FERTILITY INTENTIONS OF UNIVERSITY GRADUATES

ISABELLA BUBER-ENNSER, RALINA PANOVAZ AND
JURGEN DORBRITZ

ABSTRACT: Increasing numbers of young people enter univefsitg} programmes
and the share of university graduates among todsgisng adults is expected to be
around 40 per cent in OECD countries. Education-dpestudies reveal differences in
fertility behaviour. Childlessness is a particularividespread phenomenon among
female university graduates in Western Germiaayd Austria, and highly educated
women are less likely to have larger families witte¢hor more children. Based on the
Generations and Gender Survey (GSS), we study feititéntions of university gradu-
ates. We concentrate on university degree holdgesl 27 to 40 years in Western Ger-
many and Austria, and compare them with their peefsramce and Norway. We aim
to find out how different life domains are assodla¥éth the intention to have a child
within the next three years. We identify determisaritfertility intentions based on the
concept of the life course and inspired by the ephof the rush hour of life. We exam-
ine associations between employment and relationshighe one hand, and plans to
start a family on the other. We analyse the exinthich the current individual situa-
tion in the life domains of work and partnership atheir durations are related to
short-term fertility intentions, taking into considéon possible gender-specific and
country-specific differences. The study reveald thawestern Germany and Austria
childless highly educated women are less likelyitenid to have a child within the next
three years. Moreover, gender differences are retab these two countries, with
women less often intending to have a child in ther feture than men. Childbearing
plans are most prominent among university graduatesirsd the age of thirty. The
degree of institutionalisation, the duration of tteationship and the number of work-
ing hours are also associated with fertility intiemis.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Increasing numbers of young people are awardedvargity degree. Based on
current patterns of graduation, 60 per cent of goadults in the OECD coun-
tries are expected to enter university-level progres and 40 per cent of
young people are expected to complete universitgteducation at some point
during their lives (OECD 2013). The study of theifiey behaviour and inten-
tions of highly educated women and men is therefdrsome societal im-
portance. Moreover, the highly educated as a gmerepnot only increasing
relative to other educational groups, but are atsen as a vanguard for social
change (Lesthaeghe and Surkyn 1988), and thisdasltertility behaviour.

Childlessness has increased continuously acrossp&wover the last dec-
ades (Frejka 2008). Although childlessness is noéw phenomenon histori-
cally, it has been gaining increasing significaic¢he demographic literature
and in socio-political discussion (Frejka and Sard®04; Konietzka and
Kreyenfeld 2007). Education-specific studies shbhat tchildlessness is a par-
ticularly widespread phenomenon among female usityegraduates (Dorbritz
2011). This applies to women in Western Germanypadrticular, who in the
past frequently found themselves faced with theicghbetween child(ren) or
career, due to the low supply of public childcaaeilfties. Highly educated
women are also less likely to have larger familigs three or more children.

Low fertility rates are an important societal issared earlier research has
shown that there is gap between fertility intergi@md fertility behaviour (i.e.
higher intended family size than actual behavigBgngaarts 2001; Sobotka
2009). If the intentions themselves are absemwrthen the situation might be
even worse. It is therefore important to know hawstipport individuals to
achieve their fertility intentions and to maintaircertain fertility rate.

Various empirical studies have focused on intestiwhen studying fertility
and childlessness (Dorbritz, Lengerer and Ruckd#s2B05; Dorbritz and
Ruckdeschel 2007). Childlessness is either interfid@d early adulthood or
the consequence of continuous postponement ofbelthg and family for-
mation plans; the latter is especially common amtimg highly educated
(Kreyenfeld and Konietzka 2007). Viewed from thi&edgourse perspective,
childlessness could be an expression of complexchiurse constellations and
the result of a succession of biographical decssiehated to various areas of
life, primarily education, employment and persoregproaches to life
(Kreyenfeld and Konietzka 2007).

The objective of this study is to analyse fertilityentions among university
graduates aged between 27 and 40 in four seleaieab&n countries. The
study focuses on Western Germany and Austria, desntvith high levels of
childlessness, especially among the highly educdted important to know
why this is the case. To obtain a better insighd, study fertility intentions,
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because lack of intention is a strong predictochifdlessness. To understand
the situation of the highly educated in these twantries better we compare
them to women in two other countries. France andnudy are included be-
cause they have comparably high fertility rates diff¢rent institutional con-
texts concerning reconciliation of work and famiife. We concentrate on
short-term fertility intentions, not on the inteidaumber of children. For a
discussion of the operationalisation of short-temmad long-term fertility inten-
tions we refer to Philipov and Bernardi (2011): 88Hterm intentions refer to
having a child within a short time period such aer23 years. Over a short
period, the respondent is expected to be familiéir tis or her personal situa-
tion in life and with the obstacles which mightdtate the intention to have a
child. For example, the respondent is aware offéeily situation and of her
partner’s fertility preferences; she is aware of heusing situation, employ-
ment situation, income, etc.” (Philipov and Bern&@l1, 512).

Our research focuses on the particularly intemae firessures of the phase
of life between the mid-twenties and late thirti€ke age starts at 27, the mean
age of finishing university-level degrees in OEGiutries (OECD 2013). Our
aim is to find out how different life domains argsaciated with the intention to
have a child in the near future. Based on the quinaielife course and inspired
by the concept of “rush hour of life” (Bertram 2Q0@&rtram and Bujard 2012)
we identify determinants of fertility intentionsrfaniversity graduates. Accord-
ing to the concept of the rush hour of life demaindsn the apparently conflict-
ing life domains of job/career and family/privatte lare seen in context with
fertility intentions and a possible pathway to digksness. In particular, we
examine associations between employment and ne&ips and intention to
start or expand a family. We analyse the extemthizh the current individual
situation in the life domains of work and partnguséind their durations relate
to fertility intentions for the next three yearaking into consideration possible
gender-specific and country-specific differences.

2. GENERATIVE BEHAVIOUR, CHILDLESSNESS AND FERTILN
INTENTIONS

Germany and Austria are among the countries wehldivest fertility rates in
Europe (Sobotka 2011), while France, the United gdom and the
Scandinavian countries are known for their compaeht high fertility rates

(Total fertility rate (TFR) 2010: Germany: 1.39; gtua: 1.44, 2010: France:
2.00; Norway: 1.95; United Kingdom: 1.98) (VID-I14S2012)° Over the past
four decades Europe has witnessed a rise in theageweage at first birth

5 See Sobotka and Lutz (2011) for a recent critifue validity of TFR.
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(Bongaarts and Sobotka 2011), and increasing lefetslucational enrolment
account for a substantial part of fertility postporent (Ni Bhrolchain and
Beaujouan 2012). In most European countries theageetransition to mother-
hood currently takes place at age 28-29 (Kreyené&tldil. 2010; Sobotka
2010). The relationship between postponement offijeiormation and fertility
differs. While in France a high age at first bikleccompanied by a high num-
ber of children and low childlessness (Gerlach 200dppen, Mazuy and
Toulemon 2013), in Germany the delay in motherhsodssociated with an
increase in childlessness and this presumably dvasequences for final family
size (Kreyenfeld 2008).

Childlessness varies substantially between cowntied regions (Frejka
2008; Konietzka and Kreyenfeld 2007), amountin@2oper cent in Western
Germany for cohorts born 1964-1968 (StatistischesdBsamt 2010) and to 18
per cent in Austria for the 1965-66 cohorts (SoadR11). With a share of 13
per cent, France and Norway exhibit low levels lifdtessness for the 1960s
cohorts (Sobotka 2005; Toulemon, Pailhé and Ro2§i@é8). Moreover, child-
lessness is low in former East German regions, avigihare of 11 per cent for
the 1964-1968 cohorts (Statistisches Bundesamt)20itlicating considerable
regional differences within Germany (Dorbritz 200%onietzka and
Kreyenfeld 2007).

Throughout the twentieth century lower fertilitytea have been associated
with the higher education of women (Skirbekk 2008yvertheless, education-
specific differences in fertility vary substantiallvithin Europe. The negative
educational gradient is particularly pronouncedauntries where the institu-
tional framework supports a relatively long abseotceothers from the labour
force and where women perceive difficulties in megibng family and work,
such as in Germany, Austria and Switzerland (Meand &iefbroer 2011;
Sobotka 2011). By contrast, fertility differences dducational level are rela-
tively small in France and Norway (Davie and MaZ810; Kravdal 2001;
Lappegard 2002; Toulemon, Pailhé and Rossier 2008).

A positive correlation between educational levedl @hildlessness is well
documented for Germany (Boehnke 2013; Bujard 20S82atistisches
Bundesamt; 2013; Schaeper, Grotheer and Brandt) 2048 in a number of
other European countries (Fokkema et al. 2008; défeiDykstra and Jansen
2008; Lappegard 2000). In the birth cohorts citbdva, childlessness among
women holding a university degree amounts to 33cpat in Western Germa-
ny and 30 per cent in Austria (Képpen, Mazuy andl@mon 2013; Prskawetz
et al. 2008). The share of childless universitydgedes is lower in France (18
per cent), and Norway (19 per cent) (Koppen, Maauy Toulemon 2013). The
comparatively low childlessness rate of Norwegiamdle university graduates
is accompanied by high gender equality and higlolerant and employment
rates of women, both ensured by family policy gliiges (Rgnsen 2004). Cen-
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sus data by level of education and parity are scakeailable data on Austria
and Switzerland show that the share of childlessaesl the family structure
itself differs among educational groups. Larger if@® with three or more
children are rare and two-child families are maegfient than one-child fami-
lies among tertiary educated women. Among womem [orl960 in Austria
the proportion of women with three or more childeenounts to 14 per cent in
the highest educational grdugnd 30 per cent in the lowest educational gfoup
(EURREP 2013, based on census data). In Switzettengroportion of wom-
en with three or more children amounts to 17 pat gethe highest educational
group and 35 per cent in the lowest group.

Empirical evidence on childlessness and family sizenen differentiated
by educational level is also scarcer though tha tiat is available indicates a
different pattern of childlessness among men coathao women. A recent
study on Norway noted that by the age of 45 ye@rp& cent of men with
compulsory education were childless whereas amuooggtwith higher degrees
13 per cent had no child by that age (Lappegardick@nd Rgnsen 2013).
According to the Swiss census, in the male cohomt ln 1960, differences in
family size are less pronounced compared to worRen.example, childless-
ness amounts to 28 per cent among tertiary educa¢edand to 24 per cent in
the lowest educational group (EURREP 2013, baserknaus data). Although
large families are more frequent in lower educapealips (28 per cent) than in
the higher educated group (21 per cent), educatidifferences are smaller
compared to women. Census data or micro-censusodatiae number of bio-
logical children for men are not available for eitlisermany or Austria.

Explanations for high childlessness among highlycated women focus
mainly on difficulties in reconciling work and falyi(Dorbritz 2005; Fokkema
et al. 2008; Lind 2008), the strong career oriéomadf female university grad-
uates, high opportunity costs (Liefbroer 2005)wadl as the postponement of
family formation due to the considerable time sgarntducation (Fokkema et
al. 2008; Liefbroer and Corijn 1999). A stable earmcreases the likelihood of
remaining childless among women, but increaseslikieéihood of entering
fatherhood for men (Keizer, Dykstra and Jansen 2a@8s indicating distinc-
tive pathways into childlessness among men and wokgart from economic
aspects, the private situation is certainly impari@r family formation. Re-
garding the specific situation of highly qualifia®men, the lack of a suitable
partner or a stable relationship is a central cafishildlessness in many coun-
tries of western and northern Europe (Dorbritz 208&izer 2010; Kdppen,
Mazuy and Toulemon 2013).

Research on fertility intentions includes indivitloharacteristics as well as
macro-level indicators. The GGS has initiated regean different dimensions

51SCED 5 and 6.
"ISCED 0, 1 and 2.
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of fertility intentions, such as short-term intemt$ or overall intended number
of children (Philipov and Bernardi 2011). But varsocountry-specific or inter-
national surveys also include information on chéldiing plans, enabling de-
tailed analysis of fertility intentions and behawio The Theory of Planned
Behaviour, implemented in the GGS, was the themakfiamework for various
articles on attitudes and norms (Billari, Philipmwvd Testa 2009; Dommermuth,
Klobas and Lappegard 2011; Mencarini, Vignoli andtt&d 2011; Mitchell
and Gray 2007). Gender equality (Mills et al. 200&yer, Lappegard and
Vignoli 2011), employment and job characteristiBerpardi, Klarner and von
der Lippe 2008; Berninger, Weil3 and Wagner 201Dbuysing conditions
(Vignoli, Rinesi and Mussino 2013), availability ohildcare (Rindfuss et al.
2007) and the impact of family policies (Bujard 20Drago et al. 2011,
Philipov 2009b; Salles, Rossier and Brachet 2018)saggested as examples
of the different aspects associated with fertilitientions. Several countries are
frequently included in the analyses to find outroyspecific differences (Di
Giulio et al. 2012; Pailhé 2009). Moreover, paregbdon fertility enables study
of the realisation of fertility intentions (Berritapn 2004; Gray, Evans and
Reimondos 2013; Morgan and Rackin 2010; Philipo0%() Régnier-Loilier
and Vignoli 2011; Spéder and Kapitdny 2009; Touleraod Testa 2005) or
changes in family size intentions (lacovou and Teav&011; Liefbroer 2009).

Selection of the countries was based on the wedfa@te typology proposed
by Gauthier (1996) and availability of comparabktad Gauthier’s typology
focuses on family policies, which seem to be imgatrifor the individual op-
portunities at the micro level. She defined founrtioy groups: egalitarian fam-
ily policy (Norway, Denmark and Sweden), charaseli by its egalitarian
gender policy, an adequate system of public chiltlead other family-friendly
provisions like generous parental leave. The pnoidfal and non-
interventionist family policy type (UK, USA) is bad on the principles of a
self-regulating market and economic independencéafailies from the state,
which results in minor welfare provisions for faied. The pronatalist family
policy type (France) has the clear goal of a staddpulation and provides
broad universal support for families. Public anivatie childcare facilities and
well-developed maternity leave arrangements aimemaove structural barriers
which may influence fertility behaviour negativelyhe traditionalist family
policy type (Western Germany, Austria and Switzatlais oriented towards
the traditional male breadwinner model. Structurafriers like the lack of
well-developed public childcare facilities leaddifficulties reconciling family
and work, especially for women. Therefore, Wes@enmany and Austria, two
traditionalist family policy countries are compangith France, of the pronatal-
ist type, and with Norway, an example of the egglin family policy type.
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3. THE CONCEPT OF LIFE COURSE AND THE ‘RUSH HOUR QHFFE’

Fertility as a “purposive behaviour that is basedirdentions integrated into
the life course” (Schoen et al. 1999, p. 799), dsdealisation, depends on
specific framework conditions. Fertility intentiomse complex and embedded
in the specific social context (Dommermuth, Klobasd Lappegard 2011;
Schneider, Limmer and Ruckdeschel 2002). The imertb have a child de-
pends on the time frame (e.g. now, within threeyea later) and can change
over time according to personal and social con{8gtoen et al. 1999). Alt-
hough the realisation of fertility intentions isflienced by various factors
(Spéder and Kapitany 2009), we assume that intestie predictors of subse-
guent family formation (W. B. Miller and Pasta 19%ehoen et al. 1999).

The theoretical framework for analysing fertilityténtions in this paper is
based on the sociological concept of the life ceilmg Elder and Mayer (Elder
1977; Mayer 1990, 2003). According to the life-amiperspective, individuals
move through a sequence of age-graded eventstiitsiaand social roles
(Elder 1977). The timing of life events, such addtlirth, and transitions be-
tween different social settings is specified by mative expectations and
shaped by institutional constrains (Elder 1977; &a3001, 2003). Individual
life courses are closely linked to the dynamicthefsocial group to which they
belong (Mayer 2003). On the one hand, instituticerahngements vary from
society to society, creating cross-cultural differes in institutionalised path-
ways and life-course patterns. On the other haifel,cburse patterns vary
across status groups within a given society (E1&&7; Mayer 2003).

The transition to adulthood is an important perddhe life course. Rind-
fuss described young adulthood as a time whichd@riographically dense”
(Rindfuss 1991, 494), meaning that more demogragttion occurs then than
during any other stage in the life course. Younglthdod — between ages 18
and 30 — represents a period of multiple transdtiocluding leaving school,
finishing education, residential mobility, marriaged transition to parenthood.
A central aspect of the life-course concept is iidtidimensionality of the
action patterns. Young adults are involved in “mpldt lines of adult activity —
of work and civil responsibilities, marriage andeahood” (Elder 1977, 283).
The individual life course develops in differerfelidomains such as work and
family, and there are multiple interdependencieswben these domains
(Mayer 2003). The different life domains imply coatipg demands for an
individual’s limited time and resources (Elder 177

The concept of competing demands is crucial taulé hour of life, which
we view as a contribution to life-course theoryfdReng to a pioneering paper
by Bittman and Wajcman (2000), the expression e lroined to describe
periods of life when multiple and conflicting dendanare felt most pressingly.
According to Lothaller (2008) it encompasses theetbdf life between the mid-
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twenties and later thirties and particularly aféeatore highly educated people
who must simultaneously deal with the demands akigareer and family and
increased uncertainties related to these domaitoriged educational phases
and increased employment of women, accompanieah leyasion of traditional
tasks, are central to the phenomenon of the rusi dlife. Within a short
period of time (five to seven years) entrance th® labour market, career es-
tablishment and family formation take place — oveh¢o take place — which
makes up for a concentration of biographical evebierent competing de-
mands and events such as labour market entry,rastblishment and consol-
idation, finding a suitable partner, cohabitatiorgrriage and starting a family
concentrate in the rush hour of life (Bertram, Bdjeand Rosler 2011;
Nimwegen, Esveldt and Beets 2003). Further resdaashaddressed time stress
and “time crunch” (Hamermesh and Lee 2007; Hochsditi97).

The Seventh German Family Report (BMFSFJ 20063s#et that the rush
hour of life is associated with precarious condisiccuch as lack of time and
insecure working conditions. It is speculated g phenomenon is particu-
larly pronounced in Germany, because the Germanatidnal system, espe-
cially in academic professions, does not show ndifferentiation and access
to professional life is generally defined by onbighest completed level of
education. Other countries, in particular northEuropean and Anglo-Saxon
ones, offer a variety of educational qualificatidhat can be acquired at vari-
ous stages of life, thus allowing for flexible arggment of life plans over the
life course (BMFSFJ 2006). German university graesiare also confronted
with increased vocational uncertainties (Klammet®0 Moreover, Peuckert
(2008) observed a shrinking time frame for paremthan Germany, as the
duration of the fertile years actually used hasresed significantly. In the
Scandinavian countries and France life decisionge helso been shifted to
higher ages, but they are not as concentratedsagkoat as in Germany.

The individual situation in the main life domainkwork and partnership
provides the basis for the subjective interpretatid the current situation of
decision making. The decision to have a(anothal) cha long-term and high-
risk commitment with considerable consequencestHer future (Rupp and
Blossfeld 2008). The concept of the “rush hourifef Iseems to be very useful
in analysing the determinants of fertility intemtgoof university graduates be-
cause it refers to highly educated people in ads@societies in the late twen-
tieth century.

4. HYPOTHESES

We assume that biographical events — completiorduoication, entry to the
labour market, the search for a suitable partndrthe consolidation of a rela-
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tionship — affect fertility intentions. Our centrhipothesis is therefore that
uncertainties regarding these factors have negeffeets on fertility intentions

of highly educated people and can be seen as avgatto childlessness. It
takes a certain amount of time before a relatignbbcomes consolidated, until
a couple thinks about having children. In term&wwiployment, it also takes a
certain amount of vocational adjustment and pradiefore an employee be-
comes established within an organisation. Sincgeusity graduates are con-
fronted with increased vocational uncertaintiesa(finer 2010) relevant in-
formation from the GGS was used, such as type wiract or satisfaction with

job security.

H1: We assume that the lack of a partner, as vgetha degree of institu-
tionalisation of a relationship — in particular tlagk of a cohabiting partner —,
are essential prerequisites to short-term fertititgntions.

H2: The level of consolidation of a relationshipeasured by the degree of
institutionalisation — is associated with fertilitytentions: the higher the con-
solidation of a relationship, the more often féastilintentions will be men-
tioned. We assume that the relationship qualitya@ueed via satisfaction with
the relationship) is associated with fertility intiens.

H3: Individuals in a less satisfying relationshig dess likely to intend to
have a child in the near future. We assume an ggocbetween employment
conditions and fertility intentions and differeriabetween childless people
and parents.

H4: Highly educated persons, with comparably lownesdl as extremely
high workloads, are less likely to intend to hawehad in the near future, indi-
cating economic problems and precarious employroentitions on the one
hand, and limited time resources for private lifetioe other.

As motherhood is often combined with part-time wark assume a differ-
ent mechanism among parents:

H5: Highly educated parents with extremely high kleads are less likely
to intend to have another child in the near futimejcating limited time re-
sources for private life and more children.

H6: Short current job duration indicates the nemdidb consolidation, and
is negatively associated with fertility intentions.

H7: Fertility intentions for the next three years &ss often mentioned in
cases of uncertain employment conditions, sucheemparary work contracts
and self-employment.

At the societal level we formulate the followingawypotheses:

H8: Fertility intentions of female university graates are less pronounced
in countries with traditional gender role modelsl anlow degree of institution-
alisation of childcare.

H9: Highly educated women intend to have childressloften than highly
educated men in countries with traditional gendér models.
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5. DATA AND METHODS

The study is based on the first wave of the GG®/@stern Germany, Austria,
France and Norway. Differences in fertility ratesrgst between former East
and West Germany (Goldstein and Kreyenfeld 2011d&ein et al. 2010).
Due to the small sample size, we excluded formet Barmany. We focus on
highly educated persons, whom we define as perdwiding ISCED
5a/ISCED 6 degrees, i.e. having studied at a usityeor at a university of
applied sciences. We refer to these persons alSanégersity graduates” or
“the highly educated”, using the terms synonymougle do not include per-
sons with tertiary education with a vocation-sgegaiualification (ISCED 5B),
since this group’s vocational biography (e.g. appiceship, trade examination,
master craftsman's examination) usually differenftbhose who complete high-
er secondary education and then study at univetsity

As mentioned, this study focuses on Western Gernaanty Austria, two
countries with high childlessness among highly aetlet persons, and with
very similar social, political and economic strues! France and Norway were
included as countries with both higher fertilityas and different family poli-
cies, thus allowing European comparison. Data \werded and analyses con-
ducted for the entire sample as well as separédelywomen and for men, in
order to identify possible gender-specific diffeses (Widmer and Ritschard
2009).

In addition to fertility intentions and birth an@npner histories, the GGS in-
cludes detailed information on the current employnsuation and on educa-
tion. This dataset therefore enables analysisrtfitig intentions in a multivar-
iate context, taking into consideration various @msions of the rush hour of
life. We were unable to take persons with samepsetners into consideration
because questions on fertility were not asked. B\a@e we excluded those
who were unable to have biological children, whd hassing data on fertility
intentions or who were expecting a child at theetiofi the interview. The final
sample comprises 1,759 highly educated women amdaged 27 to 40 years,
holding ISCED 5a or ISCED 6 degree and with vadigponses to the question
whether they intended to have a child within thetritbree years (Table 1).
Parity matters (Bulatao 1981; Yamaguchi and Fengus95), the first child
marks the transition to parenthood, and it is tfeeeedifferent to the transition
to a second child or a child of higher parity. Actingly, we distinguish be-
tween those who are childless and parents.

8 They typically entered the labour market earlied attained higher education through
advanced vocational training.
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Table 1
Sample by country/region and gender

| | Men | Women | Total |
Western Germany 113 206 319
Austria 133 269 402
France 241 370 611
Norway 230 197 427
Total 717 1,042 1,759

Source GGS Wave 1.

The central variable of this study is the intentiorhave a child within the
next three years, coded as a dichotomous variabledistinguishes between
“yes” and “no”. The small group of respondents veimswered “don’t know” to
the question on childbearing intentions within tiext three years were classi-
fied into “no childbearing intentions” (total 13smondents, i.e. 1 per cent). We
restrict ourselves to a few descriptive results faeds on multivariate analyses
in order to handle problems in the representatisermné the data — in particular
of the German dataset (Kreyenfeld et al. 2011; Sdigckdeschel and Naderi
2012). Of the 1,759 university graduates, 59 pat aee female and 41 per cent
male. The average age of respondents is 34, Geranarsomewhat older (35)
and French somewhat younger (33). The proportidnigifly educated persons
wishing to have a child within the next three yemnsges from 39 per cent in
Western Germany and Norway to 51 per cent in Aas€hildless persons and
parents of one child more often plan to have aldhilthe near future (59 and
62 per cent respectively) than parents of two orenthildren (20 and 8 per
cent).

To our knowledge this is the first study that afsnto use the concept of
the rush hour of life to identify determinants eftflity intentions. Therefore,
indicators for relationship and employment areteslato fertility intentions.
Moreover, we add a time component, since the dedga of the rush hour of
life is the temporal aspect and the concentratiodeaisions and biographical
events within a short time span. For combining rgaristatus and duration of
partnership various classifications and sub-groames modelled, taking into
consideration size of the subgroups and the saamifie of results. For the final
model presented in this paper the cutting poirthiee years for cohabitation
and marriage and two years for living-apart-togeth&T) partnerships.

Probit regressions were carried out in a multiverimamework. The di-
chotomous dependent variable is the intention iee ke child within the next
three years. Apart from age, country, gender andypaype of partnership
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combined with duration of partnership, relationstiglity’, duration of current
job and the current workload (measured in hourskea) were taken into con-
sideration. We furthermore accounted for type oft@rt and satisfaction with
job security.

Regression analyses were calculated for the tatapke, as well as for men
and women separately so as to identify possiblelgrespecific differences. As
mentioned above, we estimated models for childbesple and parents. Anal-
yses for all university graduates regardless oif tharity are provided in the
Appendix (A2).

6.RESULTS

As expected, age is significantly associated wettility intentions. Intentions
are highest among university graduates in theily gairties, whereas those
aged between 35 and 40 and childless people uheemge of 30 are less likely
to intend to have a child within the next threerge@able 2). Differences by
age groups are more pronounced among women than men

The lack of a partner and the degree of institatisation of a relationship
is related to fertility intentions, confirming HMarried and cohabiting persons
intend to have a child more often than personadiapart together or without a
partner.

Contrary to H2 (referring to the consolidation opartnership), there is a
negative correlation between duration of cohalgitatind fertility intentions.
Hence, highly qualified persons who have been dtditady for less than three
years intend to have a child more often than tivadse have already been co-
habitating with their current partner for three ngear longer. This finding con-
tradicts the hypothesis concerning the degree dh@aship consolidation, and
might be explained by a selection process. Highlycated persons cohabiting
for a longer period of time, who are still childdesnd have not married, might
constitute a select group that is less family detad. Duration of marriage is
positively associated with fertility intentions angp newly married women
with children. It is particularly interesting that the female sample the esti-
mated coefficient for short LAT is not significapndlifferent to those without a
partner (results not shown here), whereas in tlildless male sample we find
statistically significant results. We might condtuthat in terms of fertility
intentions highly qualified childless women in shbAT are more similar to
those without a partner than to those in a long€r.LBy contrast, men'’s fertil-
ity intentions among the childless are already npvosmounced in the presence
of a short LAT partnership.

9 Relationship quality is captured by the questiolvisatisfied are you with your rela-
tionship with your partner/spouse?” Possible answange from zero to ten on a satisfaction
scale, with zero being not satisfied at all anditeimg completely satisfied.
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Table 2

17

Estimated regression coefficients for intentioméwe a child within the next

three years

Childless university graduates

University gradsavéh children

Al [ Women [ Men Al | Women| Men

Age

27-29 -0.32** -0.35* -0.29 0.27 0.27 0.41

30-34 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

35-40 -0.28* -0.40* -0.18 -0.61%*  -0.77** -0.42*
Country/Region

Western Germarfy 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Austria 0.17 0.21 0.36 0.15 0.05 0.38

France 0.51*** 0.80*** 0.29 0.20 0.15 0.40

Norway 0.17 0.74**  -0.26 0.16 0.13 0.33
Gender

Male?® 0.00 0.00

Female 0.03 -0.26*
Parity

1 child 0.00 0.00 0.00

2 children 0 0 i IO I i 0 I bl

3+ children -1.65%** -1.70%  -1.76%**
Partner status

Married less than 3 years 0.90+ 0.88 0.34 1.24+ -0.04

Married 3 years and longer 0.20 0.16 0.38 0.22 0.23 0.19

Cohabiting less than 3 years 0.38+ 0.22 0.62+ 0.11 0.30 -0.04

Cohabiting 3 years and londer 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

LAT less than 2 years -0.55** -0.68** -0.37 -0.19 .28 .

LAT 2 years and longer -0.43* -0.55* -0.33 -0.25 . 0.62

No partner -0.93**  -1.06** -0.76** -0.23 0.02 -1.29+
Relationship quality

(Relatively) poor quality -0.21 -0.22 -0.20 -0.07 0.01 -0.16

(Very) good quality 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Working hours

Less than 30 hours -0.60** -0.53* -0.64+ -0.01 0.07 -0.07

30-34 hours 0.10 0.13 0.64 -0.21 0.05 -0.99

35-40 hourd 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

41-50 hours 0.08 0.15 0.03 -0.01 0.29 -0.13

More than 50 hours 0.09 -0.26 0.39 -0.23 -0.86 00.2

Not employed 0.10 0.13 0.32 0.46** 0.62** -0.19
Duration of current job

Less than 1 year -0.09 -0.01 -0.12 -0.24 0.02 -0.59*

1-3 years -0.00 0.07 0.01 -0.00 0.01 0.03

4 years and longér 0,00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Constant 0.58** 0.51+ 0.51+ 0.46* 0.17 0.40
Pseudo R? 0.13 0.16 0.14 0.10 0.11 0.16
N 772 416 349 940 578 351

Significance levelst p<0.10; * p<0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p<0.001.

2 Reference category.

Remark See Table Al in the Appendix for the distributimfithe variables.

Source GGS Wave 1.
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The estimated coefficient for those reporting reddy poor relationship
quality is negative, indicating that those who @issatisfied with their relation-
ship are less likely to intend to have a childhia tear future. Nevertheless, the
estimated coefficients fail to reach statisticajnfficance and therefore our
results do not support H3.

We took into consideration the hours actually wdrke order to better ex-
amine the vocational time burden during the ruglr led life. According to our
calculations, full-time employment in the range 3% to 40 hours, full-time
employment with a modest amount of overtime (ietwieen 41 and 50 hours)
and part-time employment in the range of 30 to 8dr& are associated with
fertility intentions in a more or less similar wayart-time work comprising
less than 30 hours per week is significantly negstirelated to the fertility
intentions of highly educated childless men and eontChildless university
graduates who have a part-time job with less tHam@&irs per week are pre-
sumably not yet established on the labour markdtfane possible financial
restrictions, meaning they do not favour familyniation in the near future.
Our results on part-time work support H4, in tredatively few working hours
are associated with low fertility intentions, cogivey a still precarious position
in the labour market and possible economic diffiesl Among mothers we do
not find a negative association between part-timekvand fertility intentions.
Their reduced working hours are most probably duaé combination of chil-
drearing and work.

Extensive working hours (i.e. more than 50 hounsvpeek) are associated
with a lower likelihood of intending to have a chih the near future among
childless women. By contrast, high workload is atged with increased risk
of intending to have a child among childless mdmugh results are not
statistically significant. Our results indicate ttfiar childless female university
graduates who work 50 or more hours per week, faraitd work are
particularly difficult to combine, whereas childeesnen with such high
workloads coversely see economic advantages ima@ateworkloads as this
makes family formation easier to finance. The estad coefficients among
parents are negative and suggest that parentewtiisive working hours less
often intend to have a child in the near futureug R5, which assumes a nega-
tive association between extended workload anditfigrintentions due to re-
stricted time resources, is supported only for lyigllucated parents and child-
less women and not for childless men. Finally, rorployment is associated

10 we started with all possible values - ranging froero to ten - for being satisfied with
the relationship, and collapsed various later \alimo groups if the estimated coefficient
were similar in size and not statistically sigrefitly different. The final specification distin-
guished between “(Very) good quality”, comprisifigp$e with answers nine or ten on the
satisfaction scale, and “(Relatively) poor qualitggmprising those with answers ranging
from zero to eight.
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with a higher chance of intending to have anotihéd@mong parents. Further
analyses revealed that this is mainly due to horkersaand women on paren-
tal leave.

The estimated coefficient for short duration of tuerent job is not signifi-
cantly associated with fertility intentions. Assugithat a short duration of the
current job indicates the need for job consolidatind is negatively associated
with fertility intentions, H6 is not confirmed.

Country-specific differences vary by gender. Takigstern Germany as
the reference group, family plans among childless @nd women do not sig-
nificantly differ between Western Germany and Aiastbut are significantly
more often mentioned among French and Norwegiddleks women. France
and Norway represent countries with less traditiggader role models and a
higher degree of institutionalisation of childcaféerefore, our results support
H8, which assumes that in countries with traditiagender role models and a
low degree of institutionalisation of childcare teetility intentions of female
university graduates are less pronounced. Amongless men, Western Ger-
mans lie in the middle range, childbearing plansdpéowest among Norwe-
gians, although not statistically significant. Tgpender differences in Norway
(comparably high among women and comparably lowrgymmaen) are in line
with research by Kravdal and Rindfuss (2008) anecant study by Lappegard
and colleagues (2013), which found a higher le¥ehddlessness among high-
ly educated men in Norway. In the sample of higkdiyicated parents we find
no significant differences. Once university graésdiave at least one child, the
intention to have another child is comparable gsthcountries.

Among childless people we find no gender differeimcehildbearing inten-
tions. But country-specific analyses reveal tha i due to effects of opposite
size. In Western Germany and Austria childless lgigducated women intend
to have a child considerably less often than higpiglified men (Table 3). The
situation is the opposite in Norway, supportingvimas research (as mentioned
above). In Western Germany and Austria traditiagethder role models still
prevail. Thus our results support H9, anticipatihgt in countries with tradi-
tional gender role models highly educated womes k#$en intend to have
children compared to highly educated men. For fgarehe estimated coeffi-
cient for women is negative, showing that mothess loften intend another
child compared to fathers. Highly educated mother&ermany and Austria
are particularly less likely to intend to have dreotchild than fathers (Table 3).
Further analysis by parity (results available oguest) reveals that men and
women do not differ when intending a second clild, when intending a third
or fourth child. As expected, parity is relevantthaparents with two or more
children less often expressing the intention toehamother child compared to
those with one child. Analyses comprising univergitaduates with all parities
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indicate that highly educated respondents plarate fa first and a second child
but do not intend to have three or more childreppg@ndix Table A2).

Table 3
Estimated coefficients for gender differencesierintention to have a child
within the next three years, by country/region

Childless university University graduated
graduates with children
All 4 countries/region 0.03 -0.26*
Western Germany -0.34+ -0.53
Austria -0.44+ -0.62+
France 0.14 -0.24
Norway 0.90*+* -0.04

Remark Reference category is men. Controlled for age typgoartner status, relation-
ship quality, working hours and duration of currgiit, see Table 2.

Detailed job-related GGS data allow analysis byetgb contract, distin-
guishing between permanent, temporary or limiteghlegment contracts for
employees on the one hand, and self-employmertenther. A model includ-
ing childless people in all four countries indicate lower risk of intending to
have a child when holding a temporary contract,aspared to holding a per-
manent position. Country-specific analyses revesjative coefficients for
those holding a temporary contract in Western Gaynand Norway, but re-
sults are not statistically significant (Table Mjoreover, self-employed people
less often intend to have a child within the néxeé years in Western Germa-
ny and Austria, and more often in France and Nopiay results are statisti-
cally significant only for France. Among parentse @o not find a negative
association between fertility intentions for theandéuture or temporary con-
tracts. Therefore, our results do not allow usdme to conclusions regarding
the association between type of contract and ifgriihtentions. H7, which
assumes that uncertain employment conditions &kepbrary work contracts
and self-employment are associated with low féytilntentions, has to be re-
jected for failing to reach statistical significand-urther analyses reveal that
satisfaction with job security tends to increasélfiy intentions, but results are
statistically significant only for Western Germafngsults not shown here).
Gender-specific analyses reveal no further insjgimginly due to the small
sample sizes.
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Table 4
Estimated coefficient for type of contract, by doynegion

Childless university graduates
Permanent | Temporary

Self-employed

contract Contract
All 4 countries/region 0 -0.14 -0.01
Western Germany 0 -0.51 -0.44
Austria 0 0.07 -0.38
France 0 0.10 0.75+
Norway 0 -0.54 0.31

Remark Controlled for age, gender, country, partner statelationship quality, working
hours and duration of current job, see Table 2.

DISCUSSION

The obijective of this research was to study feytilitentions among university
graduates in Western Germany and Austria, and @gtethrough comparison
to France and Norway. The central thesis was theg¢mainties in partnership
and employment have a negative effect on fertititgntions and constitute a
pathway to childlessness. In this study we attechpterelate different life do-

mains (private, work) and their temporal dimensiorfamily formation plans

in the near future. At the individual level, the liidimensional aspect of the
rush hour of life was operationalised by includafgmographic characteristics
such as age and partner status, and employmeatigitucombined with tem-

poral aspects like duration of relationship andemnirjob. Age was significant-
ly associated with fertility intentions. Accordig our results, intentions were
most pronounced among university graduates ardumadge of thirty, whereas
both younger and older highly educated persons Ves likely to intend to

have a child in the near future. The steep decrieasdentions for the 35-40
age-group might also indicate a selection processi@daptation to a childless
personal lifestyle.

The results suggest an exceptional situation im@ay and Austria, where
childless highly educated women intend to haveila @h the near future sig-
nificantly less often than in France and Norwayadidition, we find considera-
ble gender-specific differences in the two Germaaaking countries, with
highly qualified women less often planning to hamddren compared to their
male peers. This might be due to family policy apts pursued in the past,
when monetary child support schemes were acconmgpéasyia lack of structural
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policy for expanding public childcare, enforcingetividespread and strongly
normative “homemaker/breadwinner” model (Esping-amsdn 1990).

Apart from availability and affordability, culturalorms regarding childcare
and maternal employment also influence actual disghitdcare services. In a
comparison between French and German women, Fag2@d2) concluded
that differences between state policies shouldbeobverestimated in explain-
ing the persistent fertility gap between the twairttties. She underlined the
strong differences in women’s attitudes towardsdclre outside of the home.
While childcare services seem to be generally dedelm France, the attitude
in Western Germany is that children should notnattehildcare facilities until
they are at least two or even three years old @&ag2002). In Norway, where
use of childcare facilities for children above oyear is generally accepted,
there seems to be an informal norm that childresukhnot spend too many
hours in childcare (Plantenga and Remery 2009nRhe life-course perspec-
tive, the labour market participation of Norwegigomen may be “as natural”
as child raising (Lappegard 2000, 16).

The relationship situation and presence of a seitpartner are crucial for
fertility intentions. Married and cohabitating pems intend a child more often
than those in a LAT relationship or persons withaytartner. The degree of
institutionalisation and the duration of a relatbip are associated with
childbearing plans, but with gender-specific diffieces. We found that in terms
of fertility intentions, highly qualified women ishort LAT are more similar to
those without a partner than to those in a long&f.LBy contrast, fertility
intentions among childless men are already morequmoced in the presence of
a short LAT partnership. This result is relevant foture studies on highly
educated men and women, in view of the increasimegatence of LAT part-
nerships among highly educated people in times igh Hob mobility
(Schneider, Limmer and Ruckdeschel 2002) .

In the rush hour of life the number of working heis related to childbear-
ing plans. Part-time employment of less than 30rh@inegatively associated
with family formation plans of childless persongjigh presumably indicates
economic restrictions and an as-yet unsuccessfabiation into the labour
market. The association between heavy time burddrfaamily formation plans
among the childless is gender specific. The faat thtentions are less often
mentioned among childless women working more tHahdurs per week indi-
cates difficulties in reconciling family and timeténsive work. However, it
might also point to strong work orientation and reveduced family orienta-
tion. Among childless men extensive overtime tetalde related to family
formation plans. After a recent job change famdynfiation tends to be of a
lower priority for men, who might wish to consoltdahemselves in their new
vocational position, i.e. to gain a foothold in thew workplace and adapt to
their new responsibilities before starting or egilag a family.
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According to our country-specific analyses, tempp@ntracts are related
to an absence of fertility intentions for the nésure among the childless in
Western Germany and Norway. Furthermore, self-epgolgersons in West-
ern Germany and Austria are less likely to plarhawe children in the near
future than employees with permanent contracts comrast to France, where
self-employed people intend to have children sigaiftly more often. We
cannot explain if this is due to country-specifimeomic and legal situations of
the self-employed, to persons with certain chareties being more likely to
start or take over a company, or to other reasOus. results on temporary
contracts and job security confirm that a stableé mg-term vocational per-
spective is especially important for family fornmatiplans in Western Germa-
ny. Further research suggests that being a paasra Istrong negative earnings
effect on women in Germany (Trappe and Rosenfe@DR0The relevance of
insecure employment conditions among young adaltSérmany corresponds
to the dominant idea of a “sequential life plaiPe(uickert 2008, 126), accord-
ing to which the family phase should only begireaftompletion of education,
a few years of work experience and establishmer steady and financially
secure career. Based on the German Socio-Econani,Kreyenfeld (2010)
investigated whether uncertainties in female emplayt careers resulted in
postponement of family formation and found diffezes by educational levels.
Thus, more highly educated women postpone paredtivb@n subject to em-
ployment uncertainties, whereas those with loweelk of education often
become mothers. Due to sample size we are not@btedy the group of high-
ly educated unemployed persons.

Another possibility is that people in our samplereviaced with caring for
elderly parents (Schlesinger and Raphael 1993in&pil and Pezzin 2000). The
concept of the ‘sandwich generation’ (D. A. Mill#881), a generation caring
for children and the elderly, refers mainly to mie&ddulthood and is not fur-
ther addressed in the current study.

The central variable of this study is the intentiorhave a child within the
next three years. Preliminary analyses (resultsshotn here) reveal that the
current relationship and vocational situation areatgreater extent associated
with fertility intentions in the near future tharithv overall fertility intentions,
i.e. the intention to have children either withiie thext three years or thereafter.
Moreover, from a theoretical point of view the deottime span of three years
is better suited to the concept of the rush hodramflicting demands.

Apart from treating each variable individually imetmodel, we generated a
composite variable which included all the varialitest are associated with the
rush hour of life. A scale indicating the numberpoédisposing factors was
unfortunately not significantly associated withtiléy intentions. Instead, it
turned out that the inclusion of the different shles had more explanatory
power.
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Our study has several limitations. First, dataesibn of the first wave of
the GGS took place between 2005 and 2008 (Frarst&armmany: 2005, Nor-
way: 2007/8; Austria 2008/9), and although datacamparable across coun-
tries, the different periods of data collection eetated to different economic
contexts. In addition, the current study does wlolress the political context in
which the surveys were taken. For the link betweeonomic recession and
fertility we refer to other recent studies (Nedélsieunynck and Wood 2012;
Orsal and Goldstein 2010; Sobotka, Skirbekk andigevi 2011). Second, we
do not have any information concerning whether\ildials in our sample
actually feel “rushed”. Surveys like the 2002 Gennfocioeconomic Panel
(SOEP) and the US Panel Study of Income Dynami&OJPdo address the
feeling of being rushed (Hamermesh and Lee 20Qit)these data do not allow
profound analyses of family formation because ok laf detailed information
on fertility intentions. Third, the samples for gi@ countries are rather small
and with the inclusion of numerous variables trailts fail statistical signifi-
cance. Fourth, the couple perspective is impoftarfertility decisions (Jansen
and Liefbroer 2006; Testa 2012; Testa, CavalliRondina 2012; Thomson and
Hoem 1998). Although the data include information gartners, relevant as-
pects such as partner’'s working hours are not ceghtuMoreover, questions
remain as to whether the rush hour of life is aichor a constraint, and
whether less educated persons also encounter lieisomenon, possibly at
different ages. In addition, the definition of thush hour needs further elabora-
tion, and the perception of feeling rushed presuynaaries due to personal
traits and might be perceived subjectively in diéfg ways. Nevertheless, the
rush hour of life could be a new approach in lileHse analysis to study family
formation in modern societies.
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APPENDIX
Table Al
Distribution of the variables (in per cent)
: . . | University graduates with
Childless university graduates children
Al [Women [ Men Al | Women| Men
Age
27-29 31 32 29 5 6 4
30-34 43 44 42 34 34 32
35-40 26 24 29 61 59 64
Country/Region
Western Germany 29 14 17 19 22 19
Austria 15 35 22 19 20 19
France 34 34 35 35 37 35
Norway 21 17 26 27 21 27
Gender
Male 45 38
Female 55 62
Partner status
Married less than 3 years 3 2 4 2 1 4
Married 3 years and longer 12 12 11 73 72 75
Cohabitating less than 3 years 11 13 9 4 4 14
Cohabitating 3 years and longer 15 16 15 14 14 14
LAT less than 2 years 12 12 13 2 2 1
LAT 2 years and longer 12 11 13 1 1 1
No partner 35 34 36 5 6 2
Relationship quality
(Very) good quality 81 83 83 68 68 69
(Relatively) poor quality 19 17 17 32 32 31
Working hours
Less than 30 hours 7 9 5 16 25 3
30-34 hours 3 5 1 6 8 3
35-40 hours 41 47 35 33 29 39
41-50 hours 29 21 39 21 9 42
More than 50 hours 11 8 11 6 3 12
Not employed 9 8 8 18 27 3
Duration in the current job
Less than 1 year 20 22 17 10 8 12
1 year and longer 71 68 74 73 65 85
Not employed 10 11 8 18 27 3
N abs. (unweighted) 772 423 349 947 589 358

Source GGS Wave 1.
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Table A2
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Estimated coefficients from probit regressionstha intention to have a child

within the next three years and sample distribytimodel including

all parities
[ Al [ women | Men Al | Women] Men |
Age
27-29 -0.26** -0.27* -0.24 17 17 16
30-34 0.00 0.00 0.00 38 39 37
35-40 -0.49** -0.63**  -0.35** 45 44 47
Country/Region
Western Germarfy 0.00 0.00 0.00 17 19 16
Austria 0.14 0.06 0.32+ 23 26 19
France 0.31* 0.38** 0.33* 35 36 33
Norway 0.13 0.34* 0.03 25 19 32
Gender
Male® 0.00 41
Female -0.04 59
Parity
0 children 0.00 0.00 0.00 45 42 49
1 child -0.31** -0.26+ -0.42* 19 20 17
2 children -1.46%*  -1.50%* -1 51 26 28 27
3 and more children -1.98%*  -2.05%*  -2.04%* 9 10 8
Partner status
Married less than 3 years 0.57* 1.41* 0.29 2 1 4
Married 3 years and longer 0.22+ 0.16 0.31+ 46 47 3 4
Cohabiting less than 3 years 0.32* 0.29 0.38 7 8
Cohabiting 3 years and longer ~ 0.00 0.00 0.00 15 15 14
LAT less than 2 years -0.58***  -0.47** -0.53* 6 6 7
LAT 2 years and longer -0.38* -0.41+ -0.31 6 5 7
No partnef -0.80***  -0.74**  -0.87** 18 18 19
Partner quality
(Relatively) poor quality -0.13 -0.10 -0.13 74 73 76
(Very) good quality 0,.00 0.00 0.00 26 27 24
Working hours
Less than 30 hours -0.26** -0.19 -0.47+ 12 18 4
30-34 hours -0.13 0.03 -0.38 5 7 2
35-40 hour$ 0.00 0.00 0.00 37 36 37
41-50 hours -0.05 0.17 -0.06 25 14 40
More than 50 hours -0.04 -0.31 0.05 8 5 12
Not employed 0.28* 0.47* 0.13 14 20 5
Duration of current job
Less than 1 year -0.17 -0.01 -0.32+ 14 14 15
1-3 years -0.01 0.05 -0.00 72 66 80
4 years and longér 0.00 0.00 0.00 14 20 5
Constant 0.68*** 0.54*** 0.69**
Pseudo R? 0.22 0.25 0.20
N 1,872 1,168 704 1,719 1,012 707

Significance levelst p<0.10; * p<0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p<0.001.

& Reference category.
Source GGS Wave 1.



