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The changing relationship between socio-economic
background and family formation in four European
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Family formation, a process that includes union formation, fertility, and their timing and order, has become

increasingly diverse and complex in Europe. We examine how the relationship between socio-economic

background and family formation has changed over time in France, Italy, Romania, and Sweden, using

first wave Generations and Gender Survey data. Competing Trajectories Analysis, a procedure which

combines event-history analysis with sequence analysis, allows us to examine family formation as a

process, capturing differences in both the timing of the start of family formation and the pathways that

young adults follow. Regarding timing, socio-economic background differences in France and Sweden

have remained relatively small, whereas in Italy and Romania higher parental education has become

more strongly associated with postponement. Pathways tend to diverge by socio-economic background,

particularly in Sweden and France. These results indicate that while family formation patterns have

changed, they continue to be stratified by socio-economic background.

Supplementary material for this article is available at: https://doi.org/10.1080/00324728.2021.1901969
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Introduction

Over the last decades, there has been a diversifica-
tion and destandardization of family formation pat-
terns in Europe (Brückner and Mayer 2004;
Buchmann and Kriesi 2011). Marriage rates have
declined, and unmarried cohabitation and non-
marital childbearing have risen (Lesthaeghe 2010;
Perelli-Harris et al. 2012). Some scholars have
argued that these changes have contributed to
increasing social inequality, because of the rise in
more precarious forms of family formation, particu-
larly among the disadvantaged (Perelli-Harris et al.
2010b; Amato et al. 2015). This idea was well cap-
tured by McLanahan (2004) with the notion of
‘Diverging Destinies’, whereby the disadvantaged
are increasingly more likely to experience single par-
enthood and/or divorce, and less likely to marry. This
raises the question of whether the children of the

disadvantaged have also become increasingly likely
to experience these family formation pathways.
While there are many studies describing and

explaining the societal changes in family formation
in Europe, few studies have examined how the effect
of socio-economic background on family formation
has changed over time. Our study extends the litera-
ture on the influence of socio-economic background
on the process of family formation in Europe by study-
ing how this relationship has evolved over time and
how similar this process is across countries. Thus, this
study addresses two questions: (1) to what extent the
relationship between socio-economic background
and family formation has changed over time; and (2)
how similar this change has been in different Euro-
pean country contexts.
According to the Second Demographic Transition

(SDT) theory, European differences in family for-
mation patterns are expected to become smaller,
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the more the SDT spreads across European
countries (Lesthaeghe 2010). Some research (e.g.
Billari and Liefbroer 2010) has suggested, however,
that cross-national differences may rather be
increasing. This study examines how the effect of
socio-economic background on family formation
has changed over time in four European countries,
selecting two countries which can be described as
front runners in the SDT (Sweden and France) and
two countries that can be described as laggards
(Italy and Romania). Although the Generation and
Gender Survey (GGS) data cover many European
countries, studying these patterns across all the
countries would lead to an overload of information
and reduce the clarity and interpretability of the
results. Therefore, we opt for a comparison of four
quite different countries spread across the continent.
The four countries we focus on—France, Italy,
Sweden, and Romania—allow us to gauge how
similar the developments across birth cohorts have
been with regard to the links between socio-econ-
omic background and family formation across
Europe.
Examining socio-economic background, rather

than the individual’s own socio-economic status as
mostly done in previous research (Blossfeld and
Huinink 1991; Perelli-Harris et al. 2010; Zimmer-
mann and Konietzka 2018), adds to the literature
on stratification, as socio-economic background is
an ascribed rather than an achieved characteristic.
Thus, if the association between socio-economic
background and family formation is persistent, it
suggests that intergenerational social inequality
remains important. Moreover, socio-economic back-
ground shapes educational opportunities, implying
that educational attainment partially mediates the
influence of socio-economic background (Blau and
Duncan 1967). The aim of this paper, however, is
not to examine to what extent the total influence
of parental education on family formation is
mediated by an individual’s own educational attain-
ment, but rather to examine to what extent the total
association between parental education and family
formation has changed in different European
countries.
Previous research on the link between socio-econ-

omic background and family formation across time
and space has typically focused on specific demo-
graphic events. These studies show differences
between countries in the timing of union formation
and choice of marriage versus cohabitation (Hoem
et al. 2009; Wiik 2009; Brons et al. 2017) and in the
relationship context in which children are born
(McLanahan and Percheski 2008; Perelli-Harris

et al. 2010; Koops et al. 2017). Yet, examining separ-
ate transitions does not provide a complete picture
of the comprehensive consequences of socio-econ-
omic background. Conceptualizing and analysing
family formation as a process has merit, as family
events are clearly interrelated. It is important to
examine sequences of family events, as sequences
contain rich information not only about the timing,
quantum, and ordering of family events (Billari
2001), but also on the duration of time spent in
specific family states (Studer and Ritschard 2016).
Existing studies using sequence analysis and latent
class analysis have indeed allowed a detailed exam-
ination of the diversity in family pathways in
Europe (Sironi et al. 2015; Lesnard et al. 2016;
Perelli-Harris and Lyons-Amos 2016; Schwanitz
2017; Van Winkle 2018). However, hardly any atten-
tion has been paid to differences in family pathways
between young adults coming from different socio-
economic backgrounds, with the notable exception
of Sironi et al. (2015), who compared Italy and the
US.

Background

Socio-economic background and the family
formation process over time

There are various reasons as to why family formation
behaviours are stratified according to socio-econ-
omic background. Compared with those from
lower socio-economic backgrounds, children from
higher socio-economic backgrounds are more likely
to be socialized with values of self-actualization
and autonomy, making them more likely to focus
on their career in the early stages of young adult-
hood, while postponing family commitments, par-
ticularly marriage and parenthood (Billari et al.
2019). On the other hand, youths from disadvan-
taged backgrounds are more likely to engage in
risky behaviours, such as unprotected sexual activity
(Miller 2002), thereby increasing the risk of becom-
ing a teenage parent. Across Europe disadvantaged
youths are not only more likely to start family for-
mation early, but are also more likely to become
parents outside marriage and to a lesser extent
outside any cohabiting union (Perelli-Harris et al.
2010b; Koops et al. 2017). Furthermore, Brons
et al. (2017) found that across Europe young adults
from high socio-economic backgrounds postpone
union formation. In addition, they observed that
this relationship is partly mediated by young
adults’ own education. However, these studies have
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not covered to what extent the association between
socio-economic background and family formation
developed during a century of rapid change in
family formation behaviour. During the first half of
the twentieth century, the family formation process
had become highly standardized. The vast majority
of young adults left the parental home in order to
marry and start a family (Mayer 2004). Since the
Second World War, the rise in unmarried cohabita-
tion, divorce, and parenthood outside marriage,
and the decrease in marriage and fertility, have led
to a diversification of family formation pathways.
Lesthaeghe and Van de Kaa (1986), in their SDT
thesis, saw these family formation changes as the
result of cultural change. According to SDT theory,
the highly educated segment of the population are
trendsetters for new living arrangements, such as
unmarried cohabitation (although in an adjustment
of the original theory it has also been acknowledged
that in some national contexts these new behaviours
were initiated by the lower social strata [Lesthaeghe
2014]). Nonetheless, SDT theory assumes that the
demographic trends diffuse across all layers of
society. This appears to imply that the link between
socio-economic background and family formation
patterns will become weaker across birth cohorts.
In our reading, differences between socio-economic
background will increase at the start of the SDT, as
children from families with high socio-economic
backgrounds adopt new family formation behaviours
earlier than children from families with low socio-
economic backgrounds. However, these differences
will decrease again as these new family formation
patterns become more widespread, and may even-
tually even lead to smaller differences overall in
family formation by socio-economic background
than before the SDT.
SDT theory has not remained unchallenged. Main

criticisms include that it is merely a continuation of
the first demographic transition and that the SDT
applies mainly to Northern and Western European
countries (Coleman 2003; Sobotka 2008; Zaidi and
Morgan 2017). If the second point is true, the influ-
ence of socio-economic background may have
changed in Northern and Western European
countries, but not (so much) in Southern and
Eastern countries. Lesthaeghe, however, insisted
that the SDT, having started in Northern and
Western Europe, later spread to other developed
countries, including those in Southern and Eastern
Europe (Lesthaeghe 2010). We can therefore infer
that the influence of socio-economic background
on family formation patterns changed later in
Southern and Eastern Europe than in Northern

and Western European countries. With respect to
Eastern Europe, scholars have even claimed that
only after the fall of the Iron Curtain was the SDT
able to spread to the former Soviet Union countries
(Frejka 2008; Potârcă et al. 2013).
Another criticism of SDT theory is that it

assumes an irreversible cultural change, while rela-
tively little attention is paid to changes in economic
conditions (Zaidi and Morgan 2017). Perelli-Harris
and Gerber (2011) suggested that new family forms,
such as unmarried cohabitation, are not chosen
because of individualistic preferences, but rather
due to financial necessity, and called this expla-
nation the Pattern of Disadvantage (PoD). Further-
more, they claimed that childbearing outside
marriage is usually chosen by the lower educated
(Perelli-Harris et al. 2010b; Perelli-Harris and
Lyons-Amos 2016). The importance of economic
conditions for family formation was also stressed
by Mills and Blossfeld (2013), who emphasized
that the process of globalization has led to rising
uncertainty about individual economic prospects,
creating a need for people to opt for flexible
unions, thus preferring cohabitation over marriage.
Both the PoD and globalization theories suggest
that socio-economic status may be one of the
main drivers of the diversification in family for-
mation patterns and that differences in family for-
mation between individuals from different family
backgrounds will remain.
The SDT and PoD perspectives lead to different

expectations about how the relationship between
socio-economic background and family formation
will change across cohorts. From an SDT perspec-
tive, we would expect those from higher socio-econ-
omic backgrounds to initiate new demographic
behaviours, both in terms of timing (i.e. postpone-
ment of family formation) and in terms of the type
of family formation patterns (i.e. unmarried cohabi-
tation and childbearing outside marriage). Thus, at
the initial stage of the SDT there will be a divergence
between those of higher and lower socio-economic
backgrounds, as the former will initiate these new
family behaviours, whereas the latter will not and
thus be more likely to follow more conservative
family trajectories. However, SDT theory suggests
that these new behaviours will eventually be
adopted by all members of society, thus leading to
a convergence across all layers of society. This will
ultimately lead to more similarity in family for-
mation pathways between individuals of different
socio-economic backgrounds.
From the PoD perspective, the strength of the link

between socio-economic background and family
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formation depends on the spread of poverty among
groups from lower socio-economic backgrounds. If
the economic circumstances of the lower social
strata worsen, children from disadvantaged families
will become less able to afford marriage, whereas
children from higher socio-economic backgrounds
will still have the financial safety net to support mar-
riage and a family. This could imply the postpone-
ment of family formation for those of lower
relative to those of higher socio-economic back-
grounds. At the same time, those with few parental
resources may need to cohabit for financial
reasons. Furthermore, as described earlier, young
adults from low socio-economic backgrounds may
have little confidence in their career and marriage
prospects, increasing the chance of early parenthood.
Therefore, from the PoD perspective we would
expect unmarried cohabitation and particularly
childbearing outside marriage to be phenomena
that will occur among young adults from families
of low rather than high socio-economic backgrounds.
Thus, while the SDT is a developmental theory on
change in family formation patterns, the PoD per-
spective views family formation change as more
directly linked with changes in economic
circumstances.

Country differences

In this paper, we compare four countries that differ
in their economic, cultural, and institutional devel-
opment, as well as in the way their family for-
mation patterns have developed over time. In the
1960s and 1970s, family policies in Sweden,
France, and Italy increasingly targeted individual
family members, particularly women and children,
and changes were made to divorce and abortion
laws (Haas 1996; Martin 2010; Rose and Vignoli
2011). Sweden developed into a social democratic
welfare regime granting all social classes access to
childcare, whereas France became a corporatist
welfare regime, with less individualization, but
strong financial support for childcare. At the same
time, Italy developed into a more familialist
welfare regime with limited welfare provisions, pro-
viding little support for women to work alongside
having a family (Esping-Andersen 1990). Finally,
during the communist era, Romania had a prona-
talist welfare regime in which abortion was forbid-
den, whereas after the fall of the communist regime
family policy provisions decreased sharply,
especially for unemployed women (Fodor et al.
2002; Frejka 2008). As a result, after the fall of

the Iron Curtain, fertility dropped to well below
replacement level in Romania (Thornton and Phili-
pov 2009). Whereas fertility levels in most Western
European countries have also decreased to below
replacement level, both Sweden and France differ
in that they have kept fertility relatively close to
replacement level (Sobotka 2008). Italy, on the
other hand, developed into a low-fertility country
in the second half of the twentieth century, with
one of the lowest fertility levels in Europe (Rose
et al. 2008).
Culturally, these four countries experienced the

SDT at quite different moments during their
history, leading to differences in the onset and mag-
nitude of several family behaviours. Sweden is
often considered the forerunner in the SDT, as
the first country to display increased levels of
unmarried cohabitation and childbearing outside
marriage. However, it must be noted that this be-
haviour started among individuals of all socio-econ-
omic backgrounds (Hoem 1986), contrary to the
expectation of the SDT. Billari and Liefbroer
(2010) compared family-related trends for the
different countries by birth cohort, and show that
in Sweden almost 50 per cent of the 1940–49
birth cohort entered cohabitation rather than mar-
rying directly as their first union, whereas these
percentages were much lower for France (around
15 per cent) and Romania (less than 5 per cent).
The increase in cohabitation started later in
France, while in Romania the percentage increased
to 17 per cent only in the 1970–79 cohort, and the
same birth cohort in Sweden and France were
already seeing percentages close to 90 per cent.
In Romania, unmarried cohabitation is less
accepted as an alternative to marriage and is seen
rather as a stage before marriage when the couple
lacks the resources to marry (Apostu 2013). In con-
trast, France and Sweden had developed legal pro-
tections for cohabiters by the end of the twentieth
century (Bradley 2001; Perelli-Harris and Gassen
2012). In Italy, studies have shown a slow diffusion
of unmarried cohabitation, partly due to its Catho-
lic heritage (Rose et al. 2008). Statistics on the dif-
fusion of childbearing outside marriage show a
similar trend, although for Romania this percentage
has remained quite stable at around 12 per cent for
birth cohorts between 1930 and 1979 (Billari and
Liefbroer 2010). Regarding the timing of entry
into marriage and parenthood, there has been a
strong increase across these birth cohorts in the
median age of both events for France, Sweden,
and Italy, whereas for Romania the increase in
the median age was limited.

4 Jarl E. Mooyaart et al.



Data and methods

Data

This study uses data from the first wave of the GGS
harmonized histories, version 4.2 (Vikat et al. 2007;
Perelli-Harris et al. 2010a). Data from Italy were col-
lected in 2003, for France and Romania in 2005, and
for Sweden in 2012–13. The GGS contains rich infor-
mation on family formation histories, including the
start and end dates of all married and unmarried
cohabiting relationships and dates of all births.
Using this information, retrospective family histories
can be constructed. As a measure of socio-economic
background, we opt for the parents’ educational
level. Although socio-economic background can
also be captured by other indicators, such as
parents’ occupational status, their educational level
may better reflect the cultural, and to a lesser
extent also the economic, resources of the parental
home (Lyngstad 2006). The GGS includes infor-
mation on the educational attainment of the
mother and father, from which we construct a
measure by taking the higher of the two parents’
highest educational level, which reduces the
number of missing values on this variable to about
5 per cent. Based on the International Standard
Level of Education (ISLED) scale, a continuous,
country-comparative measure of educational level
(Schröder and Ganzeboom 2013) as recorded for
the GGS data by Brons and Mooyaart (2018), par-
ental education is recoded into three categories:
low (ISLED< 33), medium (ISLED 33–66), and
high (ISLED> 66).
We focus on four countries that differ in the timing

of the onset of the SDTand in their welfare systems.
The key aim is to examine the relationship between
socio-economic background and family formation
changes across cohorts, more precisely three birth
cohorts (1925–44, 1945–64, and 1965–89) within
four countries (Sweden, France, Italy, and
Romania). Descriptive statistics on parental edu-
cation, the sex and cohort distributions of the
sample members, and the number of observations
can be found in Table 1.

Analytical strategy

Our focus is on how parental education is associated
with both the timing of the start of the family for-
mation process and the course of family formation
after that start. To study this issue empirically, we
use Competing Trajectories Analysis (CTA)

(Studer et al. 2018). First, event-history analysis is
used to study the timing of the first event in the
family formation domain. In our usage of CTA, we
examine the median age at entry into family for-
mation based on Kaplan–Meier estimates to
capture timing differences in the start of the family
formation process. Next, sequence analysis is used
to create a meaningful typology of family formation
pathways that follow after this first family event has
occurred, and the resulting clusters are used as
alternative outcomes in a competing risk event-
history model. CTA solves a key problem of
sequence analysis, as the latter often uses a fixed
age range in which sequences differ mainly in the
timing of the first event, which makes clustering sol-
utions less clear (Studer et al. 2018). CTA allows for
a better distinction between countries in types of
pathways, especially with multiple countries
showing wide variation in the median timing of the
first family event.

Creating a typology of family formation
pathways

For all respondents, we construct family formation
sequences that start at the moment that the first
family event occurs (i.e. when the individual’s state
switches from single and childless to any of the
other family states). The family formation sequences
span a period of six years after the first event
occurred. A six-year time frame is used as it allows
for key characteristics of the early family formation
processes to be observed. Studer et al. (2018) used
a time frame of five years, but found very similar
results with time frames of four or six years. Each
month respondents are assigned to one of the follow-
ing six states: unmarried cohabitation (‘cohabiting’),
marriage (‘married’), parenthood outside a cohabit-
ing relationship (‘no partner + child’), having a child
in a cohabiting relationship (‘cohabiting + child’),
having a child within marriage (‘married + child’),
and finally not being in any cohabiting relationship
and having no child (‘no partner’). Divorce or separ-
ation occurs within six years for only 9.6 per cent of
the respondents, and in the vast majority of cases (75
per cent) this is a dissolution of a cohabiting union
without children. As there are relatively few obser-
vations categorized as ‘no partner’ or ‘no partner
with child’, we do not split this state into multiple
states (e.g. divorced, separated, etc.), each of which
would contain only a small number of observations.
It is important to note that having a child does not
necessarily imply that the respondent is living with
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the child. Furthermore, we do not distinguish
between having one or more children.
We extract family formation sequences from

respondents’ retrospective histories between ages
15 and 45. This means that cases are censored if:
(1) a respondent did not experience any family for-
mation event; (2) the first family event occurred at
age 40 or older; or (3) the first family formation
event was less than six years before the date of
interview. Although the clusters are based on
family formation pathways between ages 15 and
45 across all birth cohorts, we display only cumulat-
ive entry into the different family pathways up to
age 30 for each cohort. As interviews were con-
ducted in 2003 and 2005 in France, Italy, and
Romania, this means that in the 1965–89 cohort
many cases are censored as either they had not
yet started their family trajectory at the time of
the survey or the start of their family trajectory
was after 1998 (i.e. less than six years before the
survey was taken). This results in few fully
observed family formation pathways past age 30,
hence our opting for this age range for all cohorts
in order to obtain comparable graphs (results up
to age 40 for the 1925–44 and 1945–64 cohorts
are available on request).
For the clustering of the sequences we make use of

the TraMineR and WeightedCluster packages in ‘R’

(Gabadinho et al. 2011; Studer 2013). We choose
Optimal Matching (Abbott and Tsay 2000) with sub-
stitution costs based on the transition rates between
family states in the data to calculate distances
between all six-year family formation sequences.
Finally, hierarchical clustering (Ward’s method) is
used to generate the optimal number of clusters
(see supplementary material, Appendix C, for
details).

Analysing differences by parental education

First, median ages at which the first family formation
event occurred by country, birth cohort, sex, and par-
ental education group are presented, based on
Kaplan–Meier estimates. Next, the predicted cumulat-
ive incidence functionsof entry intoeach typeof family
formation pathway for each country, birth cohort, and
parental education group are estimated non-parame-
trically and visualized using the R-cmprsk package
(Scrucca et al. 2010). Gray’s tests are conducted to
verify whether the predicted cumulative incidence
rates differbetweengroupswithdifferent levels of par-
ental education (Gray 1988). We discuss variation
between parental education groups only if the pre-
dicted cumulative incidence rates for these groups
are statistically significant. Details on the significance
of all tests canbe found in the supplementarymaterial,
Appendix B (Tables B1–B4).

Results

Family formation pathways

Based on the sequence analysis, seven family for-
mation pathways can be distinguished (see Figure
1). We provide names for the clusters that describe
their distinguishing features. The first cluster (Mar-
riage and parenthood; 44 per cent) portrays the tra-
ditionally most ‘socially acceptable’ pathway, where
marriage is the first family formation event, quickly
followed by having a first child. The second cluster
(Postponed marriage and parenthood; 19 per cent) is
quite similar to the first, but a higher proportion of
people cohabit prior to marriage, and childbearing
within marriage does not generally start until 2.5

Table 1 Descriptive information on the sample for the four selected countries

France Italy Romania Sweden

Low parental education (%) 58 80 72 63
Medium parental education (%) 29 16 20 22
High parental education (%) 13 5 8 15
Male (%) 43 47 50 49
Female (%) 57 54 50 52
Birth year mean 1958 1959 1956 1965
Birth year standard deviation 17 13 16 17
Cohort 1925–44 (%) 24 16 28 14
Cohort 1945–64 (%) 38 48 37 36
Cohort 1965–89 (%) 39 36 35 50
N before missing values excluded 10,079 9,570 11,986 9,688
N analysis sample 9,179 9,366 11,759 8,937

Source: Generation and Gender Survey, first wave data: Italy (2003), France (2005), Romania (2005), Sweden (2012–13).
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years after theunion.Weconsider this amoremodern
version of the first cluster, given that family formation
is more delayed and more often involves unmarried
cohabitation. The third cluster (Cohabitation dissol-
ution; 3 per cent) comprises respondents who experi-
ence the dissolution of their first cohabiting union.
Some enter a new union relatively soon, whereas
others do not. The fourth cluster (Marriage; 10 per
cent) consists of people who marry but do not enter
parenthood within the first six years of their family
formation pathway. The fifth cluster (Single parent-
hood; 4 per cent) is characterized by entry into
single parenthood as the start of the family formation

pathway. The sixth cluster (Cohabitation; 12 per cent)
is composedmainly of people who remain cohabiting
for six years, although some enter a different family
state towards the end of the six-year period. The
final cluster (Cohabitation and parenthood; 7 per
cent) consists of respondents who enter a cohabiting
union in which most have a child within three years.

Results by country

Now we examine socio-economic background differ-
ences in the timing of onset of family formation and

Figure 1 A typology of family formation pathways
Note: Seven distinct family formation pathway types, covering the six-year period after the first family formation event, were
distinguished using hierarchical clustering, Ward method.
Source: Authors’ analysis of Generation and Gender Survey, first wave data: Italy (2003), France (2005), Romania (2005),
Sweden (2012–13).
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in the family pathways chosen after the start of
family formation, as well as how these socio-econ-
omic background differences vary across cohorts
and countries. For each country, Table 2 presents
information on the median age of entry into family
formation by sex for each parental education group
and birth cohort. These results are split for men
and women, since there are substantial sex differ-
ences in the timing of family formation (Winkler-
Dworak and Toulemon 2007). Figures 2–5 display
the predicted cumulative entry into different family
formation pathways up to age 30 for, from left to
right, the earliest (1925–44), middle (1945–64), and
most recent (1965–89) cohorts, and from top to
bottom, those with low, medium, and high parental
education. We discuss the results in the order in
which the SDT (may have) occurred in each
country, with Sweden first, followed by France,
Italy, and finally Romania. The predicted cumulative
entry graphs do not only show the prevalence of
different types of family formation pathways, but
also their timing. When curves are steep and high
this indicates that entry into family formation path-
ways occurs at an early age, whereas if curves are
less steep and lower this indicates that family for-
mation is postponed.

Sweden. On examining the results in Table 2 for
Sweden, we observe little difference in median age
of entry into family formation between those with

low, medium, and high parental education, with a
maximum difference of 1.5 years for both men and
women. Among men, there appears to be a slight
downward trend in timing differences between the
parental education groups, whereas among women,
differences appear to be quite stable across
cohorts. Generally, the higher the parental edu-
cation, the later the start of the family formation
process, but in the most recent cohort it was actually
those with medium-educated parents whose median
age of entering family formation was lowest. Among
men, the relationship between parental education
and timing of family formation is even completely
reversed, as median age was highest among those
with low-educated parents. Nevertheless, the
overall picture in Sweden is that parental education
bears little relation to family formation timing and
that this has not changed across cohorts.

Figure 2 displays the predicted cumulative entry into
family formation pathways for each birth cohort and
parental education group in Sweden. In the 1925–44
cohort, the process of family formation differs little
between parental education groups. Among all par-
ental educational groups, the Marriage and parent-
hood pathway is clearly dominant.
In the 1945–64 cohort, a trend towards greater

diversity is observed. The percentages following
the Cohabitation and Cohabitation and parenthood
pathways and, to a lesser extent, the Cohabitation
dissolution pathway increase, resulting in fewer
people following pathways that include marriage

Table 2 Median entry into family formation in four selected countries, split by sex, cohort, and parental education

Sweden France Italy Romania

Sex Cohort Parental education Median age of entry into family formation (years)

Female 1925–44 Low 21.8 21.5 23.1 20.3
Medium 22.6 22.3 26.1 22.3
High 22.8 23.0 25.9 21.6

1945–64 Low 20.3 20.8 23.4 19.9
Medium 21.2 21.7 25.8 21.3
High 21.8 22.9 28.4 22.9

1965–89 Low 21.3 21.8 26.8 19.7
Medium 21.0 22.0 29.2 21.4
High 22.2 22.8 32.7 24.9

Male 1925–44 Low 23.9 24.0 27.0 23.8
Medium 25.3 24.7 27.7 25.0
High 25.3 24.9 26.1 25.4

1945–64 Low 23.2 23.0 28.0 23.9
Medium 24.1 23.3 29.8 24.6
High 24.3 24.8 30.7 25.0

1965–89 Low 24.7 23.9 32.7 23.8
Medium 24.0 23.9 31.8 24.7
High 24.3 24.0 35.8 26.8

Source: As for Table 1.
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Figure 2 Predicted cumulative entry into family formation pathways by parental education and birth cohort in
Sweden
Note: From left to right: cohorts 1925–44, 1945–64, and 1965–89. From top to bottom: low parental education, medium par-
ental education, high parental education.
Source: As for Figure 1.

Figure 3 Predicted cumulative entry into family formation pathways by parental education and birth cohort in
France
Note: From left to right: cohorts 1925–44, 1945–64, and 1965–89. From top to bottom: low parental education, medium par-
ental education, high parental education.
Source: As for Figure 1.
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and childbearing. At the same time, some significant
differences between parental education groups
emerge. Young adults with low-educated parents

are still most likely to follow the traditionalMarriage
and parenthood pathway. The Cohabitation and par-
enthood and Single parenthood pathways are also

Figure 4 Predicted cumulative entry into family formation pathways by parental education and birth cohort in
Italy
Note: From left to right: cohorts 1925–44, 1945–64, and 1965–89. From top to bottom: low parental education, medium par-
ental education, high parental education.
Source: As for Figure 1.

Figure 5 Predicted cumulative entry into family formation pathways by parental education and birth cohort in
Romania
Note: From left to right: cohorts 1925–44, 1945–64, and 1965–89. From top to bottom: low parental education, medium par-
ental education, high parental education.
Source: As for Figure 1.
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most common among young adults with low-edu-
cated parents. However, theCohabitation dissolution
pathway is found mainly among young adults with
more highly educated parents. Having medium-edu-
cated parents is associated with a higher likelihood
of following the Postponed marriage and parenthood
pathway.
In the 1965–89 cohort, the general trends observed

in the second cohort continue, with a decreasing per-
centage of young adults following pathways that
include marriage and childbearing, and an increasing
percentage following pathways that include cohabi-
tation. Differences between the parental education
groups remain largely similar to those found
among the 1945–64 cohort.

France. When examining the results on median age
of entry for France in Table 2, we find that timing
differences in family formation between those with
different parental education slightly increased in
the 1945–64 cohort compared with the 1925–44
cohort, but that for the 1965–89 cohort the differ-
ences became smaller than in the 1925–44 cohort,
indicating a general decline in differences in
median age of entry between the parental education
groups across cohorts. Among men, the differences
even became almost zero in the 1965–89 cohort.
However, similar to Sweden, the differences
between those with low, medium, and high parental
education were not large. Among both men and
women, the maximum difference in median age at
entry into family formation between those with
low- and highly educated parents, observed in the
1945–64 cohort, was around two years. Contrary to
Sweden, in France median age of entry into family
formation was consistently higher among those
with highly educated parents than those with low-
and medium-educated parents.

Figure 3 displays the predicted cumulative entry
into family formation pathways by birth cohort
and parental education group for France. In the
1925–44 cohort, only a few differences between
the parental educational groups are observed.
Among all groups, Marriage and parenthood is the
dominant pathway. The main difference is that
young adults with a medium-educated parent are
more likely to opt for Postponed marriage and par-
enthood. In line with the idea that young adults
from more highly educated backgrounds are front
runners in new family formation pathways, those
with highly educated parents show a slightly stron-
ger tendency to opt for the Cohabitation and parent-
hood pathway.

In the 1945–64 cohort, similar changes are
observed among all parental education groups; the
percentage entering the Marriage and parenthood
pathway declines, while there are strong increases
in all the other pathways except Single parenthood.
Although Marriage and parenthood is still the most
common option, the Postponed marriage and parent-
hood and Cohabitation pathways become increas-
ingly popular. Yet, differences between parental
education groups are now much more pronounced.
Compared with young adults with low-educated
parents, those with highly educated parents become
less likely to opt for traditional pathways, such as
Marriage and parenthood, Postponed marriage and
parenthood, or Marriage, but more likely to enter
the Cohabitation and Cohabitation dissolution path-
ways. Finally, young adults with medium-educated
parents are less likely to enter the Single parenthood
pathway than those with other educational
backgrounds.
In the 1965–89 cohort, a continuation of the

general trend is observed. Only a minority of
young adults now opt for Marriage and parenthood
by age 30, but at the same time no clear new domi-
nant family formation pathway emerges. In particu-
lar, there is an increase in the percentage who
enter the Cohabitation and Cohabitation and parent-
hood pathways. Nonetheless, differences between
parental education groups remain. On one hand,
the rates into pathways involving marriage are all
higher for young adults with low-educated parents
than for those with higher levels of parental edu-
cation. On the other hand, having medium- or
highly educated parents is associated with a higher
rate of entry into the Cohabitation dissolution
pathway and a lower rate of entry into the Cohabita-
tion and parenthood pathway. Contrary to the pre-
vious birth cohort, all parental education groups
are equally likely to enter the Cohabitation
pathway. Thus, overall differences by parental edu-
cation seem to decrease a little across cohorts,
suggesting a slight process of convergence.

Italy. The results on differences in timing of family
formation between parental education groups in
Italy can be found in Table 2. These results show
divergence between parental education groups in
median age at entry into family formation across
cohorts for both men and women. The maximum
age difference in median entry into family formation
between the parental education groups was 1.6 and
3.0 years for men and women, respectively, in the
1925–44 cohort, but increased to 4.0 and 5.9 years
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in the 1965–89 cohort. For both men and women,
those with medium-educated parents show the
least increase over time. As a result, among men in
the 1965–89 cohort, the lowest median age of enter-
ing family formation is seen in those with medium-
educated parents. There is a sex component, as for
men it was mainly those with highly educated
parents that diverged in terms of their median
entry age from those with medium- and low-edu-
cated parents, with the former showing a lower
median age of entry into family formation than the
latter in the most recent cohort. However, for
women it was simply that the more highly educated
an individual’s parents were, the higher the individ-
ual’s median age of entering family formation. In
addition, these socio-economic background differ-
ences increased across cohorts.

Figure 4 displays the predicted cumulative incidence
of family formation pathways by birth cohort and
parental education group for Italy. The Marriage
and parenthood pathway is the dominant one in
the 1925–44 cohort, and hardly anyone opts for a
pathway that does not include marriage. Differences
between the parental education groups are small,
with two exceptions. Individuals with medium-edu-
cated parents are least likely to enter the Marriage
and parenthood pathway, whereas those with low-
educated parents enter this pathway fastest and
those with highly educated parents catch up to
some extent. Finally, although few young adults
follow the Cohabitation pathway, those with
medium-educated parents are more likely to do so
than others.
In the 1945–64 cohort, the relative frequency of

the Marriage and parenthood pathway decreases,
with people more likely to opt for the Marriage or
Postponed marriage and parenthood pathways than
in earlier cohorts. Pathways that do not include mar-
riage remain uncommon. The differences between
those with low-educated parents and the others
become more pronounced. As in the 1925–44
cohort, young adults with low-educated parents are
more likely to enter a traditional pathway. On the
other hand, those with medium- and highly educated
parents are more likely to enter the Postponed mar-
riage and parenthood, Cohabitation dissolution, and
Cohabitation pathways. These results are in line
with the SDT theory in that those with more highly
educated parents are more likely to initiate new
forms of family formation behaviour.
In the 1965–89 cohort, the graphs show a general

postponement of entering all family pathways,
whereas the relative likelihoods of entering each of

the different pathways are quite similar to those
for the 1945–64 cohort. Young adults with medium-
and highly educated parents in particular show a
lower entry into the Marriage and parenthood
pathway. They are also less likely to follow the Mar-
riage pathway than those with low-educated parents.
However, Italy remains, across all birth cohorts, a
country in which family pathways that include mar-
riage are dominant across all social groups.

Romania. From Table 2 we can assess the differ-
ences between parental education groups in
median age of entry into family formation for
Romania. Similar to Italy, these results show increas-
ing differences between parental education groups in
median age at entry into family formation across
cohorts, for both men and women. In the 1925–44
and 1945–64 cohorts, the age difference in median
age at entry into family formation between different
parental educational levels was 1.6 and 2.0 years for
men and women, respectively, in the 1925–44 cohort,
but this increased to 3.0 and 5.2 years in the 1965–89
cohort. The divergence was stronger for women,
whereas for men the divergence only became sub-
stantial in the 1965–89 cohort. Median age was con-
sistently lowest among those with low-educated
parents, and was even under 20 among women in
the 1945–64 and 1965–89 cohorts with low-educated
parents.

Figure 5 displays the predicted cumulative incidence
of family formation pathways by birth cohort and
parental education group in Romania. In the 1925–
44 cohort, hardly anyone follows a family formation
pathway that does not include marriage. Differences
between parental education groups are small, with
only two exceptions. Higher levels of parental edu-
cation appear to be associated with a higher entry
rate into the Marriage pathway. In addition, those
with highly educated parents tend occasionally to
enter the Cohabitation dissolution pathway,
whereas those with low- or medium-educated
parents do not.
In the 1945–64 cohort, the general picture remains

roughly the same. The rates of entry into the Mar-
riage and parenthood pathway increase slightly, but
less so for those with highly educated parents,
leading to a significant difference between parental
education groups in entry into this pathway. At the
same time, those with highly or medium-educated
parents are more likely to follow the Marriage
pathway. Furthermore, having highly educated
parents increases the chance of entering the
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Cohabitation dissolution pathway, although in absol-
ute terms very few do so.
Results from the 1965–89 cohort show even more

strongly that individuals with highly educated
parents in particular refrain from entering the Mar-
riage and parenthood pathway. What is also notice-
able is that the entry rates into Single parenthood
and Cohabitation and parenthood are also higher
for those with low-educated parents than for those
with parents with higher levels of education.

Country comparison

The separate country analyses presented in the pre-
vious subsection suggest both similarities and differ-
ences across countries in the way parental education
influences family formation patterns among young
adults. Here, we synthesize these similarities and
differences into three key points. First, children
with highly educated parents enter the process of
family formation at older ages than children with
low-educated parents in all four countries.
However, across cohorts, the age difference
between both groups becomes slightly smaller in
Sweden and France, but clearly increases in Italy
and Romania. Second, differences in family for-
mation pathways between young adults with low-,
medium-, and highly educated parents increase
across cohorts in all four countries, although
mainly when comparing the earliest (1925–44) with
the middle (1945–64) and most recent (1965–89)
birth cohorts. Third, the type of socio-economic
background divergence in family formation path-
ways that is witnessed differs between Italy and
Romania on the one hand and France and Sweden
on the other. In Italy and Romania unmarried coha-
bitation remains a marginal phenomenon for all
three birth cohorts, and differences between young
adults with low- and highly educated parents
increase mainly because those with highly educated
parents increasingly postpone all pathways that
include parenthood during the first six years after
the start of family formation. In Sweden and
France, differences between young adults with low-
and highly educated parents across cohorts increase
partly for the same reason, but also because those
with highly educated parents are increasingly more
likely to enter cohabitation pathways and less
likely to enter the Single parenthood pathway.
Thus, in Italy and Romania we observe divergence
because young adults with highly educated parents
are increasingly more likely to postpone entry into
family formation. In France and Sweden, we

observe divergence not because young adults with
highly educated parents are more likely to postpone
entry into family formation, but because they are
more likely to postpone marriage and parenthood
and opt for unmarried cohabitation as an alternative.

Discussion

In this paper, we investigated the role of social origin
in the family formation process over time and space.
While there has been ample research showing a clear
diversification of the family formation landscape
across cohorts in European countries (Elzinga and
Liefbroer 2007; Van Winkle 2018), little attention
has been paid to the question of to what extent
family background continues to shape differences
in these family pathways. Our main finding is that
differentials in family formation in terms of social
origin remain strong and, arguably, have increased.
An innovation of this study was the separate

examination of the timing of the start of family for-
mation and the subsequent family formation
pathway. In terms of timing, we found that those
with low parental education entered family for-
mation earlier than those with medium-or highly
educated parents. Across cohorts, differences
between parental educational groups became larger
in Italy and, to a lesser extent, in Romania,
whereas for France and Sweden differences
remained rather small. In the most recent Swedish
birth cohort, those with medium-educated parents
even entered family formation the fastest. Perhaps
in Sweden, those with low-educated parents have
increasingly become a selective group with lower
desirability on the marriage market, which delays
their entry into family formation.
Regarding differences between parental edu-

cation groups in the subsequent family formation
pathways, we observed one common trend across
all countries: young adults with highly educated
parents have become increasingly less likely to
follow what used to be the most traditional family
trajectory, that is, marriage quickly succeeded by
childbirth. Although young adults from low parental
education backgrounds have also become less likely
to opt for these kinds of pathways, they are still more
likely to do so than those from high parental edu-
cation backgrounds. The family pathways of young
adults with medium-educated parents were generally
slightly more similar to those of young adults with
highly educated parents than to those with low-edu-
cated parents. Another trend is that those with low-
educated parents were more likely to enter
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cohabitation and parenthood or single parenthood
than those with medium- or highly educated
parents. However, we hardly observed this trend in
Italy. It appears that in Italy young adults with high
socio-economic backgrounds postpone family for-
mation altogether rather than choosing postpone-
ment of marriage and childbearing after starting
the family formation process.
Overall, these results indicate that young adults

from high socio-economic backgrounds are increas-
ingly opting for a slower family formation process,
either by spending longer in cohabitation and mar-
riage before moving on to parenthood or by post-
poning family formation altogether, whereas young
adults from low socio-economic backgrounds are
still more likely to enter marriage and parenthood
at a high rate, but at the same time are also more
likely to follow pathways that include single parent-
hood or childbearing within cohabitation. Thus, in
terms of the family pathways followed, there is
clear divergence between individuals from low and
high socio-economic backgrounds across birth
cohorts in all four countries. However, the specific
type of divergence varies across countries. In Italy
and Romania, divergence occurs because young
adults with highly educated parents are increasingly
more likely to postpone entry into family formation.
In France and Sweden, divergence occurs because
young adults with more highly educated parents
are more likely to postpone marriage and parent-
hood and to opt for cohabitation. In line with the
“Diverging Destinies” literature (McLanahan 2004;
McLanahan and Percheski 2008; Amato et al.
2015), our study suggests that the impact of socio-
economic background on family formation patterns
is increasing rather than stabilizing or declining
(Wiik 2009; Brons et al. 2017; Koops et al. 2017).
The general changes in family formation across

cohorts, and the differences in this process between
France and Sweden on the one hand and Italy and
Romania on the other, are in line with expectations
from SDT theory. However, the SDT does not
stress the persistent impact of family background.
We found that socio-economic background differ-
ences do not become smaller across cohorts; on the
contrary, they increase. This is where the PoD
theory can complement the SDT theory. The PoD
theory focuses on socio-economic differences, but
cannot explain changes in patterns that occur across
all social strata. The cultural changes that drove the
SDT have facilitated routes to disadvantageous
family patterns, including forms of non-marital child-
bearing that would previously not have been socially
accepted or would have been prevented by

institutions, such as the church. Before the SDT,
more uniformity existed in the family formation path-
ways of young adults from all socio-economic back-
grounds, as almost everyone entered family
formation by marrying and subsequently having chil-
dren. Hence, we can argue that the cultural processes
behind the SDT created more room for diversity on
the basis of socio-economic background. The less
effective social norms are in forcing people towards
one particular family formation pathway, the larger
any social inequalities in terms of family formation
pathway patterns will become.
This study is not without limitations. First, we

used a single indicator of socio-economic back-
ground, highest parental education. It would be
worthwhile to examine the impact of other indi-
cators of socio-economic background, such as par-
ental occupational status, parental household
income, and parental assets. Furthermore, the
meaning of parental education may have changed.
Whereas in the past the educational level of the
father might have mattered most, nowadays the
mother’s might matter more or both might be
equally important. Future research could try to dis-
entangle the impact of both the father’s and the
mother’s education. Second, although we selected
four quite distinct European countries, these may
be too specific to generalize the results to the
whole of Europe. Therefore, it will be important
in future research to investigate in more detail
how country and regional differences impact the
relationship between socio-economic background
and family formation.
Although the influence of parents may have

declined since the time when the majority of
parents arranged marriages for their children
(Cherlin 2012), this study has demonstrated that
in a subtler form the impact of parents on their
children’s family formation is still salient. It is
worth noting that the results from studies investi-
gating the role of own education on family for-
mation show similar results. For instance, Mikolai
et al. (2018) found that childbearing within cohabi-
tation is more common among the lower educated,
which is in line with our finding that the risk of
childbearing outside marriage is higher among
those with lower-educated parents. This suggests
that the intergenerational transmission of education
is an important explanation as to why differences in
family formation patterns arise between individuals
with different levels of education. However, it
would be useful for future research to examine to
what extent the influence of socio-economic back-
ground is mediated through own educational
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attainment and perhaps how these relationships
have changed over time (Brons et al. 2017).
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Cornelia Mureşan. 2009. Traces of the second demo-
graphic transition in four selected countries in central
and Eastern Europe: Union formation as a demo-
graphic manifestation, European Journal of

Population / Revue Européenne de Démographie 25
(3): 239–255. doi:10.1007/s10680-009-9177-y

Koops, Judith C., Aart C. Liefbroer, and Anne H.
Gauthier. 2017. The influence of parental edu-
cational attainment on the partnership context at
first birth in 16 Western societies, European Journal

of Population 33(4): 533–557. doi:10.1007/s10680-
017-9421-9

Lesnard, Laurent, Anne-Sophie Cousteaux, Flora Chanvril,
and Viviane Le Hay. 2016. Do transitions to adulthood
converge in Europe? An optimal matching analysis of
work–family trajectories of men and women from 20
European countries, European Sociological Review 32
(3): 355–369. doi:10.1093/esr/jcw003

Lesthaeghe, Ron. 2010. The unfolding story of the Second
Demographic Transition, Population and Development

Review 36(2): 211–251. doi:10.1111/j.1728-4457.2010.
00328.x

Lesthaeghe, Ron. 2014. The second demographic tran-
sition: A concise overview of its development: Table
1, Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences

111(51): 18112–18115. doi:10.1073/pnas.1420441111
Lesthaeghe, Ron and van de Kaa, Dirk, 1986. Twee demo-

grafische transities? [Two demographic transitions?], in
R. Lesthaeghe and D. van de Kaa (eds), Bevolking:
groei en krimp [Population, growth & decline], pp. 9–
24. Deventer: Mens enMaatschappij, 1986 book sup-
plement, Van Loghum Slaterus.

Lyngstad, Torkild Hovde. 2006. Why do couples with
highly educated parents have higher divorce rates?
European Sociological Review 22(1): 49–60. doi:10.
1093/esr/jci041

Martin, Claude. 2010. The reframing of family policies in
France: Processes and actors, Journal of European

Social Policy. doi:10.1177/0958928710380479
Mayer, Karl Ulrich Urlich. 2004. Whose lives? How

history, societies, and institutions define and shape life
courses, Research in Human Development 1(3): 161–
187. doi:10.1207/s15427617rhd0103_3

McLanahan, Sara. 2004. Diverging destinies : How chil-
dren are faring under the Second Demographic
Transition*, Demography 41(4): 607–627. doi:10.1353/
dem.2004.0033

McLanahan, Sara, and Christine Percheski. 2008. Family
structure and the reproduction of inequalities, Annual

Review of Sociology 34(1): 257–276. doi:10.1146/
annurev.soc.34.040507.134549

Mikolai, Julia., Ann Berrington, and Brienna Perelli-
Harris. 2018. The role of education in the intersection
of partnership transitions and motherhood in Europe
and the United States, Demographic Research 39:
753–794. doi:10.4054/DemRes.2018.39.27

Miller, Brent C. 2002. Family influences on adolescent
sexual and contraceptive behavior, Journal of Sex

Research 39(1): 22–26. doi:10.1080/00224490209552115
Mills, Melinda, andHans-Peter Blossfeld. 2013. The second

demographic transition meets globalization: A compre-
hensive theory to understand changes in family for-
mation in an era of rising uncertainty, in Ann Evans,
and Janeen Baxter (Eds.), Negotiating the Life Course.

Stability and Change in Life Pathways, pp. 9–33.
Dordrecht: Springer. doi:10.1007/978-90-481-8912-0_2

Perelli-Harris, Brienna, and Nora Sánchez Gassen. 2012.
How similar are cohabitation and marriage? Legal
approaches to cohabitation across Western Europe,
Population and Development Review. doi:10.1111/j.
1728-4457.2012.00511.x

Perelli-Harris, Brienna, and Theodore P. Gerber. 2011.
Nonmarital childbearing in Russia: Second
Demographic Transition or Pattern of Disadvantage?
Demography 48(1): 317–342. doi:10.1007/s13524-010-
0001-4

16 Jarl E. Mooyaart et al.

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10680-007-9133-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10680-007-9133-7
https://doi.org/10.2307/2073705
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0967-067X(02)00030-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0967-067X(02)00030-2
https://doi.org/10.4054/DemRes.2008.19.7
https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v040.i04
https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v040.i04
https://doi.org/10.1214/aos/1176350951
https://doi.org/10.1214/aos/1176350951
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02265031
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01796886
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10680-009-9177-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10680-017-9421-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10680-017-9421-9
https://doi.org/10.1093/esr/jcw003
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1728-4457.2010.00328.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1728-4457.2010.00328.x
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1420441111
https://doi.org/10.1093/esr/jci041
https://doi.org/10.1093/esr/jci041
https://doi.org/10.1177/0958928710380479
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15427617rhd0103_3
https://doi.org/10.1353/dem.2004.0033
https://doi.org/10.1353/dem.2004.0033
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.34.040507.134549
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.34.040507.134549
https://doi.org/10.4054/DemRes.2018.39.27
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224490209552115
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-90-481-8912-0_2
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1728-4457.2012.00511.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1728-4457.2012.00511.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13524-010-0001-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13524-010-0001-4


Perelli-Harris, Brienna, and Mark Lyons-Amos. 2016.
Partnership patterns in the United States and across
Europe: The role of education and country context,
Social Forces 95(1): 251–282. doi:10.1093/sf/sow054

Perelli-Harris, Brienna, Michaela Kreyenfeld, and Karolin
Kubisch. 2010a. Harmonized histories: Manual for the
preparation of comparative fertility and union histories,
Max Planck Institute for Demographic Research

Working Paper 11: 0–34. doi:10.4054/MPIDR-WP-
2010-011

Perelli-Harris, Brienna, Wendy Sigle-Rushton, Michaela
Kreyenfeld, Trude Lappegård, Renske Keizer, and
Caroline Berghammer. 2010b. The educational gradi-
ent of childbearing within cohabitation in Europe,
Population and Development Review 36(4): 775–801.
doi:10.1111/j.1728-4457.2010.00357.x

Perelli-Harris, Brienna, Michaela Kreyenfeld, Wendy
Sigle-Rushton, Renske Keizer, Trude Lappegård,
Aiva Jasilioniene, Caroline Berghammer, and Paola
Di Giulio. 2012. Changes in union status during the
transition to parenthood in eleven European countries,
1970s to early 2000s, Population Studies. doi:10.1080/
00324728.2012.673004
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