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Abstract. The current research looked at the influence of parental socio-economic status on 

the chance of having a first child within a cohabiting union, within marriage, or while being 

single. We analysed this effect for 13 Eastern and Western European countries for both men 

and women. Our results appear to be more in line with the Pattern of Disadvantage 

perspective than with the Second Demographic Transition theory. In many Eastern European 

countries a lower parental SES is related with a higher chance to become a single or a 

cohabiting parent. In Western-European countries no link was found between parental SES 

and partnership context at first birth, possibly because in these countries children are able to 

overcome childhood disadvantage. One exception is France where women are less likely to 

become a single parent if their parents had a higher SES.  
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Introduction 
 

Over the past decades there has been an increase in the percentage of children born outside 

marriage (nonmarital births) in Western societies. In the US the percentage of all births to 

unmarried women increased from 18 percent in 1980 to 41 percent in 2009 (Martin et al., 

2011). And among the 28 states of the European Economic Area, the proportion of births 

outside marriage increased from 9% in 1980 to 32% in 2004 (Eurostat, 2006). ‘Nonmarital 

births’ is an umbrella term including births within a cohabiting union and to persons without 

a residential partner. Since these are two very different situations some researchers have 

studied these two phenomena separately from each other. This research has shown that the 

increase in nonmarital births is mostly due to an increase in births taking place in the context 

of cohabitation, while the frequency of births to single women stayed relatively constant 

(Kiernan, 2004; Raley, 2001). As a consequence, nowadays births to cohabiting parents make 

up the lion’s share of the nonmarital births in most developed countries. Norway and France 

have a high proportion of births within cohabiting unions, in these countries almost half of 

first births are to cohabiting couples. Other countries show a lower proportion; for example in 

Italy only one in ten first births took place within cohabitation (Noack, Bernhardt, & Wiik, 

2013). The percentage of births to single mothers is relatively high in English speaking 

countries (Canada, New Zealand, US) and German speaking countries (Germany, Austria), 

compared to other Western European countries (Heuveline, Timberlake, & Furstenberg, 

2003).   

A key issue in the recent literature is whether nonmarital childbearing is a 

phenomenon especially common among the higher or instead among the lower socio-

economic strata. Research in fact shows that the prevalence of nonmarital childbearing and 

the relationship with social class differs between countries. For example, while in Northern 

European countries nonmarital childbirth mostly occurs among stable cohabiting couples 

(Sobotka & Toulemon, 2008), in the US unions of cohabiting couples with children are often 

less stable than that of married couples (Wu & Wolfe, 2001). Furthermore, studies on the 

educational gradient (as a reflection of social stratification) of childbirth within cohabitation 

found that in many European countries the educational gradient for childbirth within 

cohabitation was significantly more negative than for childbirth within marriage, while this 

pattern was not found in Austria, France, and Germany (Mikolai, 2012; Perelli-Harris et al., 

2010).  
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 The current paper will build upon this research but instead of focusing on 

characteristics of the respondent, we will answer the question how the socio-economic status 

(SES) of the respondent’s parents influences the chance of becoming a cohabiting or a single 

parent. The reason for focusing on parental SES is that it gives us information on the extent to 

which social background influences family choices of the next generation. As such, it gives 

us information on the reproduction of social differences in a society. Previous research found 

that men and women who grew up in higher social classes have lower levels of nonmarital 

births while children who grew up in poor economic circumstances are more likely to start 

their families outside marriage later in life (Aassve, 2003; Hofferth & Goldscheider, 2010; 

Hognas & Carlson, 2012; Wu, 1996). However, these studies only used data from one 

country. The current cross-national study is important since the transmission of socio-

economic status from parents to children is likely to differ between countries depending on 

differences in the level of social mobility, institutional arrangements, family policies, general 

social policies, etc. Another contribution of this study is that it includes both men and 

women. Many fertility studies only include women because men tend to underreport children, 

especially if they are not part of the household of their child, and are considered to be less 

accurate in providing dates that make up partnership and fertility histories (Rendall, Clarke, 

Peters, Ranjit, & Verropoulou, 1999). As a consequence many theories used to explain 

fertility behaviour are only tested using a female sample. In this paper we will instead test our 

hypotheses separately for men and women to see if the theories explain the fertility behaviour 

of men and women equally well.  

 

Theory and hypotheses 
 

In this paper, hypotheses from two different theoretical perspectives – Second Demographic 

Transition theory and the Pattern of Disadvantage perspective – will be juxtaposed. The 

Second Demographic Transition theory (SDT) postulates that the increase in nonmarital 

parenthood over the past decades is mostly due to attitudinal change which led to a decrease 

in marriage and an increase in cohabitation and divorce (Lesthaeghe, 2010; Van de Kaa, 

2001). Scholars further argue that the SDT did not start everywhere at the same time. The 

general idea is that the SDT started in Western and Northern European countries in the late 

1960s (Sobotka, 2008) and in Eastern Europe after the collapse of the state socialist systems 

(Frejka, 2008). The theory furthermore proposes that cohabitation initially was a marginal 
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phenomenon adopted by the higher educated in society. However, over time more people 

followed this example and cohabitation became more common and accepted as an alternative 

to marriage. This led to the general belief that cohabitation is an acceptable context for 

childbearing, as is currently the case in some Nordic countries (Kiernan, 2001). Based on the 

SDT, we hypothesize that children from higher SES parents are more likely to opt for 

childbearing within cohabitation than children from low SES parents. This hypothesis is 

based on the argument that high SES parents will be more favourably inclined towards 

alternative living arrangements than low SES parents and will transmit these kind of attitudes 

to their children. However, in countries which are further advanced in the transition, SDT-

like attitudes have diffused to all social strata, leading parents from all social strata to be less 

strongly opposed to childbearing within cohabitation. We therefore expect that in countries 

which are further advanced in the transition (e.g. most Western European countries), young 

adults are not (or only slightly) more likely to have their first birth within cohabitation if they 

grew up with parents with a higher SES. 

In contrast, the Pattern of Disadvantage perspective claims that the increase in 

nonmarital births is not due to an attitudinal change but is instead caused by an increase in 

economic hardship and technological changes over time which hit people with a lower socio-

economic status disproportionately (Perelli-Harris et al., 2010). This perspective therefore 

suggests that nonmarital childbearing is more common among people with a lower socio-

economic status. Several explanations have been given for this relation, for example that a 

lower socio-economic status is related to lower marital prospects (Anderson, 1990) which in 

turn increases the chance of a nonmarital birth. Or that SES influences attitudes and 

preferences as women with low SES are more often found to hold positive attitudes towards 

childbearing outside of marriage (Cherlin, Cross-Barnet, Burton, & Garrett-Peters, 2008; 

Edin & Kefalas, 2005; Mollborn, 2009). Based on the Pattern of Disadvantage perspective, 

we hypothesize that young adults are more likely to have their first birth within cohabitation 

or while they are single if they grew up with parents with a lower SES. At the same time, in 

countries with more beneficial social policies and where social mobility is high, children can 

overcome their childhood disadvantage with help of the state. Therefore we expect that in 

countries with more beneficial social policies and where social mobility is high, young adults 

are not (or only slightly) more likely to have their first birth within cohabitation or as a 

single parent if they grew up with parents with a lower SES. 
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Data and method 
 

Data 
The hypotheses will be tested using data from the first wave of the Generations and Gender 

Survey (GGS) which contains information on 19 European and non-European Western 

societies. The data holds a wide range of information, a.o. retrospective information on 

partnership history, fertility history, and parental background. For this paper we were able to 

use data of 13 Western and Eastern European countries3. This data was collected between 

2004 and 2011 among respondents aged 17 to 85. In total 139,788 respondents took part in 

the survey, ranging from 5000 in Austria to almost 20,000 in Poland. Due to values missing 

for gender, fertility history, partnership history, and parental SES, information on 113,967 

respondents were available for analysis. 

 

Variables 
Partnership context at first birth. The dependent variable partnership context at first birth in a 

given month was measured with a categorical variable differentiating between no biological 

child (0), marriage (1), cohabitation (2), and single (3). Being single means here that a person 

did not live with a partner in the same household and was not married at the time of the birth. 

The variable was created by combining the information on the year and month of birth of the 

first biological child and information on the year and month of the start and end of cohabiting 

relation(s) and marriage(s). The French data contains information if cohabiting couples have 

registered their union, called pacte civil de solidarité (PACS). We have regarded these 

couples as cohabiting couples.  

Parental SES. Parental SES was measured using the information on the highest 

education level of the respondent’s father using the International Standard Classification of 

Education 97 (ISCED-97). Since this is an ordinal variable, we differentiated between low 

(ISCED 0-2), middle (ISCED 3-4), and high (ISCED 5-6) SES. 

Own SES. A respondent’s own SES was measured using the information on 

respondent’s highest educational level using the ISCED-97. The variable was coded as 

missing if respondents were still in school at the moment of the interview. In the future we 
                                                           
3 The countries are: Austria (AUS), Belgium (BEL), Bulgaria (BUL), Czech Republic (CZE), Estonia (EST), 
France (FRA), Georgia (GEO), Germany (GER), Hungary (HUN), Lithuania (LIT), Poland (POL), Romania 
(ROM), and Russian Federation (RUS). Insufficient information on fertility history, partnership history or 
father’s education was available for Italy, Japan,  and the Netherlands. Access to the data has not yet been 
granted for the first author for Australia and Norway, while data for Sweden has not yet been released. 
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want to include the respondent’s own SES as a time-varying covariate, since entering 

ultimate educational attainment can inflate the effects on fertility outcomes (Hoem & 

Kreyenfeld, 2006) 

Cohort. To include change over time, a categorical variable was included 

differentiating people born before 1955, between 1955 and 1975, and after 1975. Data of 

Austria only includes information on respondents below the age of 50. For this country only 

cohorts ‘1955-1975’ and ‘>1975’ were valid. 

Age. This is a time-varying covariate which refers to the respondents age in months at 

any moment between the age of 15 and the timing of entry into parenthood (or the timing of 

the interview if a respondent did not have a biological child at the time of the interview). For 

easier interpretation the variable is divided by 12 to show the age in years. Both age and age-

squared are included to correct for the non-linear effect of age on the risk of having a first 

child.  

Gender. We ran all models separately for men and women. 

 

Analysis 
A discrete time competing risk model is used to test the influence of parental SES on the 

chance of having a first child while being single or within cohabitation as compared to having 

a child within marriage. A multinomial logistic regression on a person-period (in months) 

dataset was used. These analyses were run separately for countries and the results were 

reported in relative risk ratios. A relative risk ratio greater than 1 indicates that an increase in 

the independent variable increases the risk of becoming a cohabiting or single parent 

compared to becoming a married parent. A relative risk ratio smaller than 1 indicated that an 

increase in the independent variable decreases the risk of having a first child within 

cohabitation or while being single compared to having a first child within marriage. Although 

the model also compares the risk of having no biological child with having a child within 

marriage, we will not discuss these results in this paper since they are not of interest for 

answering the research question.  
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Results 
 

We will start with discussing the descriptive results. Table 1 shows an overview of the 

distribution of first births among married couples, cohabiting couples and single men and 

women. These results show that in all countries younger cohorts have their first child less 

often while being married. In the Western European countries this change is already visible 

when comparing people born before 1955 and people born between 1955 and 1975. However 

for most Eastern European countries this change is only visible for the cohort born after 1975. 

As a result, the youngest cohorts in Eastern European countries have a higher percentage of 

first births within marriage than the youngest cohorts in Western European countries. A clear 

exception is Estonia where the decrease in first births to married people already started in 

cohort 1955-1975. Most of the decrease in first births within marriage is due to an increase in 

births to cohabiting couples over time. Especially in Western European countries many first 

births happen to people in cohabiting unions. In the youngest cohorts in Austria, Belgium, 

and France more than 40% of first births are within cohabitation. Again Estonia stands out 

from the other Eastern European countries, in this country about half of the first births are 

within cohabitation in the youngest cohort, which is even higher than in the Western 

European countries. First births within cohabitation is also relatively high in Georgia. We 

cannot observe a clear pattern for births to single men and women. One thing that does stand 

out is the high percentage of first births to singles in Germany.  

 

[TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE] 

 

Table 2 shows the results for the competing risk model comparing people who had their first 

child within cohabitation with people who had their first child within marriage (reference 

category). This model only contains the control variables age, age2 and cohort. Overall, older 

people have a lower chance of having a child within a cohabiting union than within marriage, 

however the strength of this effect decreases over age. As was already visible in Table 1, 

younger cohorts are significantly more likely to have a first child within a cohabiting union 

compared to having a child within marriage. This effect is strongest in France, Hungary, and 

Belgium and weakest in Romania Georgia, and Russia. Table 3 shows similar results but this 

time people who had their first child without having a residential partner were compared with 

people who had their first child within marriage (reference category). Again older people 
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have lower odds of having a first child while being single (compared to having a child while 

being married), and this effect decreases over age. In some countries respondents in younger 

cohorts have a relatively lower chance of having a child while being married which increases 

their relative risk of becoming a single parent.  

 

[TABLES 2 & 3 ABOUT HERE] 

 

The first half of tables 4 and 5 show the results for the analyses including father’s education 

(without respondent own education), while the second half of these tables show the results for 

the analyses including respondent’s own education (without father’s education). The effects 

are controlled for the influence of age, age2 and cohort (results not shown). We will start with 

discussing the results of the first half of Table 4 which compares people who had their first 

child within a cohabiting union, with people who had their first child within marriage.  

When comparing countries on the effect of father’s education we find that in Bulgaria, 

Romania, Hungary, Russia, Estonia, and Georgia people are less likely to have a first birth 

while cohabiting compared to having a child while being married if their father had a higher 

educational level. For the last three mentioned countries this was only the case for women, 

while for men no effect was found. Interestingly, men in Germany and Austria are more 

likely to have a child in cohabitation if their father had a higher education. For Czech 

Republic, Lithuania, Poland, Belgium, and France no significant effects were found for 

father’s education. 

Comparing people who had their first child while being single with people who had 

their first child within marriage (Table 5), we find that in 6 out of 9 Eastern European 

countries women whose father had a higher education have lower odds of having a first birth 

while being single. In most Western European countries we don’t find an effect of father’s 

education level. An exception is France, in this country women are less likely to have a child 

while being single when their father was higher educated. In none of the countries we find an 

effect of father’s education on having a first birth while being single for men. 

We will now turn to discuss the second half of tables 4 and 5 which shows the effects 

of respondent’s own educational level. In most countries men and women with a higher 

educational level are less likely to have their first child within a cohabiting union (compared 

to having a child within marriage). This effect is strongest in Eastern European countries and 

is least strong in Germany and France, and non-existent in Belgium. Only in Austria we find 

a positive effect: men with a medium educational level are more likely to have a child within 
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cohabitation than within marriage compared to men with a low educational level. Comparing 

people who had their first child while being single with people who had their first child 

within marriage, we find that in all countries (except Georgia) people with higher educational 

levels have a lower chance of having a child while being single.  

 

[TABLES 4 & 5 ABOUT HERE] 

 

Discussion 
 

The current research looked at the influence of parental socio-economic status on the chance 

of having a first child within a cohabiting union or while being single, compared to having a 

first child within marriage. We analysed this effect for 13 Eastern and Western European 

countries for both men and women. This study is important because so far cross-national 

research has not paid much attention to the influence of parental SES on the partnership 

situation at the time of a person’s first birth. Moreover, fertility research often only focused 

on women. 

Overall, our results appear to be more in line with the Pattern of Disadvantage 

perspective. In six out of nine Eastern European countries young adults are more likely to 

have a first birth within cohabitation or while being single if they grew up with parents with a 

low SES. As expected, in Western-European countries where children are more likely to 

overcome childhood disadvantage, no link was found between parental SES and partnership 

context at first birth. One exception is France where women are less likely to become a single 

parent if their parents had a higher SES.  

However, the results also show some support for the Second Demographic Transition 

theory, since men in Austria and Germany are more likely to have a first child in a cohabiting 

relationship if their parents had a higher socio-economic status. We are however somewhat 

cautious in interpreting the results of Germany, since other scholars have revealed problems 

with the validity of the fertility histories of the GGS data for this country (Kreyenfeld, 

Hornung, Kubisch, & Jaschinski, 2010). This could also explain why the percentage of first 

births to singles is much higher in Germany than in the other countries. We did not find 

support for the hypothesis that in countries which are not very far advanced in the transition, 

young adults are more likely to have their first child within cohabitation than in marriage if 

their parents had a higher SES. What the results instead show is that in Eastern European 
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countries, where first births within cohabitation is less common, people are more likely to 

have their first child within cohabitation if parental SES is low.  

The effects of respondent’s own educational level are also more in line with the 

Pattern of Disadvantage perspective. Respondent’s with a lower educational level had a 

higher chance of becoming a cohabiting parent (in ten out of thirteen countries), and a higher 

chance of becoming a single parent (in twelve out of thirteen countries). Only in Austria do 

medium educated men have a higher chance of becoming a cohabiting parent than low 

educated men. Overall the effects of a respondent’s own education on becoming a nonmarital 

parent appear to be stronger than the effects of parental SES. As mentioned in the data and 

method section, we included respondent’s own educational level as ultimate educational 

attainment. Previous research has found that this may inflate the effects of own education on 

fertility outcomes especially in countries where people do not complete their education before 

they have children, or where they are likely to re-enter the educational system after they had 

their first birth (Hoem & Kreyenfeld, 2006). Moreover, in many countries younger cohorts 

are often higher educated than older cohorts; as a result children are likely to obtain a higher 

education than their parents did. This makes it hard to compare the effect of both variables 

because a low educational level of the respondent is a clearer sign of social disadvantage, 

then a low education level of this person’s parent.  

Most research on  nonmarital births has focused on women because the fertility and 

partnership histories they provide are in general more accurate than that of men (Rendall et 

al., 1999). In our study we found differences between men and women, however the trends 

over cohorts and in age are fairly similar. When testing the influence of parental SES we also 

find less significant effects for men than for women. This is especially the case when 

comparing singles with married people. This is not surprising since especially the frequency 

of male respondents reporting to have had their first child while being single is very low. 

However, overall the results appear to be fairly similar for men and women in a country. 

Before to draw firm conclusions from our results, we want to make some 

improvements to the current paper. Firstly, we want to add data of Southern European 

countries, Nordic countries, and Anglo-Saxon countries. Secondly, we want to improve the 

measure for parental SES, for example by including information on the occupational status of 

the father and information of mother’s SES. Thirdly, we want to include the respondent’s 

own SES as a time-varying covariate, because entering ultimate educational attainment can 

inflate the effects on fertility outcomes (Hoem & Kreyenfeld, 2006). 
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Table 1. Percentage of respondents having a first child within marriage, cohabitation and without a 
partner per country cohort, and gender. 
  Women Men 
Country Cohort Married Cohabiting Single Married Cohabiting Single 
Austria* 1955-1975 59.71 28.2 12.1 58.0 30.3 11.7 
 >1975 46.4 42.0 11.7 49.7 39.5 10.8 
Belgium <1955 86.6 3.0 10.4 91.4 2.8 5.8 
 1955-1975 79.5 13.0 7.5 83.1 11.8 5.1 
 >1975 53.9 40.0 5.7 51.1 41.8 7.1 
France <1955 80.3 4.0 15.7 88.4 4.5 7.1 
 1955-1975 62.1 30.3 7.6 62.3 32.5 5.2 
 >1975 39.1 48.2 12.7 39.3 51.2 9.5 
Germany <1955 63.0 3.9 33.1 78.4 3.0 18.6 
 1955-1975 70.9 14.1 15.0 73.9 12.1 14.0 
 >1975 53.9 22.0 24.1 58.1 31.4 10.5 
Bulgaria <1955 87.2 4.0 8.8 90.2 4.5 5.4 
 1955-1975 88.3 7.2 4.5 86.1 10.7 3.2 
 >1975 65.6 27.7 6.7 57.5 40.3 2.2 
Czech Republic <1955 84.4 2.8 12.8 89.3 1.6 9.1 
 1955-1975 80.7 6.3 13.0 83.1 7.5 9.4 
 >1975 68.0 14.1 18.0 61.4 27.3 11.4 
Estonia <1955 85.0 7.3 7.7 87.2 8.0 4.8 
 1955-1975 68.6 20.7 10.7 69.0 26.7 4.3 
 >1975 36.1 52.0 11.9 31.7 62.7 5.6 
Georgia <1955 85.6 11.5 5.9 83.1 12.4 4.5 
 1955-1975 79.5 16.5 4.1 73.2 22.8 4.0 
 >1975 58.8 36.6 4.6 54.1 40.8 5.1 
Hungary <1955 94.4 1.1 4.6 92.7 1.3 6.0 
 1955-1975 87.0 6.9 6.2 84.7 9.4 6.0 
 >1975 70.7 20.3 9.0 65.3 29.5 5.2 
Lithuania <1955 87.9 2.4 9.7 89.5 1.8 8.7 
 1955-1975 86.7 3.7 9.6 89.7 3.6 6.7 
 >1975 76.3 13.0 10.7 81.5 12.9 5.6 
Poland <1955 88.4 2.5 9.2 91.5 1.7 6.9 
 1955-1975 88.2 4.2 7.6 89.5 4.3 6.2 
 >1975 76.2 13.2 10.6 76.7 15.7 7.6 
Romania <1955 86.3 3.5 10.2 90.5 3.2 6.3 
 1955-1975 88.4 7.2 4.4 89.6 6.6 3.8 
 >1975 79.9 15.3 4.7 79.9 19.0 1.1 
Russia <1955 79.6 8.2 12.2 86.3 6.4 7.3 
 1955-1975 82.1 8.43 9.5 85.6 8.9 5.5 
 >1975 74.1 14.0 11.9 76.6 19.6 3.8 
* The Austrian data does not contain information on respondents born before 1955 
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Table 2. Results of the multinomial logistic regression, relative risk ratios comparing first births within cohabitation with births within marriage (ref.). Results are 
separately presented for men and women.  
 FRA HUN BEL EST BUL POL CZE GER LIT ROM GEO RUS AUS 
Women 
Age 0.86*** 0.64*** 0.80*** 0.77*** 0.66*** 0.72*** 0.71*** 0.79*** 0.72*** 0.72*** 0.89*** 0.76*** 0.90** 
Age2 1.01*** 1.02*** 1.01*** 1.01*** 1.02*** 1.02*** 1.02*** 1.01*** 1.02*** 1.01*** 1.01*** 1.02*** 1.00* 
Cohort              

<1955 (ref.)              
1955-1975 9.43*** 7.07*** 4.76*** 3.38*** 1.81*** 1.89*** 2.56*** 3.28*** 1.81** 2.07*** 1.47*** 1.18  # 

>1975 35.66*** 28.20*** 27.7*** 16.6*** 8.79*** 7.58*** 7.50*** 6.86*** 5.87*** 4.59*** 4.37*** 2.34*** 1.91*** 
Men 
Age 0.78*** 0.61*** 0.80* 0.71*** 0.60*** 0.61*** 0.77*** 0.71*** 0.90 0.64*** 0.94 0.74*** 0.84* 
Age2 1.01*** 1.02*** 1.01*** 1.02*** 1.02*** 1.02*** 1.01*** 1.01*** 1.01*** 1.02*** 1.00 1.01*** 1.00 
Cohort              

<1955 (ref.)              
1955-1975 11.55*** 8.29*** 5.27*** 4.15*** 2.55*** 2.27*** 3.79*** 4.34*** 1.78* 2.18*** 2.12*** 1.27 # 

>1975 40.34*** 32.55*** 39.74*** 21.57*** 11.25*** 10.34*** 21.72*** 14.36*** 10.38*** 5.37*** 5.49*** 2.31*** 1.40 
* p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001; # The Austrian data does not contain information on respondents born before 1955 
 
 
Table 3. Results of the multinomial logistic regression, relative risk ratios comparing first births to singles with births within marriage (ref.). Results are separately 
presented for men and women. 
 EST HUN POL FRA ROM BUL GEO RUS CZE LIT BEL GER AUS 
Women 
Age 0.71*** 0.73*** 0.70*** 0.72*** 0.79*** 0.76*** 0.84*** 0.81*** 0.65*** 0.75*** 0.65*** 0.67*** 0.70*** 
Age2 1.02*** 1.01*** 1.02*** 1.01*** 1.01* 1.02*** 1.01*** 1.01*** 1.02*** 1.01*** 1.02*** 1.01*** 1.01** 
Cohort              

<1955 (ref.)              
1955-1975 1.66*** 1.50** 0.88 0.76** 0.45*** 0.52*** 0.70* 0.75** 1.06 0.88 0.94 0.86 # 

>1975 3.95*** 2.52*** 1.61*** 2.33*** 0.49** 1.05 1.00 1.10 1.58 1.18 1.03 0.79 1.06 
Men 
Age 0.68*** 0.54*** 0.56*** 0.56*** 0.59*** 0.78** 0.74*** 0.71*** 0.76*** 0.66*** 0.65*** 0.82*** 0.90 
Age2 1.01** 1.02*** 1.02*** 1.02*** 1.02*** 1.00 1.01** 1.01** 1.01*** 1.01*** 1.02*** 1.00* 1.00 
Cohort              

<1955 (ref.)              
1955-1975 1.13 1.15 0.98 1.22 0.62** 0.66* 1.15 0.77 1.09 0.76 1.07 0.43*** # 

>1975 2.86* 1.05 1.36* 3.69*** 0.21** 0.64 1.53 0.65 1.80*** 0.69 2.56** 0.73* 1.43 
* p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001; # The Austrian data does not contain information on respondents born before 1955 
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Table 4. Results of the multinomial logistic regression, relative risk ratios for father’s education and own education comparing first births within cohabitation with births 
within marriage (ref.). Results are separately presented for men and women. Effects of control variables (age, age2 and cohort) are not shown. 
 Father’s education (ref. is low educational level)  Own education (ref. is low educational level) 
 Women - Medium Women - High Men - Medium Men - High  Women - Medium Women - High Men - Medium Men - High  
GER 1.13 1.05 1.21 1.70* AUS 1.03 0.79 1.88* 1.50 
AUS 1.05 1.06 1.44* 0.70 BUL 0.19*** 0.14*** 0.22*** 0.18*** 
BUL 0.30*** 0.32*** 0.31*** 0.25*** LIT 0.30*** 0.11*** 0.41*** 0.25*** 
ROM 0.52** 0.52 0.54** 0.47 ROM 0.33*** 0.18*** 0.33*** 0.07*** 
HUN 0.77 0.53* 0.58** 0.59 HUN 0.36*** 0.21*** 0.29*** 0.18*** 
RUS 1.00 0.60* 0.87 0.95 CZE 0.41*** 0.23*** 0.40*** 0.32*** 
EST 0.83 0.62** 0.78 0.68 EST 0.43*** 0.24*** 0.52*** 0.28*** 
GEO 0.88 0.71* 1.05 0.77 RUS 0.46*** 0.32*** 0.85 0.43*** 
CZE 0.66 0.48 0.67 0.55 GEO 0.47*** 0.43*** 0.77 0.61** 
LIT 0.76 0.49 1.09 0.51 POL 0.50*** 0.32*** 0.50*** 0.26*** 
POL 1.10 0.74 1.02 1.03 GER 0.68* 0.63* 0.59* 0.38*** 
BEL 0.88 1.14 0.95 1.11 FRA 1.00 0.84 0.91 0.61** 
FRA 1.11 0.91 1.27 1.19 BEL 0.92 0.91 0.90 0.76 
* p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 
 
Table 5. Results of the multinomial logistic regression, relative risk ratios for father’s education and own education comparing first births to singles with births within 
marriage (ref.). Results are separately presented for men and women. Effects of control variables (age, age2 and cohort) are not shown. 
 Father’s education (ref. is low educational level)  Own education (ref. is low educational level) 
 Women – Medium  Women - High Men - Medium Men - High  Women - Medium Women - High Men - Medium Men - High 
FRA 0.41*** 0.56* 1.15 1.19 EST 0.36*** 0.30*** 0.62 0.29** 
ROM 0.49** 1.07 1.00 - HUN 0.48*** 0.30*** 0.51*** 0.44** 
EST 0.66** 0.58* 0.98 1.35 CZE 0.50*** 0.33*** 0.61** 0.54* 
CZE 0.72* 0.56* 0.79 0.64 BUL 0.50*** 0.48*** 0.62* 0.58* 
LIT 1.24 0.41* 1.01 0.80 POL 0.51*** 0.27*** 0.69** 0.36*** 
HUN 0.85 0.55* 0.87 0.75 LIT 0.58*** 0.41*** 0.71* 0.43*** 
RUS 0.80 0.59** 1.07 1.28 FRA 0.59*** 0.31*** 0.65* 0.50** 
BUL 0.79 1.00 1.04 0.96 ROM 0.59*** 0.40** 0.58** 0.35** 
GEO 0.90 1.04 1.27 0.61 RUS 0.61*** 0.42*** 0.77 0.64* 
POL 1.03 1.03 0.85 0.73 GER 0.61*** 0.53*** 0.88 0.60* 
AUS 0.75 0.46 0.94 1.23 AUS 0.68* 0.26*** 0.74 0.45 
BEL 0.81 0.67 0.52 0.87 BEL 0.68* 0.39*** 0.60* 0.40*** 
GER 0.91 0.89 1.10 0.89 GEO 0.81 0.96 0.71 0.57 
* p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 
 


