen & Woolley 2001: 723). Thisplies to fertility choices in particu-

lar, as they rely on mutual trust and long-term goiment in a unique way.

Non-cooperative models, however, offer fruitful eggches to understand family bargain-
ing when integrated as an extension to cooperativdels. Lundberg and Pollak (1994, 1996;
suggest a model in which the threat point lies wigmd not outside the dyad (for similar ap-
proaches see also Konrad & Lommerud 2000 or Chaiablley 2001). That is, failure to
come to an agreement does not result in divoreeparation, but instead in an equilibrium of
non-cooperation. This poses a valuable tool to mozi-life fertility bargaining situations:
As the threat point lies within the relationshigsatjreement over fertility decisions is not
necessarily a final disagreement. Instead, fgrtilitoices can be renegotiated at a later point,

for example, after changed circumstances have tipsetquilibrium of non-cooperation.

Fertility Bargaining as Bargaining over the Distribtion of Parental Costs

In order to further elaborate a formal model ofifity bargaining between partners, it is use-
ful to outline what is subject to this special kanjng situation in detail. The parent-child re-
lationship requires long-term commitment and creaeseries of lasting costs and benefits

(see Hobcraft & Kiernan 1995). Fertility bargainifgpwever, is essentially limited to bar-

8 Gouldner in this context stresses that “...a nofmeoiprocity, in its universal form, makes two éntelated,
minimal demands: (1) people should help those wd@ helped them, and (2) people should not injuosd
who have helped them. (Gouldner 1960: 171).

This has been conceptualized under the term ofialéy aversion (see, e.g., Fehr & Schmidt 200&®f68
Situations are conceivable where one partner acthddbearing desires without the consent of ttheig for
example, by neglecting to use contraceptives witlagueement. Such situations of non-cooperationeler,
are very difficult to handle under a bargaining mggh. They only exert an impact on future bargajnf the
intentionality of the behaviour becomes overt @se p. 136).
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gaining over the distribution of parentalsksandcosts The following discussion will pro-

vide a demonstration of how this process functions.

Summarizing what has already been highlighted icti&e 4.3.2, thecostsof parenthood
include the allocation of time spent on childcahe temporary abandonment of other goals
that are in conflict with the parental role, aneé thstribution of labour between household
and paid labour. However, some burdens of parentisaanot be redistributed through cou-
ple bargaining. Such indivisible costs include pigsical strain of childbearing, giving birth,
and nursing. Furthermore, inalienable costs als®e an the form of social norms that struc-

ture role expectations regarding parental dedinaimd commitment to a child.

Regardingnstrumentalcontributions of children to their parents, widspect to the provi-
sion of old age security or family laboungth parents are likely to profit from such benefits
(given a society still relies on child-parent triams and has not yet established an institution-
alized social security system). The security fumtiof children as caregivers in old age or as
providers of labour is closely linked to social amotional components of parent-child ties.
Such ties are also crucial with respect to theeslased gains of parenthood that play a key
role in fertility rationales in modern societieaicB gains include the joy of seeing the child
grow up, the passing on of one’s own identity, #mel social esteem gained through the pa-
rental role (see Hoffman & Hoffman 1973; Nauck 200dheimmanentature of these bene-
fits, however, widely removes them from a bargainiontext. Pre-natal parental bargaining
is likely to have little or no impact on the disttion of these shares between mother and fa-
ther.Hence, fertility bargaining in developed societiesessentially limited to a bargaining
over the distribution of costs. A number of studdgertility bargaining in developing coun-
tries have produced evidence confirming this pietisee Eswaran 2002; Rasul 2005; Seebens
2005). Parental costs in these societies are bistsedgly against women, who bear heavy
burdens because of rigid traditional gender rolas$ extensive health-related risks of child-
bearing and delivery due to limited medical aidc®gse of this asymmetry in cost distribu-
tion, women in developing countries show a loweerage preference for having children
than men do (see Rasul 2005: 3). Accordingly, eicgdiinvestigations reveal that reported
fertility is lower where women are endowed withtbetbargaining positions (see Eswaran
2002; Seebens 2005: 20).
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These applications of fertility bargaining in deygihg countries differ fundamentally from
fertility bargaining in industrialized countries ane central respect: in modern societies, the
instrumental insurance function of children hasrbesplaced by institutions guaranteeing so-
cial security. Prosperity and social norms havetted context in which instrumental parent-
child transfers run in one direction — toward thegeny. Hence, the benefits of having a child
are mainly in the immanent value ascribed to haaraild (see Hoffman & Hoffman 1973,
Friedman et al. 1999). If one of the partners dussderive any benefits whatsoever in being
socially accepted as a parent or in seeing hiseorchild grow up, this lack of child prefer-

ence will probably not be changeable through fertidargaining.

Fertility Bargaining and Preference Reconciliation

The following section will explore how the distriiten of child preferences between partners
will affect the bargaining problem. The value-baggdferences for having a child may be
completely congruent between partners, resultingitimer rejection of parenthood or in con-
sensus on having a child. In the former case, thuple agrees to remain childless; in the lat-
ter case, the couple will initiate bargaining otleg distribution of labour between household
and paid labour, the allocation of time spent oildchare and related tasks, and so on. A theo-
retically more challenging constellation ariseshwasymmetric preferences between the part-
ners for having a child. Such constellations maygeafrom minor differences in immanent

values attributed to having a child to utter ratf parenthood bgneof the partners.

In this sense, fertility bargaining can be visuadizas a two-stage process: the first stage re-
lates to the question of whether general agreem@atthe question of having a child can be
reached. The second stage relates to fertilitydiaigg over the distribution of parental tasks
and costs. An initial agreement about child prafees is required to proceed to the second
stage of fertility bargaining. The two stages arterirelated — a relatively lower desire for
children may be balanced through the agreemerakio dver a larger burden of the costs by

the parent with the more pronounced desire to haskgld.

A topic that requires further attention is the afoentioned assumption that a lower imma-
nent value attributed to childbearing can be corsped by an instrumental trade-off. While
having a child poses a life goal based on intrinsicial, and ethical values, and thus relates
to value rationality in a Weberian sense, the itistion of child-related costs and tasks fol-

lows the logic of an instrumental rationality, whdyoth partners aim to minimize their share
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of the costs. Yet, the trade-off between a lackwhanent values and reduction of instrumen-
tal costs is unlikely to work if one of the parteseompletelyrejects the idea of having a child.
Even if the partner with a pronounced child-prefieee would agree to take oveny distri-
butable (direct or indirect) costs of parenthoo aseans of compensation, the partner lack-
ing a child preference would still be burdened wille inalienable costs of parenthood.
Hence, for him/her, the transition to parenthoodidaesult in net costs. Even if the bargain-
ing were extended to other areas of life wheredtter with the preference to have a child
could promise to take on tasks of the other partagositive fertility decision would be an
improbable bargaining result. First, this is beeati® compensation of immanent values by
means of instrumental contributions is limited, aedond, because contracts over instrumen-
tal contributions can be broken in future negatiasi, while social norms and legal contracts

keep enforcing the costs of parenth8bd.

Empirical evidence highlights that preference r@il@ation is a topic that still needs to be
addressed further. The assumption that couplesrggnehare similar desires to have chil-
dren (see Turchi 1975; Stigler & Becker 1977, dee the discussion in Section 4.4.1, p.136)
is certainly inappropriate. Voas notes that, “stgdisuggesting that spouses rarely disagree
over desired family size should not be viewed adence that preference homogamy is nearly
complete, but rather as a sign that couples areotet@ to come to some, possibly tacit under-
standing about procreation” (2003: 637). In fadtilct utility seems to consist of separate,
commonly differing utility functions of men and wem (see Thomson 1983). In various in-
vestigations for the US, Thomson and co-authord &widence that a significant number of
spouses disagreed in their desire for having anifdr(see Thomson et al. 1990; Thomson
1997). This disagreement over childbearing planaden partners resulted in a lower likeli-
hood of having a child. However, this evidence afegative fertility effect of incongruent

preferences should not be overestimated. Couphes tievards homogamy in mating (see

8 Surrogate motherhood can be seen as an extremelexafifertility bargaining, where one “partner’shao

preferences for having that child (in fact, thiskaf preferences is explicitly expected by thé&osocial par-
ents). The costs of childbearing and giving bird @ountered by the benefit of monetary paymentsohtrast
to fertility bargaining between future parentssthituation explicitly unburdens the surrogate raofhom any
future parental responsibilities and commitmentbiakgical is decoupled from social parenthood.

On the question of whether men or women are maseesisful in enforcing their fertility desires inseaof dis-
agreement, the studies mentioned do not provide elddence of a gender bias (see Thomson 1997n3di
& Hoem 1998).
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Kalmijn 1998), which commonly also nurtures homogampreferences. And although pref-
erence-related homogamy should not be misintergbrasea universal condition (see the dis-
cussion above), the mating of partners with uttertpmpatible fertility plans is also likely to
be rare (see Voas 2003: 634ff.). Moreover, therddsihave a child may converge over time.
As fertility bargaining may be initiated time andaén, the bargaining situation in t+1 may
provide an improved foundation for achieving prefere congruence. The partners’ fertility
intentions may “...vacillate across time depending@&erent experiences with their or others’
children, work demands, or other activities thanpete with childbearing.” (Morgan 1985).
Accordingly, initially incongruent fertility plando not necessarily result in childlessness. In-
stead, a continuous reassessment of the compatibilfamily formation plans may eventu-

ally reach a point where basic agreement aboutdyglans leads to fertility bargaining.

In this context, an analysis by Thomson and Hoe®88) among Swedish couples provides
some interesting evidence. Partners who disagrelgdsbghtly in their preferences to have a
child were almost as likely to have a child witlivo years as couples that completely agreed
in that desire. However, if one of the partners glately rejected having a child, expressed in
the form of a veto, the couples had a very low prity to have a child (see also Hakim
2003: 369). While obviously incompatible preferemiaee unlikely to be reconcilable, fertility
bargaining may reconcile differences in family fation preferences when there is general

agreement about wanting a child.

Summary & Formal Outline of a Dynamic Model of Fality Bargaining

As outlined above, fertility bargaining essentiatheans bargaining over the distribution of
costs of parenthood. In this context, the actoketia come to an agreement on how respon-
sibilities will be shared and who contributes wttathe parental tasks. This relates to the time
spent on childcare, on economic contributions &ftimily, and on the distribution of domes-
tic tasks and gainful employment between partridost of these arrangements and contribu-
tions become relevant only postpartum, and dedicat specific tasks hampers involvement
in other domains (a focus on household chores hesmipbour market performance, for ex-
ample), thus increasing dependence on contribufi@ms the significant other. This means
that the bargaining process requires a seriesmifaxts that ensure that each actor keeps his

part of the agreement to accomplish tasks.
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An elaborate bargaining model that takes theseegssgiio account and that focuses on fer-
tility-related bargaining is provided by Ott (198995; see also Beblo 2001). This model im-
plicitly assumes a certain level of consent overdbneral aim of having a child. Bargaining
processes evolve from the negotiation of contrages the distribution of tasks in the future
family. The initial model is similar to the coopéve threat point model with a Nash solution
offered on page 141 in Figure 10. The actors agrebaving a child. Furthermore, they ar-

range contracts on the future distribution of tag#ated to childcare and market work.

The implications of the initial threat point modélange fundamentally if the possibility of
a renegotiation of the original agreemeatfter childbirth is taken into account (see Figure 11,
next page). The essence of the dynamic approathinethe idea that a repeated game might
involve changes in context factors that resultrinirecreased asymmetry in bargaining power
leading to a renegotiation of the original agreemierdisfavour of the partner in the inferior

bargaining position.

| assume that having the child will result in a gatn — both for the two partners and for
the household as whole. Furthermore, | assumehthang that child requires a temporal in-
terruption of the mother’s working career. Thiswasption is particularly justified if the bar-
gaining is situated in a cultural and institutionahtext that promotes a traditional division of
labour. Depending on the degree of childcare suppailable, the actors would also negoti-
ate the allocation of time spent on childcare, Whgcalso likely to result in an agreement that
burdens the woman more than the man (again, takiogaccount common welfare policy set-
tings and the limitations of social support netvgnmk modern societies). Because of labour
market absence, the woman’s obtainable income dsese and therefore her bargaining
power decreases as well, thus lowering her threit.plf, in that period, the man is able to
improve his labour market integration (empiricaldence suggests that men frequently in-
crease their labour market engagement after chitgbithe relative bargaining power of the
man and the woman diverge even further. This mag te the situation specified in Figure 11
(next page), where the bargaining power of the woimaperiod 2 [} is reduced over period
1, although the utility of having the child hasrieased the household utility as well as the
utility of each individual (point C). The man manferce a renegotiation of the contracts
(e.g., regarding childcare or market work), whicayneventually result in a net decline in the

woman’s utility in period 2 (point A) over period 1
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Figure 11 A Dynamic Bargaining Model
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Source: Ott 1995: 90.

Theoretically, this represents a departure fronctiramon threat point model, which assumes
that the failure to come to an agreement resultiefact in terms of separation. In cooperative
bargaining, contracts are supposed to enforce @bpikg of agreements. The key conclusion
drawn from this dynamic bargaining approach rastheé notion that actors (in our example,
the woman) may anticipate the course of events, #laljusting the moves in period 1 in order
to debar negative consequences from broken costiagieriod 2. A woman that anticipates
the turn of events as outlined above has a lowapeprsity to opt for a child, as she will likely
try to avoid a deterioration of her human capitaleistments, and hence avoid a deterioration
of her bargaining power. The bargaining mode oetlimbove resembles the situation in a
prisoner’s dilemma setting as actors also condiuempossibility of their respective others to
break contracts (Ott 1995: 89f.). This opens a veiday of possible strategies and counter-
strategies of the respective other. In that sehgedynamic bargaining model displays essen-

tial features of non-cooperative bargaining.

A couple is unlikely to opt for having a child umdsuch conditions of anticipated non-

cooperation and conflict. One solution to this whitea lies in strictly limiting the duration of
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the employment interruption in order to avoid eaoimdependence. “Similarly, husband and
wife would find it prudent not to specialize to thetent that one or both partners would find
it very difficult to manage individually in caseetimarriage were terminated” (Ferber & Birn-
baum 1977: 23). Another solution to the dilemmag@tined above, lies in making highly re-
liable and binding contracts. That is, actors magtvince each other that no renegotiation
will be initiated in period 2. External sanctiomet are based on social norms of reciprocity
or on legal settings that regulate (economic) rasjmilities and parental custody after a sepa-
ration can enforce adherence to contracts. Penmaps important, however, is the fact that
binding contracts are established on the groundeeomutual trust the two partners have in
each other. A longer partnership has likely expex@el more reciprocal exchange. Percep-
tions of both mutual trusind indebtedness due to reciprocal services most lifadter trust

in the significant other to keep agreements (segldper 1960: 169). Hence, the quality and
the duration of a relationship plays a key rolgaving the path to parenthood. In that sense,
dyadic trust and reciprocity are essential resautiat form prerequisites of parenthood, just

like economic resources.

4.5 Choice Over Time | — Intertemporal Perspectives in

Rational Choice Theory

“Intertemporal choices, decisions in which the tigniof costs and benefits are spread out
over time, are both common and important. How msaiooling to obtain, whom to
marry, whether to have children [...] — all thesealilecisions have strong intertemporal

components.”

George Loewenstein & Richard H. Thaler (1989: 181).

The perspective of procedural rationality (see iact.2.5) already addressed issues of dy-
namic decision-making. Key topics in this contesfate to the readjustment of aspirations,
the reassessment of decisions, and the long-teéfeutefof certain choices. This section will

again pick up this line of reasoning and discuss aotors behave in the context of an uncer-

tain future. Section 4.5.1 will introduce the copicef discounted utility that theoretically in-
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corporates the observation that delayed rewarddeasevalued than immediately available
gains. Section 4.5.2 extends this line of reasoniitly respect to the reversal of preferences
for delayed rewards. In the context of a limitefbrmational repertoire of actors, Section
4.5.3 will scrutinize theories on the heuristicsoas apply in decision-making when dealing
with an uncertain future. One conclusion of thiscdission is that choices are framed crucially
by the situational context of choice. Section 4fodher extends this reference to frames of
action with the perspective that actors also relyaell-known, reliable, and successful pat-
terns of action in habitual behaviour. Section3t&ddresses decision-making over time as a
sequential and stepwise process in goal-orientédvieur, while Section 4.5.6 assesses the
possibility of inconsistencies of choice nodesdnd-term goal realisation, which ultimately
lead people to abandon originally intended path@aifon. These elaborations on the in-
tertemporal aspects of decision-making will essdblihe framework for a discussion of ra-

tional fertility choices from the perspective obgraphical planning.

4.5.1  The Discounted Utility Model —

Between Akrasia and Myopia

Most of the approaches integrating a dynamic petspeinto rational choice theory start out
from the central assumption of a discounted utifitydel (DU). According to this approach,
the subjectively perceived utility is diminisheddependence on the amount of time a reward
is delayed. That is, the longer one has to waitl gnatification is received, the lower the
value attributed to the utility of that alternatifgee Loewenstein 1987). DU offers a concept
that is capable of explaining why choice and giedifon do not always coincide. In this
sense, it is not a full-scale implementation okitgmporal choice processes but rather a

bridge assumption that formally assesses delayadigation.

In explaining the mechanisms underlying utilityatianting, two predominant explanations
have been made. The first is based on the notionyopia: Actors tend t@nore the future,
particularly thedistantfuture. The relative value of future pleasures paths is based on a
representation of (already) experienced emotiomsveyer, actors only have a limited capa-
bility to imagine future emotions accurately andiddy. The discounting occurs as it becomes

harder for the actors to imagine such emotionduhéer their expectation is deferred to the
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future. This results in a limited motivation to dpt alternatives which involve a delayed re-
ward (Loewenstein 1992: 9ff.). An alternative exglton for utility discounting assumes that
the discounting is not based on shortsightednesskiwer on impatience. Where people tend
to weight future and present equally, the discagntesults from favouring close and present
temptations. As a result of akrasia, the “painludtenence” (Loewenstein 1992: 9.) penalizes

choices that comprise a delayed reward.

The perspective of discounted utility has in fagtdime the standard representation of the
time dimension in rational choice theory. Howetemporal extensions to the rational choice
core introduce a series of anomdifesost of which have been confirmed in empiricabst
ies. Where the rational choice framework is esaiptfounded on a static perspective, it is
not very inviting to temporal extensions. Among thest documented of such anomalies of
the discounted utility model is the tendency towgtleasant outcomes over with quickly (in-
stead of postponing them as predicted by the DUelnege Loewenstein 1987) or the obser-
vation that losses are discounted at a lower fae gains (see Kahneman & Tversky 1979;
Tversky & Kahneman 1991). Obviously, human choiseirifluenced by psychological

mechanisms that are quite alien to homo oeconomicus

4.5.2 Intertemporal Discounting and Preference Stability

One of the most severe challenges to the neoctdgsicadigm is seen in the paradox of pref-
erence reversyl One of the central elements of the neoclassicalahis the assumption of
preference stability and transitivity. Accordingttés postulate, the aptitude for a specific al-
ternative remains stable over the course of tirteb{lity) and the value attributed to specific
alternatives remains constant relative to otheraéttives (transitivityf®. However, the dis-
counting of utility undermines the assumption afld¢ preferences. Yet, one could conceptu-
ally distinguish between a stable preference imseof an underlying cognitive frame and the

manifestation of this preference in the form ofasgibly time-variant value attributed to a

8 For an overview, see Loewenstein & Elster 1992asious contributions in the “Anomalies” series bglRird

H. Thaler, collected in the Journal of Economicspectives (see, e.g., Loewenstein & Thaler 1988rdky &
Thaler 1990; Rabin & Thaler 2001)

Also known as “common difference effect”.

For a discussion of intransitivity over time, seeeRfsma & Read (2000).
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specific choice. That, however, would seriously panthe predictive value of the concept of
stable preferences. Moreover, for competing rewtrdsare based on initially differing pref-

erences, a preference reversal may occur if ormibr of the gratifications are delayed (see
Figure 12; for further details see Tversky, Slo&d<ahneman 1990). This assumption has

been validated in experimental studies (for aneer, see Tversky & Thaler 1990).

Figure 12: Hyperbolic Temporal Discounting and Preferenegd®sal
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Description: Utility discounting for the major altnative (x1) starts one day prior to the minoreattative (x2)
(to account for the gratification oftimajor alternative being delayed for one day [etgo apples
tomorrow instead of one apple today]).

According to Herrnstein’s Matching Law, time disoting does not occur in a linear fashion,
but rather in the form of an exponential or rathygperbolic function. This has been observed
in both human and animal behaviour (see Ainslie @&ldm 1992: 64ff.) In principle, cheaper
and less-valued options are preferred over highkred options, if the higher valued option
involves a delayed gratification. Preference realed®es not only describe the paradox that
less-valued alternatives may be preferred undeintpact of time discounting. Which option
is preferred may essentialbhangeover the course of time. Rachlin & Rainieri (1993)
summarize this in a vivid example of child’s cholsetween a large and a small candy bar. If
both bars are offered at the same time, the chistitikely prefers the larger one (unless it is
on a diet). If the large bar will only be availalttanorrow, the child may well prefer the
smaller one now. However, if both options are detbfor one week, i.e., if the small bar will
be available in seven days and the large one int eiays, the preference will most likely re-

verse again to the initial pattern (i.e., prefagrthe large bar to the small one). The cause for
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this reversal effect rests in the fact of non-Imgigcounting. Under exponential or hyperbolic
discounting, the attributed utilities of future r@mds may change their relative value, if the

competing rewards are delayed for a different domasee Figure 12, previous page).

Yet, childbearing decisions are choice situatidrad aire slightly more complex than choos-
ing candy bars. When deciding for or against thadition to parenthood, the number and na-
ture of options competing with the aim of havinghéld is of major relevance. Parenthood as
well as most of the competing alternatives — sugleaaeer — involves a broad array of costs
and rewards (see Section 4.3.2) that become alaithdifferent times. Hence, the actors
have to consider a great number of aspects thatudject to time-discounting effects. The
choice to start a family becomes rewarding withirelatively short time span (assuming that
the parent already experiences the dedicationet@hiid as one source of the joys of parent-
hood at childbirth, or even earlier). In contrdbe outcomes of educational and particularly
career-oriented choices commonly involve a longaay of rewards, and are subject to an
uncertain future. Getting tenure, or improving of@some position through career invest-
ments is, in many cases, afflicted by uncertaic@ues. When choosing an occupational fo-
cus over starting a family, this also involves tisk that this choice may eventually preclude
the option to start a family. The following paragnawill discuss the role of future uncertain-

ties in rational behaviour from a theoretical pertjve.

45.3 Prospect Theory and Choice under Uncertainty?

Although choice under uncertainty is not, by defam, a temporal extension to the rational
choice setting, it is discussed in this sectioit esates to behaviour, which is adapted to cop-
ing with the limited predictability of the futurend thus becomes an issue of intertemporal

choice.

“Time and uncertainty are typically correlated twitne another in the real world [...]
Anything that is delayed is almost by definitioncentain. And since uncertainty takes
time to resolve, uncertain outcomes are also tilpickelayed.” (Prelec & Loewenstein
1991: 784).
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Finally, there are several model-immanent simiksitbetween choice under uncertainty
(which evolves from the expected utility theoremyantertemporal choice (which revolves
essentially around the DU mod&l) Both reveal a highly similar set of violationstbg clas-
sical rational choice model and both approaches aelthe application of utility weights

(see Prelec & Loewenstein 1991).

The expectation of pay-offs — an essential parrig choice process — is in many cases
based on assumptions about the future. This apialiadasic model of rational choice, where
it is impossible for actors to precisely determintire gains. An example of such a setting is
a lottery situation, in which chance plays an indéégole. This limitation in the knowledge on
future pay-offs has been addressed in expecteity ufileory Fundamental axioms of ex-
pected utility theory (EU) were laid out by Danirnoulli in eighteenth century, and later
by von Neumann and Morgenstern (1944) and Sava@®@4jl The basic principles evolve
from a subjective representation of an uncertaioréuin expected utility (SEU). Actors are
assumed to weight all possible outcomes of chdigete probabilities of incidence. Accord-

ing to the model, they do so in perfect compliawit@ stochastic principles.

Moving closer from a formalised rational choice rabtb reality, we confront the fact that
actors have to cope with imperfect and often indetepinformation. They have to make
guesses about the future and about expectabledswarparticular when weighting different
options. In doing so, actors have to apply certaaristics that display several regularities
and depart from the axioms of classical expectddyutheory (see Rabin & Thaler 2001).
Using experimental applications, Kahneman and kye(3979) elaborate a so-callgdos-
pect theorythat considers these patterns of decision-makimguconsideration of an uncer-
tain future. According to this approach, peopledtém overestimate the value of certain out-
comes in disfavour of merely probable rewards. Kahman and Tversky highlight thoser-
tainty effect’ as one of the basic principles underlying a gdlyeobservable strategy of risk

aversion. Friedman, Hechter, and Kanazawa (19%teain this context that uncertainty re-

8 Prospect theory can be specified as a theory évieas or replaces expected utility theory dugstincompati-

bility with several empirical observations (see RakiThaler 2001).

Benzion, Rapoport an Yagil (1989) even argue thag tiliscounting and choice under uncertainty invastig
virtually the same. A similar line of argument damfound in Ott (2001: 2).

These take the form of probability weights in expdautility theory or of discount factors in discued utility
theory.
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duction can be interpreted as a major motive faolilty decisions: Parenthood proposes a

relatively reliable future as opposed to careertEyment as one of the major competing al-

ternatives. While the latter remains unpredictable certain extent, the authors suggest that
family formation is a strategy that aims to esttblieliability in an otherwise highly contin-

gent world®®

Prospect theory incorporates a number of issudsatkainconsistent with the SEU model.
Most people prefehigh losseghat have a limited probability tomnited losseshat will occur
for certain. This means that, in hoping to avoissks, people tend to be risk-affine. Tits
flection effectforms an inverse counterpart to tbertainty effecocated in the domain of
losses. Furthermore, prospect theory states thatdnsing between gains that come at differ-
ent but very small probabilities, actors tend toage with a focus on the reward that has the
highest absolute value, generally regardless ofptiodability of occurrence (Kahneman &
Tversky 1979: 267). This diminishing marginal sériy to gains as well as to losses is ex-
pressed in an S-shaped value function, which cdnaépes these key assumptions of pros-
pect theory. In this function, the decline in tregative area of losses is steeper than the in-

cline in the positive area of gains, reflectingemgral dominance of loss aversion.

Although valuable in unravelling the behaviouralifistics actors apply in choice proc-
esses, most of the experimental applications tivah the foundations of prospect theory fo-
cus exclusively on monetary rewards or losses (sge,Loewenstein 1987, 1988; Hershey &
Schoemaker 1985; Kahneman & Tversky 1979; Tverslal.1990}". This perpetuates some
of the limitations of the neoclassical model thavdr been outlined above (see Sections 4.2.1
& 4.2.2), and raises questions about the applitplof prospect theory in choice processes
beyond economic issues. Most real-life context®lvey choices that are more complex than
one might think from the illustration of monetargigs vs. losses. Moreover, competing alter-
natives are often not directly comparable when tth@yhot share a common utility function
(see Simon 1959: 109f. & Section 4.2.4). Finalhere is some evidence that the actors’ en-

This effect is also known as the “Alais Paradox”.

Yet, this approach has not been left unchallenged, (e.g., Lehrer, Grossbard-Shechtman & Leas@&)19
Deviations from this rule exist (see Loewenstei®7L%r an example, involving “a kiss from your favite
movie star” or Ortendahl & Fries 2002 for discoagtin health-related behaviour). Still most of #he®n-
monetary examples rely on a metric (Tversky & Kahae 1986), or binary representation of comparable a
ternatives (Rachlin & Rainieri 1992).
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gagement in decision-making depends on the scoffeeafonsequences involved. This means
that — in contrast to, say, everyday consumptiofotbery choices — consequential decisions
are more likely to receive close attention and fedipgondering. To date, however, rational

choice theories have rarely addressed how long-temmitments resulting from consequen-

tial choices like the one to start a family affpebple’s decision-making processes.

The concept of decisidinaming offers a perspective that might shed some lighth@sis-
sue. According to this concept, the mental maratest of a problem in an actor’s perception
affects the decision (see Boudon 1996). KahnemdriTaarsky (1979; Tversky & Kahneman
1986) observed that even minor changes in the woraind formulation of alternative scenar-
ios affect decisions in experimental settings. Tbegclude that decisions are framed by the
perception of a choice situation. In that sensejogs as momentous as the decision to start a
family are likely to be preceded by a careful chdtion of expectable rewards and involved

uncertainties.

Lindenberg (1989) stresses that a pursued goakBdhe choice situation by predetermin-
ing the array of alternatives. A woman with a carfeeus is likely to perceive this focus as a
competing alternative to motherhood. Extending théw to a life course perspective, she
would also consider her expectation of the manatjgatf combining work and family if she
would opt to combine both, or the probability withich parenthood would interfere with ca-
reer prospects. In the context of the framing ofislens, norms define “situationally pre-
scribed goals” (Lindenberg 1990a: 743). If a worhas internalised a traditional gender role
as part of her socialisation process or if shegees her partner or social environment to ex-
pect her to keep such traditional norms, the aditéva of occupational attainment is difficult
to realize. Such norms may frame the calculatiothefchoice to have a child as either costly

if a career focus exists, or as negligible if theference to pursue a career is low.

454 Habits

Aside from norms, habits play a crucial role in tin@ming of decisions (see Lindenberg
1990a; 1992; see also Lukes 1991). Such habitsotl@mtail direct temporal involvement.
Yet, they are subject to past experience and dpwedatal factors, which evolve over time,

and thus comprise part of a dynamic background.tblae successively consolidated by a
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reassessment of past choices (see Gerber, Gretrad & 2003). When triggered by a reoc-
curring stimulus, habits replace an intense degisaiculus with scripts of actions that were
previously found to be rewarding or succes&fult first glance, the role of habits as a factor
influencing choice situations appears limited ifatien to fertility decisions (or more gener-
ally with regard to complex and rare choices; sggh 2002). The transition to first parent-
hood can, by definition, occur only once in a life¢ (leaving aside family formation in sub-
sequent partnerships) and as such is not subjdahibuation. Yet, habits may still be rele-

vant for the evaluation of alternatives, competintp the aim of family formation.

Extending the concept of habits beyond theomaticand spontaneougraming of deci-
sions to a more general framing through habituadesmf behaviour, a modus operandief
flexive-calculationcomes into play (see particularly the Model ofrReaSelection, Kroneberg
2007: 217f.). The habitually framed actions carectffalternatives to or prerequisites of par-
enthood in numerous ways — for example, by affgctihoices regarding continued invest-
ments in educational attainment. Habitual behavioay evolve from repeated choices made
in anticipation of educational and labour markempetition. Such behaviour will probably
affect the timing of family formation, when hab#sierge from the aim to maximise future
options in the life course by perpetually avoidivigding long-term decisions like the one to

start a family (see Birg, Fl6thmann & Reiter 1991).

Furthermore, such habits are also introduced throtlgg agency of institutions (see
Blossfeld & Miller 1996: 392). Educational and oggational participation mark dominant
patterns in adolescents and young adult lives. lyaimimation, in contrast, is a step into un-
known terrain (except for persons whose familiapmfessional background has given them
contact or experience with child-related mattefd)is abandoning ofamiliar terrain when
having a child is of relevance from a decision tlggperspective. “Human cognition relies
less on logic than on pattern-making; [...] Stablégyas provide the necessary baseline for
selection” (Loasby 2001: 393). Prior to family fation, most people are not able to get ac-
quainted with parenthood. The fundamental changeveryday life that takes place when
forming of a family is costly, violating familiargterns of lifestyle and habits. Such a conse-

quential decision is more likely to be made afteoes have reflected on future parental roles

% For an application of habit formation on voting beiour see Fiorina 1977; 1981. An application dbihaal
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and after important prerequisites have been mesicg the change from familiar patters and

habits to be perceived as less drastic.

4.5.5 Sequential Decisions

The notion that at least some rational decisiong degend on previous experience or earlier
decisions introduces not only a dynamic perspedivealso a developmental perspective.
Sequential decisions may differ with respect todbleerence among them. While habitual ac-
tions are only loosely interlinked through the i#peEn of promising, convenient, or simply
successful patterns, learning processes go beyosidetsel. In learning by trial and error —
one of the most basic forms of learning (see Pofp8b: 27) — this process is based on a re-
assessment of the outcomes of previous decisiothsaa@adjustmenbf successive stePs
Thaler (2000), however, vividly stresses that défe choice situations comprise different
chances of learning:

“In life each day is different and the most impottaf life’s decisions, such as choosing a

career or spouse, offer only a few chances of legri...] This means that models of

saving for retirement (a hard problem with few ogtpiities for learning) should be very

different from models of frequency of milk purchase’ (Thaler 2000: 136).
Family formation as a unique decision in a biogsaptovides almost no chances for learning.
Yet, most biographies provide at leastmeopportunities to collect experience regarding suc-
cessful choices in the domains of occupation andta&tbn. That is, in deciding on educa-
tional or career paths (which both compete withilarformation over scarce time), people
can rely on an at least rudimentary background rempee to anticipate otherwise highly con-
tingent future outcomes. Yet, they cannot rely aoregual level of knowledge in family for-

mation.

The relevance of past decisions for future choisedso stressed by Loewenstein and El-

ster (Loewenstein & Elster 1992). In the contexaofinvestigation of the utility derived di-

behaviour in demand theory is provided by Polle&7().

The concept of learning from sequential decisides affers a perspective on irrational behavioua asiccess-
ful strategy employed to provide greater chancdsarhing (and thus of eventual success), whehgréamight
provide vital information on a successful solution.
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rectly from memory and anticipation, they stressithportance of the temporal dimension for
the causal dependency of decisions:

“Our current selves are largely at the mercy oft ga$ves [...] Our relationship to past

selves is like that toward other people who car@uabs, but whose behaviour we cannot

influence. At the same time, however, our currait plays the role of past for future

selves [...]” (Loewenstein & Elster 1992: 214).
The essence of this statement highlightsuhilirectional and causalinterconnectedness of
choice processes. This leads to the conclusionehett successive choice not only alters the
informational repertoire of the actor. Each stepvjtes the actor with a changed baseline for
future choices. Importantly, this also includesxpexted or unintended outcomes of previous
decisions (see also Mayer 1987: 60, an in-depttudgon is provided in Section 4.6.2). In
this sense, this variety of intertemporal ratioctadice provides a link to a life course perspec-
tive. Actors frequently harmonise choice sequemt@sder to pursue goals that cannot be re-
alized in an ad hoc manner. This strategy of combisequential decisions works by charting
a series of small steps on the path towards mégocdurse goals. It is thus essential to exam-
ine family formation from the perspective of gotithtnment through sequential choices, since
the transition to parenthood in modern societidéi®seon numerous preconditions, most of
which cannot be met immediately. Although a coupbsy well make an ad hoc, spontaneous
decision for first parenthood, this transition mvartheless embedded in a sequence of other
status passages, which suggests that refined piwiged planning is required in the majority
of cases (for a detailed discussion see Sectiaf)4.Bhe development of such plans for goal-
oriented action is driven by learning and habitmtand is shaped by the cultural and institu-
tional background. “Culture influences action [..y] $haping a repertoire or ‘tool kit" of hab-
its, skills, and styles from which people constrsitategies of actioh(Swidler 1986b: 273;

see also see Bourdieu 1977, as well as Section 3.4)

Summarizing the above, when progressing along seigiielecisions towards goal attain-
ment, actors have to cope with changing conditioreach successive step. But where today’s
calculus provides the basis for the decisions tfreuselves, there is always a small probabil-
ity that today’s choice will lead to outcomes cagspreviously held goals to be abandoned.
The pursuit of fundamental goals like family forimatthrough a careful process of sequential

decision-making may break down over time. This righ the case if yesterday’s choice in-
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teracts with today’s external conditions to inhistarting a family, or where a person’s past

choice opens up new opportunities that lead t@b@donment of family formation plans.

4.5.6 Dynamic Inconsistency

“...but you must bind me hard and fast, so that Inzgtrstir from the spot where you will

stand me [...] and if | beg you to release me, yust tighten and add to my bonds.”

Homer, The Odyssey (Book XIlI)

As the discussion above reveals, sequential gtaihatentmay paradoxically inhibit the at-
tainment of ultimate goals. Each time a choice &le) new doors open while others close.
Each step taken toward goal realisation also entaéd danger of strying from the originally
intended path due to uncalculated barriers or ghpearance of alternative options. In in-
tertemporal rational choice theory, this paradoforsnally described with the concept ay-
namic inconsistencyfor an in-depth discussion, see Rabinowicz 199%0tonoghue &
Rabin 1999Y'.

At the point where alternative paths of action appaore promising than original goals, it
may be tempting to abandon the latter. Yet, thisab®ur poses a problem for the actor, as
well as for a theoretically stringent formulatiohitertemporal choice processes. For the ac-
tor, myopic behaviour, which might lead to abandgna long-held goal, is costly as it re-
duces the value of investments in original goalis Brgument also provides a major motive
against family formation in cases where prior iwemnts in concurrent paths were long and
costly. Vice versa, it also provides a motive imdar of family formation if this has been a

long-held goal.

From a theoretical perspective, it is difficultfitbsuch temporally inconsistent preferences
into a unified model of predictable behaviour. fsfistep may be a formal outline of possible

pathways linked to dynamic inconsistencies (sepairiicular the seminal work on dynamic

9 Addictive behaviour is a variety of dynamic incaishcy where today’s plan puts the burden of tetigpta

upon tomorrow’s self (see O'Donoghue & Rabin 1998).an addictive smoker, the sentence “tomorrowll w
quit smoking” looks promising from today’s perspeet Yet, this is perhaps not a promising strategguit
smoking. This example also highlights a close im@tadf dynamic inconsistency to the DU model.
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inconsistencies by Robert H. Strotz, 1956). Untderdondition of an uncertain future (which

is practically omnipresent in real life), actorswt@mplating a particular pathway might:
(1) Recognize potential conflicts with original ptaand thus:

a) Pursue a strategy of precommitment (i.e., ntgaglan abandonment either impossible by
choosing irrevocable actions or costly by contrivoture penalties for the case of path

divergence).

b) Pursue a strategy of consistent planning, tie&ing the unreliability of the future self's
choices into account, thus making today’s decisiorsuch a way that consecutive

choices are very likely to comply with the originpdn).

(2) Not recognize a conflict between current choice andiral plans, thus wasting the in-

vestments in a previously pursued goal (see ibidt51956).

One might define a third case, not explicitly laigt by Strotz, but which has similar implica-

tions as (2) and which displays a very concise @tamf dynamic inconsistency:

(3) Actors mightrecognizea conflict between current options and originangl and still ac-
tively discard their original plans (thus devaluengy previous investments), as the new

course of action promises higher immediate or lamg: rewards.

Importantly, in this third case, the dismissal oéyous investments is — although dynami-
cally inconsistent — in perfect compliance withars of rationality. If the expected reward of
a new (and previously unavailable) alternative erlsethe expected future payoffs of the
original plan, the actor’s best choice lies witle tihew option. That is, an optimising strategy
might involve negligence of possibly long-held godirom this perspective, every additional
choice node entails the chance of abandoning flgaal goal. This poses a major threat, par-
ticularly for goals that require lasting dedicatittnresource-building and development, and
which rely on numerous sequential choices. Heree miore demanding a goal is — in terms
of preconditions to be met, and the choices to bden- the higher the likelihood of abandon-
ing the goal prior to its realisation (see Ajzerf19183; see also the discussion in a life

course context on p. 177).

The transition to parenthood is a good exampleuohs point in the life course, as social
norms today define parental roles as highly denmapdjuite frequently requiring a lot of

time for preparation. This period of preparationyrmeclude efforts to build a financial safety
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net to cope with an uncertain future (see KiserR1@ppenheimer 1994; Tolke 2005) as well
as reflection on parental roles and required sksiée Schitze 2002). Declining overall fertil-
ity also is accompanied by a general alienatiomfgarenthood. This frequently appears as
insecurity regarding parental roles, and is refidan the vast self-help literature and diverse
media providing professional advice on parenthamd (Meyer 2002). A strategy for coping
with the perceived demands and uncertainties antal roles is to set aside all necessary re-
sources and ensure near-perfect conditions pridiatdly formation. This might include
building a financial base, creating a stable pasimp, seeking professional expertise in child-
rearing, and building networks of social supporbamothers. In many cases, attaining these
skills and resources is an extensive and time-goimspprocess. However, as outlined above,
the duration of this process and the number of@muts/e decisions involved in preparing for
parenthood increase the likelihood of abandoning gbal eventually. This can be the case,
either due to a shift in focus to alternative gpatsdue to the emergence of factors that are ul-

timately incompatible with parenthod8.

4.6 Choice over time Il —

Family Formation in Life Course Perspective

“Becoming a parent arguably involves the most puoit change in an individual’s life-
course. The adjustment in adapting to responsibdlifor a totally dependent being is
substantial. The biggest change in lifestyle usualtcurs with the advent of the first
child...”

John Hobcraft & Kathleen E. Kiernan (1995: 2).

This section will extend my examination of the mgenporal dimension of decision-making
to a life course perspective. Life course theorgggbeyond expanding the time span under

consideration: it also incorporates a biographpsakpective on decision-making, taking into

% Ppresser (2001), e.g., stresses an increasing iampertof personally available leisure time, colliinith ex-

pected parental duties, while Huinink (2001) higihis the classic argument of the dominance ofecaaspira-
tions over childbearing desires. Furthermore, noofnproviding a stable relationship as reliable kirag of



The Transition to Patteood as Rational Choice 165

account the structural and institutional contektsalysed by social change. Two major re-
search traditions can be distinguished in life seuheory. The research agenda in social and
developmental psychology focuses attention on huaggmcy, and thus investigates how in-
dividual biographies and individual developmentatfthe life course (see, e.g., Elder 1974,
Caspi & Bem 1990, or Baltes, Lindenberger & Stagdm1998). In contrast, a more socio-
logically oriented agenda focuses on the life cewas a paradigmatic pattern of sequences
that emerge from the impact of social structure iastitutions, which define constraints and
orientations for agents. From this point of viewstitutions predetermine biographies by
structuring age-graded pathways, shaping optiodseapectations (see Kohli 1985, Mayer &
Miller 1989; Mayer 1990; O'Rand 1996a). Neverthelelse life course perspective should
not be diminshed to arafjency without ageritsperceiving actors merely astfuctural pup-
pets (Diewald & Mayer 2008: 16; my italics). Insteadiyman agency is an integral part of
any life course approach, and distinguishing “dtrcad from individual effects” (O'Rand
1996b: 3) plays a vital part in this research agefthe contribution at hand will draw on the
fact that life course theory operates at the nafdsiman agency and the structural and insti-
tutional opportunity structure, thus offering aklito macro-level factors in family formation

choices.

In shifting the theoretical focus to a life coupserspective, | willfirst extend the view on
rational decision-making over time by considerihg £mergence of purposeful action from
the perspective of biographical planning, includihg effects of past and future life course
trajectories. In relation to the theme at handgtaphical planning involves considerations
about the proper time to have a child and the eéhaibong competing pathways — with per-
haps the most powerful competitor being gainful lynment.Second| consider the individ-
ual choices regarding family formation as embedited larger structural and institutional
framework on the macro level that shapes individiiagraphies according to its own logic.
In this sense, the following section (4.6) is pmadwantly oriented toward the “downward
process of effect (macrostructure to microstrudtimehe relationship between social change

and personal development” (O'Rand 1996a: 72).

parenthood collide with an increasing likelihood s&fparation over the course of time (see Klein 2603
Coppola & Di Cesare 2007).
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Section 4.6.1 provides an initial overview of caha@ispects of life course theory. Key con-
cepts will be discussed briefly in order to exteéne perspective of rational choice to a hori-
zon of biographical planning(4.6.2). Section 4.6.3 will focus on the fact tfemily forma-
tion choices emerge from intertwined biographiepatners. That the choice to start a family
is usually a consequence of a negotiation withiopées has already been elaborated from a
perspective of rational bargaining in Section 4.#hdeneral, similar ideas are also prominent
in life course theory in the concept lofked lives(see Elder 1994). Thus, Section 4.6.3 will
elaborate the transition to parenthood and undeglghoices and plans as being fundamen-
tally affected by a biographical linking of socedtors. Section 4.6.4 will turn to the role of
institutions in shaping individual plans and lifeucse trajectories, thus mediating the realiza-
tion of fertility goals. The aim of this endeavasito extend the micro-level perspective of ra-
tional choice in a way that considers the impadhefsocietal macro-level on the emergence
and realization of individual fertility goals. Thpart concludes the theoretical framework of

fertility decision over time.

4.6.1 Prominent Paradigms in Life Course Theory

This section will outline core themes in life coainesearch that promise to provide corner-
stones in addressing the topic of family formata@na vital passage in the life course and in
analysing conflicting pathways. This initial oveswi of key topics in life course theory does
not aim to provide a complete introduction to kifgurse theory, nor does it aim at integrating
differential and controversial research perspestivénstead, in stressing specific issues in
this and in the following sections, | aim to higit useful theoretical concepts for the analy-
sis of family formation rationales from a perspeetof biographical development under the
impact of the structural and institutional backgrdwf welfare states in general and labour

markets in particular.

At the heart of the life course perspective rastsilea of integrating the concept of ration-

ally choosing agents with an intertemporal and Wsraental perspective, situated in the lar-

% A broad overview of prominent research themesfaidourse theory is provided by Diewald & Mayer @3).

For an in-depth overview of the historical devel@mmof life-course theory as a research agendaalsee
Mayer 2004 (p. 1671f.).
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ger context of historical time (see O'Rand 199gbirglividual action, in this sense, unfolds
over time and under the impact of a social envir@enimsocial structure, and institutions in
particular. “The life course is thus seen as théexding of individual lives into social struc-

tures primarily in the form of their partaking inaal positions and roles at the levels of so-
cial interaction, organizations, and subsystemthefsociety.” (Diewald & Mayer 2008: 4).

The institutional impact on the individual progressalong the life course is marked by tran-
sitions that determine both the assignment to spoisitions and the subjective experience of
vital turning points in individual biographies. this sense, “...the life course has a social

structural as well as a social-psychological din@ms.” (Hagestad 1991: 23).

Core Themes

Elder (1994), summarizes the central ingredientgercourse theory with the conceptsani-

cial timing, human agencyinked lives,andsocial changeln its essence, this perspective in-
tegrates key aspects that have already been strasserucial for the elaboration of a theo-
retical framework of fertility decisions. The coderation ofsocial changen the life course
perspective describes the differential impact efaachange across cohorts, depending on the
age and life stage at the time of exposure to amteshange. Karl Mannheim originally out-
lined this idea by highlighting subsequent generetias key agents of social change (see

Mannheim 1978, particularly p. 41; original 1928).

Social timingrefers to expectations regarding the incidencgyesece and timing of certain
transitions that consolidate into age norms. Thesgens offer actors orientations by specify-
ing an age-graded “goodness of fit” in the timiddif® course events that are manifested, for
example, in the timing of parenthood or work cageer in the timing of their parallel or se-
gquential combination (Elder, 1994: 6). The conaadinked livesconsiders that choices and
life trajectories emerge from the interactionsradividuals, not only in a situational but also
in a developmental perspective. This is crucialtf@ understanding that childbearing and re-
lated decisions emerge from intertwined biograplaied plans of — usually — two adults. In
this context, Elder stresses the “interlocking naaf human lives” (Elder 1994: 4; see 4.6.3).
Furthermore, life course theory at its core hasaaly integrated a perspective of rational
choice, in considering “...an informed awarenessndfviduals as choice makers and agents

of their lives.” (ibid. 1994: 4; vizhuman agengy Essentially, life course theory perceives
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these choices not in isolation but in the awarerieas humans “...are planful and make

choices among options that construct their liferseti (Elder 1994: 6; see also 4.6.2).

Age Norms, Age Differentiation, and Sequence Pattgr

Beyond these elementary concepts outlined aboweand (biographical) time are certainly
the most basic components of the life course petsfge Age offers a criterion that formu-
lates both claims and obligations with respectcizeas to roles and positions. Such norms can
be informal and socially formulated like determmpitihve “proper” timing of events: for exam-
ple, when to leave the parental home, when to marrwhen to have a child. They can take
the form of formal norms connected with a broadarof legal obligations and claims by
which welfare states structure individual livese(ddayer & Miller 1989: 49ff.; Diewald &
Mayer 2008: 4). The meanings of age, however, atdimited to chronological age, which
serves as a proxy for biological maturation or psjogical development; (see Shanahan,
Hofer & Shanahan 2004) but are also related t@tbgression along life stages.

“The notion of social time is based on the meanimigage, and refers to the ordering of

events and social roles by age-linked expectatisasctions, and options. The variable

meanings of age represent social constructionshwtiike the form of age norms and

sanctions, social timetables for the occurrence angngement of events” (Elder 1978:

25).
Hence, age norms not only regulate the timing ofnvstatus passagsisouldoccur in the life
course (see Levy 1991). They also embody sociaé@ations regarding the sequencing of
critical passages, the prerequisites for vital dittons — the transition to parenthood is cer-
tainly a key issue here — and the interlinkingife-phases. Social norms that regulate how ca-
reer paths should be combined with motherhood diftexdamentally across countries.
Hagestad describes the analysis of such “...clltschedules’ for the timing and sequencing
of key transitions” as a vital research questiomagébtad 1991: 27). The notions of proper
timing (of parenthood) enacted over peer-share@mampces provide a frame of reference that
may well differ across social groups within a sogibut that nevertheless has a strong effect

on enforcing social normaithin the respective social groups (see Hagestad 1891°°3

100 There is some discussion as to whether the erapimeasurement of general age norms does indéedtre
cultural representations or merely statistical ages (see Hagestad 1991: 35f.; Settersten & Mager:1
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Perhaps even more important is the functioningesfderin establishing a differential so-
cial meaning of age. Rites of passage and lifeepatdiffer between men and women (see
Levy 1991: 102f.). This is particularly true whemvestigating, which alternative identities
and which parallel life stages are deemed a propeibination with motherhood on the one
hand and with fatherhood on the other. Furthermaith increasing longevity, various life
phases and the corresponding roles have been gealpmvhile timing schedules have been
extended, thus postponing key transitions (Rile§6)9Yet, transition patterns with respect to
fertility remain widely restricted by biologicalntitations, which is relevant for both women
andmeri®. The developments of these new “time budgets oltladod” (Settersten & Mayer
1997: 238) introduce additional potential for caifwith other life stages for which status

passages are increasingly delayed, particulayircation and working life.

Institutions and the Life Course

A key perspective on the life course is based emibtion that transitions and trajectories in
individual biographies are structured by the ingitins that shape the life course (see Kohli
1985; Mayer & Miuller 1986; Mayer 1987; Blossfeld9D® 125; Blossfeld & Huinink 2001).
These institutions regulate how actors adopt sqmsitions and roles along the life course
(as in educational facilities, in firms, or in fdmas). Institutions catalyse the sequence and
timing of vital transitions through the (normativesgulation of specific positions, thus ad-
dressing people in their roles as students, fathracghers, employees or pensioners. The
“...institutional differentiation on the macro levef societies [...is translated] onto dia-
chronically ordered segments of the life course’ayer & Schoepflin 1989: 195). Gainful
employment is the key institution sequentially stawing life courses into phases of prepara-

tion, participation, and retirement.

This “triangularizatiori’ or “tripartitioning” of the life course (O'Rand 1996b: 7) that has
emerged in the course of societal modernizatioa ey theme in understanding the life

course itself as an institution (see particularighK 1985; for a critical discussion see Mayer

242f.). Indeed, where age norms emerge from joipegences and life paths, shared within specifaugs,
norms of parenthood timing may show a great deghaftion within a society. This applies to thaieational
stratification in particular and differentials in@al class in general (see Settersten & Mayer 1298).
Despite advances in reproductive medicine, thetfetfertility decreases with age is relevanttfoth women
(see Bongaarts 1982) and men (see Eskenazi, WyrShalky & Kidd 2003).

101
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1996, Bruckner & Mayer 2005). According to thiswiehe binding power of thife course
regimeon the one hand imposes a tight corset of rulelsadfigations by predetermining a
temporally ordered normative pattern of life coursesitions centred on employment. On the
other side, the standardization of the sequenstatdis passages as provided bystiaadard
biography(“Normalbiographie”, Kohli 1985) offers orientatipreliability, and predictability

in the life course, thus minimizing biographicatks and contingencies (see Kohli 1985;
1986; 1988; 1991; Levy 1996). The increase in tatedogeneity of life paths and the se-
quencing of vital transition patterns has been qieed in recent decades as an indicator of
the “de-institutionalisation” of the life coursdharacterised by a loss in the regulatory power
of the institutions that used to provide reliabteigts. Underlying this development is a gen-
eral increase in labour market insecurities (ses®2003: 591ff.) and an increased disconti-
nuity in the paths towards adulthood and familynfation (see O'Rand 1996b: 4f.; see
Rindfuss et al. 1988 for the US). Some scholarsncthat this change is a result of an in-
creased focus on self-realization and individudilira in adult lives (Kohli 1988: 33, 44).
With respect to family formation patterns, Kohlatgs: “Structural constraints have been re-
placed today by individual choice.” (1991: 313, translation®.

The theoretical view of de-institutionalisationtstaa growing capability of individuals to
shape their biographies. However, social mobiktpm the decline in most Western societies,
while mechanisms for the reproduction of sociabjredity appear to have become even more
rigid (see Mayer & Blossfeld 1990; Mayer 1991 faer@any; see generally Erikson & Gold-
thorpe 1992). Instead of assuming a generalizeivichaation of life courses, some of the
more elaborate approaches of life course theoegstihe differential impact of welfare state
institutions. They argue that biographical pattes raat predetermined, but nevertheless struc-
tured by varying institutional constraints, whehe tindividual responses consolidate into
general life course outcomes (see Section 3.3Csée 1976; Mayer & Miller 1986, 1989;
Mayer & Schoepflin 1989: 193ff., 198f.; Blossfeldluinink 2001: 5f.; Mayer 2005).

With this background and the theoretical cornerssoaf life course theory in mind, this
section will return to the role of human agencythe life course. Particularly the last issue

discussed, the institutional impact on life coursal receive closer attention in Chapt. 4.7.4.

102 Original: “An die Stelle des strukturellen Zwangslieute die individuelle Wahl getreten”.
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4.6.2 Family formation and biographical planning

“Life can only be understood backward; but it mhbsetlived forward”

Sgren Kirkegaard

In this section, | will outline biographical plamg processes in the context of family forma-
tion. While choice refers to the immediate act e€iding, planning processes refer to the no-
tion of a roadmap of choice sequences with whiclovararching goal can best be achieved.
In this context, | will consider biographical plang as a strategy employed to attain major
life goals. The following discussion will highligthe logic of such strategic behaviour, in re-
lation to the consequential and unique decisiorfamily formation. In this context, concep-

tualizing family formation as the consequence biagraphical plan is based on four central

issues:

a) Biographical planning is particularly relevant withspect to goals that rely on pre-

requisites and that require adjustment to othetectnal factors.

b) The plan usually relates to a strategy aaw andwhenthe goal can best be attained

(in terms of timing and in terms of conducive ovaide conditions).

c) This strategy outlines a notion of how to arrangmgtaphical status passages and

how to make vital choices in order to biographigallogress towards goal attainment.

d) The planning — although initiated at a given paintime — is variable and can be ad-
justed in relation to varying contextual factorstorchanges in aspirations. Hence,
given the original biographical aims, choice seqasnare likely to appear inconsis-

tent from a retrospective point of view.

Overview

Fertility decisions belong to the most consequéctiaices in adult lives. “Thus, decisions to
become a parent require complex judgements, nofajusut current circumstances, but also
about the likely circumstances for the [...] childeovhe ever extending period until full
adulthood.” (Hobcraft & Kiernan 1995: 20). Hendee transition to parenthood is commonly
preceded by extensive planning as to when, undatwionditions, and with whom to found
a family. With the concept of dynamic inconsistenBgction 4.5 has already addressed the

issue of how initial fertility goals can becometdited over the course of time due to myopic
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behaviour, changing situational contexts, or th&oopof alternative paths of action. Life

course theory offers a formidable tool to concelaahow such inconsistencies emerge over
life paths and biographic development. In particulae life course view is capable of analys-
ing real-life status passages on the path to pawed{ alternatives, and exogenous (institu-

tional) constraints from a less abstract perspedtian intertemporal choice theory.

Biographically planned actions (bfe course projectas Levy 1991: 101 calls them) con-
tain ideas about which life course passages angesegs can and should be interconnected.
They also contain notions about the conditions uwdech certain options will arise and
when planned goals can (or should) be realizedc&€umally, this extends the perspective of
dynamic choices (as outlined in Section 4.5) to lih@ader horizon of life courses. In this
sense, biographical choices are made not with itmec& ad-hoc goal realisation but with
ideas and plans for goal pursuit and future retidisaThis not only extends the time spans
involved and the delay of gratification (of haviagchild), but also increases the likelihood
that plans (or underlying preferences) may be agflisabandoned, or become unrealisable
(see Moen 2003: 244). This can occur due to thdlictng pathways or changed situational
contexts that evolve over the course of time. Ipasticularly relevant in modern societies,
where life courses have lost much of the reliapitffered by institutional and normative

bonds in earlier decades.

Biographical Planning, Goals and Developmental Path

Childbearing plans are probably not formulated ad:tbut rather in a way that subjects sub-
sequent choices to this particular life goal. Trewthat fertility plans are laid out at the be-
ginning of the procreation phase, even down toetkeect number of children — a prominent
view in the New Home Economics — does not corredporreality. While a number of first-
birth transitions are probably made ad-hoc, andesprm-parenthood choices are made when
facing an unplanned pregnancy (see Section 4.&)mhjority of fertility plans most likely
start out with a rather general idea about whetthéecome a parent in the future.

“Young people do not have well-defined fertilitydats when they begin conjugal life:

whether they have children or not, have them earliate, when they are married or be-

fore, it all depends on a sequence of decisionsemdten various options presents them-

selves.” (van de Kaa 2004a: 8).
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The plan to have a child may be dedicated in somsesand rather vague in others. Yet, if
this aim persists over the time, it is continuoustijusted to experience, personal develop-
ment, and the various status passages of thedifese (see Brewster & Rindfuss 2000: 290;
Moen 2003: 244). That is, childbearing plans atgext not only to changing exogenous con-
texts but also to emerging and thus dynamicallyettgning biographies. Hence, such plans
are rarely cast in stone but instead need to lgeedi with other (conflicting) life goals. Em-
pirical evidence supports such a differentiatedwibat perceives childbearing plans as dy-
namically adjusted to changing constraints and eapees (see Yamaguchi & Ferguson
1995). This dynamic adjustment applies to the goesif whether to have an additional child
(for those who already have children), as wellathe proper timing of the transition to par-
enthood (for those who do not yet have childreny. ¢thers, this dynamic adjustment of bio-
graphical plans affects the general question oftldreto have children at all: that is, it in-
volves reassessing the compatibility between curcbildbearing plans and alternative bio-

graphical options (see Hagestad & Call 2007).

A dynamic adjustment of childbearing plans is alsoy likely since such plans involve de-
cisions about an uncertain future (see McDonaldl2@]. In coping with uncertainties, actors
develop specific strategies for how to realize rtipddn to start a family at some point in the
future. However, it is impossible to plan complgtajiven the multitude of unknowns in-
volved, particularly in the choice to become a par&his applies in particular to plans made
in early adulthood. Thus, the idea that childbepaptans are adjusted sequentially — starting
out with a vague plan to someday start a family bewomes more pronounced over the life
course as paths are set, and vital choices are mawg/ serve as a helpful heuristic. The fact
that youth surveys show a strong preference fomlgashildren and family formation (see for
example Hurrelmann & Albert 2002 for Germany), whihe transition to first birth is being
deferred to ever later life stages probably refig¢be difficulty young adults face in trying to

realize their childbearing plans.

Sequential planning in goal attainment appearsta promising concept in other contexts
as well: for example, given the limitations on gdime budgets as well as across the lifetime,
plans to start a family frequently conflict withher central life course plans (see Huinink
2001b: 7). In this context, primarily education aainful employment define the course of

biographical development (see Hagestad 1991: 2&sd domains compete with parenthood
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over scarce time budgets, but they improve breaakvicapabilities. However, particularly
female engagement in education and career exaesrtidé conflicts. Hence, it is particularly
women who are forced to adjust their biographidahg in order to balance conflicting role

demands.

Where welfare regimes reproduce culturally embeddé ascriptions of the female care-
giver, they aggravate life course conflicts insteddilleviating them. This fosters forms of
biographical planning that rely on strategies obiding — or at least delaying — long-term
commitments like parenthood (Huinink 2001a: 156)this sense, social change in the face of
declining fertility emerges from the tension betwée.cultural goal setting and institutional
ways of reaching these goals [...] on one hand, adiyidual goals and action strategies on
the other” (Diewald & Mayer 2008: 16f.; see alsagestad 1991: 44).

Prerequisites of Parenthood — Intermediate GoalsHamily Formation Planning

Hobcraft and Kiernan (1995: 10) state that haviniigdeen is based on a normative core, even
in industrialized countries with rising levels dfildlessness and decreasing family sizes (see
also Fishbein, Jaccard, Davidson, Ajzen & LokenQtg&9). The notion of “proper” timing,
however, is linked to prerequisite status passeaagher than to a specific chronological age.
Thus, first-birth timing varies within a broad aggan and is limited only by the need for ma-
turity on the one end and the biological time Isnitn parenthood on the other. Moreover,
norms regarding the exastquencingf status passages prior to parenthood have belesme
distinct (see Sobotka 2004: 31). The sequence uddiwld and union formation are charac-
terised by increasing heterogeneity and repeatedramce within the life course (see O'Rand
1996a: 76), and particularly “marriage is no lonte critical marker for parenthood as was

distinctively the case for much of the twentietintcey.” (Hobcraft & Kiernan 1995: 25).

The requirements of parenthood may play a much nmopertant role in determining the
proper timing of the transition to parenthood. Mariythe prerequisites are closely linked to
norms as to what conditions parents should profeda child. In turn, many of these norms
apply to resource building, and are thus linkeghrievious status passages. The road to par-
enthood is paved by the experience of importanhtsveuch as leaving the parental home,
founding one’s own household, moving in togetharshing an education, and providing a
sound and stable economic foundation for a futaneily by means of a thorough labour mar-

ket integration (see Oppenheimer 1994: 322). Amgsssources and transitions through di-
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verse status passages helps people to attain meenaateptance as a parent and reduce fu-
ture uncertainties of economic family support. he private domain, the same probably ap-

plies to providing a reliable and stable partngrshi

For the actors, suchormatively anchored prerequisitesof parenthood may serve as
guidelines of biographical planning. The “...normatier basic requirements involved in
judgements about whether and when to become atpmetude...] partnership, education
and training, employment, housing, and securitidblfcraft & Kiernan 1995: 3; see also
Fishbein et al. 1980: 138f.). If some of these gueisites for parenthood have not yet been
fulfilled that does not necessarily mean that gpt@will decide not to have a child. However,
this increases the likelihood that parenthood tdlldelayed until the partnership is consid-
ered by both partners to be stable and reliable ustil concerns regarding (economic) secu-
rity are satisfied by a sufficiently reliable jolsege Huinink 200la: 157f.; see also
Oppenheimer 1994: 323).

A major contradiction in modern life courses arifesn the fact that some life stages that
compete with parenthood over limited time budgessieh as the pursuit of a career or a focus
on the partner dyad — can actually provide a futamaily with vital resources in the form of
mutual support or a sound and stable economic eetisp. Yet, pursuing such subordinate
goals in family formation entails the risk that tredated life domains will eventually over-
shadow plans to become a parent (see Brewster &flia 2000: 282; see also Section
4.5.6). This is particularly true for women, wherarenthood and employment still compete
to a large degree. Hence, in modern societiesgtia of having a child paradoxically in-
creases investments in competing life paths, whely defer or eventually lead to the aban-
donment of childbearing plans by “...shifting thelititi function towards goods other than
children.” (McDonald 2001: 5).

Childbearing Plans and Life Course Strategies

As Hobcraft and Kiernan note, “...entry into parerdtias one of the most complex lifetime
judgements that individuals or couples make.” (Halic& Kiernan 1995: 21). Importantly,
the choice for parenthood is a) a consequentigl ist® a more or less uncertain future, and
b) parenthood competes for scarce resources likeeynand time with other activities and in-
volvements — particularly with education, careerd @onsumer spending (see Barber 2001:

104). Hence, people have to develop strategieswfth achieve subordinate goals of becom-
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ing a parent (as based on internalised norms abeuprerequisites of parenthood). These
strategies also involve concepts of how to comipaenthood with other life stages — either
simultaneously or sequentially (see Chen & Morg881t 516; Huinink 2001b: 7; Dornseiff
& Sackmann 2003) or how to cope with (prevailingrertainties. More generally, complex
life goals like starting a family are arranged etardance with strategies of how to organize
life (see Bourdieu 1977; Swidler 1986b).

In this sense, biographical plans and the assacgtategies of how to become a parent
evolve from emerging life courses (see O'Rand 198%kNotions of how to achieve the tran-
sition to parenthood may become more clear withptegression through vital status pas-
sages, and the goal may become more pronouncedttwrarourse of biographical time. A
prominent concept in life course theory is thathwibe de-institutionalisation of the life
course, actors are becoming increasingly capabkhaping their biographies according to
their own desires (see Kohli 1985; O'Rand 1996as&6 also Section 4.6.1).

The conscious elaboration of life course projekts] has come into focus through the
thesis that personal experience and action areasaorgly cast into a larger and histori-

cally new mode of biographical awareness (Levy 19911; see also Brose & Hilden-
brand 1988).

However, the increasing room for individual ageircynodern life courses goes hand in hand
with the necessity to balance a multitude of instihally embedded contradictions. Aban-
doning options for educational and career tracksricts future alternatives. Hence, actors
tend to design their biographical plans in a waat fbrovides long-term flexibility with re-
spect to future paths, particularly since instdns can no longer guarantee reliable life course
trajectories. Such a strategy causes people ty delasequential and irrevocable steps. The
“...asymmetry between the irreversibility of childibirand the reversibility of future plans
about the timing of fertility provides an incentit@ postpone the decision to have children”
(Kohler et al. 2002: 652). In modern life coursestdated institutional scripts have been re-
placed by self-restrictions in order to maximistufe options. Brose summarizes this as a de-
velopment from the institution of the life course to investrtsein the life course’. (Brose
2003: 599; his italics, my translatitSf).

103 Von der Institution des Lebenslaufs zur Investitioden Lebenslauf:.(Brose, 2003: 599).
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Birth Postponement as Biographical Strategy

In the context outlined above, birth postponementrimarily a means to avoid determining
one’s biography in advance, while life domains thise more sensitive to deference are bio-
graphically favoured (see Birg et al. 1991; Sackma@00: 147f. Huinink 2001a: 156). “The
timinig of parenthood may be shifted to older agese easily than some of these competing
roles” (Chen & Morgan 1991: 516; see also Lesthaef§hNeidert 2007: 39). In contrast,
“early parenthood can interrupt [...] accumulatafnhuman capital [...], thus narrowing and
reducing the range of options later in life” (Hobitr& Kiernan 1995: 21). Particularly for
younger West German cohorts, Mayer (1996; seeBigokner & Mayer ) notes an increas-

ing divergence in the timing of family formationffdrentiated by educational attainment.

Considering the increasing prevalence of unceitsnin young adult lives, birth post-
ponement can indeed be in perfect compliance wighaioms of rationality even if the desire
to have a child is pronounced. Early parenthoodgatiés future options, while investments in
union stability and career tend to reduce futureedtainties, thus providing a sound founda-
tion for family formation (see Huinink 2001a: 15/%lke 2005: 117). “Postponement can re-
duce the uncertainty about the costs and bendfithitnren, and also the uncertainty associ-
ated with the economic situation and the stabditynions in early adulthood” (Kohler et al.
2002: 652). Yet, such behaviour also fosters camtlitthat might eventually place family

formation beyond reach.

The way in which previous life experiences shapessquent pathways and experiences
was paradigmatically laid out in EldeGhildren of the Great Depressi¢h974). “Acting out
tendencies, for example, restricts the availabditgertain options...” (Elder 1994: 5). Given
the path-dependency of the life course, earliersitions may impede subsequent options (see
Hagestad & Call 2007: 1344). Early parenthood,dwample, may hinder occupational ad-
vancement. In fact, the endogeneity of the lifersepywhere past choices and conditions af-
fect later ones may develop an inherent biographdgac, producing a context that differs

distinctively from what was originally intended ési®layer 1987: 60, 62; Mayer & Blossfeld
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1990: 311; Mayer & Diewald 2007: 516; see also iBact.5.6, as well as Ajzen 1991: 183f.
& Ajzen & Fishbein 2005™).

4.6.3 Linked Lives

The concept of linked lives refers more generadyall kinds of social dynamics where life
course developments are interlocked across indngdyeers, kinship groups, and families in
particular (see Mayer & Diewald 2007: 516; see galheElder 1991, 1992, 1994). This sec-
tion will focus on the role of intertwined pathwayghin the couple that forms the nucleus of
fertility plans and corresponding choices. The wayvhich couples dynamically negotiate
their childbearing plans has already been address&dction 4.4.2. Ott's extended bargain-
ing model (1995) provides a particularly usefuldtegical frame of reference for the emer-
gence of negotiation processes over time. The @brfdinked lives enriches this perspective
by delineating a) the life course view accordingMaich family formation plans rely on ac-
cumulated constraints, resources, and developniesii®merge over life courses, and that b)
parenthood is a result of the spouses’ interdepenplthways, rather than consequence of

solitary life courses.

This incorporates the idea that the biographicaktigpments of men and women — along
processes of psychological, educational, or ociompalt paths — affect each other, creating in-
tertwined life course patterns. These complemerdary interdependent pathways are based
on a linkage among “individual developmental tr&geies” (O'Rand 1996a: 70). This process
develops cumulatively over the life course, whére behavioural impact becomes stronger,
the more the spouses’ biographies become entaiiDiesvald & Mayer 2008: 16). Impor-
tantly, this interlocking of individual biographiedso suggests that if a couple pursues a joint
goal like the one to have a child, this requirdsographical reconciliation of potentially con-

flicting individual goals. That is, the life patlasid plans of each partner need to be aligned

104 The Theory of Planned Behavio@Ajzen 1991; Ajzen & Fishbein 2005), conceptuadizbe risk of straying
from arranged paths of goal attainment by arguasttte actors’ volitional control to achieve a gdatreases
for more demanding goals (see also Section 4.B83.is based on the assumption that impeding olestéhat
are not under a person’s contrat{ual behavioural contrdlamass over the course of time, eventually inhibit
ing a specific goal attainment (see Netemeyer, ButQlohnston 1991: 89; Ajzen & Fishbein 2005: 1fat;
an application on family formation goals see Ba2@01).
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with each other in a way that renders them comfeatilith parenthood. Given the increasing
multitude of uncertainties in modern life, and thsulting contingency in life courses as indi-
viduals respond differently to these uncertaintmsrdinating intertwined careers requires
more and more effort, where life course regimesonger provide predetermined patterns. A
longer postponement of parenthood and higher hkeld of remaining childless is frequently
a consequence of increased coordination costsadfidyife patterns (Hagestad & Call 2007:
1345).

Another important issue in considering the impdcsmousal linkages is how the experi-
ence of one spouse affects the other one andhkuwiefinition of a choice situation. “The so-
cial ties among individuals serve to diffuse th@enences of change [...] having long-term
consequences for individuals with direct experieacel for those associated with them”
(O'Rand 1996a: 70). Shared goals like the oneaxt atfamily may be affected by spillover
effects from other life domains. Employment-baseadrdations derived from events in one’s
work life, for example, may influence attitudes tods family life and partnership. Impor-
tantly, by sharing these experiences, the origimglct may also affect attitudes of the sig-
nificant other, and thus lead to a redefinitionaotouple’s goals and plans (O'Rand 1996a:
71).

Furthermore, spouses’ lives affect each otherhaglegal) partnership status mediates so-
cial regulation, expectations placed on the otlaetngr, and mutual support (see Elder 1994:
6). Aside from such direct relations between pagraad their social environment, individual
biographies are also affected by the significahieos status changes. Sucbuntertransi-
tions apply to changes in social status but also in $epireligibility for welfare state trans-
fers, for example, where a status change of onasgpalso changes opportunities and con-
straints of the other. Marriage, unemployment, padsion entitlements are examples of legal
states where the status change of one spousesafieans and obligations of the other (see
Hagestad 1991: 41). Yet, the fact that social died social status of one partner also affects
the other is not limited to legal status changethefcouple. “Instead of treating individuals as
isolated entities, we should consider individualthim their matrix of relationships. The op-
portunities and constraints faced by individuaoaleflect their position in the web of inter-
personal ties...” (Drobnic & Blossfeld 2004: 141).
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The consideration that dyadic life patterns arerimtined is particularly important for the
understanding of work-family incompatibilities ierhale life courses. Many contradictions
and burdens that arise from combining occupaticaater and parenthood depend on how
male and female careers are aligned over timeHkr 1992: 634). It is not only important
how parental burdens are shared between spouaasaabitrary moment in life — whether the
woman takes on a traditional homemaker role, whethe faces the double burden of com-
bining work and family career, or whether the mard dhe woman share these burdens
equally. Rather, the crucial question is how thasthn of labour is arranged across the life
course, particularly since many women tend to geawork and family tasks sequentially

across the life course.

Institutional arrangements may reinforce the ligkof male-female life courses, especially
with respect to how the work and family roles oftpars are entangled along biographical
trajectories (Hagestad & Call 2007: 1341). In messtern societies, outdated institutional ar-
rangements still create incentives that suggestnaeyed division of labour, whereas female
career investments tend to become both norm aneksitg. The “breadwinner / homemaker
career template” no longer provides a reliablegpatin times of drastic social change, which
is characterized by an increasing female labowefattachment, an increased sense of labour
market insecurities, and “...by uncertainty, ambiguitnd ambivalence at both individual and

cultural levels” (Moen 2003: 238; see also Krey&hf005a for Germany).

In coping with these ambiguities in choices, cospleed to develop life course strategies
for how each partner can manage to pursue indildéval aims like investing in a career, but
also for how these aims can be reconciled withjoiv@ goal of having a child (see Moen
2003: 250). In arranging plans for goal attainmamigl in reconciling goals with individual
life plans (which are not always compatible), partnhave to develop strategies for how to
synchronise careers and family life. How thesetatiias are arranged depends on how much
of their personal (biographical) investments med women are willing to forfeit. Moreover,
it depends on which kinds of arrangements are stggdy cultural and structural constraints
(see Moen 2003: 246), and particularly on the extemvhich institutions provide either sup-

port for attaining life goals or contradictory, dated scripts.
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46.4 The Micro-Macro Link Revisited — Life Course Decisbns

and Institutions

This section will focus on the structuring impaastitutions exert on individual and coupled
life courses. The major aim is to outline and exi#ypperating mechanisms by which insti-
tutions shape life course choices (for a broadudision of the cross-national variation in in-
stitutional regimes, see Chapter 3 & Section 3.particular). The focus rests on outlining
central mediating mechanisms by which institutishape the emergence of biographies
general (see Mayer & Schoepflin 1989: 191), anglans and decisions regarding the transi-
tion to parenthood in particular. With this approakcwill return the focus to the macro-level
of society (see Chapters 2 & 3), which serves asrdral frame of reference for individual
behaviour. This procedure adheres to the conceptddfidual action being embedded in a
multi-level framework (see Coleman 1990). My maiterest here is in the variability of indi-
vidual life trajectories that emerge as a conseggief institutional patterning, that is, the
“downward process of effect (macrostructure to ostiucture) in the relationship between

social change and personal development.” (O'Raf@d:972) .

Institutional Impact on Individual Behaviour — Funtioning and Mechanisms

Institutions operate by providing norms, rules, andventions; they define guidelines of ac-
tions and behavioural expectations (see Hall & #esk001: 9; Mayer & Diewald 2007:

522). By doing so, they determine criteria for eall behaviour. In shaping life courses,
“...institutional contexts [...] narrow down to a larg&tent, which life avenues are open and
which are closed, which decisions are rather castty which ones are especially rewarding.”
(Diewald & Mayer 2008: 5). In this sense, humannageplays the dominant role in shaping
biographical trajectories, but institutions franrelalefine which choice/timing combinations
appear to be promising and which should best bedadoYet, this does not fully answer the
question, which margin structural and particulangtitutional imposition leaves for individ-

ual choice processes (see Lindenberg 1986).

Essentially, institutionally governed selection gesses in the life course determine how
individuals take on positions and roles. The outesmf these selections are also affected by
societal structures in general (over the numberratdre of vacant positions, e.g.) Economic

and political conditions in particular shape “coasits and opportunities of social action”
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(Feldhaus & Huinink 2006: 5). Yet, similar contextisopportunity structure do not necessar-
ily manifest themselves in similar choices, butdquoe heterogeneous outcomes correspond-
ing to personal resources, individual developmestchosocial dispositions (see Huinink
2001b: 4), and “biographical anticipation and resgence” (O'Rand 1996a: 67). Biographi-
cal anticipation is a particularly important contep actors are likely to anticipate the out-
comes of institutional interaction, particularlytivirespect to “...the interconnected domains
of education, family, and work.” (Settersten & May®97: 234). Where institutional regula-
tions are demanding and inflexible, the anticipdtedre situation is characterised by a high
degree of incompatibility among different instituial domains. With respect to the high de-
mands of education, occupation, and parenthoodrsatend to defer the transition to parent-
hood, as this transition is seemingly less semsiiivdelays than status passages in education
or in the labour market. Yet, these rigid regulasion educational and labour market related
institutions (i.e., rigid with respect to the tirgiand delay of vital choices, e.g.) are enacted at

expense of individual family formation plans.

The longer parenthood is postponed, the highelikb&hood that institutional incentives
will cause people to stray from their planned pathparenthood. This is particularly true
where institutional incentives and sanctions prammaick individual responses that foster
biographical commitments outside of parenti@bdn this sense, many institutional regula-
tions in modern societies tend to nurture situativectional rationalities over substantial ra-
tionalities of pursuing biographical goals (see kmann 1975: 11; Mayer & Miller 1986:
235f.; Mayer 1987: 61; Mayer 1996: 47, 49; MayeBG&hoepflin 1989: 201). That is, myopic
behaviour is institutionally fostered, while longrn goal attainment is undermined, thus in-
creasing contingency in modern life courses. Tingédo the planning horizon of goal attain-
ment, the higher the likelihood that such instanglly evoked situational and functional ra-

tionalities will drive the actors from their plarthpaths.

Institutional Incentive Patterns in Working Life ad the Private Domain

Institutional arrangements around male life coursesl particularly regulations on working

life, are still shaped by the full-time employecddwinner template. This envisions the “un-

105 Ynemployment insurance poses an example, wherefibeligibility is linked to previous employmerthus
encouraging an initial labour market integratiomowather foci during early working life.
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encumbered, able, and willing” (Moen 2003: 239fglenworker who dedicates full attention
to his job and is supported by a female counterparo is dedicated to maintaining male la-
bour power. Indeed, the work-life focused standaicjraphy that results from this institu-
tional arrangements has — in the form as outlineldhli (1985) — always beenraale stan-
dard biography (see Mayer 1991: 671; Brose 2008f.59The continuity of this male life
course pattern relies heavily on a complementamnafe standard biography, which provides

the counterpart to the breadwinner in the roléhefiomemaker (see Soskice 2005: 1°76)

Paradoxically the occupational demands imposed @amemn today correspond to the insti-
tutional paradigm of the male unencumbered workee McDonald 2001: 9). That is, in the
definition of occupational tasks and time schedubdsour markets structurally ignore the fact
that familial reproductive tasks are still carriegt mainly by women (which in turn is sug-
gested by the script of a complementary differgiaiinof gender roles, enacted in family re-

lated institutions). Howevermorporate actors do anticipate the possibility of leave-based

work interruptions. The threat of (temporarily) ifug skilled female employees causes em
ployers to engage in gender discrimination in grwitment of staff, and to place limitations
on obtainable income and tenure tracks — evenHibdless women. This mechanism is par-
ticularly strong in countries with generous indiitnally guaranteed leave regulations (see
Soskice 2005: 173f.) as birth-related work abseéncgich countries tends to be particularly
pronounced. Although female labour market attachn®igrowing and demands are being
raised for a more egalitarian distribution of lahqearticularly in the context of parenthood,
the heavy burdens on the female life course coatiniexist. This is also due to basic institu-
tions that show a great deal of inertia in thegpense to social change, as is the case, for ex-

ample, within the family in its traditional asciigmh of gender roles (see Mayer 2005: 17).

Summarizing the above, the interplay of institusityn provided scripts still delineates a
consistent standard biography faen For women however, this standard remains filléith w
contradictions, particularly where investmentsdueation are opposed by institutional incen-
tives to subsequently reduce the value of humanatamd limit future options through fam-
ily formation. Hence, where a couple plans to statamily, the woman faces the ambiguous

task of combining a male occupational role witheenéle carer role. McDonald relates this

108 0On an axis of historically graded life-courseineggs, theindustrial, Fordist eracame closest to consistently de-
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contradiction to a societal context of “...persisteslatively low gender equity in family-
oriented institutions, [and] high gender equityindividual-oriented institutions...” such as
the labour market (McDonald 2000: 438; see alsoirdd003: 369). In having to comply
with both the male earner and the female caresyal®men today tend to “bend their per-
sonal lives to their careers, rather than the s®ie(Moen 2003: 246). One functional re-
sponse to this institutionally created pattern ofilled burdens is a parallel combination of
work and family roles, where occupational efforte aeduced. This, however, leads to the
aforementioned situation of a higher prevalenc&bbur market risks among women, lower
obtainable income, and reduced career track optiomsng womel?’. The other option is a
phase-specific reduction of efforts in either oatign or family, that is, aequential combi-
nation of work and parental taskahere family formation is postponed until labourrked

integration is considered reliable.

Risk and Uncertainty in Life Courses and Institutial Responses

Institutions mitigate uncertainty in life courseg froviding guidelines for action. However,

labour market and family institutions (and to a &i@xtent religious and policy institutions)

today define rules that — in their interaction stéo the emergence of conflicting life trajecto-
ries. Moreover, the spreading deregulation of labmarkets fosters the emergence of life
course risks, leading to insecurities in biographfans (see McDonald 2001: 10; DiPrete
2002). Phases of precarious employment, of woetinptions and of unemployment become
more prevalent, even in societies that were forynglthracterised by highly regulated markets
and reliable occupational relations (see Bricknevi&yer 2005 for Germany; see generally
Mayer 2005). However, where fragile employment grait become more prevalent, a tradi-
tional breadwinner/homemaker differentiation endaaghe economic fundaments of family

formation plans. Hence, female labour market atteit is also a compensation of under-

termined complementary life-course scripts of nedeker and female homemaker (see Mayer 2005: 26).

107 The example of the German parental leave reguistbefore 2007 provides a case in point thattiriithal
approaches aimed to prevent negative occupatidfesi® of childbirth rarely provide a remedy agailabour
market discrimination. Generous job-return guamsitestered long periods of labour market absenhigh
tended to nurture a shift to the female carer noleeombination with a low coverage of public cloitde, this
resulted in high likelihood of permanent labour kedrexit, or in a limitation of occupational engagmt to
part-time work among mothers, respectively.
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mined male earnings position, and thus does indeeck to enact biographical plans of fam-
ily formation (see Bumpass 1990: 489; Huinink 2002

Welfare state institutions in many western cousttaay tend to restrict their protection to
the severest of life course risks. Life coursessagmented into phases that consolidate dif-
ferent life course risks. Depending on the leveleltfare state protection, actors are forced
into specific choices to protect themselves agasash risks. The strategy of both men and
women to focus on education and initial labour reaiiktegration prior to family formation
are examples of such phase-specific foci. The apresece is that the room for individual
choices and plans is narrowed, where institutione¢ntive structures tend to create a bio-
graphical logic that undermines the attainmentifefdoals (see Mayer & Mdiller 1989: 53;

etc).

Where risks of economic dependence in individual tiourses culminate in early adult-
hood and again at an advanced age, the institlitmeehanisms of intergenerational solidar-
ity provide limited means to protect against thesks. The family is a key institution provid-
ing protection against such life course risks. @gguprotection, and stabilization in fragile
life-phases is provided by means of familial saliga(see Mayer 2005). Yet, the integrity of
the family as protective institution is at stakeendnfamily formation entails incalculable eco-
nomic prospects. “[...] High incomes in ‘prime agednking life permit most individuals to
save, old age security is possible to buy in theketaBut the same does not apply to young
child families whose savings capacity is severelguced” (Esping-Andersen 1999: 41). In
anticipation of this situation, it is — once againational for couples who plan to have a child
to prepare a sound economic basis, or to invesitair career until earnings capacities and
occupational standards offer sound prospects foilfaformation, thus limiting the risk of
having to rely on welfare. Yet, this also holds tanger that biographies will eventually be
rendered incompatible with parenthood — either bsedhe postponement eventually exceeds
biological boundaries of parenthood, or becausefdbas on a career track biographically

dominates the plan to start a family.
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4.6.5 Summary

This section has discussed the transition to phoet as the consequence of rational choice
and planning from a life course perspective. I8 théw,the transition to parenthood relies

on plans and choices that emerge from individual bigraphies(see O'Rand 1996b). These
in turn are shaped by individual resources, psyatias dispositions, and external constraints
as determined by the structural and institutiorsadkiground. In this contextertility choices
and plans are affected bypastexperiencesand decisions (see Elder 199dhd by the an-
ticipation of future circumstances The determination of whether family formation ds
promising or an unpromising endeavour is essentilaped by institutional contexts. In par-
ticular, institutionally embedded scripts assigmrugaational and family role expectations in
male and female life courses, while institutionabtpctions against life course risks deter-
mine people’s perceptions of biographical secuaityl stability, which are prerequisites to
family formation (see Mayer 2001; Mayer 2005; skse &ection 3.4).

Childbearing decisions are hardly isolated, indejean choices within the life course. In-
stead,individual biographies are shaped by concurring andnterdependent trajectories
(see Elder 1995). Hagestad & Call discuss the “..glembundle of interrelated transitions
in several domains: leaving home, finishing schetdsting work, entering marriage, becom-
ing a parent” (2007: 1341) as manifestations afdittons that open intertwined trajectories.
The way in which actors progress along these trajies crucially affects their paths towards
family formation. In this context, educational anccupational pathways in particular com-

pete with parenthood over limited time budgets.

Moreover,biographical pathways are interlinked between partrers. Where, for exam-
ple, individual career aspirations lead to plaret #ire incompatible with a partner’s prefer-
ences for the timing of family formation, couplesvh to align their biographical plans in a
way that makes them compatible with the joint gofastarting a family. Against this back-
drop, couples have to develop biographical stragefor how to best achieve their fertility
goals, given their individual aspirations and theipectations of future circumstances. These
strategies can determine how parental and occuyadtiurdens are distributed between part-

ners, as well as how occupational and parentas iare arranged over partnered biographies.
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A life course perspective furthermore highlightattthe arrangement of biographical plans
is always oriented toward the social environment swocietal contextdnstitutional scripts
and culturally embedded expectations fundamentallghape individual biographies This
is the case where labour markets combine high désnan occupational flexibility with the
promotion of female labour market attachment, wagnmmore traditional institutions encour-
age a gender-specific division of labour in theifgnWhere institutional incentives and sanc-
tions create such contradictory role demands, sittave to adapt their biographical goals of
family formation to these kinds of “outmoded coasits” (Moen 2003: 243). A common re-
sponse is that consequential and irrevocable $itepstarting a family are delayed in order to
maintain long-term flexibility with respect to fuwl paths. However, the postponement of
childbirth and sequential combination of roles twid work-family conflicts increases the
risk of producing an endogenous life course logat will eventually preclude the transition

to parenthood (see generally Mayer 1987: 60).

Concluding from the above, a life course perspecsiiggestswo key elementas crucial
for the understanding of major choices like the tmestart a family. 1)Complex choices
emerge from biographical tracksthat develop over time in a social environmeng 2y
choices are embedded in a larger institutional andtructural framework that shapes the
nature of parenthood, the access to alternatigesyedl as the priority and compatibility of

different options within the life course.

4.7 Summary and Conclusion

Key Findings and Outline of the Micro-Theoreticalramework

The discussion in this chapter (4) aimed to elalecasframework that integrates central theo-
retical perspectives that contribute to the undeding of fertility decisions, emerging over
time. The main theoretical assumption of this freumk is that childbearing decisions, par-
ticularly with respect to the first-birth decisiorglies on rational choice among alternatives.
The transition to parenthood is commonly precedetbbg-term planning and complex deci-

sion sequences. The choices behind this perhapsmoosentous transition in individual life
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courses are crucially affected by the two partner&rnal and external opportunity struc-
ture'®.

| have sketched out a picture of human decisionemsalkho anticipate both future condi-
tions as well as the reactions of their social emment when starting a family. The model of
man, outlined up to this point represents an eerdchersion of the RREEMM model (see
Lindenberg 1985; Lindenberg 1986). However, | argiilh Simon (1955) that in choosing
between family formation and alternative courseaatfon, actors are far from being aware of
all the consequences of different pathways. Instiy rely on heuristics in choice processes
to come to satisfactory results (see; March 197hrieman & Tversky 1979). The transition
to first birth is a unique choice situation withime life course, given the limited chance to
learn from previous experience or past choices eindlar nature. Thus, weighing family
formation against alternative life paths is a difft endeavour — particularly because the im-
manent nature of the desire to have a child banerly instrumental calculation of costs or
benefits in comparison to other life options: innpa&ases, having a child constitutes an “in-

trinsic, nonsubstitutable pleasure” (Schoen €1@9.7: 335).

Yet, family formation can be assessed theoreticadlyan intermediate goal in gaining so-
cial esteem and physical well-being, as assumeagdsiocial production function approach (see
Lindenberg & Frey 1993; Nauck 2005). From this pahview, parenthood competes with
alternative life paths that provide similar means $elf-fulfilment and social recognition.
Thus, a career focus is a central competitor agperenthood in market economies since it,
too, guarantees well beil’g and social approval, while the two goals competer scarce
time resources in everyday life as well as acrbedlitetime. This competition is further ag-

gravated, as both labour market participation andily formation are still normatively en-

108 with respect to the external opportunity struefisocial, institutional, and cultural conditionflience the de-
cision to start a family. Examples include the kklity of care networks, normative expectatiorgarding
parental roles, and institutional incentives andctians that affect the attractiveness of both pda@od and
competing alternatives. The internal opportunityciure pertains to individual resources that daeliee atti-
tudes towards having a child, the level of prepaesd for parenthood, which includes biological acdnomic
capabilities to start and support a family. Humad social capital mediate the costs of parenthamtithe ac-
cess to alternatives, while psycho-social dispmsitireflect the individual's maturity, and thusithability to
take on parental responsibilities as specifiedribgrnalised norms. All these factors affect therde® have a
child, or to invest in alternative life goals, resfively (see Huinink 2001b: 4).

Nevertheless, it should be noted that careersfacul having a child generate different forms df-bveing that
are most likely non-substitutable in satisfyingheit economic or emotional needs. In this contextjrtg chil-
dren still remains a broadly universal desire irdera societies (see Huinink 2001a, Schoen et 8719

109
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couraged, while the former provides the economimétations for the latter. Importantly, oc-
cupational opportunities are sensitive to delaysictv often irrevocably reduce future op-
tions. Particularly, where institutional guidelines longer provide reliable scripts, actors
tend to avoid pre-commitments in order to maxinfigare options. This commonly results in
delaying credible long-term commitments like stagtia family (Lundberg & Pollak, 2007:

23).

Against this background, partners who plan to bexparents are likely to bargain over ar-
rangements for future occupational involvement parckental tasks to prevent individual bur-
dens from hampering individual aspirations and tdpgical options. In this bargaining con-
text, occupational opportunities and (economickpehdence signal the extent to which each
partner can influence the division of parental esiiin his or her favour. Mutual trust and re-
ciprocity signal that contracts regarding the fatdistribution of parental burdens will be
kept. This is particularly relevant, where the wonteas a strong labour market attachment,
and the transition to parenthood will require hefdcus — at least temporarily — exclusively

on maternal tasks.

Institutional arrangements interfere in this demsmaking process by enacting scripts on
how to arrange a gender-specific division of labbetween household and gainful employ-
ment. This is particularly important when womereatpt to maintain their career focus in
spite of welfare state arrangements and a culamaronment that encourage traditional gen-
der roles (see Section 3.2). Where different in8tihs impose contradicting scripts on the
work/family nexus, the resulting role strain hangppeople’s ability to combine their individ-
ual biographical aspirations with family formatiomhich results in a tendency to delay deci-
sions with momentous and irreversible consequerkts@sa more detailed view on the impli-
cations of analysing fertility choices from a liéeurse perspective, refer to the above sum-

mary in Section 4.6.5.

An Outlook on Empirical Operationalisation

In outlining this framework of fertility decision-aking over time, | have aimed to incorporate
elements of dynamic choice and biographical plagnuithin a social (partnership-related)
and institutional context, which to my mind areaal for the understanding of family forma-
tion rationales. This theoretical framework assuthesindividual desire to have children as

baseline for fertility decisions. The costs anddjgs that actors associate with starting a fam-
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ily rank far beyond mere monetary costs but alstapeto options forgone, once the irre-
versible choice to have a first child is made. Depmental factors that result from previous
experiences and decisions condense in the aimvio &&hild as well as in the evaluation of
alternative courses of action. Finally, all thegseisions are embedded not only in individual
biographies but also in a larger institutionalustural, and cultural background that essen-

tially mediates the realization of fertility dessrand the attractiveness of alternative options.

This theoretical framework remains unpolished inesal respects and would certainly
profit from further refinement through various edaétions and extensions. Nevertheless, the
discussed approach integrates aspects that drargtérexposed in the theoretical modelling
of fertility choices. In particular, this applies the genesis of choice processes within couples
over time. With respect to the empirical operatlmagion of this approach, | am aware that
the theoretical framework outlined is highly demiagdin terms of both data and methodol-
ogy. Given the state of the art in these fieldgjthtions in the available micro-data pose a se-
rious problem, which will lead to a series of cilnnts in putting the theoretical framework
to the empirical test. The limitations on data &llity and quality are most severe with re-
spect to subjective information on beliefs anduadies (which might reveal some hints at in-
dividual preference structures), partner informatiand cross-national comparability. Never-
theless, | have aimed to develop a theoreticaldraonk that considers the emergence of fam-
ily formation rationales over time against a croational background, thus highlighting the
role of individual developments in an institutiomald cultural context. These issues will form

the key elements of the following empirical ana/se



Chapter Five

Gender-Specific Effects of
Unemployment on Family Formation:

A Cross-National Perspective

Abstract

This chapter investigates the impact of unemployneenthe propensity to start a family.
Unemployment is accompanied by bad occupationasg@cts and impending economic
deprivation, placing the well-being of a future finat risk. | analyze unemployment at the
intersection of state-dependence and the reducpdrivmity costs of parenthood, distin-
guishing between men and women across a set cingedfates. Using micro-data from the
European Community Household Panel (ECHP), | appbnt history methods to analyze
longitudinal samples of first-birth transitions Krance, Finland, Germany, and the UK
(1994-2001). The results highlight spurious negatffects of unemployment on family
formation among men, which can be attributed toldlo& of breadwinner capabilities in the
inability to financially support a family. Womem tontrast, show positive effects of unem-
ployment on the propensity to have a first childlincountries except France. These effects
prevail even after controlling for labour marketlancome-related factors. The findings are
pronounced in Germany and the UK where work-farodyflicts are the cause of high op-
portunity costs of motherhood, and the gender-fipadivision of labour is still highly tra-
ditional. Particularly among women with a moderatel low level of education, unem-

ployment clearly increases the likelihood to haviesa child.

Keywords:family formation, fertility, unemployment, crossiional comparison.
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51 Introduction

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

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

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

Theoretical considerations as well as previous gogpiresearch dealing with the impact
of precarious employment situations on fertilitggast that such factors are unlikely to affect
both genders in similar ways (see Oppenheimer 1884z et al. 2001; Télke & Diewald
2003; Golsch 2004; Kreyenfeld 2005b; Télke 2005nkk, these rational choice based con-
siderations and previous research findings wilkblddressed in detail in the following secti-
ons. In investigating a possible connection betwasgmployment and family formation, the

focus of analysis remains on two major researclstipres:

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

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

tion to parenthood?

Institutional regulations play central mediatingeoin the gender-specific rationales for fam-
ily formation during times of unemployment. The romic endowments of families, the abil-
ity to combine work and family, and predominant dgnrole ascriptions are closely related to
welfare state regulations (see DiPrete et al. 20@¥er 2003; see also Section 3.2). An inves-
tigation of the unemployment-related effects on fdmily formation process must therefore
consider the role of such institutional arrangermefhe methodological approach of this pa-
per includes a cross-national comparison of fountges: Finland, France, Germany, and the
United Kingdom, each representing a specific welfgate orientation. The empirical models
are based on longitudinal analysis of micro-dateanfthe European Community Household

Panel (ECHP), facilitating event history methods.

5.2 Unemployment and the Transition to Parenthood —

Previous Findings

Individual Unemployment

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

quences of unemployment, Kravdal (2002) utiliseswégian register data for both men and
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women. According to this study, the transition naisecond and higher-order births is dimin-
ished by unemployment episodes, while in contragéak positive effect exists for the transi-
tion to first motherhood. Among men, his findingsirg to a dominant negative effect of un-
employment with respect to all birth parities. et of covariates in this study is very lim-
ited, however, and also excludes wages. In linh thié above results, Vikat provides findings
for Finland (2004) that display a weak correlatimiween unemployment and individual fer-

tility, particularly among women younger than 30.

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

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

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

teristics and for the impact of unemployment dwrati

Aggregate Unemployment

An additional group of studies focuses on the imphainemployment rate on individual fer-
tility decisions. Generally, high unemployment ssamed to exert a pronounced negative ef-
fect on fertility. Adsera (2005) stresses this fimgdfor a set of European countries based on
ECHP data, and Klein and colleagues (1996) prosidelar findings for East Germah.
Kravdal (2002), for Norway also stresses the dejreseffect of high unemployment rates on
fertility (considering only aggregate fertility, Wwever). The assumed mechanism at work is
that high unemployment signals bleak labour mapkespects and the resulting occupational
insecurities offer an unpromising outlook for stagta family. Thus, couples tend to focus on
occupational attainment in order to contain theskesy which fosters a deferral of childbear-
ing decisions (see Kohler et al. 2002: 659; Vika®2 174, Aaberge et al. 2005: 132). This
reasoning is in line with a research traditionigéd by Easterlin (1962; 1966) and Butz and
Ward (1979), which assumes that fertility behavimuioriented on anticipation of (macro-)

economic conditions.

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

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

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



196 Chapter Five

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

sions.

5.3 Fertility Decisions under Unemployment —

Theoretical Considerations

This section will rely largely on the micro-theacetl framework outlined in Chapter 4 of this
study. Moreover, it will consider how unemploymeffiects the individual’s transition to first
birth in the context of the structural, institutedpand cultural background outlined in Chapter
2, and particularly in Chapter 3. The current secii5.3) will recapitulate the central theo-
retical issues and apply them to an investigatiohow individual experience of unemploy-
ment alters family formation rationales. In thistext, the negative consequences that attend
job loss — the loss of earnings, a decline in $at&tus, a depreciation of human capital in-
vestments and insecure future prospects — arekaly Ito exert a specific (not necessarily

univocal) impact on the choice to start a family.

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

This section begins with the assumption that th&rdeo have children is a common and
widespread life-goal in modern societies (see Hikird001b: 3). Family formation, like par-
ticipation in gainful employment and investmentancareer, provides social approval and
physical well-being, through acquiring comfort astonulation (through the joy of watching a
child grow up, for example, or by earning the mamgresources for consumption). From the
perspective of social production functions, famfidymation and gainful employment both
represent competing options for attaining thesevarsal life-goals (see Lindenberg 1986;
1991). Still, the desire to have a child is oftésdd on immanent values, so pursuing alterna-
tive goals can only provide a limited substitute fbe satisfaction of these desires (see
Schoen et al. 1997: 335). In any case, startingnaly requires financial resources and eco-

nomic security (see Oppenheimer 1994).

The above picture addresses two central pointst,Fiecoming a parent and investing in a

career are choices that compete for a limited tiodget. Second, starting a family generally
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relies on a sound and stable economic basis, whigrovided by gainful employment. A
widespread response to these constraints is tereaimbine work and parenthood by reduc-
ing individual expenditure in both domains (anddyivating social support networks where
possible). The alternate is to arrange labour markgagement and parenthood sequentially
within the course of an individual biography, tigtto postpone the first-birth transition (see
Dornseiff & Sackmann 2003).

When unemployment enters into the situation asrexpected labour market eveht;t
fundamentally alters the context outlined abovee €honomic support of a future family is
placed on uncertain ground; the opportunity co$tpaventhood are drastically diminished,
while human capital investment tends to deteriovéth duration of labour market absence.
At the same time, having a child presents an ates® means of gaining social approval. The
question, which of these mechanisms eventually datej and lead either to a hastening or a
postponement of parenthood under unemployment, bristnswered with a close focus on
the societal context of social structures and ftumstinal arrangements (see DiPrete &
McManus 2000). Most of the factors that effect thation between family formation and

unemployment differ in their impact on men and waras well as across countries. The fam

ily formation rationales related to these contexils be discussed theoretically in the follow-

ing section.

A Gender Perspective on Unemployment and Family fRation

Interpreting the wages of female workers as arcatdr of the value of women'’s time, unem-
ployment or bleak labour market prospects redueeptice of time, thus reducing the oppor-
tunity costs of parenthood (see Leibenstein 19&5pecialisation on household production
of commaodities in this context would be a reaso@abkponse to unemployment (see Becker
1993). However, this is highly dependent on predami models of gender division of labour
in a society, which range from egalitarian to ttiadial roles.Neoclassical modelswhich
commonly assuméraditional gender rolesenvisage a complementary division of occupa-

tional and domestic tasks, divided along gendeagsliFrom this perspectiviemale unem-

11 In fact, some actors may deliberately plan thaiour market exit prior to family formation. Howeay the na-
ture of most welfare state transfers, in particulainstatement rights after parental leave andabethat un-
employment support only partially replaces forrmeroime renders this an unlikely choice under modfavee
state arrangements.
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ployment should speed up family formation, while mke unemployment should delay
family formation (see Zimmermann & DeNew 1990). Friedman, Hechdad Kanazawa
(1994) similarly argue that — assuming traditiogahder roles — women in a discouraging
employment situation are more likely to opt for hmetood, taking into account not only their

current situation, but also the unpromising labmarket prospects.

From a theoretical perspective that also takesantmuntegalitarian genderoles, female
unemployment would still reduce the opportunitytsas parenthood in contexts wheyeth
partners are integrated into the labour marketnkmesocieties that tend towards high levels
of gender egalitarianism, female engagement indchie exceeds male contributions (see
Section 3.2). If the time-intensive transition @renthood is placed within a period of unem-
ployment, forgone earnings are still minimized aimoe conflicts are cushioned for couples
with egalitarian gender roles. However, it shoudd inted that where parental burdens are
more equally distributed between men and womanalerapportunity costs are lower, and
hence the incentive to further reduce these cgspddeing the transition to parenthood within

an unemployment episode should be less pronounced.

In the case ofmale unemployment there is a limit to how much family formation che
combined with the father taking over the bulk ofgrdal responsibilities, since some of the
maternal burdens associated with having a chile dkildbearing, giving birth and nursing,
are unalienable. Indeed, the transition to paredhaways requires that the mother take at
least a temporary absence from the labour marketfar¢ state income replacements and re-
instatement rights after a maternal leave dffaited compensation for this absence (see Sec-
tion 5.4.3). However, in cases where the man isnph@yed and the woman is the sole in-
come earneter temporary exit from the labour market most likebnflicts with the need to
maintain the economic stability and autonomy of ¢baple. Evidence, particularly from the
US, indicates that childbirth-related absences ftloenlabour market can be fairly shdtand
a quick return of the female to her job can be cemspted for if the man adopts a larger share
of the parental obligations (those that are disteble). This reversal of traditional roles,
however, involves wide deviations from common gendems and is perhaps most likely in

institutional contexts where maternity protectisnunderdeveloped anyway, as in the liberal
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welfare state. Summarizing the abostrting a family with a female wage earner and a

male carer poses an unlikely constellatian

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

bilities, thus decreasing the likelihood of family formati@ee Oppenheimer 1994: 322).

Unemployment and Biographical Uncertainties

With respect to family formation, unemployment ditg hampers the creation of a solid eco-
nomic basis, but it also increases future riskglégreciating human capital, entailing perma-
nent losses in earnings (see Gangl 2006) and biyshing doubts about the future capability
to support a family. Unless unemployment is willingntered into with a new occupational
perspective up one’s sleeve, becomingmployed signals uncertain future prospectsput-

ting family formation on a precarious basis. Isstiedg contribute to this uncertainty about the

12 However, it can be argued that the prevalentkgjdb return postpartum is rather due to an undevidped
maternity protection and economic needs in libexlfare states than to close labour market attanhme
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future include: the possibility of having to mowetake a new job, uncertainty about whether
the new occupation will have adequate or the saccepational status as the previous posi-
tion, whether wage expectations will be met or \Wwketsome loss in income must be ac-
cepted. All these issues and, last but not leastkmowingwhenan appropriate job will be-
come available, increase uncertainty about thedutBuch uncertainties are likely to hamper
family formation plans, where they undermine thebgity and economic foundation of a fu-
ture family. Importantly, most of these contextsl @mospects associated withemployment
related uncertainties tend to worsen with unemployrant duration.'** Moreover, these un-
certainties are also mediated by educational atam; higher education is associated with
better chances to regain a job quickly, but aldugher threat of depreciated skill endow-

ments.

Furthermore, thénstitutional setting also mediates the perception of risks during un-
employment On one hand, different welfare states might mtedifferent levels of protec-
tion from unemployment. On the other, this samaadqarotection might affect attitudes to-
ward risk, whereby a higher level of protectionhzgrs induces a more rigid assessment of
which contexts are deemed sufficiently reliablefeonily formation. Employer-firm relations
in coordinated market economies, characterizeddy levels of trust, indicate reliability and
long-term relations, what might further nurture twidance of uncertainty. That is, in socie-
ties that provide a high level of protection fromemployment by minimizing risk inci-
dence'™ the actual experience of unemployment might preaemuch more severe experi-
ence of insecurity than is the case in societiesrevkabour market entries and exits are com-
mon events, as in liberal market economies. Incgespthat relies on a high level of social
protection and that aims to minimize risk, an ingdised uncertainty avoidance might make
family formation in a precarious occupational comtan unpromising biographical option.
Yet, it should be noted that a strong economictimsbr the thorough labour market integra-
tion of the other partner could contain the negatmpact of unemployment related uncer-

tainty.

13 This is an even greater issue where institutiom&mployment support is reduced after a certaie fh most
welfare states (see Section 5.4.3).

114 For instance, by enacting legal protection of leyges, and by encouraging long-term employee-fetations
(see Hall & Soskice 2001; DiPrete 2002).
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Unemployment and the Depreciation of Human Capital

Becoming unemployed represents a more pronouncatgehin status for people with higher
levels of education, for whom individual aspirasoand comparison with reference groups
will likely render unemployment a more drastic expece than for low skilled professionals.
A higher level of education and vocational skillarislate into a higher earning capacity and
increased career options. Moreovienman capital endowments tend to deteriorate with
duration of labour market absence(see Mincer & Polachek 1974; Mincer & Ofek 1982).
“The longer a woman would be out of the labour égrihe greater a loss she would incur in
terms of skill degradation and lost opportunities promoting and training)...” (Gauthier &
Hatzius 1997: 296). In the case of highly skillatemployedwomen reintegration into the
labour market is also favourable in order to avibie consolidation of the homemaker role
and the associated risk of economic dependenceQieE095). Thus, for persons who have
made extensive skill investments, and for highercatkd women in particular, it is rational to
postpone family formation and instead promote alalmarket reintegration (see Brewster &
Rindfuss 2000: 281; Tolke 2004: 25).

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

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

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

duced, thus lowering the opportunity costs of pdreod.

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

decrease over time.
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An analytic consideration of hounemployment duratioreffects the likelihood to opt for
having a child is provided by Happel, Hill and Ldd984). According to their theoretical
model, decisions in favour of birth are made inesaghere the negative impact of the dura-
tion of the woman’s unemployment offsets the amaafber accumulated human capital.
However, the anticipated depreciation of the huicepital is further mediated by the assess-
ment of the current labour market situation, thecp@ed chances of regaining a job quickly,
and how current job options compare to those erpeatter a childbirth-related leave. While
unemployment rates are an indication of occupatipnaspects (see Aaberge et al. 2005:
132), more generally the type of market coordimatdfects the permeability of labour mar-
kets, thus influencing the chances to re-enteddabeur market (see Hall & Soskice 2001).
The perception of bleak job prospects can spedthaipransition to motherhood. This might
be the case if attempts to regain a job remainaeoessful over a long period of time, leading
to a sense of resignation, or if a labour marketiiand recession indicate that ew employ-
ment opportunities are rare. For men, however,vom@d expect the likelihood of starting a
family to be generally reduced from the perspectifalepreciating human capital endow-
ments, which tends to signal a decline in potentiedme, and thus in breadwinner capabili-

ties.

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

creased chances of quickly regaining a job) aelito be weighed against each other.

Family Formation from Unemployment and Bargainingdsition

Unemployment — particularly if it is of longer dtien — does not only depreciate human
capital investments. It also shifts the bargairpogver within couples to the detriment of the
one who is unemployed, since bargaining power gsedie labour market status and educa-
tional achievements (see Ott 1995; Beblo 2001: 28)unemployment tends to weaken the

individual’'s bargaining position, two main concloss can be established. 1) The partner with
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the superior income position (usually the one whatill employed, assuming both partners
were previously working) can better voice his indibal preferences, particularly his child-

bearing preferences (see generally Bielby & Biel§92: 1244). Furthermore, female unem-
ployment in particular will likely result in a moreaditional division of labour within the

couple, with the woman assuming a higher proportibhousehold chores. That is, the divi-
sion of labour already tends towards what is likgyng to be the status quo throughout par-
enthood. 2) In order to avoid economic dependemnckta improve his bargaining position,

the unemployed partner will likely try to regairjab. This dynamic is mediated by the wel-
fare state, where a higher level of unemploymesutrnance partially protects from depend-
ency. Yet, the extent of this mediation dependshenlevel and duration of unemployment

benefit payments.

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

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

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

position).

Institutional Mediation of Fertility Behaviour unde Unemployment

During a period of unemployment, the evaluatiombither to start a family is mediated by
the general labour market prospects as well abdynstitutional contextnstitutional regu-
lations affect the opportunity costs of parenthoodthe options for getting back into em-

ployment, andunemployment benefits A high degree of labour market closure, common in
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coordinated market economies like Germany, tendsd®ase the threat of long-term unem-
ployment, and, therefore, of economic dependemceottrast, liberal market economies pro-
vide limited protections against unemployment-iflahardships, due to the generally low-
level of unemployment benefit payments of a shemation. With respect to parenthood,
these types of states also provide limited supfoorchild-related costs, due to low child al-
lowances combined with an underdeveloped childo#rastructure. In several conservative
welfare states, a low supply of childcare facifitis common, particularly in places where
norms of maternal care are pronounced. This tregssiato high opportunity costs of parent-
hood in such countries, which provide a strong mtige to start a family during periods of
unemployment. Additionally, in many welfare statesgemployment benefits tend to increase
with the transition to parenthood (see Section3).4hich mitigates some of the adverse ef-
fects of unemployment and provides a minor addationcentive to start a family while un-
employed. In contrast, unemployment support isiS@mtly decreased after prolonged peri-
ods of unemployment. Coordinated market economiesige a lasting support, with unem-
ployment insurance benefits aspiring to near incoeptacement levels. In contrast, in liberal
states, the generally low level of support is glyickduced to a minimum level (see Section
5.4.3). Particularly in a situation where job presis are bleak, a generous monetary support
for parents alleviates the financial setback ofnupleyment, and may provide an incentive

that tips the scales in favour of family formation.

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

Hence, if a couple plans to have a child, plachglaibour market exit due to parenthood

within the unemployment episode could serve asadegly to minimize the duration of labour
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market absence, particularly in countries whereirisétutional setting induces an extensive
childbirth-related leave of absence. Opting forhsacstrategy depends on whether individuals
conclude that a return to the labour market isezafsom unemployment or from a child-

related labour market absence. Reinstatement ritlatsare part of leave policies, such as
those in place in Germany or in Finland, certapigvide a strong incentive to start a family
while still employed, as the depreciation in skiidowments does not interfere with job re-
turn because of the legal protections such a pglioyides. This in turn decreases the likeli-
hood to place the transition to parenthood in aodeof unemployment, since a quick return
to the labour market in this context is ruled oufavour of a longer leave period, and particu-
larly since potential employers are likely to b&ucgant to hire during pregnancy, given the
extensive maternity protections (see Soskice 208Bhce, this combination of unemploy-

ment and family formation signals adverse prospistdiuman capital development and oc-

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

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

a family, which would consolidate a traditional idien of labour.
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Gender Roles and Social Norms in the Context of Wdrmoyment and Parenthood

To sum up the above discussion, institutional ra&gohs mediate the relation between unem-
ployment and family formation through direct momgtaupport and by affecting the assess-
ment of labour market risks and opportunities, afl as the assessment of the prospects for
supporting a family. Furthermore, where institutibnegulations strengthen families as sup-
port networks, encouraging social support in kipsgroups (for example with respect to
childcare), these regulations also reinforce noafa traditional division of labour in the
family (see Section 3.2). Moreover, in societieerentraditional gender roles prevail, female
unemployment has a higher potential of shifting dngsion of labour towards more tradi-
tional arrangements (see Klein et al. 1996:70 &berence to Germany). In societies where
female labour market engagement has becomes imggBasommon, the social stigma of
joblessness is extended femaleunemployment (see Hakim 2003: 369). While thigraa
presents a strong source of social disapprovaberesies, oriented toward the labour market,
a focus on parenthood can raise social esteem elfiifesception (see Morgan 2003: 592;
Tolke & Diewald 2003: 43ff.). Thus, the loss oftsisdue to unemployment might bem-
pensatedfor by shifting the activity to the family domainy having a child (see Murphy
1989: 17). Where such a mechanism of compensatian effect, it is probably more pro-
nounced among women with low levels of education.a®erage, these women are younger
when having their first child, and extensive biptistponemnent and childlessness most likely
signals a stronger deviation from reference growbereas starting a family generates social

approval through its compliance with group pattgees generally Leibenstein 1975).

Hypotheses

As outlined above, the way that actors evaluatdlyaiormation during period of unemploy-
ment — whether it presents a promising option éndepends on a series of factors that most
likely differ in their impact as well as in the dation of effect. Prolonged unemployment, on
one hand, may be a signal of bleak prospects g@iméng a job. In contrast, longer periods of
unemployment may also signal that the economicsifasisupporting a family has been seri-

ously undermined. Importantly, the effect of uneoyphent is mediated by a series of en-

115 Alternatively, Friedman, Hechter & Kanazawa (19983) argue that family formation might compensate
cupational insecurities by providing clearly predide paths in the private domain, thus reducingecmainty.
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dogenous and exogenous factors that alter the tppiyr structure, making family formation
either a promising or inadvisable option. Thesedicinclude the individual’s repertoire of
skill endowments and income capacity, charactessdf the partner’'s labour market pros-
pects and income that might compensate for the plogment of the significant other (see
Drobnic et al. 1999: 144). Moreover, mutual trustl &xtensive reciprocity in one’s relation-
ship is an indication of reliable backing and suppadditionally, social norms are key fac-
tors in the regulation of occupational and famityes. The extent to which norms reprove
economic inactivity with a decline in social este@mthe extent to which a focus on parental
life might compensate for a loss in job status iellyc depends on the gender role expecta-
tions in a society. Finally, welfare state regulas are essential factors that foster or discour-
age starting a family during a period of unemplogimeot only through the extent of mone-
tary support but also in the general level of prbte from risks, and eventually, by the re-

production of either egalitarian or traditional denroles.

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

context of unemployment.

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

especially gender.

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

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

H3: Compensation Hypothesi$he loss in social status due to unemploymentbeanom-
pensated for by a focus on the private domaintiStaa family may thus serve as an
alternative means of gaining social esteem. Thispemsation functions for both men

and women. However, in egalitarian societies, wimate contributions to the private
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domain are encouraged, the compensation effecintor should be stronger than in
countries where traditional gender roles are repred. In contrast, for women in tradi-
tional societies, the focus on the homemaker rodeiges a better opportunity to com-

pensate for social disapproval due to economidiwviicthan in egalitarian societies.

H4: Human capital investment hypothesi$ie effect of unemployment is mediated by levels
of individual educational and vocational attainment. Higher athd persons pursue a
quick reintegration into the labour market to avaidepreciation of their human capital
investments — regardless of gender. They can becéeg to perform the transition to
parenthood in a situation of sound economic petsmes; which support their family
planning. Persons with lower educational attainnfanoé only a limited depreciation
human capital in case of unemployment. For themyélduction in opportunity costs of

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

H5: Specialization hypothesighe effect of unemployment is mediated by theti@haof
educational and vocational attainment between #uners. Given an eqd#i or lower
level of educational attainment on behalf of thenaa relative to her partner, female
unemployment induces a traditional division of laband a higher tendency to opt for
parenthood. The affinity for family formation indltase of male unemployment will be
diminished under these educational constellatiddele unemployment will only in-
duce a greater likelihood of a fertility decisidnthe educational attainment of the

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

H6: Auxiliary hypothesis of duration effectst extension to hypotheses 3, 4 & 5, the likeli-
hood of starting a family increases for women vtfith duration of unemployment. This
is founded on the assumption of growing social msaval due to economic inactivity,

and on the assumption that prospects for swiftualnwarket re-entry decline over time,

eventually leading to discouragement in job search.

118 Even with equal skill endowments, the woman i at a disadvantage due to persistently lowemitstble
market income for female workers compared to m@es Blau & Kahn 2000; Mahy et al. 2006).
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54 Structural and Institutional Backgrounds in

Finland, France, Germany, and the United Kingdom

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

tions, labour market structure, predominant norfingcoupational participation, and parental
roles. Moreover, welfare state support mediatesctists of parenthood and provides protec-
tion in case of unemployment. That is, in protegtirom risks and hardships, the welfare
state decisively alters family formation rationalEslicy regulations directly effect the oppor-

tunity costs of parenthood, while the general lefesecurity provided by welfare state pro-
tections very likely influences rationales to pldbe transition to parenthood in the precari-
ous context of unemployment. In front of this backond, cross-national variation in unem-
ployment support and family related policies akellf produce different outcomes in foster-

ing or hindering birth decisions under unemployment

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

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

The set of countries that will be included in tlhess-national comparison include Finland,
France, Germany, and the UK. The following outlimé review the key issues set forth in
Chapter 3, with a special focus on these coun(fazsa broader overview refer to Chapter 3).
The four countries show profound variations inifigytlevels and labour market structure.
Yet, what makes comparing these countries a p#atigupromising endeavour is that they
display distinct differences in institutional ortation. The underlying assumption is that
these orientations have a concrete effect on ifgrtétionales, particularly in the context of
unemployment. The following overview of institutelmrrangements in the selected countries
will consider the general institutional orientatidabour market structure, and will delineate
aspects of the social support systems with regamhtployment, unemployment and family

benefits, especially parental leave regulations.
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5.4.1 Institutional Orientations

The UK is a proponent of the liberal welfare statbereas Finland serves as an example of
the Scandinavian social-democratic welfare statanée and Germany represent the conti-
nental conservative welfare state (see Esping-Asaife999). Social protection is profound
in Finland. This pertains to a wide array of lifeucse risks that are covered, generous trans-
fers, a broad formulation of eligibility rules apde-emptive support. The UK represents the
opposite pole, where risks are largely mediatethbymarket, and where eligibility for public
support is limited, means tested, and tends torconly the most adverse hardships. In con-
trast, in both France and Germany, levels of supgr@r extensive and cover a broad array of
risks. However, in many contexts, eligibility isikied to labour market status (commodifica-
tion). Moreover, the high level of market coordinattends to widen the chasm between a
high level of protection for the working populatiamd a limited protection for jobless per-
sons. Firms are encouraged to invest in employiis skd training as well as in long-term
relations, while laying-off staff is made difficubly high legal barriers. As a result, there is a
strong division between labour market insiders antsiders, with long-term unemployment
being one of the most severe life course risksadmtrast, in the liberal market economy of
the UK, labour market exits and re-entries are nmohe common. Firms as well as employ-
ees focus more on short-term income maximisatiam &n long term relations (see Hall &
Soskice 2001; Diewald & Sill 2004). The importaminclusion from this is that in the UK,
though unemployment protection is minimal, the airemanating from this precarious situa-
tion is perhaps much lower than it is in Germaniiere unemployment embodies the threat
of long-term economic dependence and partial edaiuBom social life. Table 12 on p.54,

Table 13 on p.59, & Table 14 on p.66 provide aereew of institutional orientations.

While Germany offers a paradigm of both the coresive welfare state and of a coordi-
nated market economy, France, on the contraryesepts a variation on this pattern in vital
aspects (see Soskice 2005: 177; Mayer 2005: 35)eWte conservative welfare state fosters
family support and thus encourages traditional gendles, France, in its laicist tradition
aims to diminish the influence of families on chddcialization by fostering public care, par-
ticularly day-care, and a higher coverage of claitddnstitutions (see Veil 2005; see also Sec-
tion 3.4). Women are encouraged to participatenipleyment and are widely relieved from

traditional carer duties, which are partially paed by the state. Moreover, many welfare
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transfers in France are directed towards the faomly, while in Germany several benefits

implicitly encourage traditional institutions likearriages and single-earner families. In con-
trast, most support in Finland and the UK is indiial centred, which alleviates economic
dependence on a breadwinner and nurtures mordaggaligender roles than in the conserva-
tive states. In many of the outlined contexts, @8R, that is East Germany before 1990,
rather resembled Finland with respect to the eragmment of egalitarian roles and female
labour force participation. Parallels can also dwenftl to the French model of childcare sup-
port and population policy. In fact, many of thé@sstitutional regulations still echo in the dif-

ferent gender relation still prevalent in the EaStGermany (see Trappe 1995; Sackmann
2000). The key conclusion from the outlined pictigehat these institutional contexts cru-

cially shape gender role beliefs and thus enabeeigalitarian gender roles as in Finland or

traditional roles as in Germany.

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

opportunity costs.

The aim in Finland is to reduce the pressure oergarby providing an elaborate care sys-
tem that offers a wider variety of life course ops by encouraging the combination of work
and parenthood. Germany, in contrast, stands othhansample by implicitly showing the
highest demands on maternal roles. Close individasd and personal sacrifice in relation to
motherhood are dominant norms in Germany, whereamsofpaternal care are widely ab-
sent and are only slowly starting to diffuse. Tisiglso the consequence of the reproduction
of traditional familial roles, enacted by ostengigenerous maternal leave regulations that —

in combination with a low supply of public childear encourage female part-time employ-
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ment or a general retreat from the labour forcerafhildbirth (Trzcinski & Holst 2003). Ad-
ditionally, regulations like the so-called “Ehegausplitting”, a specific taxation system for
spouses, encourage a breadwinner / homemaker rfssgeMrohlich & Dell 2005). Particu-
larly for highly educated women with a strong labmarket attachment, parenthood thus sig-
nals a high incompatibility with market roles, tlypumaternal support appears to be generous

at a first glance at German social policies.

Given the contexts of institutional orientationeggnted here, and their demands on paren-
tal roles, an unemployment episode that lowers dppity costs is likely to show a positive
effect, particularly in countries with high parentale demands and a high potential for role
conflicts in the work-family nexus, as scarcitythe is a major issue. Thus, opposing gen-
der-specific effects of unemployment on family fation for men and women should be ex-
pected, especially in Germany, where a traditialivikion of labour is still widely in place.

In contrast, the unemployment effects across geimdemland and France are probably less
pronounced, as norms of maternal care are less, sthile the availability andcceptancef

public care is much more common than in Germany.

5.4.2 A Glance at National Labour Markets & Unemployment’

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

text will be outlined in the following (for a broadoverview, see Section 2.2.2).

Female labour force participations high, particularly in Finland (69.8%) and th& U
(67.9%). In contrast, female participation ratesGermany (61.5%) and France (60.2%) are
slightly lower. However, a high share of women iar@any and the UK — between one-third
and two-fifths of employed women — only wapkrt-time® (for all data refer to OECD Em-
ployment and Labour Statistics 2007b). A detailedraiew of labour force participation is
provided in Table 6 & 7 in Section 2.2.2 (see &gre 18, in the Appendix 5.8).

117 Note that this outline of labour market condisdncuses on the settings that were dominant duhiadgime for
which the empirical analysis will be conducted ttisal 994 to 2001.
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Unemployment rates the observed countries displayed a clear dedietween the early
1990s and 2001. The only exception to this rul@esmany, where the low to moderate over-
all unemployment rate between 1993 and 2001 rerdaingely stagnanat around 8%, with a
peak of about 9% in 1997. Nevertheless, in the waki@abour-market deregulation and in-
creasing global competition, labour market insémgiand precarious employment in Ger-
many increased, particularly during the second bfthe 1990s (see DiPrete 2002; Mills &
Blossfeld 2003). France, during the 1990s showenhenease in flexible work arrangements
as well. This, however, was not an outcome of lalmoarket deregulation, and France’s insti-
tutional response to macroeconomic global changeaged to contain income inequality at

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

Figure 13 Unemployment in Finland, France Germany, andtKel993 — 2002
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Source: OECD Employment and Labour Statisticsy208ourceOECD online-database.

Finland, in contrast, in the early 1990s facedi@spest recession of the last century, inducing
a labour market crisis with exceptionally high updoyment rates. Among other factors, this
crisis was triggered by the collapse of the sosiiatiarkets, trade cutbacks, and crisis in the
financial markets. Unemployment rates rose massiitela high of about 18% in 1994) with
one-third of all unemployed persons being long-tememployed®. In 1993, the youth-

118 |n 1993, female part-time employment in the Ul & 44% while female part-time employment in Gemgna
was at 32% (see OECD Employment Outlook 2007; seeTable 7, p. 38).

119 | ong-term unemployment relates to those who amployed for one year or longer according to Ilt&ns
dards.
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unemployment rate (below age 25) lay at 33%. It amsng the highest in the EU, and rates
recovered only slowly from this all-time high. Withe labour market crisis, the majority of
newly initiated work contracts were fixed term, lghonly 28% of all new contracts were
unlimited. A high proportion of public employmerdditionally hampered the ability of state-
intervention, and the Finnish labour market recedesnly slowly from this shock. With un-
employment rates at around 9%, Finland still rankedl above the other three countries in
2001 (see European Parliament 1996; OECD 1996).

In contrast, Great Britain showed a flourishing rmmic development during the 1990s
with unemployment rates below 5% in 2001. Thesesratere the lowest in the quartet. This
has been related to deregulation and the prevalehfiexible working arrangements in the
British labour market (see Wells 2001). Yet, a sffect of this deregulation is a high rate of
flows into and out of employment compared to higldgulated and unionised countries like
Germany or Finland (see Rubery et al. 1998: 11Pfg3pite the high labour market turnover
in the UK, the risk of long-term unemployment is ehuower than in coordinated market
economies like Germany for example, where long-tamamployment presents one of the
biggest threats associated with precarious employr(eee Hall & Soskice 2001; Mayer
2004). At 28% of all unemployed persons, the ineadeof long-term unemployment in the
UK in 2000 was lower than the rest of the groumidid: 29%), particularly in comparison to
France (42,5%) and Germany (51,5%; see OECD 2005).

Figure 14 shows the gap between male and femaleplogment rates, and thus depicts
gender differences in the risk of becoming unempipyand in the opportunity to re-enter the
labour market in case of becoming unemployed. Femaémployment exceeds male unem-
ployment in Germany and France. In the case of @eyiithegender unemployment gayas
probably emphasized by the fall of the Berlin Wallthe GDR, female labour force partici-
pation was much more common than in the FRG. TRespification brought an increase of
female labour supply. The accommodation of thiotabsupply in the restructuring of the
East German labour market was a lasting process.i3talso reflected by the fact that the
gap between male and (higher) female unemploynates marrowed only slowly throughout
the 1990s.

Aside from this issue, the picture of a higher feEmamemployment in Germany and France

resembles that of most other OECD countries ancesponds to the uneven distribution of
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labour market risks and opportunities between math \women. Women generally show
higher flows into and lower flows out of unemploymeThe UK and Finland (at least in the
early 1990s) stand out as exceptions, seemingfés bétter employment opportunities for
women. However, these figures indicating lowersaiefemale unemployment are related to

some particularities of the British and Finnishdabmarket structure.

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

of the 1990s female unemployment again exceedee nmemployment.

Figure 14 Gender Unemployment Gap in Finland, France, Geymand the UK

6.0% —0—EUB — -0— —Germany — - & - - France —X—Finland —-©— - UK ——

40% e

-‘G~-~_._&-
2.0% .
.0% 4 O~ ..
- — s o..
~-e---—-" O --—=-- 2]

0.0% T T
\
X X —_— —X — /
1993 1995 1997 1999 X 2001

-2.0%

-4.0% -

o-———-o -

-6.0%

Source: OECD Employment and Labour Statisti®/®. SourceOECD online-database.
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In the UK, in contrast, unemployment of women isg@lly lower than that of men. A dis-

tinctively lower share of female long-term unempi®nt compared to Germany, France, or

most other OECD countries supplements this findifige underlying causes, however, are
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not substantiated by superior female labour masgeortunities, but are rather related to the
structure of restrictive unemployment support. Wiedigibility for unemployment support
ceases in the UX’, there is no incentive to report being unemploymémcontrast to men,
however, women commonly turn to domestic dutiesti@darly in the context of predomi-
nantly traditional gender roles in the UK. Hencemem frequently try to regain a job from a
status of economic inactivit§. In fact, flowsfrom inactivityto work @nd not from unem-
ployment to workof British women rank among the highest in Europi@s proportion of in-
activity to work flows (47,2% in 1993) clearly exas the share in France or in Germany
(17,6% and 23,5%). On the contrary, flofsem unemploymerib inactivity are higher in the
UK compared to Germany or France (see Rubery é68B: 121, 138).

The context depicted above suggests that femal@piogment in the UK is not inevitably
lower, but rather underreport&d.This results from the combined impact of a dynalaliour
market and a rudimentary unemployment benefit aysteat widely relies on individual ef-
forts to regain a job, thus limiting incentivesraport individual unemployment. In the other
three observed countries, especially in Finland @edmany, the unemployment benefit sys-
tem is much more elaborate (see Table 15 on p.Ri8pntrast, in the UK the risk of remain-
ing in unemployment is reduced, while the systemar@fmployment insurance is limited in its
capability to protect from the economic risks oemployment, thus fostering incentives for a

quick labour market re-entry.

120 This is usually after six months. Unemploymersistance (income-based job seekers allowance)daagiy
limited due to means testing on basis of partrtesusehold income, thus limiting the incentive tpaet the
unemployment, particularly in households with aertaleadwinner (see also Table 15, p.218).

121 Al unemployment levels specified above are bamethe ILO definition (those who are out of workthe ref-
erence week, want a job, have actively sought wothke last four weeks, and are available to stark within
the next two weeks). Hence, the ILO indicator doesrely on “registered” unemployment. However,reba
activities are an integral element of the ILO digifam. This “active job search” is probably hampetey not
registering with an unemployment office, thus inidgcan underreporting of actual unemployment inuie

122 Thjs is of special importance for an empiricadlgsis of how unemployment influences fertility @gans, as it
suggests that a clear separation between unemphbyamel inactivity is a difficult endeavour in coties
where benefit systems are rudimentary or eligipiitlimited.
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5.4.3 Institutional Regulations and Social Policy Setting*

Unemployment Benefit Regulations

The following overview will outline benefits andatisfers related to unemployment and par-
enthood. It remains unclear how such transferctiyraffect the transition to parenthood (see
also the discussion in Section 3.5). Particulaiihwespect to the time span that separates the
decision to have a child from childbirth, a dirpositive impact of unemployment benefits on
family formation remains unclear. It is questiorghf actors do indeeplan childbirth in an-
ticipation of a supportive impact of unemploymephéfits, especially as this would require
to remain unemployed from the point of decidindhéve a child until after childbirth, which
is nine or more months later. However, a generappart of parents through augmented un-
employment benefits signals protection from ecomongks, thus alleviating some of the
hardships of unemployment that tend to hamperdhbzation of family formation plans. It is
likely that an extensive unemployment support mesithe actors with a general sense of
economic backing and security. Moreover, for woraech support helps to maintain a mini-

mum degree of economic independence from a breadwin

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

in the UK, where the rules for eligibility for un@hyment assistanvce are quite restrictive.

123 Note that this outline of institutional and pglicgulations focuses on the settings relevaningutie relevant
time for which the empirical analysis will be comtled, that is 1994 to 2001.
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Furthermore, in Germany and Finland, unemploymeyiments increase if the beneficiary
has dependant childrEéf

Table 15 Unemployment Benefit Regulations in 2602

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

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

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

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

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

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

Parental Support

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

traditional gender roles, thus increasing matenadlens.

In our sample of welfare states, two major pathweayrs be identified in the field of family
policies: On one side, certain countries promotpulaions that make it easier to combine

work and family. They do so by encouraging flexillerking hours and by establishing ex-

124 Germany: 7% of previous net income; Finland 4€£86/day (see MISSOC 2002).
125 gpecified regulations apply to the period of énepirical investigations to be conducted (1994G6D).
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tensive day- and infant-care systems. This is tse cparticularly in FinlariéP and France.
On the other side, there are family policy regirtiest, through financial policies or regula-
tions, encourage women to retreat from the laboucef This is actively accomplished in
Germany, through generous leave regulations in cmatibn with a low coverage of public
childcare, resulting in an extensive female laboarket absence subsequent to childbirth. In
Great Britain, traditional carer roles are encoathgrimarily through a neglect of public care

supply (see Lewis 1992).

The maternity and parental leave regulations antbage four countries underline the im-
pression that German family policy cultivates alitianal division of labour. In all four coun-
tries during the period of observation (1994-20@daternity leave payments take the form of
a replacement of previous (net) wages. Only Framak Finland also offer a paid paternity
leave around birth, thus promoting paternal engagenm childcare. Given the duration and
the amount of wage replacement, France, FinlandGardhany roughly offer about the same
level and duration of maternity leave payments {&alele 16). In the UK, however, wage re-
placement lasts for only 6 weeks (a low-level fite is available for an additional 12 weeks),
which consequently adheres to the logic of a liberarket economy that encourages a swift
return of mothers to the labour force. This conidgs further backed by the fact that paren-
tal leave schemes were non-existent before 199&amdntly only last for 13 weeks. Job re-
turn guarantees are limited to the duration of mmitie protection and parental leave (see
MISSOC 2002). In contrast, Germany and France coenliasting parental leave payments
with even longer rights of reinstatement as partheir leave policies (3 years with 2 years
paid). Although the leave can be shared among &inmgrs, parental leave in practice how-
ever is taken almost solely by mothers. Only a imatgroportion of the fathers take up part
of their leave, even in Finland (see Aaberge e2@D5: 137). The long duration of the leave
provides a strong incentive for French and Germamen to retreat from the labour force,
and Germany further nourishes this rationale biomatg childcare supply. In contrast, in
Finland the parental leave is based on an incomplagement, offering significant payments

and thus encouraging female labour market intemugpirior to parenthood. In combination

126 Although it should be noted that Finland is peshaather traditional with respect to families pglsettings,
compared to the other Scandinavian countries rieigertheless the most progressive among the @ubtysin-
tries in encouraging egalitarian gender roles.
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with a limited duration of eligibility (compared @ermany and France), this offers a strong

incentive for labour-market reintegration of mother

Table 16 Leave Regulations and Family Related Subsidies

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

(4) Allocation Pour Jeune Enfant, childrearing keav

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

Sources: Kamerman 2000, MISSOC 2002.

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

(“Erziehungsgeld”).

The opportunity costs of parenthood, and thus tidedncentives to start a family during
(female) unemployment is fundamentally affectedrstitutional support to combine gainful
employment with parenthood in the form of publiddtare provision (see Gornic, Meyers &
Ross 1996). In our sample, Finland has by far tbetralaborate system of external care for

infants and young children with a high level of emage. This complies with the Scandina-



Gender-Specific Effects of Unampient on Family Formation 221

vian model of subsidizing family services to enatle combination of work and family. With

a similar level of coverage, the childcare systarfriance is also able to disburden parents in
this regard (see Neyer 2003). The UK follows th@gple of encouraging diversity and dy-
namics on a widely privatised care system (see M&@®2: 354). Although there is some fi-
nancial support for childcare in the UK, the costschildcare for working parents remain
among the highest in the EU (see Bradshaw & Fir@@2p Just like in the UK, German par-
ents face increased costs of external childcafamilial) support networks are unavailable,
particularly in the West of Germany, where the $ymb public childcare is underdeveloped.
For the East of Germany, the higher coverage dfichie has been positively associated with
fertility (see Hank et al. 2004).

Concluding this overview, Finland displays the mgsherous system of family support
with a clear aim of enabling the combination of fignand work. This is in part also true for
France. Germany, which also spends large amountarity support, still follows a policy
that favours the male breadwinner-principle (seaufEffinger 1996: 479). The respective
package of financial and childcare support tenddetoact women from the labour market and
establishes strong dependencies from the maneligdake of sequencing parenthood and un-
employment, one situation of dependency is followgdnother. Higher educated women in
particular will probably try to avoid such a coridation of labour market absence (see
Aaberge et al. 2005 141f.).

55 Data and Methods

The following overview will outline the fundament$ the empirical analysis. Section 5.5.1
provides some introductory notes on the desigm@Buropean Community Household Panel
(ECHP). Section 5.5.2 describes the populatiorhefanalysis, which includes birth cohorts
from 1955 to 1983, observed between 1994 and ZB@dcial attention is given to limitations
regarding the observation of first-birth transitionthe ECHP, and the set of covariates used
in the multivariate estimates. Section 5.5.3 oe#irthe causal design of the multivariate
analysis and specifies the statistical charactesigif the applied piecewise constant hazard

estimates.
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5.5.1  The European Community Household Panel

The empirical analysis is based on data of the f@ap Community Household Panel
(ECHP). This longitudinal data set provides repnésteve data on the population in the EU
member states between 1994 to 2001. Data colleetamharmonized ex ante (see Glnther
2003), making the ECHP a unique data base for cmatipa research across the EU. The
sample of countries in the empirical analysis cstsspf the UK, Germany, France and
Finland. For Germany and the UK, the ECHP data el@sed from national panels, namely
the British Household Panel Study (BHPS) and ther@a Socio-Economic Panel (SOE®R)
Hence, in these cases an ex post data harmonisatierncarried out, which however was
strictly oriented on the ECHP questionnaire anda-gatucture, providing comparability in
most areas. For the selected countries, all eigivew of the ECHP are available except for

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

The focus of the ECHP questionnaire rests on incamaelabour market-related topics. Un-
fortunately, the availability of subjective indicas, as well as of demographic and family re-
lated information is clearly limited. This curtatlse set of indicators in the following empiri-
cal analysis. In detail, several issues that waessed in the theoretical model (see Chapter
4) cannot be considered. Among others, the ECHRigee no data on childbearing prefer-
ences or on preferences for alternative (i.e. aattopal) goals. Moreover, data on partner-

ship duration is only available for married couples

5.5.2 Data Description and Population of Analysis

First-Births in the ECHP

In the analysis of gender-specific effects of unkyiment on family formation, | focus solely

on the transition tdirst-parenthootf®. As the ECHP lacks biographical information on-par

127 Data structure and contents of the ECHP questionmeere initially designed with a close orientation
SOEP and BHPS. Thus, the cloning process provitidghdevel of data congruency.

128 The life course change, and hence the pondefibgamming a parent is much more complex than timéce to
have additional children (see Hobcraft & Kiernar®3p Moreover, most parents tend to place first sembnd
birth into a rather narrow time frame, what resiritshe increased probability of childbirth if augge already
has a young child (see Kreyenfeld & Huinink 2008 also the discussion in Chapter 4).
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enthood, the identification of biological kinshga difficult endeavour. Parent-child status is
assigned on basis of observed household compasRaments who no longer live with their
child in the same household may spuriously appeaetchildless. This results in two biasing
effects: a) an underestimation of the number oémptsr (if a parent misleadingly appears to be
childless because he or she no longer shares aflmdswith the child), or b) in a misspecifi-
cation of the timing of first birth (if the parenb longer lives with his/her first child, the old-
est co-residing child will be misinterpreted astfichild). This bias however is limited, as
even the oldest of the observed cohorts, born Bbl®ost likely still lived together with
their first child in 1994. The mentioned bias ofsepecifying the timing of family formation
(or the status of being childless) is perhaps rsegére for men, who — after a separation — no

longer share a household with their first child.

Set of Covariates & Unemployment Indicators

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

plans.

There is a central group of variables that pertailabour market participation. | will dis-
tinguish between different forms of activity, nagélll-time and part-time employment, be-
ing in education, economic inactivity, and housdw@&@pecial attention will be paid to differ-
ent measures of unemployment. The individual exmes of unemployment is available on a
monthly basis in the ECHP calendar of activitiei.the information within the calendar of
activities is subject to self-ascription. Thus,idtnot necessarily congruent with the ILO-
concept of unemployment (see footnote 121). A bgdiiasing effect might occur with re-

spect to jobless respondents. That is, where ihéidity for unemployment benefits is re-
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stricted, this may also affect the respondentd-&iception of activity status, which might
result in stating either unemployment or economartivity'®. This is an issue, particularly
where benefit eligibility ceases after a relativehort time as in the UK (see p. 216f.). Hence,
I will carefully consider the impact of economiautivity in the empirical investigation as a
potentially sequential state, succeeding longemyeyment episodes. As unemployment has
been assumed to signal bleak labour market prasped deteriorating human capital, the
ration of unemployment will form an integral part of thealysis. In this context, | will dis-
tinguish between short-term unemployment (whickefirce as up to four months of continu-
ous unemployment) and longer unemployment episotiaile longer periods of unemploy-
ment reveal difficulties encountered in quickly aeang a new job and hence are likely asso-
ciated with discouragement, shorter periods of ypleyment are frequently related to fric-
tional unemployment in search for a new job, andtare limited in their impact on family
formation rationales. Further distinctions, pariéely in consideration of long-term unem-
ployment, would have been promising but are presdudue to limitations in case numbers.
However, | will take into account whether a peré@s had periods of long-term unemploy-
ment during the last five years, assuming that llaimpers occupational prospects and thus,

affects family formation.

Gender-Specific Analysis and Partner Data

I will consider the transitions to first parenthofmat women as well as for men. To elaborate
gender-specific particularities, especially in tomtext of unemployment, it is essential to es-
timate separate models for men and for women. Towt for the fact that the situation and
resources of the partner still play a vital rolee individual-centred models will be supple-
mented with according partner data (Model'®/)The partner variables to be considered in-

clude net personal income, relative income (oneltbr less of partner, about even with part-

129 “International Standard Classification of Educati¢for details see OECD 2001b).

130 Due to reasons of SOEP data conversion, the Gecaiandar of activities includes orgportedunemploy-
ment. A biasing effect however is limited, as unyment in Germany is commonly reported in ordebés
come eligible for unemployment insurance and amsist benefits.

131 partner-based estimations can be only be catiefor persons with valid information on the partii.e. sur-
vey participation of the partner). Where couplesndb share a joint household, or where a partrfeses to
participate in the ECHP (unit non-response), anygigal focus on couples incorporates a bias inetenates.
Moreover, 10% — 20% of first-births in the ECHP ot movered in the partner models as some firshbiare
by single mothers, while some couples do not sadeusehold (at the time of deciding to have aghil
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ner, one-third or more than partner, reflectingtigé bargaining power), transfers reception
(signalling economic dependence), and vocationdlegtucational attainment (as an indicator
of human capital investments), as well as a possibeEmployment of the partner. More gen-
erally, these partner indicators provide vital imfiation when family formation is backed by a
second earner, and they offer a view on the degfré@aditionalism in gender roles in a spe-

cific couple.

5.5.3 Design of the Multivariate Analysis

The empirical analysis is organised to accountHereffect of different consequences of un-
employment on the likelihood to start a family. Feach of the selected countries, France,
Finland, Germany, and the United Kingdom, a modehfien and a model for women will be
estimated separately in order to outline countsesfr, as well as gender-specific effects.
Model | examines the mere effect of individual upéogment on the likelihood to start a
family and differentiates between the impact ofrsierm (up to 4 months) and longer unem-
ployment (> 4 months). This distinction of unemptwnt duration is also the basis for all fur-
ther models (except for Model IIl). Model Il implemts a broad set of covariates. Unem-
ployment duration is conceptualised as part ofdimployment status, aside from full-time
and part-time employment, education and inactiigdel 11l resembles Model Il but relies
on the consideration of interaction effects betweeucational attainment and unemployment
(no duration effects considered). As outlined abdtedel IV integrates partner data. Again
differentiating between men and women, Model V aggtes the data across the four coun-

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

Dependent Variable in the Event History Model

The dependent variable in the event history moslehé occurrence of a first birth. In the
ECHP, the time of birth is available on a monthdydl** | argue from a perspective that per-
ceives the first birth as a consequence of a rakidacision, in which this decision is criti-

cally influenced by constraining factors at thediof this decision. The point of making this

132 while the month of birth was unavailable for Garm in the original ECHP data, it has been supplésaeon
basis of SOEP data for the study at hand.
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decision is approximated with a point in ting® months prior to birth The key goal is to ac-
count for endogeneity problems in the influencehef set of covariates and particularly of
unemployment on the fertility decisith This procedure of backdating may at first glance
appear to be vague in representing the time ofsaeti However, Bongaarts (1982: 76f.),
with reference to various medical studies, highBghat the probability of a couple that plans
to have a child to conceive within one cycle lie$5@% and is even higher among younger
parents below 30. This suggests that the propodiarouples for whom the backdating pro-
vides a misspecification of more than two to thmeanths is limited. Hence, a biasing effect
on model estimates due to inaccurate backdatingldhie considered but is likely limited in
the size of effect. The procedure to backdate bymenths will hence likely provide conser-

vative results.

Figure 15 Kaplan Meier Estimates of First-Birth Transitiomis\Wwomen (Cohorts 1955-1983)

1.00
0.75
c
S
=4
S 0.50
=]
a
0.25
0.00
T T T T T T T T T T
10 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 60
Age
France oo Finland
Germany ————- UK
Source: ECHP 1994-2001 (author’s estimates); n of subjects= 8.093 / n of events = 1.952.

The focus on the population at risk requires theuesion of persons who are widely inhibited

from childbirth due to age. The time at risk in #rapirical model starts with age 16 (which is

133 What is most important is that a backdating of teonths guarantees integrity of the measured tibreof
causality. That is, all covariates are meastrefrethe time of conception and henlseforedeciding to have
that child. A misspecification of the duration effexf unemployment occurs in cases, where the idecisr
parenthood was made earlier than the assumed tethsnprior to birth. Sensitivity tests that havemearried
out however suggest that backdating the monthrdi bietween ten and twelve month provides simileslyust
results.



Gender-Specific Effects of Unampient on Family Formation 227

also the age of eligibility for participation indlECHP) and lasts until age 45. Although we
can find a postponement in the timing of birth®tlghout all Western societies, the transition
to first parenthood beyond the age of 45 is rat@ckwvapplies for both genders — at the very
least — due to biological limits (see Sections2&.2.1.6; see also Figure 15). As the delay in
the timing of births also includes a catching-unigher ages — especially among higher edu-

cated persons — age has to be an integral pdreahodel.

Specification of the Statistical Model

In sum, | consider any first births between theeptal ages of 16 to 45 during the time of
analysis (1994 to 2001). Focusing on the duratiotil €irst-birth occurrence, | applgvent
history method# analysing the impact of unemployment. The tawes of the model is con-
stituted by the age of the respondent in monthscdas time starts with the first month in the
16th year since the respondent’s birth (month 198 time of observation starts with entry
into the panel. This is the case if a person isspaondent in the ECHP starting wave in 1994,
if a panel member reaches thé"Mar of age, or if a person moves into a panebébold.
The period of observation ends ten months prighéooccurrence of the first birth or at panel
exit, in which case the spell is regarded as ceusdtinally, | consider respondents of the co-
horts 1955 to 1983 who are still childless (i.eovane still at risk of first birth).

As first-birth risk (taken as proxy for the firsiddt decision) is not uniformly distributed
across the age range in question a model is retjthieg is capable of incorporating the func-
tional form of the baseline hazard (see Figure 28).appropriate model in this case is a
piecewise-constant exponential hazard model (38dnk2005: 38f.}3* which is specified in

the following fornt®*

g exp(BX, +yz,(1)) ( 0;25)
gexp(BX,+yZ,(1) t0(253312

o(t)=16,exp(B X, +yZ,(1) tO(31339 (1.1)
6,exp(BX,+rz,(1) t0(397;454
6.exp(B X, +yZ,(1) t0(457;54)

134 The technical application relies on a piecewisastant script for Stata, elaborated by Sorensé8.19
135 values in parentheses display the age-range irthmaince respondents’ birth.



228 Chapter Five

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

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

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

Figure 16. Hazard Ratio of Transition to First Birth — Wom@ohorts 1955 — 1983)
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Source: ECHP 1994-2001 (author’s estimates) n of subjects= 8.093 / n of events = 1952.
Note:  Hazard rate based on monthly risk.

While the piecewise constant is a semi-parametitisuous time model, the time until birth
is based on a discrete measurement with monthéyiats. Yet, the average duration in adult
life until first birth is several years. A monthbpollection of birth events may therefore be

treated as an approximation of continuous dataJeekins 2005: 19f.).

As specified above, | include time invariant valésb(e.g., gender or country of origin) as
well as time variant variables (e.g., educationtdiament, or benefit reception) Most of the
time-varying variables, however, are available nraanual basis only. The month of a status

change for a time varying variable will be basechanean between the interview in t and the

138 The constant hazards within each of these tirenials do in fact each represent an exponentizrdamodel
(which in turn is a specification of the Weibull de with a = 1).
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previous interview before the change in t-1, inesrb minimise any bias incorporated by im-
proper status ascription. Where this approximaiidgarferes with the investigated sequence
of events (i.e. constraints ip affect fertility choices inj), the information is collected from

the last interview prior to the birth decision irder to maintain the focus on the implied cau-

sality of events.

5.6 Results of the Multivariate Analysis

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

cussed in the following. Indicators, which haverbeensidered, but which are not displayed
with the results in Table 18 — Table 22 (p. 24#flude control dummies for calendar year,
for household siZ&’, as well as for the country of origifi Additional omitted control vari-

ables include being in public employment, in seffpdboyment and having a fixed term con-
tract (see p.236 for a brief discussion). A dethdescription of the empirical models beyond

what was already outlined in the previous sectiam lze found on p.246.

Basic Effects

The multivariate analysis of the effect of unemphent on family formation indicates varia-
tions across gender and country level. An initetl &f estimates (Model 1) only distinguishes
the impact of short-term (1-4 months) and longeemployment (>4 months), ignoring any
further covariate$®. In this context, | find clear evidence for gendpecific opposing effects
of unemployment on family formation. The impactc@nsistently negative among men and
positive among women. Only women in France and me¢he UK deviate from this picture,
and do not show any significant effects. More galtgrthe impact of unemployment remains

insignificant if unemployment duration is ratheiogh That is, it is predominantly longer un-

137 Household size serves as indicator of potensied aetworks, presumably reducing opportunity costs

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

139" A model immanent consideration of the piecewismstant baseline hazards is included in all models.
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employment episodes of more than four months oficoaus unemployment that show sig-
nificant effect levels. The impact tdhger unemployment is negative among men and posi-
tive among women. Women in Finland however deviiam this otherwise persistent pattern
across those countries, where unemployment affaoigdy formation rationales. Among Fin-
sih women, only shorter unemployment episodes aioujppur months show a positive effect
on the likelihood to start a family. The latteresft also remains widely constant across all es-

timated models.

A Detailed View on Unemployment across Countries

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

(reference category).

In analysing the effects of the duration of unempient, | have also considered linear ef-
fects with a decreasing marginal utility, represena growing discouragement that reaches a
maximum after a specific amount of time. Howevestirrates not displayed revealed that

there are obviously different threshold level effe@cross countries (most likely related to the
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duration of eligibility for unemployment insuranbenefits and their amount), which affect
the relation between unemployment duration andptiopensity to start a family. Summariz-
ing these findings, the assumption of a simpledineffect of unemployment duration could

not be validated with significant resufts

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

mation rationales.

Yet, it should be noted that it is not possiblaistinguish between persons who have en-
tered unemployment voluntarily, those who are awrii they can quickly regain a job, and
persons, who have lost their job involuntarily. Amgahe latter group, some certainly antici-
pate bleak occupational prospects after only atsghaation of unemployment. The distinc-
tion between shorter and longer unemployment epsahly serves as an approximation,
with the goal of separating the confident job-skardrom the discouraged unemployed, for
whom the impact on family formation is likely mgoeonounced. In this context, the fact that
even short-term unemployment among Finnish womereases the likelihood to have a first
child (and increases the reluctance to do so arkimgsh men, for whom the effect however
is rather spurious) could be a consequence of theidh labour market crisis during the
1990s. This crisis most likely had a strong negaiimpact on economic and, in particular, oc-

cupational prospects, thus promoting the transitmmmotherhood even in an institutional

140 Additional estimates not provided with the mudtilate results on p.247ff., could trace the negatiffect of
unemployment among men primarily to the role offore income combined with an impact of educatiatal
tainment and the backing of a second earner.

141 In this context, a distinction between shortlmand long-term unemployment would certainly hagen use-
ful, but was rejected in favour of obtaining stabftimates under given case numbers. Moreovem ghesfact
that the exact measurement of unemployment duratiche time of family formation is opposed by an a
proximation of the time of fertility decision thrgh backdating, conducted sensitivity tests sugthedta dis-
tinction between shorter and longer unemploymeaviges sufficiently stable results.
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context that otherwise offers comparatively gooadittons to combine work and family.
That is, this takes place in an institutional cahtbat should generate only a limited need to

place the transition to motherhood within an unewplent episode.

While longer unemployment among women in Germard/the UK shows particularly ro-
bust effects of an increased likelihood to stdiraily, France is the only example among the
observed countries, where unemployment generategjativeimpact on the decision to be-
come a mother. However, this effect of longer unegment only shows a low level of sig-
nificance (p=0.085) and should thus be interpret@ti caution. Yet, what is interesting is
that this indicator is only significant after casiting for partner characteristics (like partner
income, partner education, and individual incomatiee to that of the partner; see Model
IV). This means that even in a context where angartould compensate the loss in family
income caused by the female unemployment, Frenchencstill favour labour market reinte-
gration over family formation. Obviously, womentims country place a high value on eco-
nomic independence, which is also supported byfitiding that a higher relative income
among French womemeducesthe probability of deciding to have a child. Théiselings are
in line with the perception of an extensive anduaate system of family support in France
that enables women to combine occupational anditdmesponsibilities. These findings are
furthermore consistent with a cultural backgroumat tdoes not rely on strict norms of mater-
nal care, as in Germany, e.g., and that has atladgion of encouraging female labour mar-

ket attachment (see Veil 2005; see also Section 3.4

Nevertheless, there are some indications thatgiergioccupational hardships also tend to
distract women from their occupational engagemerfrance: Only among French women,
can | identify a relation between variations inioegl unemployment rate and the likelihood
of deciding to have a first child. An increase lie unemployment rate by 1 percentage point
increases the propensity to start a family by 3%weler, once again, these results should be
interpreted with caution: The referred result isdzhon a low level of significance and France
remains theonly country with any significant relation between gl unemployment rate
and first-birth risk. These somewhat “meagre” firgi should not be interpreted to suggest
that bleak economic prospects do not affect thézegen of family formation plans. How-
ever, they sheds some doubt on the assumptiomtieaployment rate is an appropriate indi-

cator of how the actors evaluate occupational @osp This also nourishes the impression
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that the mechanism translating perceived aggragaaployment — or more generally aggre-
gate economic indicators — into fertility behaviasiperhaps more complex than implied by
frameworks like the Easterlin Hypothesis (1962,&)96r the Butz & Ward model (1979, see

critically Kramer & Neusser 1984, or Macunovich 599

Economic Inactivity

In the above section, | have discussed that, inUkethe female return to work frequently
occurs from a position of economic inactivity (seection 5.4.2). This is important since it
highlights that the distinction between unemploytmemd inactivity is closely related to na-
tional models of coping with unemployment — bottiudually and in terms of institutional
unemployment support. In this context, some ofuthemployment in the UK — particularly if
it is longer unemployment — appears as economidiingy. This is the case when job search
activities or at least the availability for work asprerequisite of unemployment support. Un-
employment insurance and particularly the durabbeligibility for benefits is extensive in
the all of the observed countries. However, inlth€ eligibility for unemployment benefits
ceases after a relatively short time. Yet, whesrdeactivities are no longer compulsory be-
cause the duration of unemployment exceeds thegefi benefit eligibility, the link to the
labour market becomes more fragile. In such a contetors are more likely to perceive
themselves as being inactively out of the laboucdprather than being unemploy&dThe
same applies, if repeated failure in job-searcliviies has discouraged the confidence to re-
enter the labour market in the near future. Impalyathe monthly activity status in this con-

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

Underlying this line of reasoning is that econoimigctivity does not only succeed a longer
unemployment episode but is also closely relateattupational discouragement. In this con-
text, starting a family from a position of econoniiactivity could also be attractive as a
means of compensating for the loss in social estednicth is likely profound after an ex-
tended period of inactivity, given strong normgpéoticipate in gainful employment or at least
to focus on alternative, socially accepted formaaivity like parenthood. Indeed, the multi-

variate findings suggest distinct effects of ecoioimactivity on the propensity to decide for

142 Detailed tests of the association between ungmpat and economic inactivity nourish the assunmpthat
inactivity is frequently a sequential state thateds a longer unemployment episode.
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the transition tanotherhood The strength of the effects varies from an inseealikelihood

of 50% in France and Germany, to a likelihood aftastg a family during periods of inactiv-
ity in the UK that is more than 6 times higher tr@nong full-time employed women. The
fact that this impact is extensive in the UK andhparatively weak among German women is
most likely indebted to the fact that lasting ditity for unemployment insurance benefits in
Germany maintains a closer link to the labour miarked thus to the status of being in unem-
ployment. In contrast, a higher number of joblessnen tend to report their status as inactive
in the UK, where job-search activities are no langempulsory even after a short duration of

unemployment, undermining a close attachementedethour force.

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

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

143 |nitial unemployment insurance payments in the tétse after 6 months with subsequent social assist
payments (see also Section 5.4.3). These paymeamtbaged on household incoraed family size, which
poses an additional incentive to have a child, eloacupational prospects are bleak. Perhaps arlaharket
reintegration is anticipated, as long as unemployni@surance regulations encourage job-search itiesiy
while a longer labour market absence severs a dosepational link, thus boosting the decision family
formation.
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Earlier Long-Term Unemployment

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

effect for persons, who have experienced thisrigsiclusion from the labour market in their

recent occupational biography. 1) Prior long-temmemployment persistently hampers labour
market integration and obtainable income prosplegtdeteriorating skill endowments. While

this effect can in part be ruled out by the consitien of personal income in the empirical

models, the second issue is perhaps more impo2arthe experience of long-term unem-
ployment increases occupational insecurities, thugermining occupational prospects and
economic reliability. In this context, the expeenof long-term unemployment might func-

tion as a trigger event that might either signalueed breadwinner capabilities among men,
or encourage a focus on family formation as anrradiitve biographical option beyond em-

ployment (see DiPrete & McManus 2000; Friedman.et304).

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

not find any significant impact of previous longfteunemployment among men.

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

bour market focus, common among French women.

In contrast, for women in Germany and the UK, loeign unemployment during the last
five years shows aegative impacbn the likelihood to decide for a first child. fist glance,
this seems to contradict the pronounced positiveatth of longer unemployment among

women in these countries. However, this apparentradiction is most likely a selection ef-
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fect of women with a strong labour market attachiméiven that long-term unemployment in
Germany and the UK tends to speed up the tranditianotherhood, this excludes the con-
cerned women from the sample, as they are no laaigesk to perform the transition to par-
enthood. Thus, women thegmainin the sample in;t though having experienced long-term
unemployment ingtare primarily women that reject starting a faniflya context of precari-

ous employment. In contrast, among French womemg-term unemployment probably initi-

ates a detachment from the labour market thattesuh latent diffusion process into moth-

erhood, rather than ammediateretreat from the labour force.

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

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

Additional factors in the context of precarious éoyment that have been tested include

part-time employmeft’, fixed term contracts, as well as self- and puéligployment”. Part-

144 Due to the limited explanatory power, the mergibvariables were included in the estimates bue leen
omitted in the displayed results on p.247ff.
145 part-time work in the ECHP is defined as workingrenthan 15 hours and less than 30 hours a week.
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time employment and working under a temporary @mttis assumed to signal an incomplete
integration into the labour force and insecure eaprospects (see Kurz 2002; Kim & Kurz
2003). Yet, the empirical investigations did nobyde convincing evidence in this direction.
Though both part-time work and fixed term contresftswed clear negative patterns with re-
spect to starting a family for both men and womeall countries, none of these contexts are
statistically significant, except for a weak andtable effect of fixed term contracts for Ger-
man women. Also public employment, which usuallpud guarantee a higher degree of re-
liability and regard for parental needs does natvigle any stable results. Only self-
employment among men in the UK and in France shoesarer signs of being supportive of
starting a family. Though this evidence is surpgsat first glance, as self-employed persons
are usually expected to have a high workload arglire flexible time budgets, self-
employment also relates to a sound establishmeatbinsiness context, thus offering reliable

prospects for financially supporting a family.

Unemployment and Educational Attainmetit

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

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

148 1t should be noted that the ISCED indicator (seetiSn 2.2.1; OECD 2001b), applied in the ECHP ireotd
achieve cross-national comparability in educatideagéls, still suffers from a limited comparabilit§ educa-
tional certificates across countries (ISCED 0-2 eoselary schooling; ISCED 3 = upper secondary schgoli
& vocational education; ISCED5-7 = third level, inggher vocational and academic education).
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However, women in Finland, Germany, and the UK wittid- to lower educa-
tional/vocational attainment show amcreasedprobability to place the transition to parent-
hood within an unemployment episode. In Germany tedUK, this impact is most pro-
nounced among women with lower levels of educatidrese women combine adverse occu-
pational prospects with a limited threat of humapital depreciation due to their already low
level of skill endowments. Moreover, the UK and @any are also the two countries that
combine the highest opportunity costs of parentheibkd prevalent traditional gender role as-
criptions. Hence, it is obviously women with comgatarely bleak labour market prospects in
contexts of institutionally and culturally mediateark family incompatibilities that decide
for a first child while being unemployed. Yet, iiaild be noted that Finnish women (signifi-
cant impact of unemployment & medium level eduagtigenerally can rely on a higher insti-
tutional support of combining work and motherhobldwever, given the deep recession dur-
ing the 1990s, the experience of unemployment amiaglevel educated womé&H most

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

ily.

The Partner Model (1V)

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

longer unemployment of wives of French men doesshotv any significant impact. It can be

147 Lower educated women in Finland show no increased fikeli of family formation during unemployment.
However, this educational group is comparativelalsrim both the Finnish society as well as in theHP
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speculated that this is both a reflection of thesel labour market attachment of French
women, as well as an indicator of an urge to awoiregress to traditional family roles and
economic dependence, particularly in a culturaltexinwhere a focus on maternal roles pro-

vides fewer chances of acquiring social esteem.

With respect to the duration of a partnership, disvepeculated that a longer duration fos-
ters reciprocity and mutual trust, and thus seteagstrict the perceived risk of abandonment
and the significant other exploiting his/her ecoiatly superior position. While the results
should be interpreted with caution as only maudadation could be considered, the evidence
across all four countries for both women and mewidgely consistent in suggesting that pri-
marily the transition to marriage is crucial in tieéng family formation rationales, rather than
the duration of the partnership. In fact the likelihood to starfamily increases with the tran-

sition to marriage but then declines with maritatation.

The Cross-National Model (Model V)

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

longer dominant in family formation choices. Thatwhere personal and institutional arrange-

what most likely increases the standard errorhénesstimates, thus leading to insignificant results
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ments are capable of compensating for the econsetiiacks of male unemployment, this occu-

pational hardship does not appear to signal pergigtreduced breadwinner qualities.

Moreover, the view of men in the UK supports thewithat the status loss due to unem-
ployment might be compensated for by becominglzefaffor this line of reasoning see Tolke
& Diewald 2003). The occupational status loss aduertemployment is particularly extensive
in a liberal market economy, where participatiorgainful employment is crucial for social
recognition, and thus for self-esteem. Compensdtinghis status decline with a focus on a
family role might be an option among men who hagerbprofoundly discouraged in their at-
tempts to regain a job. For them, the low pricgime might encourage a participation in pa-
rental responsibilities, thus disburdening the woraad increasing the probability of family
formation. However, aeversalof traditional gender roles that are still prevala the UK is
perhaps a daring assumption, particularly given tha outlined effect did not prove to be

very stable.

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

cally inactive unlikely.

The findings for Finland were unexpected. Eventhamashort duration of unemployment
increases the likelihood of starting a family bg fiactor 2.3. This widely resembles the situa-
tion in the strong breadwinner countries of Germang the UK, and clearly distinguishes
Finland from the French context, where women shaose labour market attachment and a
high reluctance to start a family during unemplopté hese results are surprising, as the
Finnish welfare state shows the highest performam@ncouraging egalitarian gender roles,

in protecting from life course risks, and in suppuay the reconciliation of work and family
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roles for women. Hence, the incentive of reducipgartunity costs by combining unem-
ployment and the transition to parenthood shou&hrty be reduced in Finland. There is
strong evidence that this fertility behaviour iesgly related to the recession and labour mar-
ket crisis Finland experienced during the earlyQ9®bviously, the adverse labour market
conditions had a lasting impact on the perceptibacgupational prospects and insecurities,
thus fostering family formation as a focus beyomrdupational activity. Nevertheless, these
results also raise some questions of whether gtéttional arrangement in Finland is indeed
doing so well in alleviating the burdens on womkattresult from combining occupational

and family roles.

5.7 Summary & Conclusion

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

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

The consequence of these contradictory institutian@ngements in market (i.e. individ-
ual) oriented and in family oriented institutiorse¢ McDonald 2000) are high opportunity

costs of parenthood. These opportunity costs atbduincreased by the necessity of estab-
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lishing an autonomous and independent economidiposiast but not least, in order to com-
pensate for limited institutional protection froifel course risks and economic hardships.
This leads to a strong female labour market atta&cttimAgainst this background, only longer
unemployment episodes that have already hampebbedrianarket integration show a positive

impact on to the likelihood to start a family.

The view on the UK and Germany supports the assomftat family formation in these
countries is closely related to two major factdiisst, high burdens of combining familial and
occupational roles, particularly among women; agwbad, the implicit norm to first integrate
into the labour market in order to transfer edul investments into safe occupational
status positions. This context results in familgnfation during unemployment being a prom-
ising option, particularly among lower educated vweomwho frequently already depend on
support from a male earner, whose partner relatiwashus more traditional, and who face
bleak labour market prospects compared to womem ligther skill endowments. In contrast,
higher educated women are reluctant to place #msition to parenthood within an unem-
ployment episode. Rather, these women focus oingegeation into the labour market obvi-
ously in order to avoid a reduction to the roletlaf sole homemaker, which would not only
lead to a depreciation of their human capital itmesits and hamper their career options, but

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

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

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

(A) Additional Structural Indicators

Figure 17 Male-Female Employment Ratio Gap1993 — 2001
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Source: SourceOECD Employment and Labour Statjig2€97b). Online database.

Figure 18 Female Labour Force Participation 1960 — 200&byntry
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Figure 19 Gross Domestic Product (GDP) per Capita in PuiciggPower Standards (PPS)
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(B) Descriptive Statistics

(See following page)
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Table 17 Sample of Respondents — Selected Descriptivesttat

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

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

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

Model Description:

Model I:

Model II:

Model III:

Model IV:

Model V:

Note:

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

Short-term (up to 4 months of continuous unemplayne

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

All adult respondents of cohorts 1955-1983

Duration of unemployment, prior to the month etision for parenthood

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

All adult respondents of cohorts 1955-1983

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

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

All adult respondents of cohorts 1955-1983

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

Only couples with partner being panel respondetipds 1955-1983.

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

Only couples with partner being panel respondetipds 1955-1983.

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

Model V is based on differentiation solely by gende
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Table 18 Determinants of First-Birth Risk - Piecewise G@mt Estimates fdfrance by Gende(note: this table continued on next page)

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

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

egories: Full-time

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

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

Table continued on next page...
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Table 18 continued...
Model | Model Il Model 11l Model IV
Men Women Men Women Men Women Men Women
haz. | b haz. b haz. | b haz. | b haz. | b haz. [ b haz. | b ha z. | b
Regional UE Rate
(Nuts1 Level) 1.02 1.03 1.02 1.03 1.03 1.04
(0.02) (0.02)* (0.02) (0.02)* (0.02) (0.02)*
Education Reference: 2™ Stage of Secondary Education (ISCED 3)
Less than 2™ Stage of Secon- 1.12 1.07 1.08 1.11 1.13 1.03
dary Education  (ISCED 0-2) (0.13) (0.13) (0.13) (0.14) (0.13) (0.14)
Third Level Education 0.84 1.07 0.84 1.11 0.83 1.16
(ISCED 5-7) (0.10) (0.10) (0.10) (0.11) (0.10) (0.12)
Individual Income  (Euro/Month PPP adjusted)
1.12 1.08 1.12 1.08 1.09 1.12
Net Income, Work & Assets (0.03)"* (0.05) (0.03)"* (0.05) (0.03)* (0.06)**
Public Transfers 3.47 5.96 3.42 5.96 3.35 6.63
(excl. Unemployment Benefits) (1.22)*** (1.34)*** (1.20)*** (1.34)** (1.22)*** (1.70)***
Type of relationship Reference : Single / Living Apart Together
Consensual Union 2L.47 6.48 2137 6.49 Reference: Consensual Union
(5.47)** (1.20)*** (5.44)** (1.20)***
Married for up to 1 Year 47.18 10.29 47.29 10.33 2.16 1.57
(12.81)**= (2.16)** (12.80)*** (2.16)*** (0.33)*** (0.26)***
Married 2 to 3 Years 55.36 16.16 54.97 16.20 2.52 2.33
(14.69)*** (3.22)*** (14.57)*** (3.23)** (0.27)** (0.26)***
Married 4 Years or more 35.69 10.18 35.52 10.17 1.66 1.49
(9.73)*** (2.15)** (9.66)*** (2.15)*** (0.22)*** (0.20)***
Partnerinformation (Reference categories as above)
. 0.95 1.10
P. Education (ISCED 0-2) (0.13) (0.13)
. 1.14 0.85
P. Education (ISCED 5-7) (0.12) (0.10)
P. Net Income 1.14 1.13 1.14 1.13 1.15 1.09
(Euro/Month PPP adjusted) (0.04)*** (0.02)*** (0.04)*** (0.02)*** (0.05)**+ (0.03)**
Relative Income Reference: Equal Income Level
Traditional (& 1/3 above Q) 1.02 114
(0.11) (0.13)
. 0.76 0.72
Fem. Main Earner (91/3>3) (0.14) (0.12)*
n of Person-Months = 152429 124894 152429 124894 152429 124894 38752 38521
n of Subjects / Events = 2851 /579 2465/ 632 2851 /579 2465 /632 2851 /579 2465/ 632 1198 /551 1208 / 556
Log Pseudolikelihood = -212.28 171.1 352.14 326.82 353.91 327.25 456.01 491.24
Wald Chi? = 15650.00 15991.52 11739.73 12878.16 11771.69 12859.51 10011.78 9423.06

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

Significance levels based on p < Q¥0p < 0.05 (**) and p < 0.01 (***).
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Table 19 Determinants of First Birth Risk - Piecewise &amt Estimates fdfinland by Gende(note: this table continued on next page)

Model | Model Il Model IlI Model IV
Men Women Men Women Men Women Men Women
haz. [ b | haz. | b [haz. | b [haz. | b |haz. [ b |haz. [ b |haz |[b [haz | b
Baseline Hazard (Effects apply to Hazard / Month)
161021 Y 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01
0 <L vears (0.00)+** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)** (0.00)+** (0.00)+* (0.00)*** (0.00)+**
29 t0 26 Years 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01
(0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)***
2710 33 Years 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01
(0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)***
330 38 Years 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
(0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)***
39 to 45 Years 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
(0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)***
Ever Worked?
Yes (1) 1.29 0.91 1.27 0.93 0.50 0.78
(0.72) (0.24) (0.71) (0.25) (0.24) (0.22)
Activi ty Status Reference: Full-time Employed w. Permanet Contract (Omitted Categories: Full-time w. Fixed Term Contract / FT+Public Employ. / Self Employment)
Part-Time Employed 1.34 0.74 1.34 0.74 1.30 0.66
(0.45) (0.23) (0.45) (0.23) (0.50) (0.23)
In Education/Apprentice 0.50 0.77 0.50 0.76 0.54 0.80
(0.16)** (0.17) (0.16)** (0.18) (0.20)* (0.21)
Economically Inactive omitted 2.82 omitted 2.82 omitted 2.82
(1.15)** (1.16)** (1.29)**
0.48 2.78 0.50 2.29 0.26 2.29
Short-Term UE (1-4 months) (0.24) (0.61)*** (0.26) (0.57)*** (0.19)* (0.62)++
Longer UE (5 or more mo.) 0.48 1.26 0.83 1.23 0.73 1.22
(0.18)* (0.37) (0.32) (0.41) (0.32) (0.45)
. i 1.03 1.77
UE*Lower Educ. (ISCED 0-2) (0.60) (0.83)
o ; 0.36 1.93
UE*Mid Education (ISCED 3) (0.19)* (0.64)"
e ] 1.54 1.70
UE*Higher Educ. (ISCED5-7) (0.81) (0.55)
Partners Employment Status
Unemployed / Inactive il 0.67
(0.53)*** (0.24)
Lona -term UE (>12Months) Durina the last 5 Ye ars? Reference: Not Lona-Term UE during last 5 vears
Yes (1) 0.82 0.93 0.82 0.85 0.73 0.83
(0.19) (0.22) (0.19) (0.20) (0.19) (0.21)
Table continued on next page...
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Table 19 continued...
Model | Model Il Model 11l Model IV
Men Women Men Women Men Women Men Women
haz. | b haz. b haz. | b haz. | b haz. | b haz. [ b haz. | b ha z. | b
Regional UE Rate
(Nuts1 Level) 1.02 1.04 1.02 1.04 1.02 1.04
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)
Education Reference: 2™ Stage of Secondary Education (ISCED 3)
Less than 2™ Stage of Secon- 0.88 1.76 0.81 1.78 0.98 1.45
dary Education  (ISCED 0-2) (0.20) (0.38)*** (0.20) (0.42)* (0.26) (0.33)
Third Level Education 0.85 142 0.80 1.46 0.83 1.52
(ISCED 5-7) (0.15) (0.24)* (0.14) (0.26)* (0.16) (0.27)**
Individual Income  (Euro/Month PPP adjusted)
1.11 1.17 1.11 1.17 1.09 1.17
Net Income, Work & Assets (0.07) (0.06)** (0.07) (0.06)** (0.10) (0.06)**
Public Transfers 2.44 1.51 2.44 1.58 2.34 1.14
(excl. Unemployment Benefits) (0.83)*** (0.99) (0.83)*** (1.02) (0.88)** (0.92)
Type of relationship Reference : Single / Living Apart Together
Consensual Union 2.94 8.97 2.94 8.99 Reference: Consensual Union
(0.90)*** (2.97)** (0.90)*** (2.96)*** )
Married for up to 1 Year 17.55 42.66 17.62 42.90 7.03 5.17
P (5.59)*** (14.79)*** (5.57)*** (14.88)*** (L.77)** (1.29)***
Married 2 to 3 Years 8.98 24.00 8.82 24.13 3.25 2.76
(2.74)** (8.35)*** (2.68)*** (8.36)*** (0.68)*** (0.56)***
Married 4 Years or more 5.97 20.57 5.95 20.58 2.38 2.47
(1.90)*** (7.50)** (1.89)*** (7.48)*** (0.53)*** (0.58)***
Partner information (Reference categories as above)
. 1.10 1.23
P. Education (ISCED 0-2) (0.29) (0.30)
. 1.44 0.83
P. Education (ISCED 5-7) (0.25) (0.15)
P. Net Income 1.18 1.15 1.18 1.15 1.19 1.15
(Euro/Month PPP adjusted) (0.09)** (0.07)* (0.09)** (0.07)** (0.11)* (0.08)**
Relative Income Reference: Equal Income Level
Traditional (& 1/3 above Q) 1.06 1.10
(0.23) (0.23)
. 1.10 0.89
Fem. Main Earner (91/3>3) (0.30) (0.23)
n of Person-Months = 76413 61651 76413 61651 76413 61651 23772 23833
n of Subjects / Events = 1635 / 249 1389 / 250 1635/ 249 1389 / 250 1635 / 249 1389 / 250 782 /219 786 / 227
Log Pseudolikelihood = -129.11 -111.84 65.35 70.55 67.20 69.07 147.29 129.98
Wald Chi® = 7010.22 6619.78 15563.11 8788.73 15780.84 9575.46 8664.15 7078.84

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

Significance levels based on p < Q¥0p < 0.05 (**) and p < 0.01 (***).
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Table 20 Determinants of First-Birth Risk - PiecewiserStant Estimates f@ermany by Gende(note: this table continued on next page)

Model | Model Il Model IlI Model IV
Men Women Men Women Men Women Men Women
haz. | b | haz. | b [haz. | b [haz. | b [haz [ b |haz. [ b |haz. [ b |ha z | b
Baseline Hazard (Effects apply to Hazard / Month)
161021 Y 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
0 <L vears (0.00)** (0.00)*** (0.00)** (0.00)+* (0.00)+** (0.00)+* (0.00)+* (0.00)+**
29 t0 26 Years 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
(0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)***
27 t0 33 Years 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
(0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)***
330 38 Years 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
(0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)***
39 to 45 Years 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
(0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)***
Ever Worked?
Yes (1) 1.53 1.81 1.53 1.79 1.21 1.17
(0.69) (0.52)* (0.70) (0.52)* (0.68) (0.41)
Activity Status Reference: Full-time Employed w. Permanent Contract (Omitted Categories: Full-time w. Fixed Term Contract / FT+Public Employ. / Self-Employment)
Part-Time Employed 0.68 0.91 0.68 0.91 0.74 0.97
(0.19) (0.17) (0.19) (0.17) (0.22) (0.20)
In Education/Apprentice 084 054 0.85 054 1.02 0.68
(0.20) (0.12)** (0.20) (0.12)** (0.30) (0.15)*
Economically Inactive omitted 1.53 omitted 1.54 omitted 1.21
(0.33)** (0.33)** (0.31)
0.58 1.23 0.69 1.28 0.61 1.22
Short-Term UE (1-4 months) (0.22) (0.35) (0.27) (0.38) 0.27) (0.41)
Longer UE (5 or more mo.) 0.65 1.82 1.11 2.30 0.87 2.01
(0.17)* (0.33)*** (0.29) (0.50)*** (0.29) (0.54)***
. i 0.88 1.99
UE*Lower Educ. (ISCED 0-2) (0.33) (0.54)
o ; 0.98 1.74
UE*Mid Education (ISCED 3) (0.29) (0.41)"
e ] 0.47 1.96
UE*Higher Educ. (ISCED5-7) (0.48) (1.08)
Partners Employment _Status
Unemployed / Inactive L 0.74
(0.29)*** (0.22)
Lona -term UE (>12Months) Durina the last 5 Years?  Reference: Not Lona-Term UE during last 5 vears
Yes (1) 0.82 0.80 0.86 0.87 0.88 0.64
(0.20) (0.20) (0.22) (0.21) (0.24) (0.20)
Table continued on next page...
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Table 20 continued...
Model | Model Il Model 11l Model IV
Men Women Men Women Men Women Men Women
haz. | b haz. | b haz. | b haz. | b haz. | b haz. [ b haz. | b ha z. | b
Regional UE Rate
(Nuts1 Level) 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.98
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)
Education Reference: 2™ Stage of Secondary Education (ISCED 3)
Less than 2™ Stage of Secon- 1.28 1.48 1.29 1.46 1.34 1.40
dary Education  (ISCED 0-2) (0.16)* (0.17)*** (0.17)* (0.18)*** (0.18)* (0.18)**
Third Level Education 111 0.93 1.12 0.92 1.22 0.94
(ISCED 5-7) (0.13) (0.13) (0.13) (0.13) (0.16) (0.14)
Individual Income  (Euro/Month PPP adjusted)
1.11 1.27 1.11 1.27 1.10 1.26
Net Income, Work & Assets (0.05)* (0.09)%** (0.05)% (0.09)** (0.06) (0.08)***
Public Transfers 1.03 13.58 1.03 13.53 0.63 18.16
(excl. Unemployment Benefits) (0.58) (4.51)*** (0.58) (4.49)*** (0.40) (7.22)***
Type of relationship Reference : Single / Living Apart Together
Consensual Union 284 1.70 284 170 Reference: Consensual Union
(0.72)** (0.36)** (0.72)*** (0.36)** )
Married for up to 1 Year 20.81 9.56 20.67 9.56 7.87 6.00
(4.86)*** (2.01)** (4.82)*** (2.01)*** (1.52)** (1.16)***
Married 2 to 3 Years 17.12 9.98 17.13 9.92 6.54 6.25
(4.06)** (2.02)*** (4.06)*** (2.00)*** (1.221)%* (1.05)***
Married 4 Years or more 12.97 7.26 12.95 7.25 4.95 4.77
(3.11)** (1.50)*** (3.11)** (1.50)*** (0.86)*** (0.81)***
Partner Information  (Reference categories as above)
P. Education (ISCED 0-2) 1.33 1.38
(0.17)* (0.18)*
. 0.83 1.09
P. Education (ISCED 5-7) (0.12) (0.15)
P. Net Income 1.12 1.07 1.12 1.07 1.25 111
(Euro/Month PPP adjusted) (0.09) (0.06) (0.09) (0.06) (0.09)*** (0.06)*
Relative Income Reference: Equal Income Level
Traditional (& 1/3 above Q) 1.16 1.04
(0.14) (0.14)
. 1.14 1.06
Fem. Main Earner (91/3>3) (0.25) (0.20)
n of Person-Months = 163853 131925 163853 131925 163853 131925 51642 54822
n of Subjects / Events = 2754 | 547 2372/ 588 2754 | 547 2372/ 588 2754 | 547 2372/ 588 1321 /491 1356 / 484
Log Pseudolikelihood = -313.57 -286.86 130.62 74.07 130.81 72.74 282.84 256.33
Wald Chi® = 15580.61 15740.94 12711.16 13745.21 12733.39 15094.11 9490.44 9326.65

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

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




Gender-Specific Effects of Unemployment on Fanolyfation

253

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

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

ic Employ. / Self-Employment)

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

Table continued on next page...
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Table 21 continued...
Model | Model I Model 11l Model IV
Men Women Men Women Men Women Men Women
haz. | b haz. | b haz. | b haz. | b haz. | b haz. [ b haz. | b ha z. | b
Regional UE Rate
(Nuts1 Level) 1.00 1.02 1.00 1.02 1.00 1.01
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.02)
Education Reference : 2™ Stage of Secondary Education (ISCED 3)
Less than 2™ Stage of Secon- 1.20 1.34 1.16 1.32 1.40 1.28
dary Education  (ISCED 0-2) (0.20) (0.21)* (0.20) (0.21)* (0.25)* (0.22)
Third Level Education 1.07 1.10 1.06 1.10 1.18 1.14
(ISCED 5-7) 0.17) (0.16) (0.17) (0.16) (0.20) (0.18)
Individual Income  (Euro/Month PPP adjusted)
1.01 1.04 1.01 1.04 0.98 1.08
Net Income, Work & Assets (0.04) (0.06) (0.04) (0.06) (0.05) (0.07)
Public Transfers 0.91 1.09 0.90 1.09 0.68 0.48
(excl. Unemployment Benefits) (0.30) (0.41) (0.33) (0.41) (0.33) (0.26)
Type of relationship Reference : Single / Living Apart Together
Consensual Union 9.61 3.09 9.57 3.09 Reference: Consensual Union
(2.43)*** (0.63)*** (2.42)*** (0.64)***
Married for up to 1 Year 28.13 8.57 27.56 8.57 2.97 2.58
(7.45)** (2.06)*** (7.30)** (2.07)** (0.58)*** (0.52)***
Married 2 to 3 Years 25.96 9.75 25.56 9.71 2.85 3.08
(6.67)*** (2.05)** (6.55)*** (2.05)*** (0.42)** (0.47)**
. 23.14 6.63 22.77 6.65 2.58 221
Married 4 Years or more
(6.03)*** (1.46)*** (5.95)*** (1.47)%** (0.38)*** (0.35)***
Partner Information  (Reference categories as above)
P. Education (ISCED 0-2) 1.06 1.24
(0.19) (0.23)
. 1.05 1.13
P. Education (ISCED 5-7) 0.17) (0.19)
P. Net Income 1.07 1.03 1.07 1.03 1.09 0.94
(Euro/Month PPP adjusted) (0.06) (0.05) (0.06) (0.05) (0.06) (0.08)
Relative Income Reference: Equal Income Level
Traditional (& 1/3 above Q) 1.25 1.38
(0.17)* (0.20)*
. 1.25 1.04
Fem. Main Earner (91/3>3) (0.26) (0.21)
n of Person-Months = 117942 96742 117942 96742 117942 96742 46227 43621
n of Subjects / Events = 2177 | 456 1861 / 480 2177 | 456 1861 /480 2177 | 456 1861 / 480 1183 /423 1103 /408
Log Pseudolikelihood = -247.16 -216.92 94.42 83.67 94.25 81.96 198.76 210.62
Wald Chi? = 13294.98 13136.34 12029.83 13192.69 12016.81 13271.73 8758.21 1.50e+12

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

Significance levels based on p < @*0p < 0.05 (**) and p < 0.01 (***).
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Table 22 Determinants of First-Birth Risk - Piecewise Gtamt Estimates across
Countries by Gendéhnote: this table continued on next page)

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

Table continued on next page...
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Table 21 continued...
Relative Income Reference: Equal Income Level

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

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

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

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

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

n of Person-Months = 160.393 160.797

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

Log Pseudolikelihood = 913.04 890.85

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

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

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

Notes for Table 18 — Table 22

(1) Method: piecewise constant exponential hazard.

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

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

(5) Process time measured in months since personts birt

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

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

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

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

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



Chapter Six

Labour Market Integration and
the Transition to Parenthood —

A Comparison of Germany and the UK

Abstract

The aim of this chapter is to investigate the hiipets that after leaving the educational
system, labour market integration has a causattefiie first-birth decisions. The analysis
focuses on two major research questions: First, isdhetiming of first parenthood asso-
ciated with previous labour market performance?o08édccan differences ifirst birth-
risksbe related to labour market performance? In otlweds, to what extent do the fertil-
ity decisions of successfully integrated individudiffer from those who are poorly inte-

grated into the labour force?

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

women, especially in Germany.

Keywords fertilty, first-birth, occupational integrationross-national comparison.



258 Chapter Six

6.1 Introduction

The transition to parenthood currently takes placa later stage in the life course than it did
a few decades ago. The tendency to postpone pagehtias led to an increase in age at first
birth as well as in permanent childlessness. Sgtside other causes, this delayed transition
to parenthood can be linked to an increased levedacational attainment, especially for
women, accompanied by a prolonged period of tinensm the educational system. Because
education is a time- intensive endeavour in the diburse, 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 markeitipos (see Mills & Blossfeld 2003). Con-
fronting these developments alongside the incrgapirevalence of discontinuous employ-
ment patterns, leads one to suggest that the creafia stable and reliable fundament for
family formation relies on time-intense labour n&rintegration processes, which, however,

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

In this paper, | investigate the interrelation bedw initial labour market performance and
fertility decisions with respect to two major resgatopics: First, | address the question, how
is the timing of first parenthood related to labaoarket 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@l1). These regime differences lead to

distinct differences in labour market structuregiabpolicy 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 ppstive contexts for becoming a parent. It
follows that the impact of incomplete labour markeegration 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 Gerrand 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 inathalysis 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.

6.2 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 plémg 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 actiamily formation in this context can be seen
as a major life course goal, satisfying the higtreler needs of social approval and (physical)
well-being (see Lindenberg 1990a; 1991; Lindenldekrey 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 lifdgoan 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 fation still poses a universal, non-
substitutable pleasure in most adult lives (se@&clet al. 1997: 335; Huinink 2001a: 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 avoiéapicat least a postponement of the transition
to motherhood, since family formation negativelyeafs occupational advancement during
the early phases of a career (see Brewster & Rasd2000: 282). Nevertheless, as outlined
above, family formation also depends on the suabdén provision of economic support,
which can only be provided by thorough labour maiktegration. As parenthood involves a
long-termcommitment, occupational integration plays a ke tin providing a reliable and
lasting source of familial backing. While welfarate support can partially compensate for a
lack of occupational integration, implicit normsasigly encourage the formation of an eco-
nomic fundament prior to family formation (see Oppeimer 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 et al. 2005: 132). Yet, purgldrcareer as part of labour market integra-
tion drastically reduces individual time budget$ieneas available time is a prerequisite for
family formation. This background creates a contiietween time and economic endowments

as scarce resources (see Easterlin 1976).

One solution for this conflict could be the spesmtion among partners. Societies, in
which traditional gender roles are dominant, paftéidy encourage a gender-specific division
of labour, with the woman focusing on domestic padental duties and the man focusing on
a breadwinner role (see Becker 1993). However, gv/irestitutional orientations ignore indi-
vidual aspirations, particularly in the case of ygwomen 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).

In front of this backdrop, occupational insecustand discontinuous employment patterns

tend to undermine a swift and reliable labour mamkegration. The manifestation of occu-
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pational insecurities like unemployment, fixed-tecamtracts, and more generally, insecure
labour market prospects hamper a stable econonskirtzpfor family formation. Where oc-
cupational integration remains incomplete, famdyniation adds an additional burden on the
effort to translate skill investments into a stadéhel rewarding occupational position. Women
who have obtained a high amount of human capitadairticular strive to transform educa-
tional investments intgafe labour market positions. Such a strategy not qmbwides an
economic basis for family formation but also sertresneed to establish economic independ-
ence in societal contexts where an increase im@atip instability would recommend fe-
male investments in economic autondffiysee Rindfuss et al. 2003: 414). Furthermore, in-
creasing occupational insecurity nourishes theticneaf strategies to curb a family’s expo-
sure to economic risk by the promotion of dual-earrouples (see Kreyenfeld 2005a). Yet,
the benefit of containing life course risks is opp 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 acquiredlsskiioreover, in contrast to childbearing
decisions, career choices are very sensitive taydebnd 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 forioatin the individual biography is pre-
dominant in countries where the encouragementagfittonal gender roles aggravates female
role conflicts (see Sackmann 2000 for Germany). Qibgraphical incompatibility of occupa-
tional engagement and parenthood gives rise toategly of avoiding biographically binding
and irrevocable commitments like parenthood thatldendermine career flexibility and op-
tions, and that would thus hamper occupationagnatiion (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 oytj@n association, which is particularly pro-
nounced among persons with a higher level of edut#ésee Blossfeld & Huinink 1991). Ac-
cordingly, high-skilled individuals exhibit a clasattachment to the labour market and a more

deliberate focus on career-building. In contrastmen with less education in particular might

148 Thjs 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



262 Chapter Six

tend to compensate for occupational insecuritigh wifocus on the homemaker role and the
transition to parenthood in order to diminish cogéncy in the life course (see argumenta-
tively Friedman et al. 1994; see also Chapter Yrddver, precarious employment tends to
curtail the chances of gaining social esteem tticagrupational achievement, thus fostering
rationales that attempt to compensate for thisustédss by trying to gain social approval
through the role as a parent (see Tolke & Diewd@d3). Yet, particularly among men, an in-
complete integration into the labour force alsaalg a reduced ability to sustainably support
a family (see Golsch 2004: 41). Hence, differentgras 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 eotgd with similar demands as men in
education and the labour market, while the prospégiarenthood 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 2008gsalso Section 4.6). Leaving the fam-
ily of origin, founding a new household, finishimglucation, labour market entry, marriage
and the transition to parenthood are examples atistpassages that initiate central life
course stages in modern societies. Additionallg, agd sequence norms specify when certain
status passages have to be initiated or complemdhe sequence, in which passages should
be interconnected (see Levy 1996). Such transitioms are affected by predominant transi-
tion patterns, which are subject to welfare statecturing. However, while such institution-
ally defined status passages become increasingigble, certain regulations still define spe-
cific boundaries for choices in individual life ases. This is the case, for instance, where
implicit or explicit time schedules exist for edtioaal transitions that also affect the timing

of latter transitions like the one to becoming eepa

economic dependence after union dissolution (s€edbé 2002; Neyer 2003).
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Nevertheless, the contemporary life course is damedd to have lost much of its binding
power in the process of de-institutionalisatione(¢®hli 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, essigntédying on atripartitioning, centred on
working life (see O'Rand 1996b: 7). According tsthiew, thelife course regimémposes a
tight corset of rules and obligations, while sirankously providing reliable scripts, thus
minimizing biographical risks and contingenciese($ehli 1985, Kohli 1991). Vital status
passages in the life course are considered totri@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 ceuhas become a fragile concept. Labour mar-
ket entry and integration have become more pregamdmd unreliable endeavours. Sequences
of central life trajectories today show more vadat— both with respect to the timing within
the life course as well as among individuals — wiile ideal of the nuclear family, with the
centrepiece being a life-long monogamous dyad,be&s replaced by a high prevalence of

successive living arrangements during the life seur

To what extent reliable life course scripts stiéitekmine the close linkage of status pas-
sages has been addressed by Briickner & Mayer (200&ermany. The authors note that,
while education to work transitions remain closkked to institutional scripts, family for-
mation not only tends to be more delayed but alsoentioosely coupled with occupational
transitions.

“In sum, the course of more than 30 years [siheeli970s] gave rise to a number of dif-
ferent macro-social and macro-economic condititwas &re widely believed to have had
strong impacts in making life-courses less conweewti, less standardized, less collec-
tively patterned, less predictable and more expésedsks both in the public and in the

private sphere.” (Briickner & Mayer 2005: 31).

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 arit@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
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likely to be linked to the general transition tdrgal 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 fodtmig-term occupational relations, where
firms are encouraged to train their staff on thsidbaf 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. &klgarriers 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 imiat (see Hall & Soskice 2001). While this
exposes the individual to extensive economic ridkgoverty in cases where the liberal wel-
fare state provides only minimal support, the thoddong-term social exclusion is contained
by high labour market turnover and thus represenig a moderate threat of lasting exclusion
from work (see DiPrete 2002). Yet, this endows ttifd courses with a high level of eco-
nomic insecurity and precariousness. Where job gémmare frequent and where reliability in
occupational trajectories is low (see Riley, Kahir&8ner 1994), actors have to cope with in-
stability and looming economic risk by thoroughhyegrating into the labour market prior to
family formation. Since the duration of this proges 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 maretry, and depend instead on individual
performance. Therefore, one would anticipate taatdle 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 ecienosik 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 éeieg towards deregulation in industrial rela-
tions has been noted, and an according insecuritieicourses has been pervasive. While the
origins of this trend date back to the early 19@&%= Mills & Blossfeld 2003; Erlinghagen &
Knuth 2004), convincing evidence for increasedifigity 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, nmaportantly, predictable patterns of occu-

pational relations translates into family formatibehaviour in a society that was formerly
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characterized by a comparatively high level of expit security and stability in individual
life. A key issue to be addressed in the empirigalysis is whether this increasing occupa-
tional insecurity tends to leave family formatioehawviour 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 r@ctere socialized to expect comparatively

high levels of stability and security.

Theoretical Conclusions & Hypotheses

The above elaboration illustrates a context whieceeiasing occupational insecurity tends to
hamper family formation by evoking bleak occupatibprospects, 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 deemedicehtly 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 ifitheve a higher level of educational attain-
ment (see Blossfeld & Huinink 1991).

Yet, the institutionally mediated opportunity stiwe for women is different in Germany
and the UK. In Germany, comprehensive maternitytquteon and reinstatement rights
broadly inhibit the depreciation of human capitaléstments; in the UK, on the other hand,
the transition to motherhood remains largely urgotad from occupational risks and coer-
cions. Hence, a focus of the following analysi®ishow 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 imégipn effectively shift status aspirations
towards the private domain, speeding up the triansib parenthood, or whether such indica-
tions rather foster the delay of family formationedto their association with an undermined

ability to provide economic backing for parenthood.
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Finally, the research question of this study ads#eghe 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 markbat 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 theoretcgliments outlined above:

H1: Transition Pattern Hypothesig\ key step toward parenthood is the completiofubf
time education, and entry into the labour marketl@se 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

H2: Gender Role Hypothesigor women, parenthood and employment are compéteg
domains, each of which require dedication and aifsignt investment of available
time. The stronger the integration into the lablouce, the greater a woman'’s reluctance
to start a family. For men, thorough labour mark&tgration 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).

H3: Economic Prerequisite Hypothesisabour market integration primarily functions is-e
tablishing an economically independent householte fransition to parenthood is de-
layed (only) until a minimal threshold of occupai@b integration guarantees economic

backing of a family (see Oppenheimer 1994).

H4: 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 pitamily formation, but also because
family formation requires dedication, thus furtfempering occupational flexibility and
threatening occupational establishment in the figare in addition to long-term career
options. H4a: This context for postponing parenthaliring precarious employment

situations is generally pronounced in the UK, simedfare state protection from eco-
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nomic risks is limited. H4b: This context is paui@arly pronounced in Germany in the
second half of the 1990s and later, since incrgagsks and occupational insecurities

violate accustomed patterns of (occupational) Btalaind security.

H5: Female Career Aspiration Hypothesi@mong women with career aspirations, family
formation is delayed until a labour market positggnals that family formation will not
hamper occupational reintegration and that a degiren 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 saueupational disadvantages associated
with motherhood — at least among already workingh@is. In this context, occupational
insecurities should generally foster a delay of trensition to motherhood among
women with a higher level of education, who will 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.

6.3 Labour Markets and Social Policy Settings in
Germany and the UK

This section will provide a brief sketch of sometloé structural and institutional particulari-
ties characteristic of the basic arrangementsdbatinate in Germany and the UK. For an in-

depth discussion, refer to Section 3.3 & 3.5, aadiqularly to Section 5.4.

Labour Markets and Associated Policies

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 inse¢uriHowever, a flourishing economy and

flexible labour market structure led to particwaldw unemployment rates in the UK at the

end of the 1990s (see Figure 20a), whereas unemplayrates in Germany rose to compara-
tively high levels during that time. Unemploymeisks generally reflect occupational insecu-
rities and the risk of economic dependence. Thesecurities have become particularly 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 genei@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; for more ditaefer to Section 5.4.2).

Figure 20a Unemployment Rates in Germany and the UK 19880662
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Figure 20b Long-Term Unemployment Rates in Germany and tel®84 — 2006
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Source: SourceOECD Employment and Labour Stai§?i@07b). Online database.
Note: Long-term unemployment is defined as contiswmemployment of one year or longer.

Of special importance for our topic are the trarssfend benefit systems that may possibly
mitigate the effects of a disadvantageous laboukebtgerformance 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 Ney&003; Mayer 2004). Germany encourages

private solidarity by strengthening nuclear fansiliémportantly, social policies in general,
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and family policies and taxation in particular, eaage a traditional division of labour with a
female focus on the carer role (see Lewis & Osir®84). In general, there are generous lev-
els of social support with profound protection froisks. 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 osiinénstitutional context, which — while
offering a high degree of protection — exposes womeethe central life course risk of eco-
nomic and social dependence (see DiPrete 2002)rdhut is a strong incentive for women
to participate in gainful employment — not onlyttansfer their increasing skill investments in
occupational status positions, but also to ensligéity for social support in order to pro-
tect against basic risks in the life course. Intast, the UK addresses men and women rela-
tively equally in terms of benefit eligibility andlso through individual-centred taxation.
However, by providing in general only a low levédlsmcial support, the liberal British wel-

fare state wards off only the most severe riskstardships.

Unemployment insurance benefits in the UK are meéesied 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 tdsisdd on family income and a partner’'s
employment, set in after six months. In comparigpthese payments, unemployment assis-
tance benefits in Germany (until 2005) are generadsle also lowering granted benefits
compared to the amount of insurance benefits (SK¥SRIC 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 famigr couples who are as yet childless, this
most likely serves as a central disincentive in deeision for a child (for an overview see
Chapter 5, Table 15 p.218).

In Germany, an extensive vocational education aygjenerally 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 tighlrate of long-term unemployment in
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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 et al. 2005). While the UKgisnerally confronted with similar problems,
and governmental training schemes are only rudiamgnmany of the associated risks of pre-
carious employment, and particularly long-term upkryment for low skilled workers, are

contained by the generally low unemployment ratkahigh rate of labour turnover.

Family Related Policies

Family policy transfers in Germany combine generohiéd-related benefits with protective
maternity leave arrangements that do not involvaraninent commitment to return speedily
to work (see Ondrich, Spiess, Yang & Wagner 198&instatement in the previous job is
guaranteed by legal rules for a duration of threarg*. Both father and mother are eligible
for taking leave; however, in practice the homema&ke is largely assumed by mothers, with
only a marginal percentage of the fathers taking pathe leave. These arrangements are
flanked by a rather limited supply of child- andydare 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 (seesAfpRees 2003), and limited childcare sup-
port encourages women to retreat from the laboukehand 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 tharmas to stay away from the labour market,
which — given female discrimination in the labouanket and the tailoring of family-related
benefits to single earner spouses — is usually@an. Hence, the decision to perform the
transition to motherhood in Germany has a highlilik®d of establishing strong dependen-
cies on a male breadwinner. However, the profowapational protection associated with
leave regulations could also function in encourgdamily formation, even with an incom-
plete labour market integration. Yet, in practidegse regulations of prolonged leave encour-
age a female retreat from the labour force or adtla reduction of occupational engagement

to part-time work after childbirth.

149 Some jobs however are not covered by this ra#uding especially short-term contracts or free¢gawork.
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In the case of the UK, parental leave protectioly aovers a short time span of 13 weeks
(in addition to maternity leave schemes, specifiedable 23). Transfers related to general
parental leave schemes are not available. Ovdeatijly-related transfers in the UK are
clearly limited. Regarding child- and daycare syppie UK follows the principle of encour-
aging diversity and dynamics in a widely privatisggtem (see Mahon 2002: 354). Although
a limited amount of financial aid for childcareasgailable, the costs of childcare for working
parents remain among the highest in the EU (sedsBeav & Finch 2002). Just as in the UK,
German parents face increased costs when relyingxtarnal childcare, a situation aggra-
vated by the generally low level of childcare cags, especially in the Western part of Ger-
many.

Table 23 Leave Regulations and Family Related Subsidi€sdrmany & the UK until 2005
Maternity & Net wage Additional Child

Paternity Leave Replacement % Parental Leave Allowance

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

UK 6 weeks+  Since 2003: 90® Since 1999: 105¢€ flat/month
12 weeks 2 week§) 115€/week’  108€/week 13 weeks (unpaid) Tax benefits
Since 2004 6 weeks+ 90®W 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 optioMafernity 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 mamking persons in Germany.

Sources: MISSOC 2002,2004;2006.

In summary, both the UK and Germany constituteiti@thl 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 taan, support of female economic autonomy,
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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 EU [Sgare 18 on p.243; Appendix of Chapter
5), these countries also show extraordinary higblteof female part-time work (see Table 7,
p.38). This is above all an indicator of work-fayndonflicts that lead to a restriction of fe-
male labour market engagement after childbirth {&zeinski & Holst 2003; Zollinger-Giele
& Holst 2004). The underlying causes of this arenpunced norms of maternal care (particu-
larly in Germany), combined with an underdevelophilidcare infrastructure. Childcare sup-
ply is characterized by either low coverage (patédy in West Germany), or the high costs
of a privatized childcare system in the UK, whislrarely affordable for couples in low pay-
ing jobs. The consequence of the outlined context pronounced reluctance to enter parent-
hood, particularly among with women with high sldhdowments who have not yet consoli-

dated their educational investments in a stablemettonal position.

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, white WK shows slight tendencies toward a
more egalitarian division of labour and a less prtorced encouragement of the female care-
taker role. Nevertheless, the same family suppmitleave protection that encourage a female
retreat from the labour force in Germany, couldbasrve as an incentive to start a family,
since parental leave and reinstatement rights geoaiprofound protection, even where occu-

pational integration remains incomplete.

150 Note that the described context focuses essigniialthe time of analysis 1991-2005. Changes irilfapolicy
arrangements beyond this time span, or recent esangabour market policies will not be considespécifi-
cally, due to difficulties of an appropriate coresigtion of their impact, given the short time oSetvation.
This also applies with respect to the German laloarket reforms (Hartz | — 1V), introduced 2003-8300
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6.4 Data and Methods

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

and to women in particular. The prevailing delayamily formation shows that actors try to
achieve compatibility of these competing life-dongathrough an adjustment in the timing of
parenthood. Accordingly, Brewster and Rindfuss rtbeg this “...brings us back to the dy-
namics of the fertility-employment relationship athe importance of incorporating time into
conceptual as well as statistical models” (200@)28ience, a longitudinal design will be an

integral part of the following empirical investigat.

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@@iduals in the case of the BHPS and
over 12,600 households and more than 23,800 ingisdin 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 Germatyhe UK.

To investigate the influence of labour market inétign onfamily formation | consider
solely the transition téirst-parenthoot?’. For both the BHPS and the SOEP an extensive fer-
tility and employment history is available, providireliable demographic information on the
fertile history of both men and won&h Among the various indicators, the extent of labou
market integration and performance rests in thdreesf attention. | analyse the time since

labour market entry and the duration of continuemgployment. An index of overtime work

151 The timing of second and further births is clgsaksociated with the timing of the first birth ésalso
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 probakilitghildbirth if parents already have a young @l{#ee also
Chapter 1 for the outline of a theoretical and emgirfocus on first-birth transitions in the stuatyhand).

152 However, in case of the SOEP the birth biografoinynen only starts with panel members enteringda0 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
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in relation to working hours signals not only caasits in time budgets but also serves as an
indicator of occupational attachment. Various measwf occupational activity serve to indi-
cate discontinuous or fragile employment patterfisis 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
entry into the labour market, | take into accodrthe 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 persomaime® (among others as indicator for
economic backing). Transfer reception is consideasduming that this not only further de-
scribes the economic situation but also signalaeeic dependence. Educational attainment
will be determined by considering the highest catgd 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 mighthier reflect the internalisation of social
norms and thus display preference patterns angrdéferred 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 havimild is, in almost all cases, made by both
partners (see Thomson & Hoem 1998). Thus, the resswand situation of both partners have
to be taken into account when calculating the podity for the transition to parenthood (see
Klein 2003). Furthermore, the resources of therngartespecially the working income, can be

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

case of first-born children who no longer live viiththe same household like the father (see also €hap
5.5.2). When considering if a person is alreadyasher or father, | only consider biological chédr

153 For the UK, only gross income is available. Tleisds to a bias due to the inability to consider rédistribu-
tion effects through taxation. However, while théglistribution remains limited for this liberal issle state,
the individual taxation in the UK incorporates mmglicit) redistribution among spouses as is theeda Ger-
many, where a sole consideration of gross incomaldvimtroduced a much more severe bias in the gende
specific estimates (see Apps & Rees 2005; Wrohlidbefl 2005).



Labour Market Integration and the Transition tarénthood 275

Design of the Multivariate Model

As in Chapter 5, | focus on thensition to first birthin the context of labour market behav-
iour, or to be more exact, on thime of deciding to have a first childlence, the design of the
empirical analysis as well as the applied statistinodel widely resembles the procedures
applied in Chapter 5. This section will provide @eb outline of the multivariate model,

whereas a more detailed outline can be found ini@eb.5.3.

The focus on the population at risk requires thelleston of persons who are commonly
inhibited from having a child due to their age. fidfere, | will only consider adults between
16 to 45 years of age. The key goal is to resthietanalysis to persons who are (still) likely to
have a first child, considering social and bioladjiiactors (see Chen & Morgan 1991). Corre-
spondingly, both descriptive and multivariate fimgs are based on characteristics of cohorts
from 1956 to 1985, observed between 1991 and 2@D#r(g on data from 1990 to 2006).

The transition to first birth as dgependent variablés significantly related to parental age.
In approximating the time of the decision for alg@hi backdate the time of birth by 10
months>*. As the underlying forces that drive fertility dgions vary across age groups, | ap-
ply an exponential hazard modeiith the extension gpiecewise constardstimates. In this
model, the estimates distinguish between time waterwith 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 twleem” (Blossfeld & Rohwer 1995: 110).

Although available data provides discrete measwrbse the exponential model relies on
a continuous time scale, the average duration efsgiell 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 Jenkir35209f.).

In the applied analysis, the piecewise-constamriatls approximate a normal distribution
with a summit around the 3§ear of life, where the probability for havingiest chid is high-

est. In detail, the selection of the piecewise tamtsintervals is based on a hazard rate analy-

154 Evidence on conception probabilities, derivedrfrearious medical studies suggest that the prapowf cou-
ples, not able to conceive within two to three egds in fact very small, which underscores théditsof this
procedure of backdating (see Bongaarts 1982).
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sis (see Section 5.5.3 & Figure 16 for more detéiilst-birth analyses on basis of SOEP and
BHPS data provide similar hazards, not least becdlns ECHP also relies on SOEP and
BHPS data).

| define the risk for transition to the first birgtt a given time at a baseline hazardaries
across age with steps a8", 21% 26", 33° and 3§' 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 @§ear of life (month 192 and month 540) The re-

gression parametegsand S refer to the time variant (z) respectively to thed invariant (x)
set of covariates, considered in the analyses.,thashazard rat@(t) for a first-birth deci-

sion is defined as follows:

6(t)=6,exp(B X, +yZ (1)) (1.2)

Wheret, defines the time intervals with constant basefiazards:

t0(193,259 ;( 253,31 (; 313,396(; 397,456 ; 457.F (1.3)

All multivariate results displayed in Table 25 &[la 26 are based on the outlined form of
piecewise constant exponential hazard estimatédindlings, both descriptive and multivari-
ate, are based on characteristics of cohorts fré&b 1o 1985, observed between 1991 and

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

6.5 Results of the Descriptive Analysis

Figure 21 for Germany and Figure 22 for the UK shbestransition to first birth among both
men and women. In Germany as well as in the UKisitions occur later for men in compari-
son to women. Moreover, men in both countries sHmtinctively higher rates of permanent

childlessness. These findings of a longer delayaaisition to parenthood and a higher pro-

1% Almost no transitions to first parenthood carobserved beyond this age (see Figure 21 & Figuye 22
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portion of permanent childlessness are well in kvith results on different countries (see,
e.g., Bachu 1996 for the US, Juby & Le Bourdais8Lf@ Canada, and Toulemon 2001 for
France; see also Section 2.1.6). In direct compayi&ermany evidences slightly higher lev-
els of permanent childlessness. In addition, thadition patterns in Germany and the UK,
that is, the age at which a specific proportioradiilts has already made the step to parent-
hood, are similar between these two countries. ¥aepgtion to this can be found in the high
prevalence of teenage motherhood in the UK (sedsEm®& Pevalin 2003). Figure 21 and
Figure 22 (both next page) are somewhat limitedisnalizing the distinction between Ger-
many and the UK with respect to this issue, simeedstimates only consider births that oc-
curred at 16 year of life or later. Yet, the survival estimagrow that the proportion of per-
sons that have already become a parent at agecBardy higher in the UK than in Germany,
a salient fact with particular relevance to thepomion of teenage mothers (see also Section
3.5).

Within the cohorts 1956 to 196% the mean age at first birth for women is about24
years in Germany and about 25.8 years in the UKo#gnmen, the mean age at the time of
the transition to fatherhood is 26.8 years of ag&ermany and 28.2 years of age in the UK.
The data for the cohorts 1956 to 1961 suggesttisagnificant proportion of men and women
in Germany undergo a slightly more rapid transitiorparenthood than their counterparts in
the UK. This observation takes on greater foroenié considers the comparatively high pro-
portion of fertility transitions among British tesgers, which should add to a reduction of the
average age at first birth in the UK. Yet, the maga at first birth isiigherin 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 ti€ during recent decades. In particu-
lar, the majority of German women undertake theditéon to parenthood within a rather lim-
ited time span, between ages 20 to 35, wheregzrtiportion of women that delay the transi-

tion to motherhood longer is higher in the UK thai@Germany.

1% 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 21 Kaplan Meier Estimates of First-Birth TransitiangGermany by Gender
(Cohorts 1956 — 1985)
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Figure 22 Kaplan Meier Estimates of First-Birth Transitianghe UK by Gender
(Cohorts 1956 — 1985)
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Shifting attention from the transition to parentbdo the transition into the labour market,
the data show that labour market entry in Germamtyis 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 tUK, 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 lalmoarket 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 batid labour market entry provides some ini-
tial indication that the relation between labourrkes integration and fertility decisions fol-
lows a different pattern in Germany than in the WKGermany, the first step into an occupa-
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 traonsito 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) ofratlifirths occur before entering into
employment, as opposed to 10.3% in the UK (11.4%r@mmen, 9.4% among women).
However, this might in part be related to a highevalence among German women to focus
solely on the homemaker role and to neglect cadlegelopment. This view is further sup-
ported by findings indicating that there is a markifference in the age of British and Ger-
man women at first birth before labour market entvijereas the differential between British
and German men is relatively small. Norms of matkecare, 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 eoua risk and the high level of commodifi-

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

Figure 23 (Germany) and Figure 24 (UK, next pagbsw the hazard rate of transition to

first parenthood among those who have already editdre labour market. In both countries

157 There is empirical evidence that the age at Iaoarket entry drifts apart even further: Haag dodgblut
(Haag & Jungblut 2001) state that the average tigdaur market entry has increased in France archény,
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and among both men and women, the likelihood afistaa 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. Thelmegt 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 enayd transition to motherhood implies that
German women in particular focus first on labourrket integration and subsequently on
family formation. Among German men, the relationtwsen labour market entry and the
greater likelihood of family formation is less pmamced, reaching a peak after about 9 to 10
years.

Figure 23 Hazard Rate of First-Birth Risk after Labour MerEntry in Germany by Gen-
der (Cohorts 1956 — 1985)
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Among women in the UK, too, the first-birth riskcheases 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 fterrebhis 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

whereas it has decreased in the UK and the USA.
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among men, which suggests that family formatiotofes an initial consolidation of educa-
tional investments in professional status positionsrder to retain occupational opportunities
after childbirth.

Figure 24 Hazard Rate of First-Birth Risk after Labour MetrEntry in the UK by Gender
(Cohorts 1956 — 1985)
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6.6 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 attemalghe current labour market attachment and
economic performance. The indicators in this grimghude 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, lfin&urrent labour earnings — all of which
define the current economic scope. In a secondpgobwariables, | take into account more
latent indicators of occupational performance. While ailyy some forms of precarious em-
ployment — as represented in activity status tyfespart-time work or unemployment — can

be assumed to have a latent effect as well, tlesmgfocuses on indicators that most likely
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exert a more lasting impact on occupational perforoe. This group includes occupational
performance at labour market entry, an indicatat #iso takes into account whether the first
job requirements were below or above the level gieeson’s educational attainment. The
goal here is to provide insight into whether a parbas 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 Toélke & 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 todikeouragement associated with unem-
ployment, and also on future job opportunities hixd 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 labauarket entry, | consider in the multivariate
models the issue of whether there are any ideblt#iaffects of duration in the transition to
parenthood — in the context of time that has passegt leaving full-time education. An addi-
tional indicator that focused on the question o&thier the step into a first job could be made
within a period of twelve months or less did nobguce significant findings and therefore

was omitted from the displayed results in Table&Zbable 26.

The Transition to Parenthood in Light of Labour Md&et Performance

In Germany as well as in the UK, involvement in-tirhe education exerts a distinctly nega-
tive impact on the likelihood of starting a familyat 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 courseepadtin 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 laboae,fohere are pronounced patterns that
clearly distinguish men from women. Moreover, asrosuntries, 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 the dstath 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, tbis @pplies to economic inactivity among
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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 suggdistés — as already stressed in Chapter 5
— it is primarily the direct impact of incompletablour market integration on earngings that
result in the inability to meet the requirementsfarhily formation, rather than its signal of
lastingly reduced breadwinner ability associatethyairecarious employment. That is under-
scored by the finding that none of the mentiondeot$ remains significant if the backing of a

female earner is taken into account.

Shifting the attention tanale transitions to parenthood in the UK I find a somewhat dif-
ferent background for how occupational achievenaéfgcts this transition. Indicators of in-
complete labour market integration — like male {iane employment or fixed term contracts
— do not show any significant impact. However, jis 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 tte job 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 retainbagunced significance after controlling
for a broader set of covariates, including incommansfers, and the backing of a second

earner.

Importantly, however, among men in the UK, a secpatiern of linking employment and
the transition to fatherhood emerges that comegpuds a surprise: First of all, male occupa-
tional downward mobility does not hamper familyrf@tion as one would expect according
to a theoretical framework that considers underohig@ner qualities. In contrast, this down-
ward mobilityincreaseghe likelihood to become a father. This effecpiesnounced and re-
mains consistently robust across all estimated tsodf¢hile it should be taken into account
that this could be a methodological artefact, fimding is further supported by evidence of a
positive — albeit weaker — impact on family fornsatiduring male unemployment (a similar
slight positive impact on family formation amongitish men was already identified in Chap-
ter 5). In fact, this might hint that, when confted with bleak occupational prospects or a
precarious employment situation of the male earoeuples in the UK tend to back family

formation with a more pronounced male engagemerthiltcare duties than predominant
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traditional gender roles would suggest. The ingtinal arrangements in the UK, particularly
the high labour market demands on individual actoembined with the low level of welfare
state support for young families, especially witsgect to childcare support, would certainly
encourage the sharing of parental duties in thégifip life phase. Moreover, British men also
deviate from the traditional male breadwinner piethly showing a negative impact on family
formation if they have a high valuation for occupaal prestige (among German men, who
widely refrain from engaging in childcare, this icator is not significant). That is, for men in
the UK, as for women, work and family to a certaitent present competing life domains.
Finally, planning to have a child with strongeaternal engagement might not only serve to
disburden a mother who is probably still workingf might also serve to compensate for the
loss of occupational status and discouragementgjira focus on the family, thus regaining

both self- and social esteem.

The 2003 shifts in social policy that encourageepsl care through the introduction of
paid paternity leave (see Table 23) come too lateet discussable as a relevant explanation
for such behaviour. Moreover, the policy effects aertainly too limited to have induced
such a fundamental shift in predominant gendersroiea strong breadwinner country as the
UK (see Lewis 1992; Fuwa 2004). However, the iniitbn of paid paternity leave is per-
haps an additional indication of slowly but con#ffashifting gender roles in the UK. How-
ever, although the presented evidence providesadby consistent pattern across several in-
dicators, this issue of a male disengagement ftargbour market encouraging to take over
carer duties certainly requires more attentionuiturfe research before it can be confidently

related to an adjustment in traditional gendersole

Women in the UK who start a family do indeed show similar pattaxmsnen in the con-
text of occupational performance and labour mairketcurities. A pronounced labour market
integration and a demanding occupational positiearty 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 markét@iment, whose strong restriction on time
is a clear withess to how labour market attachrh@mipers the transition to parenthood. In
contrast to this evidence of pronounced labour stagktachment, 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 @fting for a first child during unemployment is
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consistently two times higher. Obviously, womerthie UK show a distinct tendency to per-
form the transition to motherhood when occupatiagtatus encourages this behaviour by re-
ducing opportunity costs through the low price iofet for family formation. Pronounced ef-
fects also link family formation to female part-eBnemployment. This context in the UK,
however, provides somewhat vague implications:-Bad employment may be the result of a
deliberate reduction of working hours in order lfow for a parallel combination of work and
motherhood in an institutional context that disem#s a lasting labour market absence by of-
fering only a rudimentary maternity protection aminstatement rights. Yet again, among
other women, lasting part-time employment may didggtent 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 alsceBrnan 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 transitomotherhood. 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 neglito a) transform educational investments
into occupational status positions and b) enabpeoper labour market reintegration after a
maternal leave. This striving for a consolidatidnttte occupational position prior to family
formation is reflected by findings that indicatattthe experience of long-term unemploy-
ment sometime during the last three years amongh&ewomen also hampers the transition
to motherhood (just like is the case among menis &aidence, however, is not robust in the
models that control for income, transfers, anddkistence of a second earner; in contrast,
precarious employment in the form of having a fixexn 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 lignés 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 fdrdse types of institutional suppdit.

%8 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-
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In contrast to the coping patterns outlined aboxéch relate to women with a pronounced
labour market attachment, the antagonism betweerdé&mands of occupational and family
roles under the traditional German breadwinnermegiakes its toll. These women with both
a high workload and extensive career aspiratioaggfiected in a high amount of overtime
work and a high importance of having a good jolovslconsistent and pronounced effects of
a lower likelihood to start a family. Generally, ang German women, a minimum threshold
level of occupation security and integration is iolgly aspiredprior to family formation —
both to consolidate educational investments anorder to guarantee transfer eligibility that
are linked to occupational status and duration. élaw, if the labour market attachment is
pronouncedthis tends to hamper family formation among Germamen. 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 attashmiat turns out to drastically conflict
with family formation — is predominant in differeatatus groups. In this context, the work-
family conflict turns out to be prevalent among wamnmwith 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 timesvoluntary labour market exclusion —
during unemployment or inactivity (the latter nansidered for the UK). The evidence of a
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. Yet, in contrast to the analysis in Chaptehe investigation of the population in this

Chapter (6) did provide less convincing evidenaederman women in that direction.

Key Transitions in the Education — Work — Family Mas

In the theoretical outline, | have argued that preihant life course patterns might still link
the status passages in the education-work-paretithexus on grounds of a sequence of vital
status passages and notions of how and with wimaing these transitions should be inter-
connected. Brickner and Mayer (2005) in this canéegue that a close linking in a way that
presents a consistent and dominant pattern ofitiams tends to dissolve, where high flexi-

bility dominates industrial relations. In this sengredominant life course patterns with a

ment commonly signals reliable job prospects, comtbiwith comparatively generous support for parertis
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close temporal linkage of education and family tedastatus passages should be more diffi-
cult to identify in a liberal market economy likeet UK, where the institutional arrangements,
leave the protection against life course relats#isrito the actors (see DiPrete 2002). This
should generate a greater heterogeneity in indafidesponses to theses settings than under a

more predicable pattern as in a coordinated mat@omy as Germany.

In this context, | have first investigated if a agd 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 tvetonths after finishing education from
those who did not enter the labour force withirs tiiine span. However, this indicator did not
produce any latent impact on the likelihood totséaiamily. Moreover, | have focused on the
duration, a person has been continuously in emptoyr{without any educational or unem-
ployment related work interruptions, e.g.) as atidator of occupational stability and labour
market integration. Yet, just like the educationsork 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 impacttbe propensity to become a paréht

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

full-time education to théming of family formation in Germany, particularly amongmen.

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 prsssobust evidence of a temporal link-
age of these two status passages. The inclinatgioa first birth increases swiftly with the exit
from full-time education and is most pronouncea 710 years after this status passage, with
the level of this effect declining thereafter — betaining statistically significant. This
widely corresponds to the hazard rates of an isewdirst-birth risk about eight years after
labour market entry, as presented in Figure 23s@&hesults for German women remain ro-
bust, after including the above mentioned indicamr occupational insecurities and precari-
ous employment, and also after controlling for thi set of covariates, including — among

others — educational attainment, income, trangfegption and information on the partner.

indicator is only available for Germany and hassthaen omitted in the results in Table 25 & Talfle 2

159 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
family. This indicator has been omitted in the emigpl analyses, presented in Table 25 & Table 26.
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In contrast, the link between finishing educatiow atarting a family is more loosely cou-
pled among German men. A recent exit from full-tietucation 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 fatlwan be found between 4 to 10 years after
finishing education. The effects however remainrispus and vanish after controlling for the
full set of covariates. Obviously, the life courpattern, linking these status passages is
largely determined by heterogeneous contexts a¥imhaal labour market integration and per-
formance. In the UK, the notion of a link betwehba status passages of leaving education and
starting a family appears to be even more hazy.efteets 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 instealleifig 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 libexgiime encourages diversity in individual life
courses in order to cope with hardships and liferee risks, from which a liberal welfare

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

6.7 Conclusion

The investigation of the effects of labour marketegration on fertility decisions revealed

pronounced gender-specific effects. The speciftitutional arrangements in Germany and
the UK entail distinctively different coping patteracross countries, particularly in the tran-
sition to motherhood. This is the case, even thabghevoked contradictions between female
work and family roles in Germany and the UK haw e an assessment of both countries as

strong breadwinner countries (see Lewis 1992).

The institutional background in Germany still apiset® reproduce traditional gender rela-
tions, which is also reflected in the ways in wharman men and women tend to perform
the transition to parenthood in relation to gairdaiployment. In this context, where women

face high incentives to invest in education whilawdtaneously being institutionally encour-
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aged to retreat from the labour force, | find ewvicie that women tend to delay family forma-
tion in a context where they are facing incompleteupational integration and precarious
employment. This is suggested by the robust negatiypact observable if working in fixed-

term employment or under the negative impact otiapromising job start. Obviously a se-
quential combination of occupational career andhadtood (see Lauterbach 1994: 71ff.;
Dornseiff & Sackmann 2003) remains a predominant @facoping with the squeeze result-
ing from occupational role demands and the instit@l and normative encouragement of the
female carer role. Moreover, such a sequentialtierd focus on these two respective life
course stages allows German women to retain at &easinimal attachment to the labour
market by first transferring educational investnseinto occupational status positions, which

also diminishes risks of economic dependence.

Yet, the dominance of traditionally structured fimmnodels 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 emcaged by the German taxation system fa-
vouring married, single-earner couples (see App&d&es 2003; Wrohlich & Dell 2005).
Women who retain a pronounced labour market attacihnin contrast, find it difficult to
combine their career aspirations with the step tiherhood. Given limited time budgets,
strict norms of maternal care, and an underdevelapddcare infrastructure, it is difficult for
such women to combine work and family, which resald an extensive reluctance to start a
family.

To conclude the discussion of these findings, tisitutionally encouraged male bread-
winner / female homemaker template still exerts@punced impact on how German men
and women shape their transition to parenthoods Ehalso corroborated by slight indication
that — among both men and women — completed educatid a stable and rewarding occupa-
tional position seem to be a precondition to deéitehaving a first child, whereas part-time
employment, previous long-term unemployment, ordoimcome levels show a negative im-
pact on the transition to fatherhood. Yet, incortgl@bour market integration and occupa-
tional insecurities seem to hamper the transitmfiatherhood only to the extent that these
patterns of precarious employment translate inttnaome 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
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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 & Soskid 20T his results in the necessity of estab-
lishing a sound labour market position to attenwstenomic risk. The necessity of women
completing their labour market integration does smtmuch 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 employmi&’.

A pronounced pattern among women in the UK is tcelthe 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 sugdedtéven couples where the man becomes
unemployed, or is less closely attached to thedabarce, tend to use this flexibility in male
time budgets to start a family. Perhaps, the higbootunity 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 responsibilitisardy 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 losoirial esteem after expulsion from the labour
market, in a society that places high norms onigpating in paid work. Yet, this issue of a
reversal of traditional gender roles in case ofedabour market detachment requires further

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

To conclude, the most distinct differences aristhanway 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 puratideast an initial labour market inte-
gration and tend to focus on family formation ttedter, women in the UK obviously try to

avoid extensive labour market exits. In this cottpatterns of a parallel combination of work

180 Once again, it should be mentioned that obsebirtls 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 combirathmar-
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 thetarting pointof that decision
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and family formation appear to be more prevalenthie 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 ngpstrategies are closely related to the dif-
ferent types of institutional arrangements andritiges 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 téethale family carer role.

Yet, women with very close labour market attachnshdw 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 remaicrgtiaal issue. In both countries, female
participation in education and in the labour markas$ shifted from an exception to a rule.
However, whereas the German welfare state is facosesupporting single-earner families
with a female homemaker, the UK generally neglémessupport of young families, particu-
larly in a lacking alleviation of parental respdbibiies. Still, both institutional regimes place
the burden of childrearing solely upon the showdddrthe woman. In consequence, this fos-
ters either an extensive delay of the transitiopacenthood, or a complete rejection of the
transition to parenthood, particularly among wonagtin extensive skill investments that are

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

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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6.8 Appendix

(A) Descriptive Statistics

Table 24 Sample of Respondents — Selected Descriptivéstat

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 314 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 394 40.3 28.4 33.0
Upward Mobile 5.8 5.1 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 25 7.7 4.7

Table 24 continued on next page...
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Table 24 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 ¥ 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 labourkeiaperformance & precarious
employment (incl. unemployment, inactivity, fixegkn job, duration of continu-
ous employment, time since leaving full-time ediaratindex 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, incomgartance of children/job, etc.)
Partner information added (incl. partner’s incopetner's unemploy-
ment/inactivity, partner’s education, relative int® marital duration).

Only couples with partner being panel respondattods 1956-1985 aged 16-45.
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Table 25 Determinants of First Birth Risk - Piecewise Gtamt 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 0.69 1.78 1.08 1.13 1.12 1.10
(0.15)* (0.18)*** (0.23) (0.14) (0.31) (0.15)
Unemployed 0.85 1.12 1.23 1.02 117 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 0.14 0.95 0.13 0.90 0.15
(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: Still 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
3r-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 25 continued on next page... |
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Table 25 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**|  (0.15y* |  (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 Dearee 0.87 0.92 0.84 0.94
9 (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 26  Determinants of First Birth Risk - PiecewiBenstant Estimates for the UK
Cohorts 1956 — 1985 during 1991 — 200¢hote: 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 0.34 0.37 0.76 0.85
(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 1.11 0.47 0.61 0.53 0.55 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: Still 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
3r-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)
121 — 160 0.94 1.12 1.03 1.04 0.98 1.06
(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 26 continued on next page... |
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Table 26 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
fiaren '9 0.36)* | (0.31y*|  (0.36)** |  (0.40)**
. 0.41 1.10 0.42 0.93
Good job — L
00djo ow (0.17) (0.28) (0.18)** (0.26)
. 0.72 0.64 0.74 0.70
Good job — High
00d jo 9 0.06)** |  (0.05/*|  (0.06)**|  (0.08)**
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)** (0.21)*
A Level Dearee 0.73 0.66 0.71 0.70
9 (0.08)*** (0.08)*** (0.09)*** (0.10)**
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 Q) (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 birdlj dummy variables coded ‘0/1’ with 1 when true.
(4) Economic Inactivity omitted due to limitedseanumbers.

(1) Significance levels based on p 9@}, p < 0.05 (**) and p < 0.01 (***).
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Notes for Table 25 & Table 26:

(1)
)
®3)
(4)
(®)
(6)

(7)

(8)

9)
(10)
(11)

(12)

Method: piecewise constant exponential hazard Jsakins 2005).
Estimates controlled for repeated observationsugbbtandard 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 respondgritis

Time spans for piecewise constants defined as nufralje 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 onths 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 dumamnables 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 10ntis (see (3)) the last available
panel wave cannot be implemented in the model agtign(i.e. 2006 for the GSOEP &
2005 for the BHPS).






Chapter Seven

Summary and Conclusion

“The White Rabbit put on his spectacles. ‘Wherdldhaegin, please your Majesty?’ he
asked. ‘Begin at the beginning,’ the King said gigry ‘and go on till you come to the

LR

end: then stop.

Lewis Carrol, Alice’s Adventures in Wonderland

In this study, | have addressed the impact of lalmarket engagement on the transition to
first parenthood. | have argued that any in-dejghussion of this topic requires a micro-level
view focused on individual actors. While this maem obvious, there are numerous studies
that address fertility development solely from @gragate level perspective. Such a broad
view, however, makes it impossible to explore hadividual choices are situated in the
framework of institutional and occupational oppaities and constraints, and how the corre-

sponding mechanisms affect family formation ratiesa

An analysis of family formation that is anchoredts micro-level must inevitably focus on
three central themeBirst, the life-changing decision to become a parerarisly made spon-
taneously. Rather, the choice to start a family rge® over time in the context of sequential
choices and biographical developmefitmicro-level focused perspective on the genesis of
fertility plans and choices over timearticularly within the life course, is therefaa indis-
pensable tool in understanding the genesis of rdngsition to parenthood within individual
life coursesSecond the choice to have a child is commonly made kiy ltlee man and the
woman. The fact that it “takes two to tango” magree— again — too obvious. However, |
have shown that an analytically adequate consideraf the fertility decision-making proc-
esses within couples is far from trivial. Peopleéto negotiate their fertility plans with their
partners — who may not have congruent or even doraptary plans — and they have to align
their fertility plans with life goals that may coete with the aim of starting a family. More-

over, men and women face widely differing constiiim modern societies, particularly if
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childbearing decisions are examined in the contéxbdividual career aspirations and occu-
pational insecurities. Thus, gender-specific perspective that investigates tdoastraints
faced by men and womeis indispensable. This brings us to tied key theme of this
study. Gainful employment is the main competitarfeomily formation within the life course,
since both domains impose tight restrictions onppes time budgets — both in everyday life
and across the lifetime. The nature and extentisfantagonism is profoundly affected by in-
stitutional arrangements that shape predominandegeroles and that structure labour mar-
kets and individual opportunities within them. Tésgent to which welfare states aim to pro-
tect individuals from risks across the life courard the extent to which individuals have to
focus on paid work in order to compensate for & laicinstitutional protection from hard-
ships plays a crucial role in shaping work-famibntlicts (see Mayer 2005). In this context, |
have argued that it is essential to emp@ayross-national comparative perspectiveorder to
highlight the impact of specific cultural patterasd institutional arrangements, particularly
where they affect men and women differently. Thirsistency in role demands for women,
both on the labour market and within the familycétainly a central issue in understanding

the reluctance of many women in traditional soeitb start a family.

In this concluding chapter, the following sectighl) will serve to recapitulate key aspects
of these three themes that have been elaboratedgtinout this study. Section 7.2 will serve
to highlight a series of central findings that -sée on the outlined theoretical background —
emerged from the empirical case studies in Chafieand 6. Finally, Section 7.3 will con-
clude this study by synthesizing both central cdesitions and limitations that have influ-

enced the study at hand, and by formulating pa#wntiruitful directions for future research.

7.1 Summary and Overview

The Micro-Theoretical Framework of Transition to kst Birth

The main theoretical arguments put forward in ghigly are based on the assumption that in
most cases, the transition to parenthood relies @tional choice among alternatives. The as-
sumption of rationally choosing actors (see Lindaghl985) was not only supported by em-

pirical evidence (see Section 4.1), but is alsdifjad as the status passage to parenthood
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commonly entails fundamental and consequential gdsin the life course. Moreover, the
transition to the first child is not only a livedging decision but also an irrevocable one.

Hence, actors have an incentive to decide carefiliigther, and when, to start a family.

Becoming a parent entails long-term commitments, iamolves demanding prerequisites
for making this step. Aside from establishing aatae partnership, most people try to estab-
lish a reliable economic foundation prior to famityrmation. Yet, starting a family not only
involves the need for economic consolidation; sibaturtails alternative biographical options.
Hence, the timing of family formation relies crubfaon a biographical arrangement of cen-
tral life course goals. Given that it is usuallyotpartners that conjointly decide to start a fam-
ily, this decision entails that two people arratigar linked lives by reconciling their individ-

ual biographical plan®?

Educational attainment and labour market particjpatre key competitors with family
formation in modern societies. Occupational engagenand the preceding educational
preparation on the one side, and having a chiltherother, both rely on a profound norma-
tive anchoring (see Hobcraft & Kiernan 1995). Andile both areas of life provide key
means to attain central life goals, a consolidatezlipational position provides economic re-
sources that in turn expand the possibilities fowlone can arrange one’s life. Moreover,
participating in gainful employment provides soaiahnectedness as well as social recogni-
tion, and frequently also serves as a means afd@ase self-esteem. In turn, family forma-
tion provides similar resources through linkagéiteship groups (see Leibenstein 1975) and
self-definition through status as a parent, and gknerates social esteem and acceptance as
an adult in society (see Hoffman & Hoffman 1973ukla2005). Perhaps the most important
factor in modern societies is the immanent valugedgoy of having a child. Starting a fam-
ily, moreover, creates a closely linked social graat provides both emotional and physical

mutual support, and also serves to protect grouphees from economic hardships.

181 |n the theoretical framework, | have conceptualizhis arrangement as a cooperative bargainingepsobe-
tween partners who negotiate over how parentaldngdvill be shared. Explicit or implicit contradtsthis
context serve to ensure that the significant ottikmot take advantage of the partner’'s tempofagus on the
homemaker role. Aside from mutual trust and redijtyp such contracts serve to convince the — ugdathale
— homemaker that arrangements, which may incluel®ttion to return to paid work, will be kept iretfuture.
This ascertains that career aspirations, e.g.beareconciled with parenthood, even where a tennpdogus
on a caregiver role causes economic dependeneiefs 1995; see Section 4.4).
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In this sense, both gainful employment and becoraipgrent provide the key resources of
(physical) well-being, and social esteem. Both fadhe individual life course provide means
to reach these universal goals, as specified incalsproduction function approach (see
Lindenberg 1991). But while some people chooseotug exclusively on workr family,
most people in modern societies strife to achieth hoals: to become a parent and still have
a successful career. This is true not least obetlause labour market participation creates
well-being through economic resources that caneqtrovided by a families, while the latter
offers forms of social exchange, cohesion, and aligupport not provided by market organi-
sations (see Coleman 1990: 584ff.).

The conclusion to be drawn from these consideratibawever, is a quite paradoxical one:
While both domains compete over scarce resourdb® -most central being a limited time
budget in everyday life, as well as across theddarse — family formation first depends on
the provision of economic security and protectigaiast basic hardships. While welfare state
support is partially capable of protecting peoptenf such risks, occupational integration re-
mains the key means to provide this backing. Howewhile the rejecting of occupational
opportunities often irrevocably limits future optg the transition to parenthood can be post-
poned easily — apparently without any consequen®e®rs tend to avoid pre-commitments
in order to maximise future options. This commordgults in delaying momentous and irre-
versible decisions like the one to start a fanmslye Lundberg & Pollak 2007: 23), particularly

where the institutional setting no longer guarasi@edictable future circumstances.

A key perspective on the issue of fertility behawigs that institutions mediate the extent
to which actors are capable of combining centfal dioals with the transition to parenthood.
This shifts the focus to the macro-level of socistyere the structuring impact of institutions
serves as a central frame of reference for indalidiehaviour (see Coleman 1990). In this
context, it is essential to distinguish a) the ekt which institutions address men and
women differently, thus exerting different role @lasts in the work-family nexus, and b) the
variability in institutional and cultural patterasross countries. There, different arrangements
and backgrounds result in different individual r@sges of realizing the transition to parent-
hood.
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A Cross-National View on Institutional Orientation

A key theme of the study at hand was to distinghislv institutional arrangements shape fer-
tility behaviour across countries. | have argueat laking the approach of a cross-national
comparison can be a fruitful guideline to underdag and distinguishing the various mediat-
ing mechanisms by which culture and institutionapghlife courses. This macro-level back-
ground plays a key role in mediating work-lifestgleoices that affect fertility (see Kangas &
Rostgaard 2007). This notion is supported by stgkiegularities in persistently low fertility

across countries that institutionally favour a ttiadal male breadwinner / female caregiver
model. In exploring this background, | started bytdelineating general typologies of institu-

tional regimes with a particular focus on the ordion of the welfare state.

In an initial distinction, | differentiated welfasgates along the lines suggested by Esping-
Andersen (1990, 1999). | expanded this differeiutiatvith a view on predominant patterns of
differential addressing of men and women in welfst&e policies, as proposed by Lewis
(1992), Ostner (1998), or Sainsbury (1996, 199N eWwas Esping-Andersen focuses on how
the welfare state affects individual choices thitoitg labour market orientation and the gen-
eral stratification of risks, the approaches of ldi¢er authors focus on how institutional ar-
rangements tend to reproduce gender inequalitggfating these two approaches produced
the vital conclusion that where paid work formseg lspect of individual’s lives in industrial
societies, the welfare state’s labour market amarents and its reproduction of gender (in)-

equality are two sides of the same medal.

Given that the labour market as a societal systdmsta central position in affecting both
gender and life-phase-specific inequalities, thedpminant model of market coordination
emerges as a key element in welfare state intdorenmnediating the extent to which indi-
viduals are exposed to life course risks. This exindefines the outline of conditions in
which people must situate the transition to parendh In liberal market economies, such as
the US or the UK, actors are exposed to labour etaiated risks, and industrial relations
are characterized by more unreliable and precapatterns. Hence, individuals have to con-
stantly focus on paid work in order to contain thek of economic dependence. In contrast,
coordinated market economies like Germany or Franceurage long-term employment rela-
tions. Gainful employment is thus shaped by a higlegree of trust and reliability in indus-
trial relations, which fosters people’s ability neake long-term commitments in the private

domain, which in turn exerts an impact on familynfiation behaviour (see Hall & Soskice
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2001; Soskice 2005). Yet, a pronounced legal ptioeof employees also increases the re-
luctance of firms to hire staff, what deepens thaedd between labour market insiders and
outsiders and results in a higher risks of econoaeipendence, particularly in the form of
long-term unemployment (see DiPrete 2002; Mayer420Thus, different institutional re-

gimes entail different types of life course riswhich each pose specific threats to the future
stability of families. This results in differentqeirements for making the transition to parent-

hood, and different coping strategies to contachsisks.

Moreover, | have argued in line with McDonald (2D@2at to understand national particu-
larities in fertility behaviour, one must examines@ciety’s institutional arrangements with
reference to its cultural-historical origins. EM@nmodern societies, the extent of seculariza-
tion, e.g., continues to exert an impact on pesplalues and perceptions about parenthood,
as well as on policy arrangements and people’saapens about these policies. An exami-
nation of Germany and France has served to unddhis argument. Both countries display a

conservative welfare state orientation and a coetéd market economy.

The cultural background of Germany, where religinaams still implicitly structure insti-
tutional arrangements, leads to contexts whereabgailicies tend to reproduce traditional
gender roles. In contrast, France, with its lorgidrly of laicism exhibits less rigid norms of
maternal care and explicitly supports the workingtmers. This is backed by a fundamentally
different social policy orientation than in Germamyith wide-ranging support to women in
combining maternal and occupational roles. In @astirtheir German counterparts are en-
couraged to retreat from the labour force when thegide to start a family. This not only cul-
tivates female dependency on the male breadwinnerlso contradicts incentives in other

institutions to invest in education and to partitgin gainful employment.

Yet, the encouragement of traditional gender relemilaterally fostering the role of the
female homemaker — not only ignores women'’s aspirattoward autonomy and emancipa-
tion from (economic) dependence: it also negldusrteed to provide a stable foundation for
family formation through a second earner in thdatligf labour market related insecurities.
The key conclusion is that different institutiomagjimes create different levels of contradic-
tions in their incentive structure, particularlytivirespect to inconsistent arrangement of fe-
male market and family roles. Striking cross-nagiogvidence links such states, where an in-
consistent encouragement of female roles is preakmj to low levels of fertility (see Neyer

2003). Yet, only a detailed view on the micro-leiglcapable of unravelling, which coping
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strategies individuals develop in response to sumttradictory roles that hamper the ability
to combine work with starting a family. The follavg section will provide a summary of key

findings in this context.

7.2 Key Findings

This section provides an overview of key findingsnfi the empirical analyses presented in
Chapters 5 & 6 and places them in the context ofraétheoretical conclusions from the pre-
ceding chapters. Generally, the findings suggestttie way in which occupational insecuri-
ties and the extent to which individual labour nedrintegration affect the transition to par-

enthood crucially depends on the predominant intgtibal arrangements in a society.

The Transition to Parenthood in the Context of LaboMarket Participation

Among men, incomplete labour market integration &tdnt occupational insecurities, for
example, in the form of earlier long-term unempleyr appear to hamper the step to become
a father. However, the evidence of this relatiomaims vague and appears to be primarily re-
lated to the decline in income. That is, in corttiasthe theoretical assumptions, reduced
breadwinner abilities due to precarious and instamhployment do not necessary signal a la-
tent incapability to support a family, but rathesult from a direct reduction in earnings ca-
pacity. With the exception of the UK, where there aome hints that unemployment and
economic inactivity might indeed trigger a compeéimsaby focusing on the family domain,
thus increasing the likelihood of family formatiamong some men, the context outlined here
applies to all of the observed countries. This snational similarity does not come as a sur-
prise, since in virtually all industrialized coues, norms ofxtensivemale involvement in
parental duties are virtually non-existent. Farhitiardens thus do not play any role in ham-

pering male occupational engagement.

Yet, for women, there is ample evidence of majorflicts between maternal and occupa-
tional roles. The findings point to distinct crasstional differences in the level of these con-
flicts. Particularly for women in Germany and th& leombining the transition to parenthood
with an occupational career highlights extremeiclifties in reconciling responsibilities in

these two domains.
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In particular, women in precarious employment gitres do in fact try to focus on their ca-
reer or an occupational reintegration in case ehysloyment to avoid economic dependence
or a depreciation of their skill investments. Thegative impact of fixed-term contracts or oc-
casional jobs on fertility decisions among Germamen, the reluctance of women to start a
family during episodes of unemployment in the UKdadhe negative impact of an unpromis-
ing entry into the labour market (what lengthens phocess of occupational integration), all
provide distinct evidence in this direction. Yethave occupational prospects are bleak, or
where a close link to the labour market has be&rarsd during a longer labour market ab-
sence due to unemployment or subsequent econoattiviity, such a context clearly tends to
speed up the transition to motherhood. Particulanyng women in Germatf§ and the UK,
| found evidence that placing the transition togmiinood in such phases of involuntary labour
market absence marks a distinct pattern with areased propensity of starting a family in

these countries.

This context turned out to be particularly pronash@mong women in the UK. Under the
impact of a liberal market economy, actors facegh lexposure to occupational insecurities
that is flanked by only rudimentary welfare statetpction (see Hall & Soskice 2001). This
results in the necessity to establish a sound labmarket position to attenuate economic
risks. In this context, women in the UK tend toajethe transition to parenthood, while the
economic necessity to work induces the neetbtabinework and family. Yet, in contrast to
their counterparts in France, who also favour alfgrcombination of these roles, women in
the UK do not find any institutional support foidtstrategy of family formation. They there-
fore show a higher propensity to decide for a fotsitd during periods of involuntary exclu-
sion from the labour market since the opportunitgts of parenthood are low during these
periods. Yet, this coping strategy, evoked by thetéd institutional support for parenthood
in the UK, seriously undermines the biographicalnphg of family formation, and instead in-

creases the exogenous determination of the tinfimgadizing this central life goal.

162 The results for Germany in the context of unerypient are less clear. The empirical investigatiohapter
6 did show an impact of inactivity that frequerslycceeds a longer unemployment spell, while, irtreshto
Chapter 5, | could not identify any distinct evideraf unemployment increasing the likelihood to dedior a
first child. This might be since, different pattemf combining unemployment with the transitiorpayenthood
have perhaps become prevalent under impact ofdsirg labour market insecurities since the lateDE39 in
which direction the duration of the empirical intigations in Chapter 6 has been expanded.
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The institutional conditions in France provide anpbetely different background of sup-
porting women in their plans the start a family:mean in France show the most pronounced
labour market attachment among the observed cesntin fact, the predominant patterns in
France show that women combine occupational ppdiitin with the transition to mother-
hood in ways very similar to those identified amaongn. That is, there is no distinct evidence
of difficulties in reconciling gainful employmentitlt motherhood, which is certainly also re-

lated to the extensive opportunities and broadas@ciceptance of public childcare.

Given the institutional arrangements in the Scaanvan welfare state of Finland, one
might expect a similar pattern there to the one sed-rance. However, Finnish women also
show distinct patterns of making the transitionpwenthood during unemployment. While
this is certainly closely related to the deep reimesFinland experienced during the early to
mid-1990s, this once again stresses that unprogn@ioupational prospects affect female fer-
tility decisions. That is, bleak prospects obvigushcourage a retreat from the labour force
and tend to speed up the transition to parenth®bis. strategy serves to reduce the opportu-
nity costs of parenthood, where caregiver burdeagpeamarily ascribed to the mother, which
— to a certain extent — still applies even in thensh welfare state, although it shows the

strongest encouragement of egalitarian gender ealexss the observed countries.

The results suggest that particularly among moghliieducated women who have in-
vested thoroughly in their education, the trangitio parenthood and subsequently ascribed
carer duties are perceived as serious threatscigpational opportunities. In the light of lim-
ited time budgets, strict norms of maternal cang, an underdeveloped childcare infrastruc-
ture, higher-skilled women, particularly in Germaanyd the UK, find it difficult to combine
their career aspirations with motherhood. Consetiyjemomen with a higher levels of educa-
tion try to retain their focus on a career everrafacing longer episodes of unemployment.
The exception to this rule are — once again — woimefrance, where institutional support
seems to enable a reconciliation of motherhood &itnhigh career aspirations. In contrast,
an extensive labour market attachment among GeemdrBritish women clearly exacerbates
the delay in family formation. This leads to a gahaejection of motherhood among some
women in these countries because they see it ag bmompatible with their career aspira-

tions under institutional contexts that encouragditional gender roles.

Summarizing the above, the cross-national comperativestigations suggest a generally

close labour market attachment among women. Thdetary to consolidate educational
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achievements in an appropriate occupational positioprevalent across all the observed
countries. Yet, particularly in Germany and the Yioth countries that still extensively fos-
ter traditional gender roles — women show pronodrdiéficulties in combining gainful em-
ployment and motherhood. The consequence is adelay in the transition to parenthood.
But where women in the UK still focus on achievagarallel combination of work and fam-
ily roles — not least because the welfare statesarance against economic risks provides no
alternative to individual labour market particigati— among women in Germany a sequential
model of family formation is prevalent. Yet, thentpperiod of maternity leave often hampers
women’s return to the labour market, and the lichithildcare infrastructure combined with
strict norms of maternal care further promotes la $mcus on the maternal carer role. This
context also signals pronounced incompatibilitietween motherhood and work for those

women who do not yet have a child.

The ways in which women are addressed in the iddal-centred market institutions and
in family-oriented institutions are often contradiy (see McDonald, 2000). This is reflected
in the institutional encouragement to invest in@dional and vocational skills and partici-
pate in gainful employment, on the one side, amdethcouragement to play the female care-
giver role, on the other. The German and the Britiglfare state are paradigmatic examples
of how institutional arrangements cultivate conitddg demands on women that result in se-
vere difficulties in combining the widespread lfeurse goals toth participate in gainful

employmentindto start a family.

7.3 Concluding Remarks and

Suggestions for Future Research

Limitations of the Study and Concluding Remarks

In this final Section, | will offer a brief refleicn on some of the limitations and considera-
tions involved in the present study. | will conodudlith some suggestions for future research.
A salient issue is the complexity of the micro-ttetiwal framework. In this context, it was

my aim to develop an encompassing theoretical petsf@ on the emergence of the plans and

the decisions, involved in becoming a parent.
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It should be noted that the demands of the regufteimework clearly exceed the capabili-
ties of available empirical data and methods. Tlstrsignificant limitations in applying the
theoretical considerations to the empirical invgedions pertain to the consideration of longer
decision sequences or developmental processedighla¢yond the measurement of educa-
tional degrees or vocational skills. Yet, the aadaility of information on such individual de-
velopments, desires, and attitudes is limited iment micro-data. Furthermore, | have tried to
fulfil some of the claims, derived from the thedrat model by including a — certainly limited
— array of partner information in the empirical lsas. This includes relative income, part-
ner’s education, or the duration of the partnergtsipan indicator of the development of mu-
tual trust. While these indicators provide vitaloinmation for the accuracy of the empirical
investigation, they remain limited as representegiof the theoretical considerations in part-
nered decision processes. Moreover, the considarafipartner data introduces a bias to the
empirical estimates as consideringth individual and partner-information exponentiatey a

non-response bias.

Moreover, the discussion of the transistion to preod in a cross-national perspective on
labour markets and institutional arrangements sailse question: ‘Why focus on the respec-
tive set of countries | have chosen?’ Part of theager is that | have tried to outline the con-
siderations involved in choosing a set of welfaes that provide paradigmatic patterns in
supporting individual actors, in protecting fronfelicourse risks and in encouraging either
egalitarian or traditional gender roles. The foomsa conservative, a liberal and a social-
democratic welfare state (enriched by a comparedd@ermany and France, which both pur-
sue a conservative welfare state approach, yet slnosdamentally differing fertility patterns)
was inspired by the theoretical and empirical woykauthors like Esping-Andersen, Lewis,
Sainsbury or Mayer. Nonetheless, this type of siglecwhich precedes an empirical analysis,
also relies on methodological considerations. Témearch theme of the present study re-
quired comparable longitudinal data that encompalssoad array of information on both in-
dividual fertility and employment histories, ancefarably also on subjective indicators like
attitudes or desires. This clearly limits the seta@untries to choose from, and finally led to
the selection | made. The theoretical elaboratsrggest that it might be valuable for future
research to extend the perspective to the SoutRenncountries. In particular, the similarity
between lItaly or Spain and Germany in both cultursiitutional background as well as in

fertility patterns (see Hobcraft 2004) might preafuable for understanding the emergence of
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low fertility. Yet, the data, available for SoutheEuropean countries to date restricts the

scope of analyses that are currently pos§ible

A key aspect in this study has been to includefdingly formation choices ofmenin the
empirical and theoretical elaboration of a gendaspective on fertility behaviour. While the
view on male fertility behaviour remains chronigalinderexposed in empirical research and
has only begun to receive attention in recent yésee, e.g., Greene & Biddlecom 2000,
Toulemon 2001, or Tolke & Diewald 2003), there arvo particularities involved in analys-
ing the fertility decisions of men that should bentioned. First, men’s reporting of fertility
remains incomplete (see, e.g., Rendall et al. 1§0®egarding empirical estimates that cru-
cially focus on identifying the factors that encage the family formation for men, this incor-
porates a biasing effect, where men who alreadyaahers are included in the analyses, al-

though they are no longer at risk of having a futstd.

Moreover, across countries, central institutiondragdsmenthrough a broadly consistent
role ascriptions under the full-time working breaadmer template (see Moen 2003). It is par-
ticularly the coping strategies afomen -who have to arrange contradicting roles in the-fam
ily and in the labour market — that correspond #miations in institutional arrangements.
Hence, where this study has kept the attentiongaiiynon fertility behaviour ofvomen this
focus was employed to highlight the fact that theesise and contradictory conditions women
face in the home and in the market are crucialuimderstanding fertility postponement in
modern societies. In contrast, for men, such catirflj demands did proof to be widely absent
across all of the observed countries. Even in siesi¢hat tend to encourage egalitarian gen-
der roles like the Scandinavian welfare statedjtii®nal scripts still associate male roles
with market engagement, while female scripts cstgilbetween male occupational and female
carer roles. Men’s takeover of parental resporisigsl is only mildly encouraged by policy

incentives.

163 Some interesting evidence has already been pisesdor example by Golsch (2004) or Baizan (2005).

164 The higher levels of male childlessness, alseatsfd in Figure 4a & 4b, Figure 15, Figure 21 &¥e 22, can
— in part — be explained by an deliberate misrépgrand by a lack of knowledge about individuah&thood
(see Schmitt 2008, see also Chapter 2.1.6).
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Suggestions for Future Research

A more detailed view of shifts towards more egailita gender roles would require a focus on
changes in fertility behaviour as part of sociamye, a perspective not explicitly taken in the
present study®. Such a research focus would profit from a viewchanges in fertility behav-
iour in subsequent cohorts. A closer investigatibmhis issue could prove to be valuable in
light of recent changes to social policy arrangeméhat tend toward an encouragment of
male engagement in childcare responsibilities witucieties that are generally characterized
by highly traditional gender roles. This includés; example, the introduction gfaternal
leave regulations in the UK in 2003 or the paretgale reform in Germany with the so-
called ‘Elterngeld®™®. An investigation of changes in individual fettlibehaviour could
query whether thesglight shifts in family policies do in fact represent ngas in culturally
anchored norms in the direction of more egalitagander roles, which acknowledge the in-

creasing prevalence of female labour market attacihm

Moreover, | have argued that a limited institutiopeotection from life course risks affects
family formation behaviour, for example, by incriegsthe need to maintain a close focus on
employment in order to contain economic risks. Aacluding hypothesis, | would suggest
that this extent of welfare state protection alsediates the individual demands for (eco-
nomic) security as part of the internalised prergitgs of starting a family. In this context, |
would speculate that individual demands for seguaie more pronounced in societies that
generally endow actors with a higher level of pctitn from life course risks. Accordingly, a
research focus on the context of occupational imes might provide crucial evidence by
unravelling whether a high level of institutionakurance against risks has an impact on indi-
vidual risk attitudes, thus determining the toléeatlegree of uncertainty and insecurity under

which starting a family remains an option.

185 | have considered whether fertility behaviour bhanged in the context of increasing occupatidmsecurity
since the late nineties, particularly in Germanhale done so by including time-based interactifects in
some of the empirical estimates in Chapter 6. Yet,results did not provide any consistent eviderice sig-
nificant change in first-birth decision making dretbasis of precarious employment patterns (resoitged).

166 An central novelty of this parental leave refdsnthe consideration of a close labour market httamt of both
menandwomen what is acknowledged by introducing an inesaplacement into German parental leave regu-
lations (see Biichner, Haan, Schmitt, Spiel3 & Wrbh?0606)
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