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I ntroduction

In the early 1980s, the Netherlands was confroniéta huge economic recession and
unemployment rates rose to double digits, for ite fime since the Second World War.
Employment particularly dropped due to decreasaddirather than through increased firing.
The high costs of dismissing workers had a detrtaiempact on the total demand for labour and
led to unequal job opportunities among various gsdan the labour market. Especially school-
leavers had severe difficulties in finding a jols &result, youth unemployment reached its peak
in the Netherlands in 1984 at 25 percent (Salv&8$?).

These high unemployment rates stimulated the ealabour market flexibilisation in the
Netherlands. In practice, this meant the use aflile work arrangements by employers: fixed-
term contracts, on-call employment and jobs medibtetemporary work agencies. In particular,
the latter arrangement became very popular. Emmaysed temporary work agencies to avoid
the strict dismissal laws (Heerma van Voss 2000) workers, it was often the best way not only
to find employment, but also to get a permanent lfodo worker hired through a temporary work
agency performed well, the company to which thiskeowas dispatched often offered a regular,
permanent employment contract after some timetHarovords, temporary work agency
employment became a form of job recruitment, witer@panies used the time in which workers
were dispatched to them as a probation period.

Despite of that, the legal position of flexible Wers is uncertain. This uncertainty has
both an economic and a temporal aspect (Mills dndgeld 2005). The economic aspect of the
uncertainty refers to the lack of (sufficient) ine® from labour. The temporal aspect relates to
the temporal nature of the jobs. It is assumedybang people who enter the labour market for
the first time in particular are exposed to thisemainty. School-leavers without any work
experience (known as ‘outsiders’) have to competéehie few available jobs with those who
have already gained a position in the labour maik@iwn as ‘insiders’) (De Vreyer et al. 2000).

Often, school-leavers are unemployed for a whilerdéaving initial education, and even those



who do find a job immediately, frequently startifiexible and insecure labour market position.
The transition from school to work can, therefdre characterised as a turbulent and uncertain
period for young people (Kerckhoff 2000).
The uncertainty inherently linked to flexible emyeent forms the heart of this chapter.

It focuses on the consequences of this uncertaimtyansitions in two life domains: the labour
market and demographic career. First, we addressotd of employment precarity on early
labour market careers. Although it is well docureerthat the transition from school to work is
relatively smooth in the Netherlands (see for insgade Graaf and Ultee 1998; van der Velden
and Wolbers 2003), far less is known about the esyilosnt career outcomes of labour market
entrants who start in precarious positions. A ntaincern is whether employment precarity in
early work-life constitutes an entrapment outsifjepa stepping-stone into, a stable position in
the labour market (Scherer 2004). In the lattee ciee consequences of employment precarity
are only temporary and, therefore, less problematic

Second, we investigate the demographic consequeheesployment precarity. It is
supposed that employment precarity in early wdikias negative effects on family formation
(Golsch 2003; Mills and Blossfeld 2005). The ungied argument is that labour market
positions characterised by a high degree of uriogytprevent young people from entering into
long-term commitments, especially marriage andmtaood (Oppenheimer 1988). Therefore, it
may be expected that the employment flexibilisatibthe Dutch labour market has led to

postponement or even rejection of partnership amdrithood among young couples.

The Dutch institutional setting

Labour market (de)regulation

In the first decades after the Second World Wapleyment protection legislation was very
strict in the Netherlands. The economic harm thatwar had caused and the subsequent
rebuilding of Dutch society functioned as a ‘caséllyor the development of dismissal law (van
der Heijden et al. 1995). In particular, the intiotlon of the Extraordinary Decree on Labour
Relations (in DutchBuitengewoon Besluit Arbeidsverhoudingen [BBA]) immediately after the
liberation in 1945, which prohibits any dismissatheut an administrative permit of the regional
director of the Public Employment Office (in Dutdkrbeidsbureau, laterCentrum voor Werk en
Inkomen), is important to mention hefdn addition, the Dutch Civil Code of 1907, which

contained the rules regarding various terms okthployment contract, was amended in 1954 to



make its provisions on dismissals less liberal@dad 997). Among other things, the minimum
statutory notice period was prolonged and judicaaitrol of unfair dismissal, such as terminating
an employment contract during the first two yedrdimess of an employee, was introduced.
Moreover, clauses became operative to protect xalhhe groups in the labour market. In 1967,
the notice period for older employees was extendgjlve them more time to find another job.
And in 1976, it became prohibited for employeréit® women on the grounds of a marriage, a
pregnancy or a confinement.

The economic crises in the late 1970s, followedheyincreased unemployment rates in
the Netherlands in the early 1980s and its higlsemption of social security benefits, changed
the political thinking on employment protectionikdgtion. In particular, the high costs of
dismissing employees were considered as a hindtarmambat the high unemployment level.
As a result, the deregulation of labour law wagc@lly declared as government policy in the
Netherlands in 1982, when the first cabinet undan® Minister Lubbers took office (Heerma
van Voss 2000). The ‘no-nonsense’ actions of taksret were aimed at reducing the national
budget deficit. To lower government expenses,rstance, important cuts in social security
benefit schemes were implemented. More importatit kgispect to the deregulation of labour
law was the so-called Wassenaar Agreement of IR82.agreement is considered the basis for
initiatives to make the Dutch labour market moexithle and regarded as one of the pillars of the
‘Dutch employment miracle’ or ‘Polder model’ (Vissend Hemerijck 1997).

First, redundancy procedures were relaxed. Inqadati, the dismissals control through
the permit system organised by the public employtroffites was more and more circumvented
by a civil law procedure where a judge is asketktminate an employment contract (Jacobs
1997: 51). More in general, the role of the statermployment services weakened and in 1990,
the public employment offices became independetii@fjovernment. Although unemployed
individuals still have to register their unemploymh&ith a public employment office to receive
eligibility for benefits, not many of them are prded with a new job there.

Second, conditions for using flexible labour coatsavere liberalised and employers
tried to adapt the deployment of labour to (tempgrproduction changes of their companies by
means of fixed-term contracts, temporary work ageamployment and on-call employment. In
particular, jobs mediated by temporary work agesbecame very popular. Employers used
temporary work agencies to avoid the strict sysdéntismissals control (Heerma van Voss
2000). Originally, there were quite some restritsion temporary work agency employment, but
with the expansion of this type of work these hlagen reduced gradually and are nowadays

almost fully abolished. In the meantime, nation-evibllective agreements exist for workers



hired through temporary work agencies and they ea@rhave a permanent contract with the
temporary work agency, that detaches them to vardompanies, for instance in the ICT
industry.

In the late 1990s, finally, legal rules and colleetagreements between unions and
employers’ organizations were introduced to rederemd balance both flexibility and security in
the Dutch labour market. This strategy, known uriderheading of ‘flexicurity’ (Wilthagen
1998), consists of increasing labour market desdguri accompanied by more employment
security, especially for the weakest groups orldheur market. For example: temporary work
agency employment has become less tied to consliftbat is, the obligation for temporary work
agencies to be in possession of a permit has beledrawn and the maximum term for this type
of employment has been abolished), while more ptiate is offered for individual workers who
are hired through job agencies (their contractsiave considered a regular employment

contract).

Education-labour market linkage

The Dutch educational system is regarded as higghdyified (both vertically and horizontally)
and highly standardised (Mller and Shavit 199&rtial stratification appears relatively early
in the school career. At the start of secondarcation (at age 12), pupils are divided into three
major tracks that differ in both length and levidhis allocation is based on a national school
performance test and the advice of the teacher fnoémary education. None of these tracks is
considered to be proper final levels of educatidrerefore, a large majority of the degree takers
pursue further, that is upper secondary vocationgtrtiary education. The high horizontal
stratification of the Dutch educational system result of the fact that students can choose
between some hundreds of study programmes wittperugecondary vocational and tertiary
education. Most educational institutions offer agat range of study programmes, and there is no
relationship between school quality and the sstudy programmes offered (van der Velden and
Wolbers 2007). Due to the high level of standattibrein the Dutch educational system (mainly
through national agreed curricula and certificappoocedures), the content of these programmes
is quite similar among different schools.

Given the high horizontal stratification, vocatibeducation has a clear, occupation-
specific character in the Netherlands, despitdabethat the provision of vocational skills is
primarily school-based (Muller and Wolbers 2003ary study programmes in vocational

education prepare for one or a few occupationsatenot accessible without the proper



gualifications and certificates. The training iswetandardised and the acquired skills have high
levels of consistency across firms or even indestiMoreover, these skills are transferable
across employers and are recognised as such (Estaldl990). Therefore, the association
between education and labour market outcomesasgsin the Netherlands and, subsequently,

the transition from school to work is rather smooth

Welfare regime

According to most typologies of welfare regime® MNetherlands belongs to the ‘conservative’
regime type (Blossfeld 2002). The conservative arelfegime is strongly transfer-oriented. This
means that social security benefit schemes areaptindesigned to protect individuals with no

(or a marginal) labour market position from serideslines in their standard of living. Primary
examples in the Netherlands are the unemployméeinseVWV, the disability schem&/AO and

the early retirement programm@&T. Especially the latter two have been used thorlyuighthe
1980s as a social safety net for (older) workers whre forced to leave their jobs during the
economic recession in that period. For young peiopliee 1980s, there was tB@B scheme. It
offered subsidies to both public and private seetoployers for creating jobs to young, long-
term unemployed people. This scheme was continyéldebY outh Work GuarantedWG)

scheme in 1991, which puts more emphasis on tigaadtivities for the purpose of improving the
labour market prospects, in addition to the provissf a minimum wage job. Nevertheless, the
effects on employment were limited: the outflowégular jobs was minimal. For that reason,
this kind of subsidised labour for unemployed yowts integrated in 1998 with the more general
WIW scheme — available for all long-term unemployedyéneral, social security benefit
schemes in the Netherlands used to be financitihgctive for individuals without work, but

after some serious budget cuts to reduce governexpeinses, the schemes became less generous
in the early 1990s. Nevertheless, social secudtyefits in the Netherlands are from an
international, comparative perspective still ratfpenerous.

In addition to protect people without work, thenservative welfare regime is committed
to the traditional division of labour within thenfily (Mills and Blossfeld 2005). Men specialise
in labour market activities, making them the maiedalwinner, whereas women give priority to
family care activities, making them financially dgwent upon their husbands. As a result,
welfare state provisions such as child care féeslitvere until recently little developed in the
Netherlands and fiscal arrangements favoured omeeaver dual-earner families. The

increased prevalence of (married) women in thedabarce has certainly undermined the



traditional division of labour. In the Netherlantise male breadwinner model has shifted to an
one-and-half family model in the last two decadiegarticular due to the huge rise of part time
employment among women (Visser 2002). Despite aif thomen still are secondary wage

earners and they participate in the labour markt when family responsibilities allow them to

do so.

Hypotheses

Employment precarity and early labour market careers

With respect to the effect of employment precaoityearly labour market careers, two
contrasting hypotheses can be distinguished: tthragment versus stepping-stone hypothesis
(Scherer 2004). The former emphasises the longipsegative effects of a bad labour market
start for the later working career. Shifts betwésgells of) unemployment and temporary jobs
underline the vulnerable character of the employrtrajectories of those who started in
precarious employment. The latter hypothesis stgei®e temporary character of the first job,
that is considered to be highly volatile and ofaansitory character. Job mobility is used as a
means to correct for initial misallocations.

Although inconclusive, previous research indic#éibes (in the long run) flexible
employment at labour market entry does not harnréubccupational positions, despite being
accompanied by higher instability (that is, moremployment spells) in the beginning of the
working career (McGinnity et al. 2005; Scherer 2004is conclusion holds for the countries of
West Germany, Great Britain and Italy. Along themedines, Steijn et al. (2006) investigated the
long-term effects of a bad labour market entryhimn Netherlands. These authors observed that
individuals who started their career as unemplayeals working in a non-standard job are more
likely to become unemployed later. At the same fihmavever, they found that workers who
started their career in a non-standard job are wibee upward mobile. More recently, Wolbers
(2008) found similar results for the Netherlandghwespect to unemployment: school-leavers
with a temporary contract are more likely to becamemployed than those who are employed
on a permanent basis. Furthermore, he detecteththéikelihood of being employed in a
temporary job coincides with a much higher likebldoof being overeducated in that job. This
result suggests that employers use overeducatiarcaspensation for the loss of productive
skills that temporary employment often leads taahy, it is found for the Netherlands that

school-leavers who have a non-standard contractless in their jobs than those with regular



work arrangements (de Vries and Wolbers 2005). Whige gap can be largely attributed to the
level of education attained by school-leavers &edsegment of the labor market (primary versus

secondary) that they have entered.

Employment precarity and family formation

The labour market entry of young people often comaly takes place with the process of
family formation. In general, the transition frorauth to adulthood consists of different stages, in
which young people participate (and also take nesipdity) to increasing degrees in various,
related life domains (Buchmann 1989). Moreoverjsiens about different events in the
transition from youth to adulthood are made in elodationship with each other. For that reason,
the prolonged entry process and increased prold¢gstting established in the labour market
due to employment flexibilisation may generate utagety about young people’s ability and
willingness to make a stable commitment to aduttifaroles (Oppenheimer 1988). The
underlying argument of this theory of marriage tifnis that labour market positions
characterised by a high degree of economic anddeaxhpncertainty prevent young people from
making long term binding family and fertility deitias (Mills and Blossfeld 2005). The lack of a
secure economic basis (that is, the absence oagigsd income from a stable job) creates
uncertainty when it comes to the responsibiliteating to family formation. This leads to the
prediction that employment precarity in early-wdif& results in a tendency among young people
to postpone or even reject family formation, esglgcimarriage and parenthood. However, for
conservative welfare regimes such as the Nethes]dahid general hypothesis needs further
characterization in two areas.

First, only moderate effects of employment pregaoit marriage and parenthood are
expected for the Netherlands (Liefbroer 2005). Githesir strong safety net of social security
benefits, conservative welfare regimes, in genefédr young people (financial) independence,
which enables them — irrespective of their degfesmployment precariousness — to marry and
enter parenthood. Benefits received by young pemlg act as a buffer against insecurity and
may facilitate family formation even if stable emyinent is lacking.

Second, in conservative welfare regimes such abld¢fieerlands, where the male
breadwinner model is still predominant, the negaétfect of employment precarity on marriage
and parenthood should in particular be observechgmaen. Their responsibilities as the main
provider of family income make it important for realto establish themselves in a secure labour

market position (Liefbroer and Corijn 1999). Fawleducated) women in conservative welfare



regimes, employment precarity in early work-lifeynegven have opposite consequences. Here
family formation is a strategy for females with miaal career prospects to reduce uncertainty by
taking the role of housewife and mother (Friedmiaal.€L994). Moreover, the ample availability
of part-time jobs in the Netherlands gives thenadditional incentive to opt for (early) marriage

and motherhood.

Data and measur es

We make use of data from two retrospective lifadmnssurveys conducted in the Netherlands:
Households in the Netherlands 1995 (Weesie eB8b)land Family Survey Dutch Population
2000 (de Graaf et al. 2000). Both surveys are basedndom, nationally representative samples
from the Dutch population and concern face-to-faterviews with respondents at home. The
original number of respondents interviewed in thievays was 3354 and 1561, respectively. The
surveys contain retrospective information on th@leyment career and fertility and marital
history of individuals. The original data were tséormed into person-month files. From the
combined data file, we selected individuals who éefucation since 1970. After this selection
and after removing those respondents whose dawlaeking for one or more of the variables
used, information on maximally 2615 respondentsaiaed. In the multivariate analysis, men
and women are analysed separately.

Four dependent variables with regard to earlydalnoarket careers of individuals are
distinguished. Type of first employment refershe tistinction between temporary employment
(that is, fixed-term contracts, temporary work ageamployment and on-call employment),
temporary employment with the perspective of penaemployment, and permanent
employment. Entry into first secure employment @ns the conditional likelihood of entering
permanent employment (ex- and including temporargleyment with the perspective of
permanent employment). Exit from temporary employtmegards the transition from temporary
employment into exit from the labour force, permaremployment, repeated temporary
employment, self-employment, other versus no enmiyt change. These exits are confined to
age 45 at most. The employment situation at agef@ss to the likelihood of being employed (in
whatever kind of employment) versus not being eygaficat age 35 and the likelihood of being in
temporary employment versus in permanent employiaietiat age.

With regard to the demographic career of individuthree dependent variables are
analysed. The population at risk consists of alh med women born after 1950, from 15 to 45

years of age. Entry into first union refers to tfasition from no union into cohabitation or



marriage. Birth of first child concerns the conalital likelihood of becoming parent for the first
time. The family situation at age 35 considerslikedihood of living in a couple (married or co-
habiting) versus not living in a couple at age B8 the likelihood of being parent versus not
being parent at that age.

The main independent variables refer to measurempfoyment precarity. Employment
precarity is measured by various indicators. ffsll, it is defined by means of duration
dependence: the duration of unemployment and thetidao of temporary employment (with
months as the time unit) since leaving educatiarertployment spells of three months or less
are not considered as unemployment. Temporary gmmant refers to fixed-term contracts,
temporary work agency employment and on-call emplayt. A probation period is treated as
permanent employment. Second, type of (first) egmpknt is used as a measure of employment
precarity. The distinguished categories are: uneympént, temporary employment, temporary
employment with the perspective of permanent empéay, other versus permanent
employment.

In addition to these measures of employment prigcatandard background
characteristics are used as covariates. The vanabhths since leaving educati@fiers to the
period since leaving initial education. The timiofgexit from initial education is based on the
month and the year in which the highest level afoation has been attained.

The highest level of education is measured accgritinthe CASMIN classification
(Braun and Muller 1997). We distinguish betweenegixcational categories: elementary
education (1ab), lower vocational and general dilutg§lc, 2ab), intermediate vocational
education (2c_voc), intermediate general educdfongen), lower tertiary education (3a), and
higher tertiary education (3b).

The occupational class of both the father anddéspandent is based on the EGP class
scheme (Erikson et al. 1979) with six categoriggen service (class 1), lower service (class 1),
routine non-manual employees (class lllab), smalppetors, self-employed, farmers (class
IVabc), skilled workers, supervisors of manual vee(class V-VI), and unskilled workers
(Vllab).

The stage in the life-course of individuals is mead by combining information on
marital and child status in four mutually exclusresponse categories and coded with cumulative
contrasts. The categories are: single (that isydialone, unmarried or divorced), married (or
cohabiting) without children, married (or cohabgfjrwith any child under age six and married (or
cohabiting) with all children over age six. For #rgalysis of the family situation at age 35 a

somewhat different variable is used. Marital staimssists here of the following categories:



cohabiting, married, divorced, remarried versuglsinFor entry into parenthood, only the
categories cohabiting and married (versus singkeransidered.

The impact of institutional settings such as laboarket regulation when entering the
labour market is determined on the basis of a aadftact. The cohort effect is assessed by using
the year of leaving education. The following catéggmare used: 1970-1974, 1975-1979, 1980-
1984, 1985-1989, 1990-1994 and 1995-1999. In daleapture business cycle effects, that may
be interwoven with the impact of institutional faxd, the registeregnemployment rate in the
year of leaving education is controlled for. Themnployment rates are based on figures from
Statistics Netherlands (CBS 2007).

Survey effects are taken into account by includivegyear of survey in the models. This
variable corrects for differences in the desigtheftwo retrospective life-history surveys
analysed.

For the analysis regarding entry into first uniowl &ntry into parenthood a few
additional variables are included. First, age asddquared term are added to the models. Second,
the working hours of individuals (full-time verspart-time) are considered. This variable is also
included in the analysis of the family situatiorage 35. Third, some relevant partner
characteristics are included. In addition to a dymmariable indicating whether the respondent
has a partner or not, type of employment of théngay working hours of the partner, education
of the partner and occupational class of the paereincluded. These partner characteristics are

measured in the same way as for the primary respasd

Results

Early labour market careers

In Table 1, type of first employment is analysede parameter estimates first of all show that
higher tertiary educated (that is, university gi@ds) are most likely to be employed on a
temporary basis. This finding holds for both med ammen. It may be related to the less strong
orientation towards occupation-specific skills asgion at universities than in upper secondary
and lower tertiary vocational education. Moreovgiife some university graduates start in a
traineeship (for instance in a governmental jobd©a PhD student. Their contract is by
definition fixed-term. In addition, the year of i@ag education matters. Young men and women,
who left education in the 1990s, are most likelpeoworking in a temporary job, especially in

the period 1995-1999. This finding reflects ther@ased labour market flexibilisation that has

10



taken place since then that (particularly) hasathiour market entrants. Moreover, the aggregate
unemployment rate in the year of leaving educatias a positive effect on the likelihood of
being employed in a temporary job, but only for veemFinally, it is found that men, who left
education a long time ago, are more likely to bgleged in a temporary job than those who just
left school.

Most of these effects do not show up when temparangracts with the perspective of a
permanent one are considered. Instead, the oconphtlass of the father has an effect on the
likelihood of entering temporary employment witle fherspective of permanent employment.
For male school-leavers of whom their father wasking in the lower service class or in the
classes of skilled, semi-skilled or unskilled waskehe likelihood of entering a temporary job
with the perspective of a permanent one is highan for those with a father in the higher service
class. For female school-leavers, we find thatéhwdose father worked as a routine-non-
manual employee, are less likely to be employaltemporary contract with the perspective of a

permanent one than those with a father with anattean in the higher service class.

[Table 1]

In Table 2, entry into first secure employmentdssidered. Secure employment is defined here
as permanent employment and, in a second stegrampent employment including those, who
are in a temporary job, but with the perspectiva permanent one. The results show that both
measures of duration dependence have a clearughhmobably not surprising, negative effect
on the conditional likelihood of entering first see employment. The longer the duration of
unemployment and/or temporary employment is, theetahe probability for school-leavers to

be employed in a permanent position. In additiertjary educated are found to be less often in
permanent employment than lower educated. Onca atps finding may be related to the
weaker emphasis on occupation-specific skills atgoimn in tertiary education in comparison to
upper secondary vocational education. Furthernsatggol-leavers, of whom their father was
working as an unskilled worker, are less likelyogoworking in permanent job than those with a
father, who was employed in the upper service ckssilly, cohort effects are observed. Besides
the fact that members of most other cohorts thari&v0-1974 cohort are less likely to enter
permanent employment, the unemployment level iryé@e of leaving education has a negative
effect on the likelihood of being employed in arpanent job. The higher the unemployment rate
in the year of leaving education is, the lower¢baditional probability of entering permanent

employment.
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Similar results as presented above are found wblenol-leavers, who have a temporary
job, but with the perspective of a permanent orejrecluded into the category of workers with
first secure employment. The only exception isatiecational effect. For men, we now find that
school-leavers in all educational categories asg ligely to enter first secure employment than
those with primary education only. For women, wevmiserve that school-leavers, who are
gualified at the level of lower vocational and geh@ducation or intermediate vocational
education, are more likely to be working in a sedabour market position than those with

primary education at most.

[Table 2]

The exit from temporary employment is presente@iahle 3. The estimates referring to the
transition from temporary employment to self-emphayt and other are not presented, as these
destinations are not our prime interest. For bodim end women, it is found that the duration of
temporary employment has a negative effect onfetit temporary employment to any
(presented) destination. This finding suggestsititviduals, who already are in a temporary job
for a long time, are less likely to change emplogtitean those, who hold a temporary position
only for a short duration. This finding clearly @apts the entrapment hypothesis. Another
interesting result is that women with a vocatiomadlification or tertiary education are less likely
to leave the labour force after an episode of teanyaemployment than primary educated
women. Furthermore, it is shown that men, of whbeirtfather was an unskilled worker, are
more likely to enter into a carousel of repeatedperary employment than men with a father in
the upper service class. However, men, who theraselke working as an unskilled worker, are
less likely to experience repeated temporary enmpént than those, who are employed in the
upper service class. The same holds for men, whk asa skilled worker or as a supervisor of
manual workers, or who are employed in the lowerice class. Married men are less likely to
leave the labour force after a period of temposanployment than men without a partner. This
effect is even stronger for men with children (oy &ge). More surprising is the finding that
married men without (or a young, that is, under @&gehild are less likely to turn their temporary
job into a permanent one. The same holds for nthwigmen with a child under age 6, but at the
same time, these women are less likely to entepeated temporary employment spell. Finally,
the year of leaving education matters. Especilygositive coefficients indicating that repeated
temporary employment spells are more common il 889s than before are worthwhile to

mention. These estimates indicate that young werkeino once entered temporary employment,
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are likely to continue working in temporary emplogmb, even after a job change, thereby

supporting again the entrapment hypothesis.

[Table 3]

Table 4 displays the employment situation at ageAB%his age, both the likelihood of being
employed and the likelihood of being temporary esyetl are considered. Due to the small
number of cases, we analyse men and women todettiée latter labour market characteristic.
The results reveal clear duration dependence. Tiraidn of unemployment has a negative effect
on the likelihood of being employed at age 35,@pbsitive effect on the likelihood of being
temporary employed at that age. With respect taltivation of temporary employment, similar
results are found. With the exception of the empiegt chance of women, where a negative
effect of the duration of temporary employmenthserved. So, generally spoken, a precarious
working-profile in the early career leads to anawaurable employment situation at age 35. This
conclusion is confirmed when looking at the effefctype of first employment, at least when
temporary employment at age 35 is considered. idai@ls, who start their working career in
temporary employment, are more likely to be empdioiyea temporary job at age 35. However,
when the duration of temporary employment is inethids well (see M3), the effect of temporary
employment in the first job is reversed due to sewaulticollinearity. In addition, it is shown

that married men with a young child (under ageré)mauch more likely to be employed than
other men. For women, we find a similar effect, #hhain for women with older children. Both
results support the prevalence of the traditiomehtiwinner model in the Netherlands: the
pressure for fathers to work is particularly stram@ family situation with young children,
whereas mothers are only employed when family resipdities allow them to do so (that is, in
the case of older children, who do not need todsed:for constantly). Last but not least,
interesting cohort effects are found. For men Jitedihood of being employed at age 35 is
smaller for cohorts that left education since thé-t®70s, when the macro-economic situation
started to deteriorate in the Netherlands. Thdifig is observed more directly as well: the higher
the aggregate unemployment rate is in the yearadihg education, the lower the employment
chance at age 35. Finally, a positive cohort effeund with regard to temporary employment
at age 35: recent cohorts are more often temperaployed at that age than older cohorts. This

finding refers to the increased labour market fididgation in the Netherlands.

[Table 4]
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Family formation

Table 5 provides estimates from the analysis végard to entry into first union. We start with
M1. For men, the results indicate that being termpoemployed prevents them from entering
marriage, whereas there is no such effect obseritbdegard to cohabitation. This finding
suggests that, as predicted by the theory of nggriianing, demographic transitions where
commitment and responsibilities are greater (incdme of marriage) the likelihood of
experiencing such a transition is smaller for thogerecarious employment than transitions
where commitment and responsibilities are lesgh@gncase of cohabitation). Besides, M1 reveals
that tertiary educated women are less likely tewemito a first union. In general, higher educated
young women prefer to make a working career fieSote entering a cohabitation or marriage. In
addition, the number of working hours matters wibpect to the transition into marriage. Men,
who work full-time, are more likely to marry tharemin part-time employment. For women, the
reverse holds true: full-time working women aresliisely to enter marriage than part-time
working ones. Furthermore, the age effects indittaethe likelihood of entering a marriage or
cohabitation first increases with age, reachingéak in the late 20s, and then decreases. There is
also a clear trend from marriage towards cohabitatisible. The dummy variables for the year
of leaving education show that cohabitation ass €inion, has won in popularity over time at
the cost of marriage. However, in many cases ctdtidni can be considered as a probation
period and is transformed into marriage later onjristance, when a first child is coming.
Finally, a macro level effect of employment pregais found. Women who left education in
times of high aggregate unemployment are lessylikkemarry than those, who left in times of
low unemployment.

Various partner characteristics are added in M2eneral, the inclusion of these
characteristics does not influence the effect®and in M1. With one important exception, that
is, for women, the effect of being unemployed beessignificant after statistically controlling
for the partner characteristics: unemployed womemaore likely to marry than permanent
employed women. The partner characteristics themaselre only partly significant. First, men
with a high educated (that is, tertiary or interimgéel vocational educated) female partner are less
likely to marry than men with a low educated fenadetner. Second, women with a male partner

who is a small proprietor, farmer or other indepertdvorker are more likely to enter marriage.

[Table 5]
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Table 6 models the likelihood of entering parenthddke Table 5, two models have been
estimated: one model without (M1) and one withpartcharacteristics (M2). First and foremost,
it is shown in M1 that unemployed women are mdtelyi to become mother than permanent
employed women. Once again, this demographic tianshay act as a strategy for women in
precarious employment to reduce uncertainty byntakiie role of mother. Women in temporary
employment, in contrast, are less likely to givettbio a first child. This finding supports the
hypothesis that precarious employment leads tasgppnement of entry into parenthood. For
men, it is found in M1 that lower tertiary educated! those in lower service class occupations or
working as routine non-manual employees are l&s$ylto become father than primary educated
and those in higher service class occupationseotisgly. For women, a strong effect of working
hours is found: full-time working women are lesely to enter motherhood than part-time
working women. However, the causal order may aésthk reverse: mothers are less likely to be
employed on a full-time basis than women withouldcan. The age effects reveal that the
likelihood of becoming parent first increases aftdraa certain age decreases. The age at which
the birth of a first child is most likely is at ag&.6 for men and age 29.8 for women.
Unsurprisingly, married people are most likely twbme parent, followed by those who are
cohabiting. Finally, women who left education ie theriod between 1975 and 1989 are more
likely to give birth to a first child than women witeft education in the beginning of the 1970s.
For men, the partner effects found in M2 mainlyrovithe effects that where found for
women in M1. For instance, it is observed that mé&h an unemployed female partner are less
likely to become parent than men with a permanemtieyed female partner. In M1, this effect
was found for unemployed women as compared to pentaemployed women. The same holds
for the finding that men with a full-time workingihale partner are less likely to become parent.
This effect was in M1 presented as the negativecetif working hours for women on their
likelihood of entering parenthood. A final partregfect for men refers to the finding that men
with a female partner who works as a small propridarmer or other self-employed worker are
less likely to become father than those with a femartner who is employed in an upper service
class occupation. For women, there is only oneifgignt partner effect found: women of whom
their male partner belongs to the category of atbgarding the type of employment are more
likely to become mother than women of whom theitengartner is permanent employed. The

category of other particularly refers to men irf-sshployment.

[Table 6]
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In Table 7, the family situation at age 35 is asatyin terms of being married (or cohabiting) or
not and being parent or not at that age. With retqjoethe likelihood of being married at age 35,
only three significant effects are found. Firstméth a father who worked as a routine non-
manual employee are more likely to be married than whose father was employed in an upper
service class occupation. Second, women with leweational and general education are more
likely to be married than women with primary edumatat most. Third, women in full-time
employment are less likely to be married at agéhdh women who work part-time.

With regard to the likelihood of being parent a¢ &%, it is found that women, who
experienced a long duration of unemployment siheg teft education, are more likely to be
mother of one child or more than women who expegdrshort unemployment duration. In
addition, women who have a full-time job are leksly to be mother at age 35 than those with a
part-time job. Furthermore, men who started in terap/ employment (whether or not with the
perspective of permanent employment) are less &dtber at age 35 than men of whom their
type of first employment referred to a permanerditpm. This finding once again supports the
theory of marriage timing. Finally, it is found thaarried or remarried men and women are more

likely to be parent at age 35 than single persons.

[Table 7]

Conclusion

In this chapter, the uncertainty inherently linkecemployment precarity in early work-life was
addressed. The focus was on the consequences ofitértainty on transitions in two life
domains: the labour market and demographic calf@st.of all, the role of employment precarity
on early labour market careers was investigatedn Elancern was whether employment

precarity in early work-life constitutes an entragmnoutside of, or a stepping-stone into, a stable
position in the labour market. The empirical anislyEemonstrated strong duration dependence of
employment precarity. First, the duration of unemgptent and the duration of temporary
employment have a negative effect on entry in&i 8ecure employment. Second, the duration of
temporary employment has a negative effect onfextt temporary employment into permanent
employment. Third, the duration of unemployment #relduration of temporary employment
have a negative effect on being employed at agb8% positive effect on being temporary
employed at that age. Fourth, and finally, tempoeanployment at labour market entry has a

positive effect on being temporary employed at 3fgeAll these findings clearly support the
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entrapment hypothesis: employment precarity hasngental consequences for early labour
market careers. Young workers who experience emmoy precarity in early work-life are
disadvantaged in terms of later career outcomepaoed to young workers in stable
employment. However, the mechanism by which preaaremployment damages future career
prospects is less clear. Various theoretical exgtlans are suggested in the literature, but atdirec
statistical test of the predictive validity of tieetheories has not been performed in this chapter.
Future research should shed more light on thigissu

In addition, the demographic consequences of emmoy precarity were determined. It
was hypothesised that employment precarity in eadsk-life has negative effects on family
formation: labour market positions characterisea@ lhygh degree of uncertainty prevent young
people from entering into long-term commitmentpeesally marriage and parenthood. For men,
the empirical results showed some confirmatiorh prediction deduced from the theory of
marriage timing. First, temporary employment haggative effect on entry into marriage.
Second, temporary employment (with or without teespective of permanent employment) at
labour market entry has a negative effect on bEitiger at age 35. For women, in contrast, we
actually found opposite effects. For them, unempiegt has a positive effect on entry into
marriage and on entry into motherhood. Furthermbieeduration of unemployment has a
positive effect on the likelihood of being mothéiage 35. These findings for women, however,
are not so surprising, given the male breadwinrmtehthat is still predominant in the
Netherlands. As argued in the hypothesis sectias Jikely that in conservative welfare regimes
women in precarious employment reduce uncertaiptybing for marriage and motherhood.
Moreover, the ample availability of part-time jabghe Netherlands gives them an additional
incentive to opt for motherhood: it was found tpatt-time working women are more likely to
marry and to give birth to a first child than ftilne employed ones. Similar results are observed
when considering the family situation of womenge 85. Although part-time employment
cannot be considered as precarious employmeneibtitch context — given the fact that in the
Netherlands most part-time jobs are permanentiposijtvoluntarily chosen and protect against
unfair dismissal in the same way as full-time jRemery et al. 2002), it is an adequate coping

mechanism for women to combine their labour macke¢er with bringing up children.
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Note

1. Actually, the requirement of a dismissal penviis already introduced by the German
occupier to prevent general labour market instighiluring wartime and to secure the

deployment of manpower for the war economy.
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Tablel. Type of first employment: temporary employment, temporary employment with the
per spective of permanent employment versus permanent employment (multinomial logit

analysis)
Men Women
TemporaryTemporary TemporaryTemporary
perspectiv perspective
permanent permanent
Time since leaving education 0.01* 0.00 0.01 0.01
Education (Elementary education=ref.)

Lower vocational and general education 0.15  250. -0.40 -0.27

Intermediate vocational education 0.33 0.47 -0.38 -0.21

Intermediate general education 0.61 0.53 -0.42 0.14

Lower tertiary 0.61 0.47 0.22 0.50

Higher tertiary 1.14* 0.29 1.10% 0.60
Occupational class father (Upper service=ref.)

Lower service -0.03 0.53* -0.40 -0.36

Routine non-manual employees -0.32 0.43 -0.11 -0.54*

Small proprietors, self-employed, farmers -0.22 0.40 -0.16 0.02

Skilled workers, supervisors of manual workers -0.03 0.54* -0.22 -0.42

Unskilled workers 0.14 0.70** -0.15 0.07
Year of leaving education (1970-1974=ref.)

1975-1979 -0.04 -0.18 -0.07 -0.18

1980-1984 0.33 -0.01 0.32 0.30

1985-1989 0.54 0.22 0.36 0.39

1990-1994 0.94* 0.30 1.36** 0.71*

1995-1999 1.18* 0.78 2.27% 0.58
Unemployment rate in year of leaving education 60.0 0.03 0.09* -0.01
Year of survey (1995=ref.)

2000 -0.23 -0.43* -0.64*  -1.10**
Constant -1.88**  -1.60** -1.30* -0.32
Model Chi-square 114 201*

Df 36 36
N 1294 1321

*p<0.05, ** p<0.01
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Table2. Entryinto first secure employment: permanent employment and permanent employment
plus temporary employment with the per spective of permanent employment (discrete-

time event history analysis)

Men Women
Permanen Permanen Permanenfermanen
plus plus
temporary temporary
perspectiv perspectiv
permanent permanent
Duration of unemployment -0.01**  -0.01* -0.01** -0.02**
Duration of temporary employment -0.01**  -0.02** -0.02**  -0.03**
Education (Elementary education=ref.)

Lower vocational and general education 0.16  32%. 0.08 0.45**

Intermediate vocational education -0.23 -0.31* 050. 0.49**

Intermediate general education -0.33 -0.61** 0.07 0.28

Lower tertiary -0.40**  -0.33* -0.67** 0.13

Higher tertiary -0.50**  -0.51* -0.46* -0.13
Occupational class father (Upper service=ref.)

Lower service -0.06 0.20* -0.00 0.04

Routine non-manual employees 0.04 0.20 0.15 23*0.

Small proprietors, self-employed, farmers -0.20 -0.25* -0.22 -0.13

Skilled workers, supervisors of manual workers -0.10 0.26** -0.02 0.17

Unskilled workers -0.27* 0.15 -0.23* 0.20*
Year of leaving education (1970-1974=ref.)

1975-1979 0.50** 0.54** 0.19 0.29**

1980-1984 0.63* 0.49** 0.26* 0.86**

1985-1989 0.62* 0.62** 0.42** 0.78*

1990-1994 0.72* 0.64** 0.24 0.56**

1995-1999 0.87* 1.08** 0.25 0.43*
Unemployment rate in year of leaving education 12&¢  -0.09* -0.13*  -0.14*
Year of survey (1995=ref.)

2000 0.03 -0.07 0.34*  -0.16*
Constant -3.66**  -2.72*%* -3.48*  -2.91*%
Model Chi-square 258** 497** 430** 823**
Df 19 19 19 19
N 102262 51835 99147 50424

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01
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Table3. Exit from temporary employment: from temporary employment into exit from the

|abour

force, permanent employment,

repeated temporary employment,

self-

employment®, other® versus no employment change (discrete-time competing risk event

history analysis)

Men Women
Exit from Permanen Repeated Exit from Permanen Repeated
labour temporary labour temporary
force force
Duration of unemployment 0.00 -0.00 0.00 -0.00 010. -0.00
Duration of temporary employment -0.01*  -0.01»* .ea* -0.01* -0.02* -0.01*
Education (Elementary education=ref.)

Lower vocational and general education 0.48 205 -0.26 -1.20*  -0.56 1.71

Intermediate vocational education 0.19 -0.34 -0.28 -1.23**  -0.50 1.45

Intermediate general education 0.73 -0.23 -0.37 -0.93 -0.32 1.31

Lower tertiary 0.69 -0.21 -0.26 -0.97* -0.64 1.62

Higher tertiary 0.19 -0.29 -0.23 -1.25%  -1.28* 1.26
Occupational class father (Upper service=ref.)

Lower service -0.12 0.20 0.13 0.16 -0.45 0.25

Routine non-manual employees 0.17 0.22 -0.14  34-0. -0.15 0.20

Small proprietors, self-employed, farmers 0.39 .460 0.42 -0.52 0.05 0.29

Skilled workers, supervisors of manual workers .050 0.31 0.08 0.08 -0.29 -0.34

Unskilled workers -0.06 0.10 0.57* -0.32 0.12 33.
Occupational class (Upper service=ref.)

Lower service -0.11 -0.13 -0.65* 0.37 -0.65 0.3

Routine non-manual employees -0.26 -0.20 -0.38 550 -0.46 -0.02

Small proprietors, self-employed, farmers 0.31 0.10 -1.26 1.55 b -0.49

Skilled workers, supervisors of manual workers  0.50 -0.10 -0.65* 0.54 -1.02 0.21

Unskilled workers 0.05 -0.13 -0.69* 0.83 -0.68 0.18
Stagein life-course® (Single=ref.)

Married, no children -0.42* -0.32* -0.06 0.30 09. -0.06

Married, youngest child under age 6 -0.96* -0.01 -0.06 0.24 -1.10**  -0.72*

Married, youngest child over age 6 0.04 0.59 105 -0.46 0.95 0.10
Year of leaving education (1970-1974=ref.)

1975-1979 0.54 0.52* 0.15 0.57* 0.14 0.08

1980-1984 0.32 0.68** 0.36 -0.18 0.14 -0.05

1985-1989 0.53 0.47 0.32 0.17 0.10 0.20

1990-1994 -0.22 0.30 0.83*  -0.00 -0.15 0.81*

1995-1999 0.76 0.94* 0.32 -0.34 0.71 1.10**
Unemployment rate in year of leaving education 20.0 -0.05 -0.02 0.04 -0.04 0.01
Year of survey (1995=ref.)

2000 -0.92*  -0.35* -0.02 -0.56**  -0.43* 0.21
Constant -4.01**  -3.13*  -3.35*  -3.54** -1.96** -5.69*
Model Chi-square 379** 383**

Df 135 135
N 14857 15612

*p<0.05, ** p<0.01
& estimates not shown

b coefficient is not reliable due to small numbecases and is therefore not reported

¢ cumulative effects
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Table4. Employment situation at age 35: a) employed versus not employed and b) temporary
ver sus permanent employed (logistic regression analysis)

Employed Temporary employed
Men Women Men plus
women
M1 M2 M3
Duration of unemployment -0.07**  -0.04* 0.02** Q1** 0.02**
Duration of temporary employment -0.03** 0.03* 60 0.07*
Education (Elementary education=ref.)

Lower vocational and general education 1.22  8L0. 0.83 0.82 1.08

Intermediate vocational education 1.44 -0.34 -0.79 0.14 -0.62

Intermediate general education 1.41 -0.87 -0.14 0.05 0.02

Lower tertiary 1.68 -0.34 -1.52 -0.94 -1.22

Higher tertiary 3.04 2.34 -1.99 -0.38 -1.85
Occupational class father (Upper service=ref.)

Lower service 0.59 0.39 -0.50 0.93 -0.69

Routine non-manual employees 2.47 1.02 0.53 412 0.24

Small proprietors, self-employed, farmers 272 1.24 0.95 0.86 0.71

Skilled workers, supervisors of manual workers 1.83 0.48 -0.36 0.25 -0.38

Unskilled workers 1.29 0.41 0.35 0.82 0.19
Occupational class of first employment (Upper service=ref.)

Lower service 1.04 0.60 1.85 2.39 1.66

Routine non-manual employees -0.67 0.55 125 421. 1.07

Small proprietors, self-employed, farmers a -1.78 a a a

Skilled workers, supervisors of manual workers 0.79 0.08 -0.28 1.28 -0.83

Unskilled workers -0.32 -0.29 0.94 1.95 0.58
Type of first employment (Permanent=ref.)

Temporary 0.71 -0.32 2.13**  -1.78*

Temporary perspective permanent -0.00 0.12 10.2 -0.18
Sagein life-course® (Single=ref.)

Married, no children 0.43 0.35 0.29 -1.45 0.91

Married, youngest child under age 6 3.68* @.8 0.84 1.53* 0.78

Married, youngest child over age 6 -4,95** 238 -1.34 -1.01 -1.74*
Year of leaving education (1970-1974=ref.)

1975-1979 -2.82* 0.08 0.32 -0.41 0.49

1980-1984 -3.83* 0.33 2.09** 0.87 2.42%*

1985-1989 -5.31* 0.17 3.29** 1.07 3.96**

1990-1994 a -2.23 6.66** 4.24% 7.04**

1995-1999 a a a a a
Unemployment rate in year of leaving education 808  -0.12 -0.02 -0.06 0.08
Year of survey (1995=ref.)

2000 0.22 -0.52 -1.20 0.31 -1.35*
Sex (Men=ref.)

Women 1.13 0.78 0.86
Constant 9.75** 2.96 -7.52* -6.45*  -8.47**
Model Chi-square 122** 226** 180** 81 185**
Df 26 28 26 27 28
N 442 373 654 654 654

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01
& coefficient is not estimated due to lack of cases
b cumulative effects
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Table5. Entryinto first union: cohabitation, marriage versus no union (discrete-time competing

risk event history analysis)

Men Women
Cohabi- Marriage Cohabi- Marriage
tation tation
M1 M1 M1 M1
Type of employment (Permanent=ref.)

Unemployment -0.21 -0.21 -0.18 0.21

Temporary -0.02 -0.72** -0.19 -0.11

Temporary perspective permanent -0.03 -0.01 .02-0 0.05

Other -0.02 -0.15 -0.09 0.29
Education (Elementary education=ref.)

Lower vocational and general education -0.32  .030 0.06 0.10

Intermediate vocational education -0.36 0.09 50.1 -0.24

Intermediate general education -0.56**  -0.55 0.27 -0.20

Lower tertiary -0.31 0.27 -0.51* -0.60*

Higher tertiary -0.42 0.12 -0.76**  -1.07*
Occupational class (Upper service=ref.)

Lower service -0.01 0.02 -0.46* -0.06

Routine non-manual employees 0.13 0.16 -0.31 0.21-

Small proprietors, self-employed, farmers -0.34 0.62* 0.31 -0.25

Skilled workers, supervisors of manual workers 0.10 0.13 -0.57 -0.56

Unskilled workers 0.04 0.02 -0.47* -0.03
Working hours (Part-time=ref.)

Full-time 0.09 0.52* -0.15 -0.31*
Age 1.06** 1.57* 0.71** 1.83*
Age/10 squared -1.80**  -2.89** -1.22%  -3.74%
Year of leaving education (1970-1974=ref.)

1975-1979 0.35* -0.30* 0.42*  -0.01

1980-1984 0.42*  -0.68** 0.81* -0.31

1985-1989 0.62*  -0.97* 0.97*  -0.55*

1990-1994 0.60*  -0.58* 1.44*  -0.71*

1995-1999 1.14*  -1.76* 1.81* -0.94
Unemployment rate in year of leaving education 000. -0.01 0.01 -0.05*
Year of survey (1995=ref.)

2000 -0.40** 0.38** -0.23* 0.48*
Constant -19.78**  -26.13** -14.25* -25.87**
Model Chi-square 595** 465**

Df 48 48
N 84226 68015

*p<0.05, ** p<0.01
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Table 5. (continued)

Men Women
Cohabi- Marriage Cohabi- Marriage
tation tation
M2 M2 M2 M2
Type of employment (Permanent=ref.)

Unemployment -0.10 -0.20 0.01 0.47*

Temporary 0.10 -0.55* -0.15 -0.13

Temporary perspective permanent -0.03 0.01 00-0. 0.06

Other 0.08 0.11 -0.22 0.31
Education (Elementary education=ref.)

Lower vocational and general education -0.13 150. -0.08 -0.13

Intermediate vocational education -0.18 0.28 80.2 -0.41

Intermediate general education -0.29 -0.46 250. -0.24

Lower tertiary -0.08 0.53 -0.58* -0.73**

Higher tertiary -0.36 0.64 -0.96**  -1.21*
Occupational class (Upper service=ref.)

Lower service -0.06 0.12 -0.38 0.13

Routine non-manual employees 0.09 0.30 -0.23 0.05-

Small proprietors, self-employed, farmers -0.28 0.61 0.53 0.21

Skilled workers, supervisors of manual workers 0.12 0.22 -0.46 -0.45

Unskilled workers 0.09 0.11 -0.37 0.16
Working hours (Part-time=ref.)

Full-time -0.03 0.31 -0.10 -0.23*
Age 0.80** 1.23** 0.64** 1.60**
Age/10 squared -1.28%  -2.22* -1.05%  -3.25*
Year of leaving education (1970-1974=ref.)

1975-1979 0.32* -0.26 0.36* -0.07

1980-1984 0.44*  -0.66** 0.74**  -0.32

1985-1989 0.80*  -0.74* 0.94*  -0.54*

1990-1994 0.72*  -0.27 1.42*%  -0.78*

1995-1999 1.59**  -1.08 2.01*  -0.69
Unemployment rate in year of leaving education 010. -0.01 0.01 -0.04
Year of survey (1995=ref.)

2000 -0.31* 0.47* -0.16 0.55**
Partner (Yes=ref.)

No -2.10**  -2.09** -1.10**  -0.92*
Type of employment partner (Permanent=ref.)

Unemployment 0.30 0.16 -0.16 -0.33

Temporary 0.09 -0.12 0.07 -0.39

Temporary perspective permanent 0.01 0.05 0.05 0.05

Other -0.08 -0.19 0.19 -0.06
Education partner (Elementary education=ref.)

Lower vocational and general education -0.24 460 0.25 0.09

Intermediate vocational education -0.24 -0.70** 23 0.06

Intermediate general education -0.27 -0.55 10.1 -0.27

Lower tertiary -0.14 -1.05** 0.39 0.29

Higher tertiary -0.45 -1.64** 0.13 0.72*
Occupational class partner (Upper service=ref.)

Lower service -0.43 0.34 0.04 0.11

Routine non-manual employees -0.23 0.24 0.06 .110

Small proprietors, self-employed, farmers 0.12 1.03 -0.38 0.76*

Skilled workers, supervisors of manual workers -0.49 0.19 -0.00 0.21

Unskilled workers -0.42 0.42 0.09 -0.08
Working hours partner (Part-time=ref.)

Full-time 0.03 -0.09 -0.10 0.13
Constant -15.52** -21.03** -13.42%  -23.41*
Model Chi-square 1104** 753**

Df 80 80
N 79552 63049

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01
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Table 6. Entry into parenthood: birth of first child (discrete-time event history analysis)

Men Women
M1 M2 M1 M2
Type of employment (Permanent=ref.)

Unemployment 0.29 0.20 1.16* 1.18*

Temporary 0.24 0.13 -0.14 -0.16

Temporary perspective permanent 0.02 0.07 9*0.1 -0.22*

Other 0.08 0.20 -0.24 -0.15
Education (Elementary education=ref.)

Lower vocational and general education -0.31 .300 0.18 0.14

Intermediate vocational education -0.24 -0.27 010. -0.08

Intermediate general education -0.39 -0.36 030. -0.08

Lower tertiary -0.36* -0.29 0.00 -0.03

Higher tertiary -0.25 -0.15 -0.26 -0.29
Occupational class (Upper service=ref.)

Lower service -0.34**  -0.35* -0.23 -0.27

Routine non-manual employees -0.33* -0.23 10.3 -0.28

Small proprietors, self-employed, farmers -0.01 0.12 -0.66 -0.63

Skilled workers, supervisors of manual workers -0.04 -0.03 -0.19 -0.22

Unskilled workers -0.29 -0.29 -0.34 -0.30
Working hours (Part-time=ref.)

Full-time 0.16 0.21 -0.50**  -0.51*
Age 0.79* 0.80** 0.71* 0.70*
Age/10 squared -1.21%  -1.25* -1.19%  -1.17*
Marital status (Single=ref.)

Cohabiting 0.86** 0.59* 0.60** 0.60**

Married 2.87* 2.59% 2.64** 2.63*
Year of leaving education (1970-1974=ref.)

1975-1979 -0.03 0.04 0.25* 0.30*

1980-1984 -0.01 0.23* 0.31* 0.32**

1985-1989 0.06 0.31* 0.43** 0.43**

1990-1994 -0.32 -0.09 0.12 0.13

1995-1999 -0.18 0.03 -0.08 -0.17
Unemployment rate in year of leaving education 030. -0.03 -0.04 -0.04*
Year of survey (1995=ref.)

2000 0.07 0.18* 0.25* 0.23*
Partner (Yes=ref.)

No -0.82* 0.23
Type of employment partner (Permanent=ref.)

Unemployment 1.13* 0.26

Temporary -0.26 0.16

Temporary perspective permanent -0.19 0.11

Other 0.09 0.45*
Education partner (Elementary education=ref.)

Lower vocational and general education -0.10 -0.04

Intermediate vocational education -0.18 0.03

Intermediate general education -0.17 -0.02

Lower tertiary -0.27 0.07

Higher tertiary -0.27 0.27
Occupational class partner (Upper service=ref.)

Lower service -0.09 -0.22

Routine non-manual employees -0.27 -0.16

Small proprietors, self-employed, farmers 43.8 0.04

Skilled workers, supervisors of manual workers 0.12 0.00

Unskilled workers -0.24 -0.24
Working hours partner (Part-time=ref.)

Full-time -0.42** 0.23
Constant -18.77*  -18.52** -16.82**  -16.77**
Model Chi-square 1570*  1799** 1837*  1779*
Df 26 42 26 42
N 153234 146674 143578 135588

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01



Table7. Family stuation at age 35: @) married (or cohabiting) versus not married (or
cohabiting) and b) parent versus not parent (logistic regression analysis)
Married Parent
Men Women Men Women
Duration of unemployment -0.00 -0.00 0.00 0.01*
Duration of temporary employment -0.01 -0.01 0.01 0.01
Education (Elementary education=ref.)

Lower vocational and general education 0.10 9*1.4 -0.64 0.91

Intermediate vocational education 0.29 141 -0.32 0.31

Intermediate general education -1.19 0.45 1-1.7 -0.12

Lower tertiary -0.69 0.58 -0.64 0.74

Higher tertiary 0.22 0.80 -1.55 -0.32
Occupational class father (Upper service=ref.)

Lower service 0.39 -0.46 -0.13 1.27

Routine non-manual employees 1.73* 0.00 -0.44 0.30

Small proprietors, self-employed, farmers 0.47 0.43 -0.70 0.94

Skilled workers, supervisors of manual workers 0.59 -0.22 -0.34 0.85

Unskilled workers 0.32 -0.72 0.40 0.36
Occupational class of first employment (Upper service=ref.)

Lower service 0.08 0.21 -0.86 -0.49

Routine non-manual employees -0.46 -0.10 -0.12 0.10

Small proprietors, self-employed, farmers a a -1.38 2

Skilled workers, supervisors of manual workers -0.17 -0.97 -0.27 0.37

Unskilled workers -0.45 -0.01 -0.48 0.11
Working hours (Part-time=ref.)

Full-time 0.57 -1.26** -0.00 -1.54%*
Type of first employment (Permanent=ref.)

Temporary 0.23 -0.17 -0.91* 0.33

Temporary perspective permanent -0.12 0.47 77*0. -0.64
Marital status (Single=ref.)

Cohabiting 0.84 0.93

Married 3.77* 3.46**

Divorced 0.15 0.79

Remarried 2.84** 2.53*
Year of leaving education (1970-1974=ref.)

1975-1979 -0.10 0.46 -0.18 0.11

1980-1984 -0.02 0.37 -0.04 -0.22

1985-1989 -0.78 1.04 0.50 0.92

1990-1994 -1.10 2 -2.03 -3.81*

1995-1999 a a a a
Unemployment rate in year of leaving education 080. -0.13 -0.05 -0.04
Year of survey (1995=ref.)

2000 -0.50 -0.34 -0.80** 0.34
Constant 2.59* 2.40 0.42 -2.25
Model Chi-square 26 26 147** 129**
Df 25 24 30 29
N 447 368 458 371

*p<0.05, ** p<0.01

2 coefficient is not estimated due to lack of cases
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