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ABSTRACT: The hypothesis of destandardisation, which was lpopo the 1980s
and 1990s, has been revised and modified sincéutiheof the millennium because it
has not been supported by empirical research (Ke®li7). Destandardisation is still
assumed to affect family formation more than othemasref the life course, though
fertility and partnership appear to be developinffatently and there are indications
that a new phase of restandardisation has commenced.

Comparative analysis of the life course using segeeamalysis is scarce, despite this
methodology often being regarded as superior to tehistory analysis when analysing
social change (Elder 1985, Aisenbrey and Fasand@20To close this gap in research,
this paper tests the hypothesis of destandardisasioggested by prior research in
different European countries using sequence araly@mily formation in three coun-
tries from different European regions (except foistean Europe) is evaluated using
data from the first wave of the Generations and Ger8levey and simple versions of
Optimal Matching Analysis to calculate average diskirities.

The main conclusion of this study is that destandatin affected partnership for-
mation, not family formation, and was only a temponamgnomenon. Because of the
limited range of the available data, this researtivid be considered a starting point
for further analysis on more countries, in orderassess generalisability, as country
differences are apparent and the applicability gpttheses potentially varies in differ-
ent institutional contexts.
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INTRODUCTION

In the debate about changing European societissatten hypothesised that
living arrangements pluralise and life coursesategdrdise (Kohli 1985). De-

1 University of Brunswick (Institute of Technologyna University of Géttingen,
email:0.zimmermann@tu-bs.de.

Demografia, 2013. Vol. 56. No. 5. English Editi62-88.



(DE)STANDARDISATION OF PARTNERSHIP FORMATION & FERTILITY 63

standardisation in its most abstract form is defias increasing dissimilarity
between life courses (Elzinga and Liefbroer 20W7)s related to differentia-
tion and pluralisation, and possibly — though netassarily — developing par-
allel or dependent to these procegsEspirical research proves that destand-
ardisation is not the dominating and long-lastimgcpss that it was initially
believed to be (Kohli 2007). It is now thought tave been a temporary phe-
nomenon affecting some life-course dimensionspfadid by a new period of
restandardisation.

Life-course research has up till now mainly focusadsingle transitions or
a combination of them (Aisenbrey and Fasang 2018 theoretical prefer-
ence for the holistic concept of the ‘trajectoriglder 1985) led to use of se-
guence analysis as a supplement to event histalyss. However, the num-
ber of studies published using sequence analysidestandardisation of life
courses remains small and, as a result, the adyentnd disadvantages of the
methodology and its different implementations atél ®eing discussed
amongst researchers. The main debate concernshitrary decision in defin-
ing the costs and the clustering of respondentpu&ee analysis methodology
is still assumed to be the preferred tool for himlimvestigation of life courses,
especially for processes of social change affedtiagnore abstract structure of
life courses such as (de)standardisation. Periedd to be chosen carefully in
order to enable comparison of the life courseseseral different cohorts in-
cluding younger respondents. Normally, a periodisg from the age of 15 or
18 and ending at the age of 30 or 35 is chosenilfFémmmation is a particular-
ly interesting field of research, because more gharare reported to take place
than in other life-course dimensions (Kohli 200aj)d previous research has
proven the existence of destandardisation of liferses with regards to family
formation in Europe (Hofacker and Chaloupkova 2®lzjnga and Liefbroer
2007). Research suggests that this is being fotldwea period of restandardi-
sation (Fasang 2012 for Germany, Robette 2007 fendh women). In addi-
tion, the dimensions of fertility and partnershjgpaar to be developing differ-
ently (Robette 2010 for France). The main questishgh remain open for a
comparative analysis of European countries arevlgther further support for
the restandardisation hypothesis can be found farenacohorts and in other
countries, (b) whether differences between the dgio&is belonging to the area
of family life courses (e.g. cohabitation, marriaged fertility) can be seen and
what they mean for overall developments, (c) hoes¢hdimensions interact
with each other and how they can be interpretdétiarcontext of other research
results, and (d) to what extent developments withifferent dimensions (and

2 Differentiation is defined as increasing comphexif life courses, e.g. through a great-
er variety of the occurrence or duration of statlestages, and pluralisation as an increasing
number of life-course states occurring in the &ifurse as a whole or at a certain age of a
cohort (Briickner and Mayer, 2005; see also Elzimghlaefbroer 2007).
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their combinations) differ between men and womanorder to answer these
guestions | will use the first wave of the Genenagi and Gender Survey (GGS)
data from France, Norway and Italy to analyse stadidation and destandardi-
sation of family formation.

First, | describe the meaning and the state ofarebeon destandardisation
of life courses, with a focus on family formati@nd hypotheses relating to the
guestions above. Following this, | introduce segeeanalysis, and explain the
selection of measures for analysing (de)standdmisaThen | describe the
data and the preparations for conducting the aisalgs well as the reasons for
selecting the three countries. Finally, and afteluating the hypotheses, |
conclude with a revised hypothesis concerning {dedardisation of family
formation in Europe.

BACKGROUND AND PRIOR RESEARCH

Life-course theory in the 1980s hypothesised tifat dourses continuously
destandardise as a result of on-going individutdinaKohli 1985). In effect,
individuals continue to free themselves from triadil embeddings (e.g. fami-
ly and neighbours) and traditional norms. In additiautonomous life-course
decisions become more important, which can beprééed as a second stage
of individualisation (Beck 1986), whereby individsianore actively plan and
then reflect upon their biographical life cours&sltfli 1985). Destandardisa-
tion is conceptualised as a universal developneamisistent in various dimen-
sions and experienced by all societies after pgssirough the first stage of
individualisation. The first stage of individualigan is marked by rather anon-
ymous, autonomous and standardised integratiorsotity through emerging
social institutions with nation-wide coverage, diigh the welfare state and the
labour market are the most important. It is accamgzhby standardised con-
sumption of industrial goods and information sugglby mass media, domi-
nated first by radio and later by television. Ipleees a less standardised, less
institutionalised and more direct form of integoatithrough personal contact in
everyday life activities with the family, relativaseighbourhood or local levels
of political administration, in which goods are desften mass produced and
there are a variety of printed sources of infororafvailable at the local level.
The theory of the Second Demographic Transition TIS[Lesthaeghe
2010) emphasises that the increasing importangaost-materialistic values,
including self-autonomy and self-fulfilment, leatis postponement and a de-
cline in rates of marriage and fertility, and aaregmasing pluralisation of family
forms. A period of population decline thereforeldals a phase of growth, in
which the European population grows rapidly anceags all over the world
(van de Kaa 2010). It has been suggested thatrdisstiisation is followed by



(DE)STANDARDISATION OF PARTNERSHIP FORMATION & FERTILITY 65

a period of restandardisation (Fasang 2012; M0BA4). If initially only certain
parts of the population change their partnershipfarility behaviour, even in
rather different ways in an attempt to find thetlvesy to adapt their life cours-
es to new circumstances, then life courses destdisdaOnce there is higher
acceptance of a new-life course pattern, life cemirestandardise. This inter-
pretation neglects the fact that Lesthaeghe ihit@nceptualised pluralisation
as an integral part — and not a transitory phenomenof the SDT. According-
ly, destandardisation should stabilise at a someWwigaer level of dissimilari-
ty instead of being reversed by another phaseaofdsirdisation. The idea of
alternating phases of destandardisation and stdisd&ion is still a valuable
concept for empirical analysis, even if no refegetacthe SDT is made.

A hypothesis similar to the SDT, though based dfedint reasoning, stems
from family sociologists, who interpret destandaadion as a return to historic
normality (Peuckert 2008; Kohli 2007; Huinink andrdetzka 2007). Modern-
isation brought standardised life courses (at leasvestern Europe) through
new social institutions, e.g. the welfare state, shhool system and the labour
market, which provide the same incentives andiotisins to all members of
society. In the course of modernisation, the petaf the ideal family was
transformed in many ways; extensive family solijawas replaced by greater
individualism, arranged marriage vanished and mamygand gender equality
spread (Thornton 2010). These standardising eff@esnow vanishing as a
result of different processes of change that hakert place since the 1970s,
such as mass unemployment and the decreasingrinélue the concept of the
core family (parents and children in one househaekl}he ideal way of life,
resulting in a pluralisation of family forms andliéferentiation and destandard-
isation of related life courses.

Empirical research suggests that destandardisat&snnot as influential in
European societies towards the end of the twengettiury as originally hy-
pothesised. Instead, the level of standardisat@named fairly high, while
destandardisation was only gradual and dependetieotype or sequence of
events as well as the region examined (Mayer 18@®ii 2007; Buchmann
and Kriesi 2011). The destandardisation hypothleassbeen criticised for ne-
glecting the connection between the micro- andnhero-level of change, and
it cannot satisfactorily explain the processes dywamics of change (Mayer
1990). The lack of empirical support for destanégiibn and the persistence
of standardisation in life courses surprised ewsrproponents. Kohli (2007:
259) revised his own hypothesis and diagnoseditiiisinal continuity cou-
pled with some destandardisation” for the past desaThis implies that life
courses at the end of the twentieth century welteather similar to each oth-
er, and that changes in the 1950s and 60s weraugrathe influence of
changes since the 1970s (i.e. values, mass unemeidyand the women’s
movement) have been comparatively small. Differsfmetween countries are
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reported to be higher than the differences betwashorts (Diewald 2010),
highlighting the dependence of developments on trpwapecific institutions.

The theory of path dependency stresses that diffénstitutions are likely to

prevail and preserve differences between couniepf 1996; Mills and

Blossfeld 2005; Pfau-Effinger 2000; Spéder 2007)h wultural and religious
traditions appearing to have particularly prevagiland long-term effects (May-
er 2001; Bujard 2012).

Destandardisation, as regards family formation, pragressed furthest in
northern and north-western Europe, while it is lyaseen in southern Europe
(Buchmann and Kriesi 2011, 488). Comparative resesroften based on data
from different sources and arising from differingtmodologies, making com-
parison difficult. It often focuses on single trdiass instead of holistically
analysing life-course trajectories. The trend talsatestandardisation of family
formation is much clearer than in other areas eflifie course (Buchmann and
Kriesi 2011; Kohli 2007). The incidence and accepé&of new family forms is
increasing, but the variability is limited and chiégn are still mainly born to
couples in a stable relationship (Kiernan 2001 wie 2010).

A limited number of studies are available that mage of sequence analy-
sis to holistically examine the destandardisatibtife courses. The results of
the four most relevant studies are summarised)!asvs:

1. Hoféacker and Chaloupkova (2011) reported an ineredshe average
distance to the “traditional family trajectory” fonen and women born
between 1941 and 1972 in 24 European countrieg) wata from the
European Social Survey (Wave 3, ages 18-35). Thedspf develop-
ments differed across European regions. NorwayFRaadce showed a
similar pattern of development, with high distante¢he traditional tra-
jectory. Italy was not analysed.

2. Robette (2010) analysed single and multi-dimensibfeacourses (ages
18-35) of transitions to adulthood for French mad women born be-
tween 1954 and 1969 using data fré@mmilles et employeur004—
2005). He found that fertility-related life coursstandardised, while
partnership-related life courses destandardisedti-dimensional life
courses (including residential and occupationakets) mainly destand-
ardised. Among younger women, life courses restald, while the
level of dissimilarity was stable among younger nfeemale life cours-
es were more destandardised with regards to feriligher difference)
and to partnership (slight differences) though womkthe oldest cohort
had more standardised life courses.

3. Elzinga and Liefbroer (2007) compared family forioatfor women
born between 1945 and 1964 using data from Famitly Fertility Sur-
veys (FFS) for ages 18-30. Traditional family-otéshlife courses lost
importance, while the increasing average dissiitylaf life courses, as
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well as the increasing entropy of the distributidrife courses between
life-course groups indicated destandardisation arilfy formation.
France and Norway were among the most destanddrdigentries,
while respondents from Italy and Spain had the reimsilar life courses.
The results were significant for most countriescépt some eastern Eu-
ropean countries, in which differences between dsheere considera-
bly smaller than in western European countriesptam 90 per cent
bootstrap confidence intervals.

4. Schizzerotto and Lucchini (2002) found consideralifierences in tran-

sitions to adulthood (including non-family relatedents between ages
15 and 35) between Italy, Sweden and the Unitedy#om, with the
lowest dissimilarity in Italy and highest in Swedd&iey concluded that
there was no clear evidence of a continuous prafedsstandardisation
in Europe, because the heterogeneity index angrtiortion of typical
sequences developed differently between differehbds and within re-
spondent groups. In Italy, female life courses waoge dissimilar than
those of men, though evidence was less clear ier atbuntries. The au-
thors emphasised that transitions to adulthood wwestponed more in
Italy than in the other countries because matedalstraints hindered
reconciliation of family and career, causing a llewel of dissimilarity.
In ltaly, female life courses were mainly destaddsd, while male de-
velopment fluctuated, with a tendency towards sagidation of life
courses.

Concerning fertility, Robette (2010) distinguisheztween respondents hav-
ing none, one, two or three or more children; ia tther studies respondents
were distinguished between respondents with orawitithildren. The results
suggest that with regards to family formation Feanesembles the Scandinavi-
an countries, while southern European countriedaveloping differently. In
France and the Nordic countries family policy isimportant and lively policy
field (Lappegard 2011). The decline in marriage thedincrease in unmarried
cohabitation are most prominent in the Nordic coaastand France (Kiernan
2001), and the “tie between marriage and childbgatdioosened earlier in the
Nordic countries than in southern, central andezasEurope (Sobotka and
Touleman 2008). In the Nordic countries and Frahteappears to have led to
more stable fertility rates (Sobotka and Toulem&08), while fertility has
decreased in southern European countries, wheriyféfa still mainly fol-
lows traditional norms (Hofacker and Chaloupkova D0

The results described above leave much unresagbagticularly concerning
general trends of (de)standardisation of familyrfation in Europe. Based on
some theoretical arguments and the results presdnte-asang (2012) and
Robette (2010), | expect destandardisation to heaen a temporary phenome-
non, followed by a period of restandardisation.ntie towards postponement
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of fertility and partnership, as well as of cohahidn starting before marriage,
are expected to have caused destandardisatiore iiO and 80s when some
couples initiated the trend. After it had been atee by the majority of a co-
hort it became a new standard, leading to restdisddion. Therefore the fol-
lowing hypotheses are established, referring eoddurses between the ages of
15 and 35:

(1) Destandardisation of family formation amongesldohorts is followed
by a period of restandardisation among younger.ones

Robette (2010) proved that partnership-relatedcliferses destandardised in
France, while they standardised in the dimensiofewility. Considering the
postponement of fertility in Europe, which causks life courses of young
people to be less differentiated (i.e. to considiewer events), it is expected
that this effect can also be found in other coestri

The second hypothesis for this research is therefat:

(2) Fertility-related life courses standardise urdpe.

Because family formation is destandardising, taaedardisation of fertility-
related dimensions needs to be balanced by a desthsation of partnership-
related life courses. One should consider thattmmection between marriage
and cohabitation loosens and that it is often rageithat is postponed and not
partnership formation (Kiernan 2001). It is therefamportant to distinguish
between cohabitation (indicating partnership foforgtand marriage, and to
investigate the connection between the two. Ixeeted that two-dimensional
partnership-related life courses are mainly calmethe connection of cohabi-
tation and marriage. Hypothesis (3) summarisesthesumptions:

(3) Partnership-related life courses destandaudligeto the loosening con-
nection between cohabitation and marriage.

As a result of the loosening connection betweerdtfierent steps of insti-
tutionalising partnerships (start of cohabitatiord anarriage) and postponed
childbearing (Kiernan 2001), an increase in theidigarity of sequences com-
bining marriage or cohabitation with fertility ixgected for younger respond-
ents.

(4) Two-dimensional life courses combining marriagecohabitation with
fertility destandardise.

Women start partnerships and family formation ainger ages than men,
and therefore experience more events earlier difeinlt is expected that fe-
male life courses are more destandardised tham thiomen in the age range
covered by this study (15-35), a fact suggestedpiiavious research
(Schizzerotto and Lucchini 2002; Robette 2010hds not been analysed in
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more detail for one- and two-dimensional life c&srén international compari-

sons, for example by focussing on the dimensiorsrevgender differences are
most pronounced. Women have their first child earthan men, often with

partners older than themselves. The men might heeé together with other

women of their age prior to meeting younger wonweith whom they decided

to form a family. The differences with regards éutifity should therefore be

more pronounced among young men and women thareliifes with regards
to partnership, as described in the following hiests:

(5) The life courses of women are more destandaddisan those of men,
especially as regards fertility, and to a lessézmak with regards to partnership.

SEQUENCE ANALYSIS

Sequence analysis is used to investigate the aweliggimilarity between re-
spondents’ family formation, which emphasises fgrfilrmation as a holistic
set of events or transitions. Life courses areasgmted as strings of symbols,
each referring to a state for a specific time waérlt is a rather descriptive
tool, allowing identification of phenomena or dedy@hents, and has to be sup-
plemented with other methodologies to test hyp@ahes causes or influences.
The state is usually defined for either a montla quarter of a year. In order to
avoid splitting up events which belong togetheg.(enoving together three
weeks after marriage), quarters will be used is #tudy. Pure description of
sequences has previously proven to be unsatisjadiecause of the variety of
differences between the sequences in the sampleya@ike-Danes and
McVicar 2010). Life courses are therefore oftenstdued to ease description,
and this requires calculating the pair-wise degvéaissimilarity. The first
method to calculate dissimilarity between life @as and represent this dissim-
ilarity as sequences of symbols was suggested IbptAl§1990, 1992, 1995),
who implemented Optimal Matching Analysis (OMA)ethod arising out of
information theory (Levenshtein-distance, Levenish1®65) and often used in
biotechnology in order to cluster DNA (Lesnard 202608). OMA compares
sequences by counting the number of transformatemsstitutions, insertions
and deletions) needed to change one life courgeanbther; it is therefore
based on algorithmic modelling without making asptioms about the pro-
cesses that generate the data (Aisenbrey and Fa6a0y This differs consid-
erably from stochastic modelling, which is usedagression analysis and re-
lated methodologies to model relationships betweatiables, and (in most
cases) interpret them as stochastic influencehi@meneration of the depend-
ent variable. The outcome of OMA (clusters, or ididgirity to a pre-defined
sequence) could also be used to model relationdfepseen variables, but
such an approach would be beyond the scope adtilmy.
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Clustering life courses can be difficult, becaude tourses can be de-
scribed as a continuum rather than as falling @istinct groups (e.g. Halpin
2010). This has resulted in some researchers grguié courses into a large
number of clusters (e.g. Anyadike-Danes and McVR@t0). Describing the
large number of cluster types is not only time conisig but potentially quite
confusing, particularly when comparing the resualtsdifferent cohorts with
different prevailing life-course structures. Insted seems preferable to calcu-
late the average dissimilarity of life courses penort and compare the results
(Aisenbrey and Fasang 2010; Elzinga and Liefbro@d72 Robette 2010;
Fasang 2012). This approach has the advantageowidprg clear and inter-
pretable results, though the disadvantage is albigH of abstraction that does
not allow identification of specific changes ofteand events as their se-
guences are part of the overall process. For exgnappossible result is that
fertility destandardises, but it will not be clegnether this has been caused by
an increase in the number of childless respondanésreduction in the actual
number of children.

Strong criticism concerning the use of OMA in tloeial sciences indicates
that there is a need to carefully reflect on whe@BKIA is a suitable methodol-
ogy for the current research question, and to stleexact specifications to be
applied. For example, OMA in the social sciences dften been criticised for
the lack of analogy between life courses and thyeesgcing of DNA — the main
application of the methodology (see Aisenbrey aadafRg, 2010). However,
OMA was originally developed in information theony identify similarities
and dissimilarities between strings of symbolshaitt making any assump-
tions about their meanings. Its suitability for sang life courses should
therefore not depend on analogies made betweewdifeses and DNA. It is
instead advisable to discuss whether the dissityilaneasured by OMA is
measuring destandardisation in the way it is ugwdgfined in the social sci-
ences. | will base my analysis on the commonly wefthition of Brickner
and Mayer (2005: 31f.), who state that “destandatdin would mean that life
states, events and their sequences can becomeeaxgesrwhich either charac-
terize an increasingly smaller part of a populattwroccur at more dispersed
ages and with more dispersed durations”. This digfincovers three aspects of
destandardisation: (1) the occurrence, (2) thengnaf states, and (3) the dura-
tion of episodes (i.e. the time between eventse d@hration of episodes is
strongly linked to the timing of the events surrdimg it; aspects (2) and (3)
can thus be seen as one aspect representing timing.

The two aspects — occurrence and timing — are so@etconnected with
the three central operations used in sequencesisiadieletions, insertions and
substitutions (Lesnard 2006, 2008). OMA uses tlgmrations to define the
dissimilarity of two sequences, by counting the benmof operations needed to
transform one sequence into the other and, whanreet] weighting them with
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a cost scheme. The relative costs of the diffeoparations are of particular
interest in this context: they represent the redainportance of the differences
overcome by the operation. An example may helpxfdaén this connection:
the cost of deleting element A is set to one, wthitecost of deleting element B
is set to two. Life course X (without A and B) isw considered to be more
dissimilar to life course Y (including B but not &)an to life course Z (includ-
ing A but not B). Element B ‘adds’ more to dissianity of the life courses than
the element A; therefore differences with rega$tare considered to be
more important than differences with regards tanelet A. Insertions may be
disregarded, as an insertion in one sequence pomds to a deletion in the
comparator sequence. Deletion of element X in ifieecburse causes all ele-
ments which follow X to ‘move back in time’, i.ecaur at an earlier stage in
the life-course sequence representation. Lesn&@b6(2008) emphasised that
deletions overcome dissimilarity in the timing d¢étes and events, i.e. ‘alter
timing’, but preserve the occurrence of stateseawrmhts. This is true, so long as
only parts of episodes are deleted and the eveatpraserved, for example
when finding the longest common subsequence of AB&Band ABBCCC,
which is ABBC. On the other hand, it is impossitweavoid deleting total epi-
sodes: the longest common subsequence of AAAAAABB ACCCCAAA is
AAAA, where the episodes B and C are no longer idemed. Thus, timing and
occurrence can both be affected by deletions. Sutistjy one element of a
sequence for another is said to preserve timingahliat the events (Lesnard
2006, 2008) as it leads to the disappearance t&fsséand events but preserves
their timing. This is correct if total episodes austituted (for example when
transforming ABBBBDDD into ACCCCDDD). It is, howewreincorrect if
AAABBC is transformed into ABBCCC, as in this cdbke timing of events is
altered by using substitutions. The concept of geaubstitutions (Hollister
2009) illustrates the connection between the twarajons: two deletions may
be used instead of one substitution to transform lda course into another,
e.g. ABC and ADC. Distinguishing between types iffedence that are over-
come by these operations is therefore highly qoesble. To summarise, the
connection between the dimensions of destandaiatisand the elementary
operations of OMA is not clear cut; timing and thecurrence of states are
altered by both operations. This means that bo#ratipns represent both as-
pects (occurrence and timing) of destandardisatigrossibly different extents.
Another criticism is the arbitrariness of the asgignt of the (relative) costs
to the operations, particularly with regards to thkative size of costs for sub-
stitutions and deletions, which favour the use idfes substitutions or dele-
tions. | have therefore decided to use the two ajmrs separately from each
other to examine the resulting differences. Théadilty of assigning (relative)
costs to the substitution or deletion of differefments still remains. With
regard to substitutions, attempts have been madeftoe the costs based on
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theory, which from a methodological point of vieequires quantitative data.
Most life-course states are qualitative in naturé substitution costs therefore
cannot be defined on a theoretical basis (Lesn@é®,22008). The number of
children a respondent has or lives with is an ettgapas it is of a quantitative
nature; the city block distance could be calculaienhg the difference in the
number of children the respondents has. The cagkotlistance between state
A (with one child) and state B (with three childydar example is two, e.g. the
difference between the number of children of thepoadent define the costs.
This approach seems questionable, as it meang;ygehe difference between
no child and one child as equivalent to the diffiese between three and four
children. | assume that the influence of the fitstd on the life of the respond-
ent is higher than the influence of subsequendudil. In a life course with
three children, family plays an important role, ehis expected to only slight-
ly increase in importance with the addition of artb child. Respondents with
one child, however, have considerably more comgan their life as regards
potential working hours than childless respondeBecause of this, | decided
not to use the city block distance to calculatesidigarity between fertility-
related life courses, but to treat the number ofddn as qualitative infor-
mation.

Other authors have suggested defining substitutists based on transfor-
mation rates. This may be criticised for mixing @yronic and diachronic life-
course perspectives (Halpin 2010). It is also oitéwitively regarded as unrea-
sonable, for example, when using the transformataie from education to
employment. A large proportion of the populatiorcontemporary societies (if
not all its members) leave education to enterdbheur market at some point in
their life course, the transformation rate is tfene high and the substitution
costs low. However, the two states compared ortgutesl are still very differ-
ent from each other. Furthermore, substitution cbstve to be symmetrical
(substituting element A with element B has to htheesame cost as substitut-
ing element B with element A) in order to make thieection of comparison
between life courses irrelevant. The transformataias between education and
employment in current societies differ considerdi#yween the two directions;
transformation-based substitution costs are thezxefalculated on the basis of
the average of the two (Rohwer and Potter 1999, agpdied in Widmer and
Ritschard 2009). This implies mixing the two ditens, which is questionable
from a theoretical point of view in modern socistign which most transitions
are directional, i.e. individuals move through s&@f their life courses in a
specific sequence, and where the recurrence oéesthges is uncommon (e.qg.
from full-time employment into full-time educatiomy even impossible (e.g.
with regards to fertility or marriage). Indel cost® mostly kept stable in appli-
cation of OMA in the social sciences, and differattempts to vary costs are
dependent on (a) the type of state, (b) the len§the episode (Halpin 2010;
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Rohwer and Pétter 1999) and (c) the surroundinetes (‘localised indels’,
Hollister 2009, 247). To my knowledge, these sutiges have not been dis-
cussed in the research community, probably dudeddct that most caveats
about varying substitution costs also apply to weyyindel costs. They are
therefore rarely considered in research and | leackided them from analysis
here. For this reason | use only use two dissiitylaneasures based on simple
versions of OMA:

1) Hamming distance: only substitutions are allowed #re cost of each
substitution is one. Therefore, the Hamming distacmunts the number
of unequal positions in a sequence. The propodfaimequal positions
shows the proportion of time during which respongdimed in different
states (Hamming 1950, 1980).

2) Longest common subsequence: only deletions andtims® are al-
lowed. The longest common subsequence of two bfgrses is identi-
fied by deleting all non-matching parts of two cargrl sequences.

Because of their simplicity, the measures are iaddpnt of the type of data
to which they are applied. Despite trying to makdeav assumptions as possi-
ble, the following can still not be avoided: bydtieg any substitution, deletion
or insertion as equal by assigning similar costs,dissimilarity of all states is
considered equal. One may doubt that the differdmeteeen respondents is
equal, when a person without children is compaoed person with one child,
or to a person with eight children, or when a persang alone (not married,
not cohabiting and with no children) is comparedtperson without children
and marriage but cohabiting or to a person maraied cohabiting with chil-
dren. The abstract analysis only measures the gropmf time in which life
courses are dissimilar in any way, independenhefdegree of dissimilarity
during these periods. The proportion of times ifiestthe share of age-related
quarters (e.g. first quarter at the age of 20)wimch respondents experience
dissimilar states (Hamming distance), and the sbhtane in which their life
courses do not follow a similar pattern (longeshown subsequence).

To be able to comparatively analyse the two measthe costs for each de-
letion or insertion is set to half of the cost 006 a substitution as applied in
calculating the Hamming distance. The measuresa@malised to 1 by divid-
ing them through the length of the sequences (80)his way an alignment
using deletions and insertions only as pseudo-gutishs result in the same
dissimilarity as the Hamming distance. This is,drample, the case in any two
sequences with only one change in state at a eliftéime, e.g. ABBBB and
AAAAB. The greater the differences between the tmeasures, the more dele-
tions are used for time-shift operations insteaghsfudo-substitutions. More
time-shift operations are likely to be appliediié Icourses are more complex,
e.g. consist of more than two episodes with differgart and end points but
with a similar episode order. For example, usinktitns or insertions at dif-
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ferent points in AAABBBBA and ABBBBAAA or AAABBBC ad
ABBBCCC results in lower dissimilarity than whening them as pseudo-
substitutions at the same time points of the sexpien

Analysis will be performed for each dimension sepaly, as well as for the
combination of two and three dimensions. Therevare®us ways of combining
dimensions in sequence analysis, though a theallgtiteepened discourse on
their advantages and disadvantages is still penegerally, it may be distin-
guished by combining dimensions before, during fteracomparison of se-
guences and calculating their dissimilarity basedddA. Combining dimen-
sions before analysis means incorporating multietisionality into the defini-
tion of states and afterwards treating the combisiatles as similar to one-
dimensional states. In this study the combinatibfedility, cohabitation and
marriage is represented by states composed of #eegents: the first element
indicates the number of (biologically own) childrigving in the household of
the respondent, the second element representsliaditational situation (C =
cohabiting, N = not cohabiting), while the thirckelent specifies the marriage
status (M = married, N = not married). If the stabf the respondent is, for
example, coded with “3CN” then this means that hehe has three children, is
cohabiting with but not married to his or her partnlf only two dimensions
are combined the status has only two elementsatikiantage of this approach
is that it implies treating the three life-coursenénsions as interdependent.
The disadvantage is that similarity of statuses (@emen using the selected
OMA specifications) only be described as a bindrgrpmenon (similar or not
similar) and no gradation of dissimilarity can keeimined.

Combining the dimensions during comparison meaas dfssimilarity for
each age stage is defined as the number of dimmengwowhich differences
occur (for a similar approach see Robette 2010¢ fbkal dissimilarity in the
life course is the average dissimilarity of alelgtages examined; this approach
is therefore implemented as a type of OMA usingstitiiions. The results are
in most cases similar to those of the third appgmpddhe dimensions are com-
bined after the dissimilarity is identified for tiehole life course in each di-
mension. The most important advantage of the seemadthird approach is
that a gradual degree of dissimilarity can be a@efjreven for qualitative data,
by identifying the share of different dimensionsciticism of this approach is
that different parts of the life course are noatee as interdependent, but as
parallel developments. The third approach (calomgatnd combining two
dissimilarity matrices) has the additional advaet#itat deletions may also be
used as transformational operations, and it isstoez preferred over the sec-
ond approach.

The first and the third approach are selected falyais here, and life-
course dimensions shall be treated as interdepétgensing joint states for
calculating one dissimilarity matrix, independertilculating separate dissimi-
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larity matrices for each dimension, and then coinlithem afterwards. Com-
bination will be achieved by adding the matricestf{faut weighting), and by
treating dissimilarity in all of the three of th&térpreted dimensions as equally
important. The resulting average dissimilarity Wikt equal to the average of
the dissimilarity measures of the one-dimensioeguences. It will therefore
only be apparent for the three-dimensional sequere® it can be estimated
relatively easily for two-dimensional sequencese omparison of the two
selected approaches to combining life-course dinaasshould reveal im-
portant insights into whether dissimilarity occwrghin or between dimen-
sions, i.e. different ways of combining dimensioBscause of the nature of the
measures used (differences between life coursesila@d pairwise), boot-
strapping confidence intervals of 90 per cent bdlused to assess the reliabil-
ity of the data. They will be calculated from 10@Mhdomly selected samples,
taking into account the sizes of respective cohi@tson and Tibshirani 1993;
Carpenter and Bithell 2000).

DATA AND PREPARATION FOR ANALYSIS

The methodology (comparison of gender, dimensioms raodes of combina-
tion) requires examination of developments in ezmintry, which restricts the
number of countries that may be properly analysesitd the sheer amount of
data that would have to be described. Most counfdewhich data of the first
wave of the GGS are available are from easterngeumifferences as regards
dissimilarity of family formation are less pronowakcin eastern Europe than in
western Europe (Elzinga and Liefbroer 2007). Aralydf eastern European
countries is therefore less likely to reveal instirey insights, and the influence
of short-term variations or differences in the listtion of the respondents
randomly selected for participation in each coheotld have hindered inter-
pretation of results. All eastern European coustsiee therefore excluded from
the analysis. Germany is excluded from the analstause of doubts concern-
ing the reliability of the retrospective data (Saekal. 2012; Kreyenfeld et al.
2013). Belgium is excluded because it resemblesderdn many aspects of
family formation. As a result, data of the firstweaof the GGS from Norway,
France and ltaly are selected for analysis. Somthehypotheses have been
partly investigated in previous research (mainlgiri§a and Liefbroer 2007;
Robette 2010), but different methodological apphescwere used and not all
hypotheses can be evaluated based on their reShkshypotheses are there-
fore evaluated again using the methodological selegrribed above, while
prior research results will support the analysis.

Respondents are categorised into cohorts of fiaesy® ensure that each is
of a sufficient size, as well as to smooth out stemm fluctuations and enable
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focus on relevant long-term developments. Familynition is analysed for

ages 15 to 35 for cohorts born between 1935 an@.10kler cohorts are ex-
cluded, because the size of the cohorts is tool smgkenerate meaningful re-
sults. It would have been interesting to includerayer period (e.g. up to age
40), but this would have meant excluding more efybunger respondents. As
change between cohorts is of particular interésgyais decided to restrict the
length of the life-course period rather than thiearts examined.

| have included three dimensions - fertility, coltation and partnership - so
as to enable focus on family formation. In thetfdgnension, only (biological-
ly) own children (e.g. no step or foster childreae incorporated, as they are
most relevant and important for the respondentth&sfocus of the analysis is
on the first years of the family life only, it ixgected that step and foster chil-
dren are of minor importance. Children are onlysidered if they live in the
household of the respondent and it is assumediiildren living in the house-
hold of the respondent have the greatest impachein life (course). The dif-
ferences based on the number of biological childineependent of living ar-
rangements are small; supplemental analyses relvdaein all cohorts in the
countries examined most children lived togethehviibth parents up to their
35" birthday. In analysing fertility | distinguisheatween 0,1,2,3 ... (biologi-
cally) own children living in the household of thespondent. In the second
dimension, cohabitation, | distinguish between lemgople and couples living
together regardless of marriage. Singles and csuléeng apart together
(LAT) are not distinguished, as it is hard to fiaccommonly accepted defini-
tion of LAT relationships and therefore hard tontify their exact start and
end. The third dimension covers marriage. This dsmn distinguishes be-
tween respondents formally married or not, regasdiaf their cohabitational
status. In order to ease comparison between ceanwiher forms of official
partnerships (e.g. PACS in France) are not corsitdén any case, their effect
would have been small because only few of the yeungspondents opted for
this type of partnership.

Some data were missing and had to be insertedafolesnealistic compari-
son. In ltaly, the birth of the child was takenthe starting point of the re-
spondent living together with the child. In oth@uatries the start of the epi-
sode, in which the respondent lived together with ¢hild, was reported sepa-
rately. As most children in Italy are born to coltialg and married partners,
children are most likely to live together with bagihrents from the beginning.
Divorces were not reported explicitly in Norway,dathe missing data were
replaced by information about the end of the refethip; the two events are
expected to be closely connected in most casediaarte is not very common
before respondents’ 3%hirthdays. In Italy, the month of the divorce wast
reported for any respondent, and it is therefoptared by the dummy entry
‘June’. In the examined age period (15-35), onfgw respondents divorced
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and the influence of the missing information on d¢iverall results is therefore
expected to be small. In Norway, and to a lessangxrance, the months or
even years of birth or leaving home of children #r@imonths of the beginning
or end of cohabitation or marriage were missing mgnalder respondents. The
month of the end of a relationship was sometimessimg in Italy. The data
would have been biased if all of these events fegh lignored; life courses in
the older cohorts would appear less differentidteth they actually were in
reality because respondents with many childrerelationships are more likely
to have forgotten the exact dates of their evemtisterefore be excluded. This
would hamper realistic estimation of the differembetween younger and older
cohorts, a reason for replacing seasonal informdfiothe middle month of the
season and missing months by the dummy month &.Jun

Table 1
Sample size by cohort, number and share of respiside
excluded from analysis

Men Women
: Ex- Ex- Sample Ex- Ex- Sample
Country, birth cohort S_?(;?;Ie cluded | cluded ana- S_?(;?;Ie cluded | cluded ana-
(nr) (%) lysed (nr) (%) lysed
France 1935-39 287 3 1.05 284 371 1 0.27 370
1940-44 315 5 1.59 310 364 3 0.82 361
1945-49 437 12 2.75 425 512 8 1.56 504
1950-54 409 9 2.20 400 549 5 0.91 544
1955-59 403 6 1.49 397 543 10 1.84 533
1960-64 417 14 3.36 403 517 9 1.74 508
1965-69 467 7 1.50 460 574 5 0.87 569
Norway 1935-39 415 11 2.65 404 410 9 2.20 401
1940-44 568 10 1.76 558 535 16 2.99 519
1945-49 688 16 2.33 672 647 9 1.39 638
1950-54 657 8 1.22 649 709 10 1.41 699
1955-59 678 13 1.92 665 711 10 141 701
1960-64 669 10 1.49 659 742 16 2.16 726
1965-69 797 12 151 785 842 15 1.78 827
Italy 1935-39 126 5 3.97 121 193 6 3.11 187
1940-44 422 7 1.66 415 673 20 2.97 653
1945-49 493 17 3.45 476 597 15 251 582
1950-54 446 14 3.14 432 494 19 3.85 475
1955-59 549 13 2.37 536 545 22 4.04 523
1960-64 576 13 2.26 563 619 19 3.07 600
1965-69 524 4 0.76 520 649 17 2.62 632

Source GGS, own calculations.

For a number of children, particularly in the oldehorts, it was not possi-
ble to determine the date of leaving the parerdaid In all cohorts the majori-
ty of children leave the parental home long after 35 birthday of their par-
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ents. Therefore the missing events were replacetthdynedian age of the re-
spondents at the time of the children leaving howigch was in all cohorts

above the age of 35 and therefore does not affecekamined period. The
remaining cases, in which information on childremedationships was missing
or contradictory (e.g. the child leaving home befds birth) were excluded.
The total share of respondents excluded did notekdour per cent in any of
the cohorts; it was not systematically higher ideolthan in younger cohorts
(see Table 1). The exclusions therefore do nobdisbmparison between co-
horts. Men and women are analysed separately, bedheir family-related life

courses are expected to be considerably diffeidat tend to start relation-
ships and fertility later than women, while childrare more likely to remain
with their mother if the parents separate.

RESULTS

The dissimilarity indicated by the Hamming distamee@isually higher (though
in certain cases equal) than dissimilarity measurgdhe longest common
subsequence. This is due to the fact that twoidakeimay be used as pseudo-
substitutions, and the transformation of one secgiémo another can be opti-
mised by deleting the respective elements in onky of the sequences. Both
measures reveal a similar pattern of change ingshasd relative sizes. This
supports the assumption that both operations owexdaoth kinds of possible
dissimilarities between life courses (timing andwcence of states), and that
the attribution of any of the two to a specific diaf similarity or dissimilarity
could be misleading. Because of the similar inttigifons of the results of
both measures, Tables 2 and 3 display only the Hagwdistance. The dis-
similarity measures indicate the share of ageedlajuarters, in which re-
spondents experienced the same state with regartie trelevant dimension.
For example: two French women born between 1935183@ spent on aver-
age 63 per cent of their time in different stated 87 per cent in similar states
(Table 3, row 3, column 3) when dimensions are dogtbefore the analysis.
They spent 30 per cent of their time in dissimdl@tes in the dimension cohab-
itation (Table 2, row 3, column 3), 32 per centlodir time in the dimension
marriage (row 11) and 53 per cent in the dimeng&woiility (row 19), resulting
in an average of 0.38 if dimensions are combinéel @nalysis (Table 3, row
11, column 3). Average dissimilarities of three-dimional sequences, in
which the dimensions are combined a) in the défimiof states (before com-
paring sequences), and b) after the calculatioancindependent dissimilarity
matrix for each dimension, are shown in Table 3 tfoee-dimensional life
courses. The latter are not shown for two-dimeraidife courses, as these
values are easily estimated based on the one-diomahdife courses and are
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not needed for evaluating the hypotheses. Disgiitida based on independent
dimensions are lower, because similarity in oneetligion is considered even if
the respective sequences are dissimilar in angeobther dimensions. Signifi-
cant changes are marked in grey, the directiondgated by “+” (increase of
dissimilarity = destandardisation) or “-” (decreadedissimilarity = standardi-
sation).

Interpretation of the three-dimensional life cosrg@able 3, to evaluate
Hypothesis 1 and part of Hypothesis 5) is eas&set on the knowledge about
the one- and two-dimensional life courses (Tabld #)erefore start by evalu-
ating hypotheses 2 to 5.

As suggested by the results of Robette (2007), Hgsis 2 is verified, in-
dicating an almost continuous decrease of disgiityilaf fertility-related life
courses, presumably due to the postponement dftjeand leading to fewer
events in the period of the life course examineg (85 to 35). Standardisation
is strongest among French and Italian women (remtucif 0.11 from 0.53 to
0.42 for French and from 0.46 to 0.35 for Italiaahd least strong among
French men (reduction of 0.06 from 0.39 to 0.33nokhg some of the older
cohorts slight (though insignificant) tendenciesdistandardise are reported
(French men, Italian women, Norwegian women). Amgagnger cohorts the
differences (decreasing dissimilarity) are highed aignificant (based on 90
per cent bootstrap confidence intervals) betweeamumber of cohorts. The
small level and temporary destandardisation thegeflmes not justify a rejec-
tion of Hypothesis 2.
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Different developments are found with regardsotte-dimensional life
courses of cohabitation and marriagenoderate destandardisation among
French and Italian women (increase of 0.05 withardg to cohabitation and
marriage until the cohort born between 1955 and®)}%llowed by restand-
ardisation with regards to marriage (decrease @4 @ France and 0.02 in
Italy). The development is similar among French miemong Italian men the
level of dissimilarity is fairly stable, with tempary fluctuations between 0.24
and 0.27. Stronger fluctuations are found in Nonflastween 0.31 and 0.36),
but no clear mid- or long-term trend can be idédif French and Norwegian
men and women show a consistent and strong destésidg trend fortwo-
dimensional partnership life cours@marriage and cohabitation treated as de-
pendent dimensions, combined before analysis). Mewehanges are only
significant for cohorts born between 1945 and 126@] small between other
cohorts. In Italy, only moderate destandardisai®rfound among women.
Hypothesis 3, which assumes destandardisation hgyahip based on the
combination of cohabitation and marriage, is thenefonly partly supported.
Its main assumption, that the existence of destdigidion mainly stems from
the combination of cohabitation and marriage, isfieel for France and Nor-
way. For France, destandardisation in cohabitadioth the combination of de-
and restandardisation in marriage falsifies theimgtion that the increasing
variety of combinations of the two dimensions drednly source of destand-
ardisation. Standardisation with regards to maeriagtween the three youngest
Norwegian and French cohorts was not expecteddbes not contradict Hy-
pothesis 3. The latter is, however, clearly notpsuied by the Italian results,
where moderate changes can be seen (destandamliaatong women, stabil-
ity among men except for the youngest and oldesorts). In fact, the latter
result is reasonable considering the fact that iaggrand cohabitation are still
strongly connected in the more traditional cultoféamily formation in south-
ern Europe. Destandardisation as regards partperstsgtrongest among re-
spondents born between 1945 and 1959, i.e. appéatacen 1960 (oldest
respondents reached the age of 15) and 1994 (ysuragpondents reached the
age of 35). The changes presumably took place ynairthe 1970s and 1980s,
during which the majority of respondents lived tingh their twenties.

Hypothesis 4 expects destandardisationtwed-dimensionallife courses
combining cohabitation or marriage with fertiljtiput it is not supported by the
results. Life courses standardise in most grouplsaae stable in some groups
(French men and Norwegian men and women), espeamthe younger co-
horts due to the dominating influence of fertilgiandardising and the at most
moderate changes with regards to any of the twtm@aship dimensions. Hy-
pothesis 5 is supported: women have more destasddrdife courses than
men in all of the (combination of) dimensions cdesed, differences are sig-
nificant based on 90 per cent bootstrap confidéntvals in almost all co-
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horts analysed. The differences are smaller wiands to partnership than
fertility. The three-dimensional life courses retlgender differences in fertili-
ty and are also high (dependent dimensions) or matel€¢independent dimen-
sions); destandardisation of partnership dimensiooie strongly influence the
results.

Table 3
Average dissimilarities (Hamming distance) by cogntohort and gender for
the combination of three dimensions (fertility, abitation and marriage)

a) Three-dimensional states, dimensions combintmtéde

Type of calculation analysis (dimensions interdependent)

Cohort (born 19..-19..) 35-3p 40-44 4549 50454 585-60-64| 65-69
France Women| 0.63 0.63 0.63] 0.64 0.65 0.65 0.64
Men 0.50 | 0.53+ | 0.55 0.56 0.55 0.52 0.55
Italy Women | 0.54 0.54 0.56 0.56 0.54| 0.51- | 0.47-
Men 0.44 0.41 042 | 0.39- | 040 | 0.36- | 0.36
Norway Women| 0.61 0.62 | 0.60- | 0.63+ | 0.64 0.65 0.64
Men 0.51 0.51 0.53 0.54 0.55 0.53 0.54

b) Dissimilarity calculated by dimension, combiregter
analysis (dimensions independent)
Cohort (born 19..-19.. 35-30 4044 4549 50454 595-60-64| 65—69

Type of calculation

France Women| 0.38 0.38 0.39 0.40 0.40 0.3 0.36-
Men 0.30 0.33+ | 0.34 0.35 0.34 | 0.30- 0.31

Italy Women | 0.33 0.34 0.35 0.37 0.36] 0.34 0.32-
Men 0.28 0.27 0.29 0.28 0.27 0.26 0.24

Norway Women| 0.40 0.39 | 0.37- | 0.39 0.39 | 0.38- | 0.36-
Men 0.34 0.33 0.33 0.34 0.33| 0.31- 0.30

Source GGS Wave 1, own calculations.

The patterns of reported change are similar betveeemtries and gender
for three-dimensional life courses and mainly supptypothesis 1: after a
phase of destandardisation, a period of restarsddioln is indicated among the
youngest two cohorts in France and youngest thoberts in Norway. Initial
destandardisation is only seen among lItalian womaénrile standardisation is
found for the majority of male cohorts, with somat significant short-term
fluctuations indicating destandardisation. Combiaéidr analysis, the changes
among the younger cohorts are significant for mespondent groups for inde-
pendent dimensions in France and Norway, but notdépendent dimensions
combined before the analysis. This is due to tlet tlaat standardisation of
fertility is more directly reflected in the meassiteased on independent dimen-
sions than in the measures based on dependentsiomsnand that destand-
ardisation of the increasingly varying combinatiarfscohabitation and mar-
riage prevent stronger restandardisation of thesorea based on dependent
dimensions. Only in Italy are significant changesaeen cohorts for dissimi-



(DE)STANDARDISATION OF PARTNERSHIP FORMATION & FERTILITY 83

larity found (based on dependent dimensions), ctifig the fact the partner-
ship life courses do not destandardise as strahghg as in the other countries.

My results therefore differ somewhat from thosenfibuin other research.
When one considers differences in the methodolbigyi$ reasonable. Restand-
ardisation did not, for example, appear in theyaimlof Elzinga and Liefbroer
(2007), presumably because the youngest cohdmigrstudy was not part of the
analysis and the design of the states was diff¢many distinguishing between
respondents with or without children, regardlesswhber). On the other hand,
Robette (2010) also analysed respondents born éetd866 and 1969, and
distinguished between four fertility-related staf@s child, one, two, and three or
more children) and found restandardisation of agaljiand multi-dimensional
(including non-family-related) life courses amontg tyoungest female French
cohort, but stability among the youngest Frenchensahort. My results reflect
his findings, also in terms of standardisationenfility.

Despite Hypothesis 1 being supported by the resaftsthe multi-
dimensional analysis, the results of the one- amddimensional analysis sug-
gest that the interpretation of alternating phasésdestandardisation and
restandardisation is not a good description ofpfozesses of change. This is
due to the fact that the phases result from a aoatibin of different unidirec-
tional developments within the areas of partnerdligstandardisation) and
fertility (standardisation), of which each domiratie other in specific co-
horts. It would therefore seem advisable to desdoitith trends separately. The
broad description of family formation experienciagphase of destandardisa-
tion and restandardisation could be misleadingf, sisggests that earlier devel-
opments are reversed later on, which is actualiyhrecase.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Family formation in Italy, Norway and France wasnmared based on data of
the first wave of the GGS. The main aim was to eérarthe suggested modifi-
cations of the hypothesis of destandardisationgdiyparing countries, and to
find out whether the findings can be generalisdte Todifications referred
mainly to hypotheses on restandardisation of lferses as well as differences
between life-course dimensions and their combinatisithin the area of fami-
ly formation. Simple versions of OMA (Hamming dista and longest com-
mon subsequence) were used to calculate averagienidigities between co-
horts, and 90 per cent bootstrap confidence inteware applied to assess the
reliability of the changes between cohorts ancediffices between genders.
The most general hypothesis assumed restandaodigdtfamily formation

following a period of destandardisation. France Biodway followed a similar
pattern of destandardisation and restandardisasomegards three-dimensional
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family-related life courses (including cohabitationarriage and fertility). In
Italy, only female life courses initially destandesed. Destandardisation was
mainly moderate and not significant, supportingpresearch that standardis-
ing effects remain dominant (Kohli 2007). In thghli of this research, the hy-
pothesis concerning alternating phases of destdisd¢éion and restandardisa-
tion is not plausible, because the phases areu#t téghe combination of two
dimensions in which unidirectional developments mtentified. Significant
destandardisation was found only for the two-dinmra partnership-related
life courses of respondents born between 1945 868, who mainly formed
relationships in the 70s and 80s. Destandardisdtierefore seems to have
been a temporal phenomenon, mainly caused by ts®ihing of connections
between marriage and cohabitation. The data showegstandardisation, but
a stabilisation of dissimilarity with regards torymeership formation and the
connection between marriage and cohabitation reeddivose. Young men still
have more standardised life courses than young wamgrms of family for-
mation, presumably due to some events occurrifgteit stages of their lives.
The consistent standardisation of fertility (alarein combination with mar-
riage or cohabitation), as well as the restandatidis of one-dimensional life
courses of marriage and cohabitation suggest siagithe destandardisation
hypothesis as followshe standardising effects of fertility reductioremmain
highly influential with regards to family formatian Europe, interrupted by a
phase of destandardisation due to loosening comrebetween marriage and
cohabitation in the 70s and 80s. In southern Eurapdy women are affected
by temporary destandardisation, while male faméiated life courses contin-
uously standardise.

Conclusions are only based on analysis of threatdes for which reliable
data of the first wave of the GGS are availablecdBse these countries repre-
sent different European regions and therefore etyaof contexts, they might
represent general European trends. However, asabfsimore countries is
needed to test whether the conclusions are gesedbidi or whether they are
specific to France, Norway or Italy. Developmentstaly appear to be particu-
larly different from those in Norway and Franceghiighting the fact that insti-
tutional contexts can play an important role in flnecesses related to family
formation, and further investigation of the infleenof specific institutional
surroundings are needed.

The results of this research contradict some ofctirelusions of previous
research. However, these results are based omediffdefinitions of life-course
states, different measures of life-course dissiitylaand partly different ages
of the life course (starting at age 15 or 18 ardirenat age 30 or 35). Destand-
ardisation in this analysis was sometimes foundetanore influential (for ex-
ample Elzinga and Liefbroer 2007), though otheeaeshers have found differ-
ing developments with no clear support for eitler destandardisation or the
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standardisation hypotheses (Schizzoretto and Loc@@02). | assume that
these different findings mainly result from diffatevays of incorporating fer-
tility into analysis. In this paper | used the tatamber of own children living
in the household of the respondent, thereforendjatshing up to ten different
fertility states. Other researchers have only mhigtished between respondents
with or without children (Elzinga and Liefbroer 200 or between four states
(without, with one, with two, with three or moreilcinen; Robette 2007). The
latter research, which more closely resembles figroach taken here, also
reported standardisation of fertility-related litwurses for French men and
women. In my analysis, older cohorts were fountdaeven more destandard-
ised with regards to fertility than in previouseasch, because differences be-
tween families (with more than three children) waleo considered. Greater
destandardisation is sometimes a result of anaj\different life-course stages;
for example Elzinga and Liefbroer (2007) analysézl dourses up till the age
of 30 and destandardisation of partnership formatvas therefore assumed to
be more influential. Overall, the influence of stardising fertility was there-
fore more influential in this paper than in pre\dsaesearch. This is important,
because the postponement and reduction of feridityeflected better. The
conclusions are in line with summaries of previosasearch (notably Kohli
2007) but add value in terms of sources of stansidn, restandardisation
and temporal destandardisation within the fieldawmhily formation, as well as
by analysing the phenomenon holistically with diéfiet configurations of se-
guence analysis and using comparative internatideual.
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