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Abstract 

This thesis explains differences in changes to family formation and stability in France, 

Norway, the FRG and the GDR based changes to family- and housing policy. Focus is on 

developments from the 1960s to the early 2000s. Previous research has focused on more 

recent developments from the 1980s onwards. A new conceptualization of family policy is 

introduced that enables a distinction between policy that alleviate the care giving role of 

mothers (de-familialization) and policies that intervene more directly in the caring 

responsibility within the family, aiming for a more equal share of childcare between women 

and men (de-genderization).  

Findings show that higher educated women are more likely of entry into marriage, when 

family policy provides more de-familalization (France, GDR) or de-genderization (Norway). 

But higher educated women are less likely of entry into marriage in the FRG where family 

policy remained conservative, forcing these women to choose between family and career. In 

the FRG where family policy remained conservative, with low support for female 

employment, married women with low levels of education became more likely of entry into 

divorce. A difference between women with different educational levels is not observed where 

family policy has included more de-familialziaiton and de-genderization. Findings for 

changes to housing policy are less convincing. Soft deregulation of rent control and tenure 

security has a positive effect on entry into consensual union in all countries, making a two 

person income household better equipped to cover the cost of rent increases that this change 

introduced. But results for the influence of support for home-ownership show little effect on 

entry into a marriage and divorce in all four countries. This may be because the full effect has 

not manifested itself yet. Extending the time period of analysis may provide more insights on 

the influence of these changes.  
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1: Introduction 

Since the 1960s western welfare states have undergone a marked transition regarding the 

structure and role of the family. Alternatives to the traditional nuclear family have emerged, 

women have become higher educated, entered the labour market and family formation has 

been postponed to later stages in life. A greater degree of heterogeneity and variety in family 

formation is observed. More couples opt for consensual unions, either as trial marriages or 

alternative to marriage, and increases in divorces are observed. But there are indications that 

some countries, particularly the Nordic and Anglo-Saxon, have experienced more variety in 

family forms than the Continental European and Mediterranean (Kuijsten, 1996; Kuijsten & 

Strohmeier, 1998; Oinonen, 2008). These differences can be explained by the development in 

housing and family policy. Pioneers in the development of formal child care, such as the 

Nordic countries experienced this development first, while laggards, such as the 

Mediterranean countries have not experienced this heterogeneity to the same extent. Northern 

Europe has maintained a higher proportion of rental housing available for families while 

home-ownership has remained the norm in Southern Europe (Mulder, 2006b: 407). This 

difference could also account for the divergence between the two geographical areas, since 

home-ownership is likely to require a deeper partnership commitment such as marriage, than 

rental housing, making it easier for couples in the north to cohabite and divorce. This 

variation in structure and configuration of family and housing policy could influence entry 

into family formation and family break-up differently across countries, this should be 

especially apparent for younger cohorts that have experienced a rising uncertainty in their 

early employment experiences due to globalization from the 1970s onwards (Mills & 

Blossfeld, 2013). The structure and configuration of family and housing policy could act as an 

institutional filter between the rising uncertainty posed by globalization and transition into 

family formation and family break-up, leading to different outcomes and divergence in entry 

into various family forms across countries (Mills & Blossfeld, 2005). 

This thesis provides three important contributions with regard to the historical influence of 

family and housing policy on changes in family formation and stability. Firstly, there is an 

abundance of literature on the changes to family policy and its effects on family formation, 

family break-up, female labour market participation and gender equality, but little is known 

about the period before the 1980s and 1990s. Research conducted on the effects of family 
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policy on female labour market participation and gender equality have focused on the 

developments since the 1980s, and shown that family policies, such as leave policy, formal 

child care, and gender equalizing measures have influenced female labour market 

participation and fertility (Bradshaw et. al. 1993; Daly, 2005; Lewis 2002; Leitner 2003; 

Saxonberg & Sirovátka, 2006; Stier et. al. 2001). But little is known about the effects of 

family policy on families, before the 1980s. The analysis presented here gives more attention 

to the development of the changes introduced in the 1960s and 1970s. Focus is on the 

historical role that policy changes have played in family formation and stability, not on 

contemporary reforms to these policies. But these historical roles are important, since they 

could provide insights on the direction contemporary reforms has taken. Especially since 

contemporary reforms of social policy are often informed or constrained by previous 

historical developments.  

Secondly, the thesis introduces a new conceptualization of family policy, with a focus on de-

familialization and de-genderization. Introducing a distinction between aspects of family 

policy designed for alleviation of the families caring responsibility (de-familialization) and 

aspects of family policy designed to intervene in the caring functions within the family and 

promote a more equal share of childcare between men and women (de-genderization). Most 

research focus on how changes to family policy have affected women’s work and caring 

responsibilities, these studies show that provisions which ensure alleviation of the families 

caring responsibility, and provisions that encourage fathers take-up of leave have positive 

effects on fertility and female labour market participation (Björklund 2006; Haas & 

Rostgaard, 2011; Gupta et al. 2008). Formal child care and earmarked leave for fathers are 

taken as indicators for high or low levels of de-familialization in these studies. This poses a 

conceptual problem since the two indicators are likely to have different effects. High levels of 

formal child care are likely to lessen the burden of unpaid housework for mothers, but are not 

likely to increase fathers’ involvement. Earmarked leave for fathers are more likely to induce 

involvement in unpaid housework by fathers. Research has shown that fathers who take leave 

spend more time on household work during leave, and continue to do so after the leave is over 

(Hook, 2006; 2010). High levels of formal childcare are not likely to influence roles between 

men and women within the family by themselves. Instead it reinforces women's double 

burden between family and working life; the two roles women have in society, one as a 

caregiver within the family and the other as an employee in the labour market, while men 
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retain the role as main breadwinner for the family. This fact is overlooked when using formal 

childcare and earmarked leave as indicators of de-familialization, and is likely to mask the 

different effects of the two policy aspects. It is therefore essential to separate measures 

targeted at the family as whole, such as formal child care and parental leave (de-

familialization), and measures that seek to intervene in the caring functions within the family, 

such as earmarked leave for fathers (de-genderization).  

The third contribution is an integrated research design that takes both family and housing 

policy into account. There exists a huge body of literature on both policy aspects, but so far 

the two aspects have not been combined. Research on housing policy has acknowledged the 

effect of family policy, particularly formal child care, on fertility and family formation 

(Mulder & Billari, 2010: 538). Research on family policy has recognized that housing-, along 

with education- and health policies do influence family formation and stability (Bradshaw et 

al. 1993: 256). But curiously enough, no one has yet combined both perspectives and 

analysed their combined effect on family formation and stability. Therefore, little is known 

about different effects of family policy and housing policy on these matters. A combined 

perspective that takes both policy areas into account would yield a better account of the 

effects of these policy areas on family formation and family stability. 

This thesis is focused on entry into consensual unions and marriage and the stability of these 

partnerships, other aspects of family formation such as events related to childbirth are 

excluded, due to space constraints and the complex nature of family formation and stability. 

But it is important to stress that research has shown that marriage, as a rule, has been highly 

correlated with the event of childbirth. These two events are interrelated, expecting a child is 

highly likely to result in couples deciding to get married in order to legitimize the childbirth 

(Blossfeld et. al.1999; Blossfeld & Mills, 2001: 429). It is therefore assumed that couples 

decision to get married is linked to either a) discovering a pregnancy, or b) they are planning 

to have a child in the near future. As a consequence the thesis assumes that changes to the 

structure and configuration of family policy have a strong influence on entry into marriage, 

especially for women, since family policy has the potential of alleviating their caring 

responsibilities and easy the tension between their dual roles as primary caregiver within the 

family and their responsibilities as employees in the labour market. While housing policy is 



assumed to influence entry into consensual union and marriage, as well as the stability of 

these partnerships.   

Figure 1.1 Extramarital birth rates (live births outside marriage)

Source: Eurostat 
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development could be due to the variation in the structure of family policy in the four 

countries. The FRG retained a family policy with a high level of familialization, which could 

have increased dependence on a male breadwinner, especially for women with lower levels of 

education. The other countries pursued a structure of family policy that increased de-

familialization (France, GDR) or de-genderization (Norway) which granted women more 

autonomy and independence through stronger attachment to the labour market, making them 

less reliant on a male breadwinner making extramarital births more common. 

1.1: The importance of family and housing policy 

Family and housing policy are important explanatory factors when looking at the 

development of family formation and family stability, for at least two reasons. The first is that 

the structure and configuration of these policies can lower or mediate the cost of forming a 

family. Family policy can mediate these costs directly and indirectly. Directly, through formal 

child care and child allowances/tax reductions for families with children, reducing costs for 

food, clothes and child-care or indirectly, through different leave schemes such as maternity 

and parental leave. Having children result in opportunity costs on the labour market, 

especially for highly educated women, resulting in loss of career advancement and earnings 

(Huinink & Feldhaus, 2009:309). Shorter leave schemes should ensure that the loss of human 

capital while on leave is minimal, if leave policy includes an earmarked leave for fathers, this 

loss should be even lower for women (Stier et al. 2001:1757). 

Housing policy can also mediate the investment cost of forming a family. The availability of 

cheap affordable housing suitable for families should facilitate an easier transition into family 

formation for individuals. Research conducted on housing policy has focused on the 

relationship between housing availability and family formation. Affordable housing for 

families, especially rental- or social housing, that accommodates the needs for families, has 

been shown to have an effect on fertility rates (Matznetter 2002; Mulder & Wagner, 2001). 

High availability of these types of housing might therefore make it easier for couples to have 

children, since they are not forced to spend large amounts of their disposable income on home 

ownership.  

The second reason is that both policy areas might also affect the norms about family 

formation and stability. The structure of family policy can affect the norms about families, 

and what form of living arrangements is viewed as acceptable. Especially for childless 
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couples in consensual union since such a partnership can be dissolved later on, with relative 

low cost. Being a parent on the other hand is a life-long commitment and partnership 

dissolution therefore comes with a higher cost, which would be higher for married couples 

with children (Blossfeld, et al 1999:237). A more generous family policy that includes 

measures for gender equality, such as formal child care and earmarked leave for fathers, could 

influence mother's labour market participation making full-time work more likely, providing 

them with a firmer foothold in the labour market throughout their lives and more 

independence and autonomy (Kangas & Rostgaard, 2007:254). Availability of rental housing 

could increase the rate and duration of consensual union, and motivate it as an alternative to 

marriage, especially if rental housing is a satisfactory alternative to home-ownership. This 

could lead to changing norms where the decision to get married is postponed until a later 

state, such as the arrival of the first child, or indefinitely (Mulder & Wagner, 2001:140). 

Furthermore, the availability of rental housing might facilitate an easier transition into family 

break-up. Studies have shown that divorce often result in moves from home-ownership to 

other forms of housing arrangements, such as rental housing, moving back in with their 

parents, or to shared accommodation with others (Mulder & Lauster, 2010:436). The structure 

of housing policies could affect norms for family formation and break-up, facilitating easier 

transitions into divorce or separation, or present obstacles for these transitions.  

Family- and housing policy could therefore influence the economic incentives and the norm 

motivations for families. More generous family policies, and the availability of affordable 

housing suitable for families, should decrease the cost associated with entry into consensual 

union and marriage. Family policies directed towards female employment coupled with 

gender egalitarian measures, should result in shorter breaks from the labour market while their 

children are young. Thereby decreasing the cost associated with marriage and childbirth for 

women. Housing policy that provides generous government sponsored loans for home-

ownership should facilitate an easier entry into marriage for couples, making it easier for 

them to obtain desired accommodation for a family with children. Housing policy that 

provides alternatives to home-ownership, such as rental homes, should also facilitate an easier 

break-up of families, given the fact that this provides more alternatives in terms of living 

arrangements.  
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1.2: Family formation and stability - the historical context 

As mentioned above, most research on family formation has focused on the very recent 

developments from the 1980s and 1990s; very little research has been conducted on the 

historical trends of the issue. There are, however, good source that uncovers a broader 

historical trend for Europe dating back to the 19th century. The research on European 

marriage patterns, developed by Hajnal, identified a European pattern of marriage that had its 

historical roots in the period before the industrialization of the 19th century, when a high 

proportion of people married at older ages, compared to the rest of the world, and a high 

proportion of people remained unmarried. The exceptions to this rule were the eastern, south-

eastern part of the Mediterranean, Ireland and Finland. This was compared to the 

development following the two world wars, where an increase in entry into marriage was 

observed and couples married at younger ages, showing that the European pattern had 

disappeared (Hajnal, 1965: 104). But the European pattern only disappeared for a short while, 

since the 1960s all countries experienced a rise in the marriage age and the proportion of 

people never marrying at all, and more heterogeneity and variety in family forms.  

Figure 1.2: Historical family patterns in Europe 

 

Source: Hajnal, 1965; Reher, 1998  
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Another source is Reher who identified a dividing line between North- and South- Europe, 

arguing that the north had a pattern of weak family ties compared to the south. In the north 

children left their parental households at an early age, setting out to establish a life of 

economic independence from their parents. In the south children stayed longer in the parental 

household, only leaving when events such as getting married and finding stable employment 

occurred (Reher, 1998: 204). The crucial difference between the two areas is that children in 

the south were more restricted, and more economically dependent on their family than their 

northern European counterparts. To a certain degree these differences has remained, children 

still leave their parents at an early age in Northern Europe, while they stay longer with their 

parents in the south (Lesthaeghe, 2010: 223). The question is if this pattern is still tied to other 

events such as marriage and getting a job. If so, then the late marriage rate and low fertility 

that has emerged in the south could be explained as due to the lack of support through family 

policy and housing policy. The geographical differences in marriage patterns and family 

forms uncovered by Hajnal and Reher can be seen in figure 1.2. 

Another good source is the literature on the second demographic transition, this strand of 

literature deal with more recent developments than Hajnal and Reher. The second 

demographic transition1 refers to demographic developments in western countries since the 

mid 1960s. These developments include; fertility levels below replacement rate, alternative 

living arrangements to marriage, and higher rates of extramarital births (Lesthaughe, 2010: 

211). Family formation has become more heterogeneous and a broader variety of family 

forms has emerged, with increases in consensual union and increases in separation and 

divorce (Kuijsten, 1996: 117; Jensen, 1999:3). It is however important to note that this 

process did not happen at the same time in all countries, there are several narratives connected 

to the second demographic transition. The developments are tied to historical path 

dependencies and there are substantial differences between and within countries, each of 

which are connected to country or regional specific contexts (Lesthauge, 2010: 225). 

Postponement of parenthood did not spread to the Southern European countries until the 

1980s and the Eastern European countries did not experience this until the 1990s, while the 

rest of Europe experienced this already in the 1970s (Lesthauge & Neels, 2002: 333).  

                                                             
1 The first demographic transition refers to the declines in fertility and mortality during the 18th and 19th 
century until the middle half of the 20th century (Lesthauge, 2010: 211).  
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1.3: Data availability and Case selection 

Information on transitions into family formation and family break-up will be drawn from two 

datasets. The Fertility and Family Survey (FFS) and the Gender and Generations Programme 

(GGP), table 1.3.1 below provides more detailed information on these two datasets. Both 

datasets have retrospective information on family formation, family stability, childbirths and 

employment history. FFS has information on 23 countries gathered between 1988 and 1999 

on individual born from 1926 to 1981. This dataset therefore provides good information on 

the older birth cohorts, which began family formation from the 1960s until the 1980s2. The 

GGP dataset has retrospective information on 16 countries conducted in 2001 and 2008, on 

individuals born between 1923 and 1983. This data provides good information on both older 

and younger cohorts that began family formation between the 1940s until the early 2000s3. 

Both datasets are quite comparable, asking many of the same questions, regarding 

partnership, employment and fertility.  

Table 1.3.1: Overview of data sources 

Fertility and Family Survey (1988 - 1999) Gender and Generations programme (2008) 

Countries: Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Canada, Czech 

Republic, Estonia, Finland, France, France, 

Germany, Greece, Hungary, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, 

the Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Poland, 

Portugal, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, USA 

Birth Cohorts:1926 to 1981 

Countries: Australia, Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, 

Estonia, France, Georgia, Germany, Hungary, Italy, 

Lithuania, Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Romania, 

Russian Federation, Sweden 

Birth cohorts:1922 to 1983 

 

Due to the scope of the research with a focus on the family formation and family stability 

along the life-course only a few countries will be selected for in-depth study. The case 

selection is first and foremost based on ideal-typical countries. Four countries are selected; 

West-Germany (FRG), East-Germany (GDR), France and Norway. Each of these countries 

resembles a welfare regime typology with regard to family policy and all have different 

housing policy characteristics. Unfortunately the data supplied by the Gender and Generations 

Programme does not include any countries that are ideal-typical examples of a liberal welfare 

                                                             
2See the following link for more  information on the FFS survey design: 
http://www.unece.org/fileadmin/DAM/pau/_docs/ffs/FFS_2000_Prog_SurveyDesign.pdf 
3 See the following link for more information on the GGP survey design: http://www.ggp-i.org/ 
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regime. Examples from Eastern Europe and Southern Europe are also excluded, due to the 

difficulties in finding comparable historical information on the developments of family and 

housing policy, in particular information on formal childcare and home-ownership. 

The FRG and the GDR are selected since both countries have differed remarkably, due to the 

capitalist legacy of the west and the socialist legacy of the east. GDR is an ideal-typical 

country for the post-socialist welfare regimes, and was one of the first countries to develop 

extensive measures with regard to family policy, especially in terms of formal child care. 

FRG is an ideal-typical conservative welfare state, with less developed family policy 

compared to the GDR. But more importantly both countries have maintained distinctive 

characteristics in terms of family and housing policy since reunification. The GDR has 

maintained a high provision of formal child care for young children compared to the FRG and 

has a higher proportion of rental homes, the quality of these are lower, but have improved 

steadily. These persistent differences in terms of family and housing policy between the two 

regions of the unified Germany could shed an additional light on how changes to policy affect 

family formation and family break-up.  

France has a unique demographic history, compared to other conservative welfare regimes, 

due to its tradition of pro-natalist policy dating back to the late 19th century (Huss, 1990). It is 

furthermore, one of the earliest developers of family policy. Compared to other conservative 

welfare regimes, France has developed a higher provision of formal child care, coupled with 

long leaves, to such an extent that it has been characterized as a welfare regime geared 

towards optional familialism (Leitner, 2003: 371). Allowing mothers, to decide whether they 

want to put their children in formal childcare or take leave. France can be described as a 

hybrid in terms of family policy, incorporating elements from both the social-democratic and 

the conservative welfare regime. It has developed a high degree of de-familialization often 

compared to the social-democratic regimes, but has not developed the same measures towards 

de-genderization. It is because of this optional familialism and its early development that 

France is chosen as a case study. Such a system should, theoretically, be ideal for both home-

oriented women, whose preference are geared towards the role of homemaker and mother, 

and adaptable women whose preferences are geared towards combining motherhood and 

employment (Hakim, 2003). 
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Norway is often described as an outlier among the social-democratic welfare regimes, having 

a more traditionalist approach to welfare policies and reform, compared to Denmark and 

Sweden4. But Norway was the first country in the world to introduce earmarked leave for 

fathers in 1993, two years before the Swedish implementation in 1995. Norway is therefore an 

interesting case study for the effects of de-genderization, since earmarked leave is a key 

indicator for this concept. It furthermore has developed a medium level of de-familialization, 

albeit slightly later than Sweden and Denmark. With regard to housing policy Norway has 

differed from its Nordic counterparts, due to an increased in home-ownership since the 1980s, 

it is therefore an interesting case with regard to family formation and family break-up 

compared to the other Nordic countries since entry into consensual union and divorce should 

be different due to these developments.  

  

                                                             
4 Sweden is a more ideal typical Social Democratic welfare regime, unfortunately the GGS dataset for Sweden 
was only released recently in 2019, and therefore not available when work on the thesis began. 
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2: Theoretical Section - Welfare regimes, family- and housing policy 

This section outlines the theory behind the central arguments of the thesis, beginning with the 

theoretical framework of welfare regimes developed by Esping-Andersen, and how this has 

been employed in the explanation of changes to families, followed by a discussion of the 

concepts of de-familialization and de-genderization. The section concludes with a definition 

of family and housing policy.  

2.1: The three worlds of welfare capitalism and families 

The idea of welfare regimes has been widely used in research on welfare policy. The main 

point is that regimes guide and shape social policy decisions through institutional 

arrangements, rules and understandings within each regime type. Reforms, debates and 

decision making takes place within a framework or context of historical institutionalism that 

differs between countries (Esping-Andersen, 1990: 80). Social policy within each regime is 

guided by historical developments. To understand why welfare states developed in a different 

directions we need to investigate and understand these historical developments. Esping-

Andersen identified three different clusters of welfare states.  

The corporatist/conservative regime: This regime is characterized by a predominance of 

status preservation, where historically rights are attached to class and status, in this regime 

type the state plays a central role as a provider of welfare and private insurance plays a 

marginal role. But the emphasis on status preservation means that redistributive effects are 

negligible (Esping-Andersen, 1990: 27). It is also characterized by traditional family 

preservation, and the family plays a central role as provider of welfare. The social insurance 

programs typically exclude non-working wives, and promote benefits that encourage 

motherhood. The principle of ‘subsidiarity’ is widespread, the state will only intervene, if and 

“when the family’s capacity to serve its members is exhausted” (Esping-Andersen 1990: 27).  

The liberal regime: This regime is characterized by a predominance of means-tested 

assistance, modest universal transfers or modest social insurance plans, these benefits are 

directed at low-income working class state dependants (Esping-Andersen, 1990: 26). The 

state play a minimal role as a provider of welfare, whereas the market occupies a central role 

in this regard, the result is a regime type that minimizes de-commodification effects. In these 

welfare states citizens are highly dependent on market participation in order to uphold an 

acceptable standard of living. 
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The Social democratic regime: This regime is characterized by principles of universalism and 

de-commodification, not only for the poor, but also for the middle class, in order to pursue 

equality of the highest standards, not of minimal needs (Esping-Andersen, 1990: 27). Citizens 

within this regime type are able to uphold an acceptable standard of living without being too 

reliant on employment. The regime aims at freeing its citizens from dependence of the market 

through de-commodification.  

Two strands of criticism evolved from the original framework of welfare state regimes, one 

strand focused on the inclusion of additional ideal-types in the typology of welfare regimes 

and if the original three regimes where exhaustive enough to capture the differences in social 

policy among western countries. Another strand criticized the original approach for its lack of 

attention to women and gender in society, highlighting the exclusive focus on the state-market 

nexus and a lack of attention to the gendered meaning of the concept of de-commodification.  

The strand of literature that explored the possibility of additional regimes type resulted in a 

welfare modelling business (Abrahamson, 1999), numerous scholars tried to apply the welfare 

regime framework in different context and highlight these countries specific characteristics 

that deviated from one of the three original ideal types5, trying to account for hybrid welfare 

states that do not fit into the original approach developed by Esping-Andersen. Maurizio 

Ferrera developed a Southern European regime that highlighted the differences between the 

Mediterranean countries from the conservative/corporatist regime. The most prominent 

features is a weaker and more fragmented corporatist structure, a low degree of state 

penetration in social policy, and a mix between public and non-public actors and institutions 

(Ferrera, 1996). Castles and Mitchell identified a radical regime distinguishing Australia, 

New Zealand and the United Kingdom from the liberal regime. These countries have a more 

particular and inclusive approach to social policy, compared to the US. Furthermore, the 

thresholds for benefits are set at a higher level meaning that most of the population receive 

some benefits (Castles and Mitchell, 1993). Bob Deacon developed a post-communist 

conservative/corporatist regime in order to analyze the welfare states in east Europe, and 

found that developments after communism had led to different developments between the 

countries; some countries had clustered into a new particular regime type, while others had 

                                                             
5 See (Abrahamson, 1999; Arts & Gelissen, 2002 and Powell & Barrientos, 2011) for a more in-depth view on 
the different regime typologies developed.  
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developed into variations of existing regime types (Deacon, 1993: 195). It is important to 

stress that this thesis will not explore different regime types, since this is well out of the focus 

of family and housing policy, a regime type approach would require a more comprehensive 

view on social policy that includes a broader selection of different social policies, such as 

pension an unemployment benefit. It is however, still important to keep these hybrid regimes 

in mind since they might very well have a different trajectory with regard to family and 

housing policy that could account for differences in family formation and family break-up 

between countries.  

The second strand of literature grew out of the feminist tradition. Scholars within this group 

criticized the lack of attention to the relationship between the family on the one hand and the 

state and market on the other. In the original regime type the family is only explicitly 

mentioned in the conservative/corporatist type, in the other regimes, focus is exclusively on 

the state-market nexus. This led to criticism from several feminist scholars who objected to 

the focus on the state and the market, and the lower priority of the family as a welfare 

provider. They criticized the typology for not paying attention divisions of labour within the 

family, how household work and chores, such as cooking, cleaning and child-minding was 

distributed among mothers and fathers (Lewis, 2002: 345). They argued for an approach 

revolving around gender issues that took issues of unpaid care within the family to the centre 

of attention in the analysis of welfare states. The gendered meaning in the concept of de-

commodification was not given enough attention, since de-commodification of women, could 

very likely result in them carrying out unpaid caring work (Lewis, 1992: 161). Women’s 

marginal role in paid work, and dominant role in informal work as housewife and caregiver, 

was ignored in the original typology. Research, this strand of literature argues, should not 

only focus on how policy shape women's employment practices and opportunities, but also 

emphasis how policy structure women's, especially mother's relation to their families, and 

how policy can determine female dependence on the family, particularly the male 

breadwinner (Hobson, 1990; Orloff 1993). More attention, it was argued, had to be put on 

policies such as leave policy, formal child care and other gender egalitarian policies, since 

they were likely to influence women's economic independence. Research within this strand of 

literature have shown how the configuration of social and family policy might result in a 

structure that explicitly or implicitly puts the responsibility of care for dependents, children 

and elderly on the family. While other policy structures and configuration has tried to 
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alleviate the family of its caring responsibilities, and some have given the family and option 

as to whether the family or the state should take the main responsibility of care giving for 

dependents (Leitner, 2003: 372). This led to revisions by several researchers including 

Esping-Andersen, which included the role of the family as a welfare provider through the 

concept of de-familialization (Esping-Andersen, 1999). The definition of this concept along 

with the newer concept of de-genderization is outlined in the section below. 

2.2: Welfare regimes and family policy - de-familialization and de-

genderization 

Family policy is likely to have a substantial impact on the process of family formation, 

especially for entry into marriage. Marriage and childbirth are as a rule highly correlated 

events. The event of pregnancy in a partnership often leads to the decision to get married. 

Previous research has shown those couples in consensual union in such diverse context as 

West Germany, the Netherlands, Latvia and Canada avoid illegitimate births and opts to 

legalize their union with marriage before the birth of their first child (Blossfeld & Mills, 2001: 

429). The structure and configuration of family policy has an important influence on the 

stages of family formation, in particular for entry into marriage, because it sets the conditions 

for the caring responsibility of families with children, especially with regard to the level of 

de-familialization and de-genderization. 

De-familialization refers to the degree to which households’ welfare and caring 

responsibilities are relaxed, either through welfare state provisions or through private market 

provisions. A welfare regime with a high degree of de-familialization does not imply that the 

regime pursues “anti-family” policies. Instead it means that the regimes seek to unburden the 

household and diminish the individuals’ welfare dependency on kinship. A regime that 

pursues the opposite strategy i.e. familialization does not imply “pro-family” policies. Instead 

the public policy assumes, in some respect insists, that the household must carry the primary 

responsibility for its members welfare (Esping-Andersen, 1999: 51). From this, it follows that 

a regime with a familialistic characteristic designs policies that will intervene as little as 

possible in the family and the care responsibilities among its members. Instead, the family is 

seen as something distinct from the state and public life, and direct intervention in the family 

is avoided (Daly, 2010: 139). These regimes avoid providing care services for the family 

through public policy. Instead, the family is forced to rely on its internal capacity to provide 
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care, i.e. its own members, mainly women, or acquire the care service through external means 

such as private care facilities through the market. 

From this it can be seen that Esping-Andersen distinguishes between de-familialization 

through public policy, and de-familialization through market provision, in order to assess the 

degree of de-familialization within a given country. The three regimes are grouped within this 

distinction as follows. The conservative regime lacks both service provision by the state and 

the market, relying on the family to provide welfare instead. The liberal regimes rely on 

market driven service provision to support the family. The social democratic regimes rely on 

public service provision to support the family, (Leitner, 2003: 357). The conservative and the 

liberal regime follow a familialistic approach, but they do this through different measures. 

The liberal will avoid intervening in the family until necessary, which means it will pick up 

the “bad risks” left behind by market failure, and provide targeted and means tested benefits 

for citizens who cannot afford external care services. The conservative will avoid intervening 

in the family, but provide some benefits and assistance in cases of family failure, i.e. 

situations where the family no longer is able to provide welfare (Esping-Andersen, 1999: 83). 

The social democratic regime on the other hand, employs a strong accent on de-

familialization when designing its public policy (Esping-Andersen, 1999: 80), meaning that 

public provided care services should be widespread, and readily available to most citizens, 

regardless of income. 

In this regard, it is also important to highlight that, market driven care provision, results in a 

de-familialization which is class biased, meaning that the degree of de-familialization, and 

quality of de-familialization varies considerably by income. In addition, it should also be 

noted that even in the social democratic regimes, the family remains the most important actor 

with regard to care provision (Leitner, 2003: 357). This does not mean that the state does not 

try to alleviate family welfare provision; it simply means that the state provides more services 

and benefits for the family in this regard than the two other regimes. A distinction between 

explicit and implicit familialization can be made, where explicit familialism is a characteristic 

in the conservative regimes, and implicit familialism is a characteristic of the liberal regimes 

(Saxonberg, 2013: 30).  

Explicit familialism will actively support the family in its caring responsibilities, with a lack 

of alternatives to family care; the result is policy that enforces the caring function of the 
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family. Implicit familialism, will not offer de-familialization policy, nor will it actively 

support the caring function of the family. But the family will remain the main caretaker and 

provider of welfare, because there are no alternatives at hand (Leitner, 2003: 359). The 

implicit familialism characteristic of the liberal regime reinforce existing gender inequalities 

within the family, and mothers will be forced to stay out of the labour market, because 

affordable day-care is unavailable. Furthermore, their male partners will avoid staying at 

home, in order to take care of the children, because they cannot afford to lose their jobs or 

miss the income that it provides to the family (Saxonberg, 2013: 30). It is therefore important 

not to confuse familialism with policies aimed at alleviating the caring role of the family; a 

lack of this support, such as a low degree of state provided formal care should score just as 

low on the degree of de-familialization. 

In recent years a new concept of de-genderization has emerged as a means to study the effects 

of family policy. It is important to point out that this concept is different from de-

familialization, even though they are closely related. Policies structured towards de-

familialization will not directly intervene in gender relations, because they alleviate the family 

of its caring responsibility, they provide family careers with some options. Since the family 

careers are mainly women, this means that a policy aimed at de-familialization can weaken a 

breadwinner models and promote a dual-earner/career model (Leitner, 2003: 366). But in 

order to understand how policies intervene in gender relations within the family, we need the 

concept of de-genderization. A distinction between the two concepts, furthermore, enables 

researchers to see if countries relying on familialism reproduce a gendered division of family 

care. This does not necessarily have to be the case; familialistic policies could also include 

measures for a more equal share among male and female family members with regard to care 

provision within the family (Leitner, 2003: 367). It is therefore necessary to distinguish 

analytically between the two concepts. 

The concept of de-genderization refers to whether or not policies within a given regime 

promote a neutralization of gender roles, i.e. de-genderization or if they promote different 

gender roles for men and women, i.e. genderization (Saxonberg, 2013: 33). The concept 

therefore differs from de-familialization because it shifts the focus of attention from the 

relationship between the family, the state and the market, towards a focus of attention on the 

relationship between genders within the family. As mentioned in the previous section, 
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research has shown that availability of formal child care did not increase the father's 

involvement in unpaid housework, such as cooking, cleaning and childcare, but an earmarked 

leave did have an effect on these issue (Hook, 2006; Hook, 2010). It therefore seems fruitful 

to distinguish between these two concepts and use them in an evaluation of the structure and 

configuration of family policy. It is however, important to point out that measures to promote 

the neutralization of gender roles within the family, such as earmarked leave have only been 

developed recently and only in a small group of countries, noticeably the Scandinavian. Most 

countries still operate with a high segregation between genders, both in terms of formal work 

on the labour market and informal work within the household. This is even the case in 

Scandinavia, regardless of this de-genderization could still be used as a valuable concept in 

order to assess the inherent gender differences of policy.  

The structure and configuration of family policy and how de-familialization and de-

genderization alleviate or influence the caring responsibility of the family or a lack thereof, 

therefore has a substantial influence entry into marriage, especially for women. Since 

marriage as a rule, is highly correlated with the event of childbirth. Low levels of de-

familialization are likely to increase the cost of having children, especially for women who 

have retained their position as primary caregiver within the family. This will result in longer 

absence from the labour market for women, having a detrimental effect on their wages and 

future career prospects (Brewster & Rindfuss, 2000). So having children, and by extension 

entry into marriage, is likely to be less attractive for highly educated women who seek a 

career in employment, in a context with low de-familialization and de-genderization.  

2.3: The definition of family- and housing policy 

This section outlines the definitions of family and housing policy. Family policy is a very 

elusive concept, which is often hard to define given the fact that few countries have 

implemented an explicit and comprehensive family policy (Kamerman & Kahn, 1978). 

Making it difficult to assess the total contribution and support for families in many countries, 

especially if countries have not implemented a comprehensive accounting and monitoring 

system for both publicly provided and privately provided family support (Gauthier, 1999: 34). 

As a consequence family policy is often understood, as an amalgamation of different policy 

aspects that has an impact on the family in one way or the other. Family policy can be viewed 

from a broad or a narrow perspective (Gauthier, 2002: 448).  
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From a broad perspective family policy can be conceived as a large umbrella of policies 

which implicitly or explicitly support families (Gauthier, 1999: 32). This perspective includes 

aspects from many policy areas such as health, education, housing and labour market, just to 

name a few. From a narrow perspective family policy can be conceived as a few policy 

measures explicitly targeted towards the family, this is by far the most common approach 

within the existing literature. Primarily due to the complexity associated with a broad 

perspective and the lack of available data, most researchers adopt a more pragmatic definition 

where focus is limited to a few core components of family policy (Gauthier, 1999: 35). Most 

of the literature identifies the structure of maternity, paternity and parental leave as one of 

these core components (Castles, 2003). These components are often combined with other 

aspects, such as formal child care institutions, cash support for families, taxation systems and 

tax reductions for families (Apps & Rees, 2004; Gauthier, 2002; Wennemo, 1992 Thévenon 

& Gauthier, 2011). The focus of the thesis is on a narrow definition of family policy, 

emphasising leave policy on the hand and formal child care on the other hand. Research has 

shown that leave policy and formal child care policy has a higher influence on reconciliation 

of work and family life than income transfers and cash support (Esping-Andersen, 2007: 20).  

Like family policy, housing policy is not easily defined; the existing literature has focused on 

two different aspects. The type of housing available, rental homes or home-ownership and 

whether or not its quality is suitable for families  However, what is defined as adequate 

housing for families might vary across countries and time as different norms about adequate 

housing for families develop and evolve (Mulder & Lauster, 2010: 437).  In Austria many 

families have been forced to rely on relatives help to finance and secure adequate housing. 

Half of the building sites for single family homes are financed with inheritance, and many 

couples live in the former flats and houses of their parents (Matznetter, 2002: 277). Housing 

policy is defined by the type of accommodation, rental homes or homeownership, available to 

the population, research has shown that this has an influence on family formation and 

stability. In addition to this measure, housing policy is also defined by the support for home-

ownership and rental homes. Previous research has shown that restricting access to public 

support for mortgages and loans had a negative influence on marriage and fertility, especially 

in Southern Europe (Mulder, 2006a: 294). What is less understood and researched is how 

regulation of rent control and tenure security influence family formation and stability. 

Research on rent control and tenure security has been scarce, and little attention has been paid 
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to it with regard to family formation and stability. A distinction can be made between first 

generation “hard” rent control, which included rent freezes resulting in a situation where the 

rent levels fall significantly below the market level and second generation “soft” deregulated 

rent control. There is considerable variation in the design of second generation rent control 

across countries, making it hard to generalize about its effects (Arnott, 1995: 102). What is 

certain however, is that second generation rent control does not include a nominal freeze on 

rents for new rental housing construction, rents therefore usually do not fall in real terms and 

in the long run there should be little difference between actual rents and market rents (Lind, 

2001: 43). France, Norway and the FRG introduced a soft rent control that protects sitting 

tenants from certain increases in market rents, and systems for keeping rents in new contracts 

from increasing rapidly without keeping them below market level. They also retained some 

form of tenure security and introduced at the very least limits on fixed term contracts in new 

rental contracts. The exception is the GDR which retained a rent freeze during the socialist 

era, keeping rents at 1936 levels adjusted for inflation, until German reunification when the 

soft rental control of the FRG was gradually introduced. How this influence family formation 

and stability is less well understood, since little research has been conducted on the subject. 

Most housing economists have regarded rent control and tenure security with scepticism, 

arguing that they are likely to discourage new constructions, lead to low maintenance, and 

encourage conversion from rental to owner-occupied housing (Arnott, 1995: 99). Research on 

the FRG and the United States indicate that landlords in both are willing to give their sitting 

tenants a rent discount compared to new tenants, despite the deregulation in rental home 

support. Due to uncertainty and lack of information on new tenants, landlords are willing to 

pay a premium in the form of reduced rent, compared to new contracts, in order to retain good 

tenants and avoid bad tenants (Börsch-Supan, 1994: 140). The introduction of soft rent 

control could therefore have a positive effect on entry into consensual union, because a two 

income household are more likely to pay the increased initial rent and gain access to the lower 

rent compared to new contracts offer for sitting tenants.  

How changes to housing policy influences entry into separation from the origin state of 

consensual union and entry into divorce from the origin state of marriage is less certain, so far 

no research has been conducted on this topic. The thesis therefore employs an explorative 

framework on this issue, since little is known about the influence of soft rent control 

regulation on entry into separation and divorce. The switch from a first generation “hard” to a 
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second generation “soft” rent control and tenure security system could on the one hand make 

entry into separation more difficult. This would allow some rent increases on new contracts, 

making it difficult to cover the expense with a single household income. On the other hand, it 

could make it easier to enter into separation or divorce, creating more mobility in the rental 

sector. Since the soft de-regulation of rent control and tenure security could lead to more 

construction in the rental sector, keeping prices on new rent contracts low, due to more 

availability. The switch from a hard rent control and tenure security to a soft de-regulated 

system could therefore have a positive influence on entry into separation and divorce, 

provided that there is a high availability of rental homes.  
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3: Research question and hypotheses 

The central argument of the thesis is that the structure and configuration of family- and 

housing policy has the potential of lowering cost of entry, and influence norms related to the 

different stages of family formation and stability, making consensual union and divorce 

accepted in the eyes of society. The thesis will deal with two separate but related research 

questions. The first research question is if changes to family and housing policies can be 

associated with changes to partnership and family formation. Have changes influenced entry 

into consensual union and marriage and among different cohorts since the early 1960s? The 

second research question is if changes to family and housing policies can be associated with 

family stability. Have changes influenced entry into separation from consensual union and 

entry into divorce from marriage among different cohorts since the early 1960s? The thesis 

assumes that changes to policy influence behaviour. But, the associations between changes in 

policy and changes in behaviour might also be reversed, policy changes could be a reaction to 

behavioural change of families, meaning that changes in policy tries to anticipate and be 

responsive towards new behaviour (Gauthier, 1999:202).  

It is important to emphasise that the thesis assumes that aspects of family and housing policy 

influence the stages of family formation and stability differently. Family policy is likely to 

have a strong influence on entry into marriage, because the event of marriage has been shown 

to be highly correlated with the event of childbirth. Couples who are expecting a child or 

planning to have children are more likely to enter into marriage, in order to legitimize the 

childbirth (Blossfeld & Mills, 2001: 429); Family policy is therefore likely to have an 

influence on entry into marriage, especially for women. The level of de-familialziation and 

de-genderization of family policy has the potential to create a better work and family life 

balance for women; especially for adaptable women who seek to combine a career in the 

labour market with motherhood (Hakim, 2003). Housing policy is assumed to have a strong 

influence on entry into consensual union, marriage, separation and divorce. For entry into 

consensual union and separation, aspects of rental housing are assumed to be important. 

Couples who form consensual unions or enter into separations are unlikely to seek expensive 

and permanent accommodation such as home-ownership; instead it is assumed that they 

prefer rental housing, which is a much more flexible. The switch from first generation hard 

rent control to second generation soft rent control could influence entry into consensual union 

and separation. Making it easier for couples in consensual union to pay the increased initial 
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rent and gain access to the rental market compared to singles, and making it harder for 

couples who separate to find suitable accommodation, due to the increase in initial rent. 

Married couples on the other hand are much more likely to seek home-ownership, since this is 

a more permanent housing option, which is well suited for these unions, especially if they 

have children. Housing policy is also likely to have an influence on entry into divorce. 

Reductions in public support for home-ownership may introduce more financial strain on the 

family, making divorce much more likely. While changes to support for rental housing, 

through rent control and tenure security can make entry into divorce easier or more difficult.  

The rationales behind these research questions is firstly, that family- and housing policy have 

the potential of lowering the cost of partnership formation, especially for entry into marriage, 

since this event, as a rule is strongly correlated with the event of childbirth. The structure and 

configuration of family policy can influence the economic incentives for entry into marriage 

and having children. Since it has the potential of lowering the direct cost, such as the loss of 

earnings due to child care and the indirect cost, the loss of human capital associated with 

extended interruptions in labour market participation, especially for women (Björklund, 

2006:9). The structure and configuration of housing policy can influence the decision to start 

a family. The availability of affordable housing, such as rent-housing, could help prospective 

couples to establish a consensual union relatively earlier compared to countries where this is 

not the case. Likewise home-ownership is likely to have a strong influence on entry into 

marriage. Since home-ownership is most likely a very desirable housing accommodation for 

couples with children. Furthermore marriage, much like home-ownership is considered to be a 

long term commitment, in this case through a mortgage. Changes to public support are likely 

to influence entry into marriage and divorce. A weakened public support for home-ownership 

could make entry into marriage more difficult for young couples who now face more 

restrictions on access to loans for home-ownership. Such an event could also lead to an 

increased risk of entry into divorce, since it could introduce more financial strain on married 

couples with home-ownership.   

The second rationale is that family- and housing policy have the potential to change the norms 

about family formation in different societies, or respond to changes in family norms. Policy 

has the potential to influence what is appropriate with regard to family formation. Whether it 

is appropriate to opt for consensual union instead of marriage, and if it is appropriate to get 
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separated and divorced. Changes to these policies can change the normative views on family 

formation across generations. There is evidence that show changes in public welfare policy 

resulted in postponement of marriage in some countries, and introduced consensual union as 

an alternative in others (Kuijsten, 1996:119). Furthermore more generous family policies, 

might grant women more economic independence, especially if formal child care is widely 

available. This could enable women to maintain income through employment, increasing 

entry into divorce making it more socially acceptable (Engelhardt et. al. 2003:139). But more 

generous policy may also lead to more stable families alleviating the economic strain on 

families, especially for women with lower educational attainment (Härkönen & Dronkers, 

2006). Changes in housing policy could also influence these norms. Higher availability of 

rental housing could facilitate easier entry into consensual union for younger cohorts, 

compared to older cohorts, especially if access is not preconditioned by marriage (Nazio & 

Blossfeld, 2003:56). The introduction of second generation deregulated rent control on rental 

homes could reinforce consensual union as a trial marriage. Both rationales might be 

interconnected, as policy changes and increase the alleviation of the cost of family formation, 

changes to their normative views of family formation might occur in the younger generations 

making it easier for them to follow a different pattern, than the older generations with regard 

to the timing of marriage, and divorce.  

3.1: The life-course and the mechanisms for family formation and stability 

Since the structure and configuration of family and housing policy has changed over time it is 

likely that this had different effects on the older and younger cohorts. It is important to look at 

these changes from a life-course perspective where the different stages of family formation 

and stability are highlighted. These events and the mechanisms influencing people’s 

behaviour are outlined below. They cover events related to family formation and family 

stability, from being single to forming a union, with the competing risk of entry into either (1) 

first consensual union or (2) first marriage, the competing risk of entry into either (2) first 

marriage or (3) separation from consensual union, and the entry into (4) divorce from first 

marriage.  

It is important to note that these events do not necessarily follow a precise order. Some of 

them do, for example, in order to experience a divorce one must first be married. But it would 

be unreasonable to assume that consensual union is a natural precursor to marriage, it might 
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be the case in some countries, but not necessarily (Eurofound, 2014: 21). The configuration of 

family and housing policy can influence views on consensual union, either as a trial-marriage 

or an alternative to marriage. Direct entry into marriage might be more likely for the older 

cohorts, but not necessarily so for the younger cohorts, especially due to the fact that families 

have been subjected to a lot of change since the 1960s, it is therefore unreasonable to assume 

that they remain stable over time (Hill, 1995:51). Furthermore consensual union has emerged 

as a natural first step of partnership formation in many countries due to the rise of 

globalization, younger birth cohorts, have become more likely of entry into consensual union 

as their first step toward partnership formation, since the flexible nature of this partnership is 

better suited for the uncertainty that globalization has introduced to their lives (Mills & 

Blossfeld, 2013). Globalization has introduced increased competition and shocks in markets, 

increasing uncertainty, especially in early labour market experience among younger birth 

cohorts (Mills & Blossfeld, 2005). Entry into consensual union allows younger birth cohorts 

to pool their resources without forming the same level of commitment as marriage, and offers 

them an easier exit from the partnership. The flexibility nature of consensual union, allow 

younger birth cohorts to better deal with the uncertainty that globalization has introduced in 

labour markets.   

Figure 3.1: Entry - Family formation and stability  

 

A model taking all these different transitions into account is needed when dealing with the 

processes of family formation and family stability. Figure 3.1 includes the events of interest in 

the thesis. The events outlined in the figure are not exhaustive with regard to the importance 

of family formation and stability many others could be included, among the most important 

are events related to education, labour market participation and childbirth. The decision to get 



27 
 

married is likely to be highly correlated to the event of childbirth. The birth of a child could 

propel couples to get married especially if marriage is regarded as an important setting for 

having children, if this is true, then increases in marriages among couples in consensual union 

could coincide with the birth of a child (Nazio & Blossfeld, 2003: 59). But this is also likely 

to be influenced by the structure and configuration of family policy, increases in de-

familializiation and de-genderization could provide women with a stronger attachment to the 

labour market, and result in less dependence on a male breadwinner, increasing extramarital 

births in consensual union. A more conservative context with a high level of familialization 

coupled with little to no de-familialization and de-genderization, could have the opposite 

effect, and increase entry into marriage among lower educated women who are expecting a 

child, resulting in a weaker attachment to the labour market making them more dependent on 

a male breadwinner. This could explain the low extramarital births observed in the 

conservative welfare state of the FRG6, which has remained at a much lower level compared 

to the other countries where family policy has included more measures for de-familialzation 

(France, GDR) or de-genderization (Norway).   

3.2.1: A definition of the family 

It is important to define what is meant by families before outlining the mechanism at play, 

especially with regard to the increased heterogeneity, diversity and instability in family 

formation that has emerged since the 1960s. The rise of consensual union has become more 

prominent and the increase in divorce rates, has led to instability in partnership formation, 

making it impossible to centre a definition on the traditional nuclear family that dominated 

before the 1960s (Hantrais, 2004:43). The increased heterogeneity of families has resulted in 

a situation where traditional marriage is now one of many different family forms. Consensual 

union has emerged as an alternative to marriage or a trial marriage. It can therefore be seen as 

a gradual process of partnership formation that may or may not lead to marriage (Heuveline & 

Timberlake, 2004:1215; Eriksen & Lindsay, 1999:83). A family is understood as a couple 

living in shared accommodation, either in a consensual union or in a marriage. This enables a 

view of the family from the first step when an individual is at risk of entry into either 

consensual union or marriage from the origin state of being single. The second step with a 

competing risk of entry into either marriage or separation from the origin state of consensual 

union. The third step when they are at risk of entry into divorce from the origin state of 
                                                             
6 See figure 1.1 page 4 in the introduction 
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marriage. This definition can adequately capture the heterogeneity and diversity of 

partnership formation and stability. 

3.3: Hypotheses 

This section presents the hypotheses for each step related to family formation and stability in 

figure 3.1 above. It begins with the hypothesis for the first competing risk of first consensual 

union and marriage, it then proceeds with the second competing risk, entry into marriage and 

separation, and concludes with the last risk, entry into divorce.    

3.3.1: Hypotheses for entry into consensual union and marriage 

The first step towards family formation is finding a prospective partner forming a consensual 

union or getting married, it marks the events where individuals begin making their decisions 

on partnership formation (Eurofound, 2014: 19). Education is likely to have a significant 

influence on this step. Being in education has been found to have a negative influence on 

leaving the parental home (Mulder et al. 2002: 587). Reliance on support from the family 

would lead to postponement of partnership formation. Although most events connected to 

family formation has undergone a process of postponement in all countries, leaving the 

parental home has not, this event has remained stable, compared to other events such as 

marriage and childbirth (Billari & Liefbroer, 2010 :73). Couples are unlikely to enter into a 

consensual union or get married while still in education, they are much more reliant on 

support from their family at this stage, and unlikely to have a stable income that enables them 

to form a partnership.  

Hypothesis 1a: Being in education has a negative effect on rate of entry into consensual 

union and marriage. Entry into a partnership is unlikely to take place while individuals are 

still in education.  

The research conducted by Gary Becker argued that the increase in women’s educational level 

would lead to postponement of entry into marriage (Becker, 1981). As women increase their 

investment in education and careers they become less likely of entry into marriage with 

children since this typically implies a more traditional division of labour with women as the 

main caretaker. However, there is evidence that this is not the case; previous research has 

shown that women’s educational expansion and extended participation in education is the 

main driver behind postponement of entry into marriage (Blossfeld & Huinink, 1991). A twist 
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on Becker’s hypothesis is presented; if family policy remains structured towards 

familialzation and genderization, with long leaves, low provision of formal childcare policies 

and little incentives for fathers to take leave, entry into marriage among women with higher 

levels of education should be negative. Such a policy of familialization and genderization 

would fail to resolve the conflict between work and family life, and place the burden of caring 

responsibility within the family on women. High educated women are then forced to choose 

between a family and a career, making them less likely to enter into a traditional union like 

marriage, especially since marriage is highly correlated with childbirth.  

Hypothesis 1b: If family policy remains structured towards familialization and genderization 

a negative effect on entry into marriage among women with additional years in education 

should be observed.  

Family policy is, from a theoretical point of view, unlikely to have an influence on entry into 

consensual union. Consensual union is a very flexible partnership which is easier and less 

costly to dissolve compared to a marriage. Couples who enter into a consensual union are 

unlikely to do so because they are expecting a child. As mentioned previously such an event 

is more likely to influence their decision to get married, since marriage as a rule, is highly 

correlated with the event of childbirth. No explicit hypotheses for family policy are therefore 

formulated for entry into consensual union. Instead family policy is expected to be more 

important for entry into marriage, especially for women since family policy has the potential 

to alleviate their role as the main caregiver in the family and provide them with a better 

reconciliation of work and family life. However for this particular entry, changes to family 

policy are expected to have a negative effect on entry into marriage for women. This is due to 

the fact that consensual union has emerged as an alternative to marriage for younger birth 

cohorts, due to the rise in uncertainty brought about by globalization since the 1970s (Mills & 

Blossfeld, 2013). Younger birth cohorts are more likely to experience more uncertainty, 

especially in the early employment experience due to the increase in uncertainty that 

globalization has introduced. They are more likely to opt for consensual union over marriage 

as the first step into partnership formation, because this flexible partnership is better suited for 

the uncertainty in employment brought about by globalization, consensual union enables 

couples to pool their resources, see if they are compatible as a couple and then decide to 

marry at a later date. Changes to family policy occurred mainly from the 1970s onwards, 
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coinciding with the rise in globalization. Increases in length of leaves, formal childcare, 

remuneration for parental leave and earmarked leave, should therefore be negative for entry 

into marriage. Except in the case of the most conservative country, the FRG, where the link 

between marriage and childbirth has remained strong, with only modest increases in 

extramarital birth rates. An increase in length of maternity and parental leave (familialization) 

is therefore expected to have a positive effect on rate of entry into marriage for women in the 

conservative context of the FRG. If marriage and childbirth remain linked, and there is a 

strong expectation of having children within a marriage, then policies towards familialization 

should have a positive effect on entry into marriage. But if marriage and childbirth have 

become more de-coupled, with less expectation of having children within marriage, and more 

societal acceptance of extramarital births, then familialization would have less influence on 

entry into marriage.  

Hypothesis 2a: Increases in length of maternity and parental leave (familialization) has a 

negative effect on rate of entry into marriage among women in France, Norway and the GDR, 

but a positive effect on rate of entry into marriage among women in the FRG. 

Measures towards de-familailzation and de-genderization are expected to have a negative 

effect on rate of entry into marriage for women from the origin state of being single. Most of 

the measures were introduced rather late in all four countries, at a time when consensual 

union emerged as an alternative to marriage, due to the rise of globalization. Increases in 

formal childcare began in the 1970s in France and the GDR, and in the 1980s and 90s in the 

FRG and Norway. Remuneration for parental leave was not introduced until the late 70s and 

mid 80s in all countries, and Norway did not introduce its earmarked leave for fathers until 

1993. When these measures were introduced, younger birth cohorts at risk of entry would be 

more likely to opt for consensual union over marriage as the first step of partnership 

formation. The uncertainty that globalization has introduced, delays the likelihood that young 

people enter into long-term binding commitments such as marriage and parenthood (Blossfeld 

& Mills, 2005: 16). Since consensual union is better suited for the uncertainty brought about 

by globalization, because it offers many of the benefits of marriage, such as pooling of 

resources, without the same level of commitment. 
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Hypothesis 2b: Introduction of flat rate remuneration for parental leave (genderization) in 

France, the FRG and the GDR and earnings related remuneration for parental leave (de-

genderization) in Norway has a negative effect on entry into marriage among women. 

Hypothesis 2c: Increases in formal childcare (de-familialziation) has a negative effect on rate 

of entry into marriage among women in France, Norway, the FRG and the GDR. 

Hypothesis 2d: Introduction of an earmarked leave (de-genderization) for fathers has a 

negative effect on rate of entry into marriage among women in Norway.  

For housing policy a distinction is made for the hypotheses for support for rental housing and 

home-ownership. Rental housing is the most likely accommodation for couples in consensual 

union. A rented home does not imply the same level of commitment as home-ownership. 

Home-ownership implies a much deeper level of commitment, and therefore more likely to be 

a desirable accommodation for married couples. Home-ownership comes with increasing 

costs and commitments compared to rental-homes; it implies a "long-stay" in the same 

dwelling, compared to the "short-stay" of a rental-home, and therefore more attractive to 

married couples (Feijten & Mulder, 2002: 776). Consensual union implies partnership with 

less commitment and more flexibility and a way for couples to make sure that they are 

compatible before they enter into marriage or have children (Rand & Waters, 1995: 581).    

High availability of rental housing, which carries with it a lower cost, could result in more 

entries into consensual union, especially since rental housing is a flexible accommodation, 

which is easier and less costly to obtain compared to home-ownership. A higher proportion of 

rental-homes could have a mediating effect on consensual union. The structure of housing 

policy can act as a major barrier for the diffusion of cohabitation among successive cohorts, 

and therefore impede this process, if there is a low availability of cheap, affordable rental-

homes (Nazio & Blossfeld, 2003: 57). Increases in home-ownership are expected to have a 

positive effect on the rate of entry into marriage. Especially if there is a norm of adequate 

family housing that centres on home-ownership and spacious housing (Mulder & Lauster, 

2010:437). Home-ownership in many ways resemble a marriage, it involves a long term 

commitment to a mortgages, and therefore more likely for married couples. Increases in 

percentage of home-ownership are therefore expected to have a positive effect on entry into 

first marriage.  
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Hypothesis 3a: Increases in percentage of home-ownership has a negative effect on rate of 

entry into first consensual union. An increase in percentage of home-ownership has a positive 

effect on entry into first marriage. 

Changes in the regulation of rental housing could influence entry into consensual union; such 

housing would be the most likely accommodation for this partnership. Relaxation of rent 

control and tenure security has often been used by many countries as a measure to create 

investment opportunities, and to increase the supply of rental housing, this was one of the 

main reasons behind rental housing reforms in the FRG in the 1960s (Hubert, 1993). Among 

housing economist there has been widespread agreement that rent control have negative 

effects on the housing stock, it has been argued that they discourage new constructions, cause 

abandonment and lead to low maintenance, and encourage conversion from rental to owner-

occupied housing (Arnott, 1995: 99). Most European countries have retained some form of 

rent control, moving from a first generation “hard” rent control that imposed rent freezing on 

the existing housing stock, to a second generation “soft” rent control that allowed for rent 

increases on new rental construction and new rent contracts (Lind, 2001: 43). This could drive 

a wedge between rents in the controlled and decontrolled sector, favouring long term residents 

in the old housing stock at the expense of new tenants in newly constructed rental housing 

(Arnott, 1995: 111). New tenants, among them young couples who wish to cohabit, are forced 

to find suitable accommodation in the “soft” decontrolled sector, and therefore have to pay a 

higher rent compared to the long term residents who live in the “hard” controlled sector. 

Opponents of rent control and tenure security have argued that these measures deters 

mobility, especially among individuals who live in the controlled sector and creates 

inflexibility in the rental housing market. But the effects of the deregulation in rent control 

and tenure security are complicated, especially because of incomplete and asymmetric 

information. Landlords and tenants don’t know if they are a good match before they sign a 

contract (Börsch-Supan, 1994: 137). Evidence from the FRG a country which introduced soft 

rent regulation and the United States which has no general tenants’ legislation show that 

landlords in both countries are willing to give existing tenants a rent discount compared to 

new tenants, despite deregulation in rent control and tenure security. This discount increases 

sharply in the first 5 years of tenure and level off after 12 to 15 years. Landlords are willing to 

give rent discounts to retain pleasant tenants and avoid drawing in an unpleasant tenant 

(Börsch-Supan, 1994: 140). The introduction of soft rent control, with unregulated initial 
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rents and protection from eviction appear to have protected tenants in the FRG from being 

exploited by their landlords. The introduction of a soft rent control and tenure protection 

could have a positive effect on entry into consensual union, especially due to the fact that the 

initial higher rent on new contracts is easier met with two incomes. Couples in consensual 

union would therefore have a better chance of entry into the rental housing sector, and benefit 

from the possible rent premiums over time.  

Hypothesis 3b: Soft deregulation of rent control and tenure security has a positive effect on 

rate of entry into first consensual union. Couples in consensual union are more likely to be 

able to pay the increased initial rents on new contracts and gain access to lower rent increases 

in existing rent contracts over time. 

However, there is considerable variation in the design and flexibility of the soft second 

generation rent control across countries, so it could be inappropriate to generalize broadly 

about their effects. But it seems certain that their consequences cannot be assumed to be the 

same as the consequences of hard first-generation rent control (Lind, 2001: 43). The soft 

second generation rental control and tenure security introduced in France, Norway and the 

FRG does share many similarities. Soft rent regulation introduced specific protections from 

rent increases on existing contracts, and rents on new contracts are based on reference rents in 

the existing housing stock. Tenure security was retained in all three countries as well, with at 

least some limitations on fixed term contracts. The GDR stand out in this regard, rent freezes 

where kept in place during the socialist regime, and kept at 1936 levels adjusting for inflation, 

until German reunification when the FRG system of soft rent control and tenure security was 

gradually introduced. How this affected entry into consensual union is less certain. On the one 

hand the systemic shock could lead to a negative effect on entry into consensual union due to 

higher rents closer to market levels being introduced. On the other it could have had a positive 

effect in improving the existing rental stock in the GDR, which was in terrible disrepair, 

making the rental sector even more attractive for young couples entering into consensual 

union.  

Reductions in public support for homeownership are expected to have a negative effect on 

entry into first marriage. Research on the Southern Europe has shown that restricting access to 

mortgage and loans for housing has resulted in postponement and low entries into marriage 

and childbirths (Mulder, 2006a: 294). If public support for homeownership through loans and 
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tax subsidies are reduced, and in the case of the GDR access to homeownership are reduced, 

entry into marriage should become more difficult. This would force couples to postpone the 

decision to get married until they can afford suitable accommodation (Mulder, 2006b: 408). 

Hypothesis 3c: Reductions in public support for housing construction, either through lower 

subsidies on interest rate (Norway), shifts to a more targeted systems (France), less 

preferential treatment (FRG) or restricting access to home ownership (GDR) has a negative 

effect on the rate of entry into first marriage. 

Hypothesis 3d: Reductions in public tax credits for housing constructions, either by reducing 

subsidies (Norway) or switching to tax allowances instead of mortgage interest tax relief 

(FRG) should have a negative effect on the rate of entry into first marriage. 

3.3.2: Hypotheses for entry into first marriage or separation 

The second step is for a couple in a consensual union is to decide whether they want to enter 

into a marriage, or if they want to end their union with a separation. For entry into marriage, 

the expectation is that educational variables have the same effect as in the previous step. 

Couples are not expected to enter into marriage while still in education, and higher levels of 

education is expected to have a negative effect on entry into marriage in the FRG where de-

familialization and de-genderization has remained low and a positive effect in Norway, 

France and the GDR where family policy has provided measures for de-familialization or de-

genderization.  

Family policy should have an effect on women’s entry into marriage from the origin state of 

consensual union. Especially since marriage as a rule is highly correlated with childbirth, 

couples are very likely to decide to marry when they are expecting a child. Increases in length 

of maternity and parental leave are expected to have a negative effect on entry into marriage 

for couples in consensual union. This would signal a stronger dependence on a male 

breadwinner within the family, since that would make women the main caregiver for couples 

with children, this would make it difficult for women to balance work and family life, and 

pursuing a career in the labour market (Frejka & Calot, 2001:129). Especially since long 

leaves would result in prolonged absence from the labour market for women, with negative 

impacts on their careers and earnings, especially if this occurs early in the career track 

(Brewster & Rindfuss, 2000: 282). But longer leaves could also have a positive effect on 
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entry into marriage among some women in contexts with low levels of de-familialization in 

the form of minimal provisions of formal childcare for very young children. In such a context 

women in consensual unions would be more likely to marry, if they are expecting a child, 

because options for care outside the family are hard to come by. Women are likely to be more 

dependent on a breadwinner in such a family policy configuration, marriage to a male 

breadwinner could offer more security, especially for women with low levels of education, 

who are less likely to be career oriented.  

Hypothesis 4a: An increase in weeks of maternity leave and parental leave (famialization) 

has a negative effect on rate of entry into marriage for women when de-familialization 

(France, Norway, GDR) is high, but a positive effect when de-familialization remains low 

(FRG).  

An increase in the formal childcare is expected to have a negative effect on entry into 

marriage for women. Formal child care facilities such as crèches, kindergartens and 

preschools, can potentially lower the opportunity cost associated with childbirth (Thévenon & 

Gauthier, 2011: 211). Making it easier for women to balance work and family life, maintain a 

foothold in the labour market, and carry out their responsibility as the main caregiver within 

the family. Increases in formal childcare are therefore likely to make women more 

independent, and less reliant on income security provided by a male breadwinner. As a result 

they would be less likely of entry into marriage, even if they are expecting a child. Women 

would be in a better position to manage work and family life, if they are having children 

within a consensual union.  

But women remain responsible for most unpaid task in the household, such as cooking, 

cleaning and care-giving, performing up two and three times the amount of household task 

carried out by men (Daly, 2005: 389). Formal childcare has the potential of relieving women 

of some of the care-giving responsibility within the family, but it is important to remember 

that this does not mean that it will increase fathers’ care-giving responsibility (Hook, 2006: 

643). Measures designed for a more direct intervention in the gender roles within the family; 

such as higher remuneration and earmarked leave could potentially increase fathers role in 

unpaid work within the household (Brighouse & Wright, 2008: 362). Research has shown that 

fathers who took leave participate more in this type of work, compared to fathers who did not 

take leave (Hook, 2010). High remuneration for leave and earmarked leave, measures that 
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intervene more directly into the caring responsibility within the family are expected to have a 

positive effect on entry into marriage. Especially for adaptable women who seek to combine 

family life with a career (Hakim, 2003), making it easier to balance family and career 

responsibilities. More generous remuneration and earmarked leave, which would increase de-

genderization of family policy is therefore expected to have a positive effect on entry into 

marriage. 

Hypothesis 4b: Introduction of flat rate remuneration for parental leave (genderization) in 

France, the FRG and the GDR has a negative effect on entry into marriage for women, but the 

earnings related remuneration for parental leave (de-genderization) in Norway has a positive 

effect. 

Hypothesis 4c: An increase in formal childcare for children below the age of 3 (de-

familializaiton) has a negative effect on the rate of entry into marriage for women. 

Hypothesis 4d: An increase in weeks of earmarked leave for fathers in Norway (de-

genderization) has a positive effect on the rate of entry into marriage for women. 

Changes to support for rental homes are considered to be the most important factor for entry 

into separation. Individuals, who exit a consensual union, are likely to enter into singlehood, 

making rental homes the preferred option for housing accommodation. A low provision of 

rental-housing available is therefore expected to make it more difficult for couples in a 

consensual union to separate. Increases in home-ownership could have a negative effect on 

entry into separation, and a positive effect one entry into marriage, since home-ownership is 

the most likely accommodation for married couples. In which case the more spacious housing 

offered by home-ownership would be more desirable. 

Hypothesis 5a: Increases in percentage home-ownership has a negative effect on rate of entry 

into separation, and a positive effect on entry into marriage.  

The effect of rental housing support on entry into separation, has received little attention in 

the research on family formation and stability. The switch from first generation “hard” rent 

control with rent freezing on existing housing stock, to a second generation “soft” rent control 

that allow rent increases on new housing construction and new rent contracts, could have a 

positive effect on entry into separation. Although the introduction of soft rent controls would 



37 
 

allow for some increases in rents on new contracts, resulting in a higher cost on initial rental 

contracts, the deregulation of rent control could also introduce more flexibility in the rental 

sector, especially if rental home availability is high. Introduction of soft deregulation on rental 

homes, could lead to more investment, and increase construction of rental homes. 

Deregulation of tenure security could furthermore introduce more mobility to the sector, 

making it easier to acquire a new rental home.  

Hypothesis 5b: Soft deregulation of rent control and tenure security has a positive effect on 

rate of entry into separation. 

Reductions in public support for home-ownership are expected to have a negative effect on 

entry into marriage from the origin state of consensual union.  Much like the expectations 

expressed for the entry into marriage from the origin state of single. Home-ownership is the 

most likely accommodation for married couples, since it implies a long stay, and therefore 

more desirable for couples in a marital union, especially if they have children. Reductions in 

support for home-ownership through special loans and tax subsidies could introduce 

difficulties for couples to acquire home-ownership. They would have to spend more time 

saving money to buy a house and delay entry into marriage and spend additional time in 

consensual union. 

Hypothesis 5c: Reductions in public support for housing construction, either through lower 

subsidies on interest rate (Norway), shifts to a more targeted systems (France), less 

preferential treatment (FRG) or restricting access to home ownership (GDR) has a negative 

effect on entry into first marriage from consensual union. 

Hypothesis 5d: Reductions in public tax credits for housing constructions, either by reducing 

subsidies (Norway) or switching to tax allowances instead of mortgage interest tax relief 

(FRG) should have a negative effect on entry into first marriage from consensual union. 

3.3.4: Hypotheses for entry into divorce 

The theory developed by the “new home economics” states that women with higher 

educational levels are more likely to enter into divorce. Higher education would improve 

women’s attachment to the labour market increase their economic independence and this 

make entry into divorce more easy (Becker, 1981). However other theories states the 

opposite, that higher education could improve the stability of marriage, higher education 
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could result in less strain on families, especially since it would result in women having a 

stronger attachment to the labour market, an enable them to provide additional income for the 

family, lowering the economic strain on the family. This could also make the family more 

dependent on additional economic resources provided by higher educated women, meaning 

that men have more to lose when divorcing higher educated women (Härkönen & Dronkers, 

2006). But this could also be tied to the broader configuration of family policy, especially 

since there is considerable variation between countries when it comes to divorce, this entry is 

more common in some countries compared to others. More generous family policy could 

alleviate some of this strain making differences in entry into divorce between higher and 

lower educated women less pronounced. Policy that fails to introduce measures of de-

familialization and de-genderization could introduce more strain on lower educated women, 

making them more likely of divorce compared to higher educated women.  

Hypothesis 6a: Additional years in education has a negative effect on entry into divorce, in 

contexts where family policy has structured towards familialization and genderization (FRG), 

but no effect where de-familialization and de-genderization has increased (France Norway, 

GDR).  

The influence of family policy on divorce has so far received little attention in research on 

this entry. But if the notion that more generous aspects of the welfare state could help 

stabilize families, alleviating economic strain, then increases in familiarization which puts the 

main burden of childcare responsibility on women within the family should have a positive 

effect in conservative context where de-familialization remains low, and a negative effect in 

contexts where de-familialization have increased. 

Hypothesis 7a: Increases in weeks of maternity and parental leave (familialization) have a 

negative effect on rate of entry into divorce for women when de-familialization is high 

(France, Norway, GDR) and a positive effect when de-familialization remains low (FRG). 

The introduction of measures for de-genderization could also have a stabilizing effect on 

marriages, reducing entry into divorce among women. More generous remuneration for 

parental leave and the introduction of earmarked leave could strengthen women’s attachment 

to the labour market, increase fathers’ involvement in household work and family care. 

Increases in formal childcare for children below the age of 3 could also facilitate more 
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stability in marriages. This increase in de-familialization designed to alleviate women’s 

responsibility for childcare within the family for children who are very young, and provide 

them with a stronger attachment to the labour market, could have a negative effect on entry 

into divorce among women, especially in context where familialization has remained low. 

This could stabilize marriages with less economic strain on the family due to the increased 

dependence on the economic resources provided by women, and through more gender 

equality within the family in terms of household work and care.  

Hypothesis 7b: Introduction of flat rate remuneration for parental leave (genderization) in 

France, the FRG and the GDR has a positive effect on entry into divorce for women, but the 

earnings related remuneration for parental leave and the earmarked leave for fathers (de-

genderization) in Norway has a negative effect. 

Hypothesis 7c: An increase in formal childcare for children below the age of 3 (de-

familializaiton) has a negative effect on the rate of entry into divorce among women. 

Increases in homeownership are expected to have a positive effect on entry into divorce. 

Increases in home-ownership is likely to make entry into divorce more common, because an 

increase in home-ownership could increase couples in marriages, since marriage is likely to 

be associated with home-ownership, since both implies a long term commitment, one with a 

partner, the other with a bank through a mortgage. If home-ownership remains high as in the 

case of Norway an increase in divorce should be observed, simply because the number of 

couples in marriage is also likely to be high. More people are at risk of divorce, and this in 

turn makes increases in home-ownership likely to be associated with an increase in divorce. 

For the GDR, increase in home-ownership may have a special effect on entry into divorce; 

home-ownership was discouraged during the socialist regime, and remained quite low. After 

reunification, home-ownership experienced an increase. An increase in home-ownership is 

therefore associated with dramatic changes to the housing market of the GDR, and the 

uncertainty that reunification introduced to the country. An increase in home-ownership in the 

GDR is therefore expected to have a positive effect on entry into divorce, because of these 

dramatic changes and uncertainty that it imposes. 

Hypothesis 8a: Increases in percentage of home-ownership has a positive effect on rate of 

entry into divorce, especially in countries where home-ownership has remained high 



40 
 

(Norway) or increased dramatically during a period of uncertainty (GDR). But the effect may 

be less pronounced in countries with a more equal distribution of rental homes and home-

ownership (France, FRG).  

Changes to support for home-ownership is also an important aspect for entry into divorce, 

since married couples are likely to own a house, especially if they have children. More public 

support for home-ownership could help alleviate the economic strain on married couples; 

previous studies have shown that more generous welfare entitlements have a stabilizing effect 

on marriages; they help alleviate the economic strain on families, especially for couples with 

low educational attainment and income (Härkönen & Dronkers, 2006). The reductions in 

public support could make it difficult to retain home-ownership. An increase in the rate of 

entry into divorce is therefore expected as public support for home-ownership is reduced or in 

the case of the GDR, access to home-ownership is restricted.  

Hypothesis 8b: Reductions in public support for housing construction, either through lower 

subsidies on interest rate (Norway), shifts to a more targeted systems (France), less 

preferential treatment (FRG) or restricting access to home ownership (GDR) has a positive 

effect on the rate of entry into first divorce. 

Hypothesis 8c: Reductions in public tax credits for housing constructions, either by reducing 

subsidies (Norway) or switching to tax allowances instead of mortgage interest tax relief 

(FRG) should have a positive effect on the rate of entry into first divorce. 

Changes to support for rental homes could also have an influence on entry into divorce. 

Studies have shown that divorce often lead to a move from larger to smaller dwellings and 

from owner-occupation to rental housing, and in some countries from a single-family 

household to a multi-family household (Feijten, 2005, Mulder & Lauster, 2010:436). Divorce 

furthermore is likely to be different for men and women, especially for couples with children 

in the household, which increases the chance of men moving out of the household, and into 

some form of rental home. Especially since mothers are more likely to get custody of the 

children, increasing the probability that she will continue to reside in the home (Dieleman & 

Schouw, 1989: 244). Furthermore, some women are likely to be put in an economically 

disadvantageous position after union dissolution, due to the fact that they are more likely to 

have lower income than men and in some cases no income at all, forcing them to move in 
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with family or friends after a divorce (Dewilde, 2008: 827, Feijten & van Ham, 2010: 488). 

From this perspective, it could be expected that a switch to a softer de-regulated rent control 

and tenure security, could lead to a more expensive rental home market, introducing barriers 

for entry into divorce, due to increased cost. But on the other hand the switch could also 

introduce more flexibility and mobility in the rental market, since soft rent control and tenure 

security makes the rental market more attractive for investment and introduces more mobility, 

compared to a market with rent freezes and hard tenure security. This in turn could also be 

dependent on the distribution of rental homes vis-à-vis home-ownership. In countries such as 

France, FRG and GDR, rental homes have remained widely available, despite increases in 

home-ownership, which could facilitate an easier transition into divorce. In Norway home-

ownership has increased and availability of rental homes have been reduced, which could 

introduce barriers for entry into divorce, as rental homes are more scarce, and likely to be 

more expensive as rents are set at market levels.  

Hypothesis 8d: Relaxations in rent control and tenure security have a positive effect when 

availability remains high (France, FRG and GRD) due to more flexibility and availability in 

the market, but a negative effect on when availability remains low (Norway), which leads to a 

more expensive rental market. 
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4: Event history analysis and data configuration 

Event history analysis (EHA) is a specific statistical technique that enables researchers to 

study patterns and correlates of the occurrence of events in different settings. It has been used 

in a variety of research in social science; in particular with regard to issues related to 

demography and sociology (Yamaguchi, 1991: 1). EHA enable researchers to study entries 

into different events, such as events related to family formation and stability. Analysis is not 

restricted to one moment in time, like cross-sectional techniques, but can trace the process 

into and out of events over time. It enables researchers to study changes amongst individuals 

from an origin state, such as being single to a destination state such as getting married. It is 

therefore a highly beneficial technique for research in changes to family formation and 

stability. It enables researchers to identify and trace the influence of relevant independent 

variables that are either constant or can be modified over time (Coleman, 1981). It is well 

suited for the questions posed in this thesis, it enables a distinction between different 

processes related to family formation and stability, and it enables measurement of changes to 

family- and housing policy, as well as changes to individual characteristics such as age at risk 

and education.   

The analysis will use continuous-time models, instead of discrete-time models, because the 

data used in the analysis are measured by a fine time unit. Each record is measured in years 

and months, so the datasets are well suited for EHA. Had the datasets been measured without 

this fine time unit, and solely been in years, a discrete-time model would have been more 

appropriate since this would most likely have resulted in many ties in the data (Yamaguchi, 

1991: 16). Since records are measured in a fine time unit of months and years, events can, at 

least in principle, happen at any point in time. The data is therefore well suited for analysis 

using continuous time models. Had the data been measured in less fine time units, in 

arbitrarily split time intervals, a discrete-time model, would be more appropriate (Blossfeld & 

Blossfeld, 2015: 363). The models presented in the analysis are all piecewise constant 

exponential models. The advantage of this model is that the time axis can be split into 

different time periods, such as when changes to policy took place. The model then assumes 

that the transition rate is constant in each of these intervals, but can change between them 

(Blossfeld et. Al, 2007: 116). This enables a dynamic analysis of the duration from time at 

risk until entry into an event, such as consensual union, marriage or divorce, and show the 

effect of parallel and interdependent processes, such as educational enrollment and 
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attainment. This duration can then be split into different sub-episodes, at different points in 

time, such as different ages at risk of the respondent, changes in educational level, being in 

and out of education and when changes to different aspects of family and housing-policy took 

place. The independent variables can in other words change during the duration, and the 

analysis can show if changes in these variables during the duration of interest increased or 

decreased likelihood of entry into the event in question. Focus in the interpretation of the 

analysis will be on the direction and significance of the estimated coefficients. The numeric 

values of the coefficients are not interpreted. The current state of sociological research only 

allows for an interpretation of the direction and significance of a covariate on the dependent 

process (Blossfeld & Blossfeld, 2015: 377).  

4.1: Event history analysis - events, state space, time axis and time at risk 

The data used for event history analysis is more complex than other kinds of data, such as 

cross-sectional data, given the fact that it requires more information in order to trace entries in 

and out of different events. It requires information on the origin state, which could be being 

single, and the destination state, such as entry into consensual union, as well as the start and 

ending time for each episode. In addition to that there is information of repeated events, such 

as multiple spells of consensual unions and marriage. This means that the data usually have 

more than one record for each individual. Unless each individual only experienced one spell 

of the event being researched in which case the number of records of events would correspond 

to the number of individuals in the dataset (Blossfeld et al, 2007: 42). Another important part 

of information in event history analysis is the state space. The state space is the number of 

possible destinations states when transitioning from one state to another (Blossfeld et al, 

2007: 49). To give an example if the research of interest is solely focused on the duration of 

partnerships, disregarding the difference between consensual union and marriage, the origin 

state could be coded as 0 and the destination state could be coded as 1. If however the 

research interest is focused on entries into competing risks, the state space should include 

multiple destination states, coding entry into consensual union as 1 and entry into marriage as 

2. This is also characterized as a multi state process since there is a competing risk between 

entry into consensual union and marriage. The state space therefore becomes more than 

simple dummy variables, and takes more destinations into account, these different 

destinations can take on more complex forms as more events are included into the analysis 

such leaving the parental home, job history and educational history.  
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Another important dimension is the time axis used in the analysis, as seen in the section 

above, the time axis used in the following analysis is the historical time coded in century 

months, meaning that the origin of the time axis is centered at January 1900 (Blossfeld et al, 

2007: 49). All events related to family formation and family stability in the analysis uses this 

time as its reference, making it possible to compare the differences in durations for in and out 

of events possible between the different cohorts in the datasets. It is furthermore useful to use 

this kind of time axis since the scope of the following chapters is not only to compare the 

difference in durations between individuals of different educational backgrounds amongst the 

different countries, but also to explore the influence of different policy structures on these 

durations. Century months are particularly useful for this since it makes it possible to compare 

the durations of individuals with the durations of policy, comparing the changes in individual 

behavior with the change to policy.  

Another issue that needs to be discussed before the analysis can begin is the issue of when 

people become at risk of experience certain events. In some cases this is a rather straight 

forward, for instance in order to become at risk of entry into divorce, entry into marriage has 

to occur first; only married people are at risk of experience divorce. But for other types of 

events it is not so straightforward, and more difficult to ascertain when people are at risk. The 

time at risk therefore has to rely on some assumptions in order to distinguish between times at 

risk and times not at risk (Yamaguchi, 1991: 2). For these types of events it usually assumed 

that everyone becomes at risk at the same point in time, either at the same age, the same 

month or the same date (Yamaguchi, 1991: 161). This is not an unreasonable assumption with 

regard to the issue of consensual union and marriage. In order for these events to happen it is 

reasonable to assume that people have to be of a certain age to become at risk. In the case of 

childbirth it is reasonable to assume that most people do not become at risk of experiencing 

childbirth until they are 16 years old. With regard to the risk of cohabitation and marriage, it 

is not unreasonable to assume that people do not become at risk until they are at least 16 years 

of age. The reason being that most people will not begin the process of family formation until 

they are able to leave the parental home, for the vast majority of a given population this does 

not begin to occur until they have turned 16 years.  
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4.2: Presentation of the datasets  

The analysis in the following chapters is based on data collected from the Gender and 

Generations Survey (GGS) and the Fertility and Family Survey (FFS). The GGS and FFS data 

is collected retrospectively, meaning that all information on life histories related to the family 

formation and family stability has been collected at one point in time, asking the respondents 

to recall when entry into cohabitation, marriage separation and divorce happened. This kind 

of data collection is particularly well suited for EHA since it provides detailed information on 

life histories, compared to other data collection techniques, such as panel data, that often fail 

to accurately capture events in the life course, especially when the duration between waves 

are long, which increases the level of uncertainty with regard to transitions into different 

events.  

Another advantage that retrospective datasets offers is that it gives a complete history of each 

individual's life course, meaning that there should be few problems regarding left censoring of 

events. Left censoring refers to situations where start or ending time of a given episode is 

unknown, assuming that there is not a strong recall bias amongst the sample surveyed in the 

datasets. Left censoring is a serious problem for EHA, since it introduces unknown values to 

the dataset and makes it difficult to reconstruct durations, it is therefore much less 

manageable than right censored cases (Yamaguchi, 1991: 7). Right censored cases refer to 

situations where the ending time of an episode is unknown or situations where the start and 

ending time is unknown because both of these events have not happened yet, or happened 

after the survey was conducted.  Right censoring is therefore typically something that is 

related to interview date, and it usually concerns younger cohort in the survey who have yet to 

start family formation. It is therefore less of a problem since the unknown values occurs as a 

result of the survey date, not because of issues with the survey itself, such as missing 

information or recall problems.  

But EHA does, however suffer from some limitations. One of these is that it has a strong 

reliance the on autobiographical memory of the respondent (Blossfeld et al. 2007: 19). 

Retrospective data collection are usually very ambitious, asking the respondent to provide 

continuous records of events in their life, this often result in recall bias, since the respondent 

is likely to have problems recalling every date for every event. Furthermore datasets often 

have to be limited in their scope and number of questions that can be asked due to the 
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respondents’ limited amount of tolerance with the regard to the amount of data that can be 

gathered at one point in time (Blossfeld, 2007: 20). This is especially evident in the GGS 

dataset, where complete life histories are only collected for the process of family formation 

and family stability. Other events such as the respondents’ job history and educational history 

have not been collected for the GGS but are included in the FFS.  

Table 4.2.1: Overview of datasets 

Country Birth years 
(GGS) 

Birth Years 
(FFS) 

Interviews (GGS) Interviews (FFS) 

France 1926 - 1987 1944 - 1973 2005 1994 
East-
Germany 

1920 - 1987 1952 - 1972 2005 1992 

West-
Germany 

1925 - 1988 1952 - 1972 2005 1992 

Norway 1927 - 1988 1945 - 1968 2007 - 2008 1988 - 1989 
 

Table 4.2.1 above provides an overview of the data from the GGS and the FFS. The table 

gives information on the birth years of the respondents and the year the information was 

collected. The table shows that the GGS has older birth cohorts compared to the FFS, and 

respondents where at least 20 years old when interviewed for the FFS, and at least 18 years 

old when interviewed for the GGS. The GGS has been criticized for providing an 

oversampling of younger cohorts compared to older cohorts. Using the cases from the FFS in 

conjunction with the GGS should give more cases for some of the older birth cohorts, at least 

those born from the 1940s and onwards. But at the same time it also means that more right 

censored information is included for the birth-cohorts of the 1960s and 1970s, since the FFS 

dataset was conducted between 11 and 19 years before the GGS. This does however, appear 

to be a minor problem compared to the advantage of including more respondents in the 

analysis, especially in the case of the older cohorts, born in the 1940s and 1950s, but it is 

worth bearing in mind when looking at the analysis in the following chapters.  

Table 4.2.2 below gives some information on the respondents in the data set. In total both 

dataset has 55435 respondents. A total of 3480 respondents were dropped because they 

declined to give information on their family histories. These cases have been dropped since it 

seems impossible to know for sure how these respondents family histories evolved over time. 
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As can be seen the number of cases appear to be relative small compared to the large number 

of respondents included in both datasets. An additional 430 respondents were dropped 

because starting times took place before the respondent turned 16 years of age or because 

ending times of episodes were recorded as taking place before the starting times. Which is 

clearly measurement error since a partnership cannot end before its beginning. A total of 3910 

respondents were dropped leaving 51525 respondents for the analysis. 

Table 4.2.2: Number of respondents in the dataset 

Country 
Total 
GGS 

Total 
FFS 

Total 
both 

GGS (no 
response) 

FFS (no 
response) 

Total (no-
response) 

Error 
in 

dates 
Remaining 

France 10079 4885 14964 177 0 177 126 14661 

Norway 14880 5562 20442 878 33 911 82 19449 

FRG 7760 5036 12796 748 734 1482 150 11164 

GDR 2257 4976 7233 249 661 910 72 6251 

Total 34976 20459 55435 2052 1428 3480 430 51525 
 

Table 4.2.3: Birth-cohorts in the dataset 

 France FRG GDR Norway 
1940 or before 1785 (12.8%) 1242 (11.1%) 355 (5.7%) 1701 (8.7%) 
1941 – 1950 2500 (17.0%) 992 (8.9%) 331 (5.3%) 4274 (22.0%) 
1951 – 1960 3560 (24.3%) 2841 (25.5%) 2091 (33.5%) 4794 (24.7%) 
1961 – 1970 3723 (25.4%) 3881 (34.8%) 2497 (39.9%) 4350 (22.4%) 
1971 – 1980 2111 (14.4%) 1567 (14.0%) 770 (12.3%) 2537 (13.0%) 
1981 - 982 (6.7%) 641 (5.4%) 207 (3.3%) 1793 (9.2%) 
Total 14661 11164 6251 19449 
Without oldest birth cohort  12876 9922 5896 17748 

 

Table 4.2.3 shows the birth-cohorts in the datasets. The table shows that there is a fairly 

similar distribution across the datasets with regard to the birth cohorts. There is however some 

important differences, West- and East-Germany have fewer respondents in the birth-cohort of 

1941 – 1950 compared to the other datasets. East-Germany has a higher proportion of 

respondents in the birth cohorts of 1951-1960 and 1961-1970 compared to the other datasets. 
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This could influence the results, and worth bearing in mind when looking at the analysis in 

the following chapters.  

A more pressing question is what to do with the oldest birth-cohort, those born in 1940 or 

before. These respondents are exclusively found in the GGS Datasets, and are 63 to 80 years 

old at the time of the interviews. A high proportion of survivors is found in this birth-cohort 

and may not be representative of the group. It would therefore be beneficial to drop them 

from the analysis, since there are bound to be an over- or under representation of respondents 

who never experienced events related to family-formation and stability. When the oldest 

cohorts are dropped that leaves 46442 respondents across all countries.  

Table 4.2.4 shows the number of entries into the first competing risk of consensual union and 

marriage from the state of being single. Two distinct groups can be identified. On the one 

hand France and Norway have few respondents who stay single and never transition into 

either destination state, there are also more respondents who enter into first consensual union 

in these countries. On the other hand FRG and GDR have more respondents who stay single, 

especially men in the FRG. There are also fewer respondents who enter into first consensual 

union compared to France and Norway, but more respondents enter directly into their first 

marriage in the GDR, while fewer respondents enter this destination state in the FRG.  

Table 4.2.4: Entry into first competing risk – first consensual union or marriage 

 France Norway FRG GDR 
 Women Men Women Men Women Men Women Men 

Single 
1174  

(16%) 
1098  

(20%) 
1625 

(16%) 
1397 

(18%) 
1613 

(29%) 
1774 

(41%) 
799 

(23%) 
808 

(33%) 
Consensual 
union 

3957  
(53%) 

2912 
(54%) 

5583 
(55%) 

4179 
(55%) 

2444 
(44%) 

1608 
(37%) 

1330 
(39%) 

883 
(36%) 

Marriage  
2327 

(31%) 
1408 

(26%) 
2984 

(29%) 
2016 

(27%) 
1497 

(27%) 
986 

(23%) 
1324 

(38%) 
752 

(31%) 
Total 7458 5418 10192 7592 5554 4368 3453 2443 
 

Table 4.2.5 shows the number of entries into the competing risk of first marriage or 

separation, from the origin state of consensual union. In other words those respondents, who 

entered into their first consensual union and faced the choice of whether to separate, get 

married or remain in consensual union. It is important to note that in this case there are 

repeated durations of consensual union until entry into first marriage. This is why the total 

number of durations is higher than the number of consensual unions in table 4.1.4 above. 
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Again two distinct groups can be identified. The first group is the FRG and GDR where fewer 

respondents stay in consensual union and enter into separation and more respondents enter 

into first marriage. The second group is France and Norway where more respondents stay in 

consensual union, enter into separations and fewer respondents enter into first marriage.  

Table 4.2.5: Entry into second competing risk – marriage and separation 

France Norway FRG GDR 
Women Men Women Men Women Men Women Men 

Consensual union 
1173 

(26%) 
825 

(24%) 
1549 

(23%) 
1092 

(22%) 
414 

(15%) 
305 

(17%) 
321 

(21%) 
238 

(24%) 

Marriage 
2104 

(46%) 
1597 

(45%) 
3312 
49%) 

2559 
(51%) 

1787 
(66%) 

1106 
(61%) 

854 
(57%) 

541 
(54%) 

Separation 
1294 

(28%) 
1088 

(31%) 
1866 

(28%) 
1374 

(27%) 
505 

(22%) 
404 

(22%) 
320 

(21%) 
215 

(22%) 
Total 4571 3510 6727 5025 2706 1815 1495 994 
 

Table 4.2.6: Entry into third risk – first divorce 

France Norway FRG GDR 
Women Men Women Men Women Men Women Men 

Stay married 
2856  

(64%) 
2245 

(75%) 
4464 

(75%) 
3577 

(78%) 
2689 

(82%) 
1796 

(86%) 
1717 

(79%) 
1071 

(83%) 

First divorce 
1575 

(36%) 
760 

(25%) 
1596 

(25%) 
998 

(22%) 
595 

(18%) 
296 

(14%) 
461 

(21%) 
222 

(17%) 
Total 4431 3005 6260 4575 3284 2092 2178 1293 
 

Table 4.2.6 shows the number of entries into the third risk; first divorce from the origin state 

of marriage, the number of respondents is equal to the number who entered into marriage in 

the first or second competing risks. Women are more likely to enter into first divorce than 

men in all four countries. Two groups can be identified. The first is Norway and France, 

where more respondents have entered into their first divorce compared to the FRG and GDR. 

The table indicates that the first marriage has remained quite stable in the conservative 

welfare regime of the FRG and the post Socialist regime of the GDR, while respondents in the 

conservative regime of France and the social democratic regime of Norway are more likely of 

entry into divorce.  
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4.3: Data preparation and cross national configuration 

The information in the datasets on cohabitation, marriage, separation and first childbirth has 

been configured into century months, with the clock starting in January 1900. To give an 

example the century month for a respondent being married in September of 1976 is 921, this 

figure is obtained by using the following formula ((1976-1900)*12) + 9. The same method is 

used for dates referring to consensual union, separation and divorce. The same has been done 

for the date the respondents turned 16 years of age, which is used as a starting time for the 

analysis, and for the interview date which is used to determine what kind of information is 

right censored, meaning that events following this date are yet to be observed. Respondents 

which have failed to declare a date for the year of any of these entries were dropped, but if the 

information for month was missing, this was converted into January of that year in order to 

retain as much information as possible. For France there is a small group of respondent who 

declared a season; winter, spring, summer and autumn instead of the exact month. The dates 

for these respondents have therefore been converted to January, March, June and September 

in order to retain as much information as possible.   

The duration of consensual union is understood as the duration from the time the respondent 

moved in with their partner until the date of marriage. In some cases the respondent married 

before they moved in together. These cases have been defined as cases of marriage in the 

analysis. There are not many of these cases across the 4 countries, less than 400 cases across 

all countries, with the exception of the GDR, where 1300 marriages across all respondents 

entire life course took place before the respondents moved in with their partner. This is most 

likely due to the fact that access to housing in the GDR were conditioned on marriage for 

most of the socialist period, and the reason why so many respondents in the GDR entered 

directly into marriage in the first competing risk. Finally divorce is defined as the break-up of 

marriage, while separation only refers to break up of consensual unions. The GGS dataset 

does not enable a distinction between separations and divorce for marriage break up. Certain 

spells might therefore overlap, since some couples might have started a new partnership, 

during their period of separation from their previous partners, before the divorce was 

finalized. But this should not be an issue for the analysis, since it ends with entries into first 

divorce; durations after this event are not included in the analysis. 
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One final note regarding the date configuration concerns the dataset for Germany. Neither the 

GGS nor the FFS have included variables that concern the reunification of Germany, 

especially with regard to the migration from the GDR to the FRG before the fall of the wall. It 

is therefore necessary to assume that the respondent’s current location in Germany has been 

stable over time, assuming that the respondents never migrated from east to west or vice versa 

but remained in their current geographical location throughout their lives. In order to make 

this distinction, a dichotomous variable have been constructed, based on the respondent’s 

residency at the time of the interview. Respondents residing in West-German states have 

coded as 0 and respondents residing in East-German states have been coded as 1. This 

variable does make it possible to distinguish between the two geographical areas, but it does 

have some deficiencies. Firstly it is not possible to control for those who migrated, before or 

after the reunification, instead it assumes that the respondents remained in their current place 

of location. Secondly, the dataset does not enable a distinction between East- and West-

Berlin, which means that it is impossible to determine which of the respondents currently 

residing in Berlin where part of the FRG or the GDR before the reunification. The variable 

therefore assumes that all residents of Berlin lived the GDR. Despite these deficiencies the 

analysis will continue, since this is the only way that makes a distinction between the two 

geographical areas possible.  

4.4: Episode splitting of family-, housing-policy and educational level 

This section gives a brief account on how changes to family and housing policy have been 

configured into century months. Changes to each of these macro variables can be seen in 

section 4.5 which gives an overview of the changes related to family- and housing policy. The 

date of change is recorded in century months, exactly like the process for entry into 

consensual union, marriage, separation and divorce. So if there is an increase or decrease in 

say formal childcare for children below the age of 2 in 1965 then that change is recorded as 

occurring in century month 780 using the formula ((1965-1900)*12). If an episode begins 

before this change say in 1962 at century month 744, and ends in 1967 at century month 804, 

then that episode is split into two sub-episodes with a duration of 35 century months in the 

first sub episode, and a duration of 25 century months in the second sub-episode. A complete 

overview of all these splits is impossible to present in a short and concise form. But the 

procedure is the same for all variables introduced in section 4.5 below. It is assumed that each 
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policy change took place in the beginning of the year of change in January, since detailed 

information on specific months for each aspect of these variables were not available.  

Some of these variables are treated as continuous variables; these are the variables for 

changes in length of maternity leave in weeks, parental leave in weeks, the percentage of 

formal child, and the percentage of homeownership. Other variables are treated as 

dichotomous variables, either a change is introduced or it is not, these include the variables 

the introduction of remuneration, the introduction of an earmarked leave since these changes 

only occur at one point in time. Lastly the variables related to housing support and rental 

support, special savings schemes, taxation related to housing, rent control and tenure security 

are treated as categorical variables, where changes to the policy are compared to the first 

version of the policy in place, which functions as a reference group. This enables the analysis 

to see if the changes resulted in an increase or decrease in entry of events. It should 

furthermore be noted that since changes to rent control and tenure security usually occur at the 

same time. Only one variable is used to measure the changes to these aspects. Since these 

variables are categorical it is impossible to introduce them to the models in a separate manner, 

and it is therefore necessary to introduce one variable, that measures both changes. A final 

note on the tables presented below is that these are historical tables, changes that occurred 

before 1960, are not included in the analysis, since few respondents would be at risk at this 

time. Furthermore in some cases, related to homeownership and formal child care, no 

information could be found, so the earliest information is chosen as the first point for episode 

splitting.  

Information on respondents’ educational level has been used to construct a variable that 

measures the time when a respondent would complete their education. This enables a 

distinction between when respondents were still in education and when they left the 

educational system. This information has also been used to construct a variable that measures 

respondents’ years in education, with splits for each educational level they have completed. 

Once a respondent has completed upper secondary education at age 19 then the duration from 

time at risk until an event has occurred is split at that point in time, with 9 years of education 

being recorded in the first sup-episode and 12 years of education in the second sub-episode. 

The same has been done for when a respondent would have completed post secondary 

education at age 20, for first part of tertiary education at age 23 and second part of tertiary 
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education at age 25. For respondents with primary education or lower secondary education, 

no splits have taken place since these would have been completed at age 15 or before. For 

respondents still in school no episode split has been conducted, but it is assumed that they 

have completed lower secondary education meaning at least 9 years of education. This 

splitting of educational levels into years of completed education, has the advantage of seeing 

how each transition is influenced by the time in school, and education level can be treated it 

as a continuous variable instead of a categorical variable.   

4.5: The institutional setting in each country 

The following section outlines the institutional setting in each country. It gives detailed 

information on policy changes related to de-familialization, such as length of leave and formal 

childcare enrollment, and changes related to de-genderization such as remuneration for 

parental leave and fathers earmarked leave. As well as information on changes to housing 

policy, the percentage of homeownership, and public support for rental housing and 

homeownership.   

4.5.1: Family policy - de-familialization 

The indicators for de-familialization are the total length of leave and the enrolment rate for 

children under the age of 3 in formal child care. Table 4.5.1 below shows changes in length of 

maternity- and parental-leave. The table shows that all countries had introduced paid 

maternity leave schemes by the mid 1950s with durations from 12 to 14 weeks.  

Table 4.5.1: Overview of leave schemes 

 France FRG GDR Norway 
Maternity leave length (weeks): 1950: 14 

1979: 16 
1952: 12 
1970: 14 

1953: 14 
1972: 26 
1990: 14 
 

1956: 12 
1977: 0 

Parental leave length (weeks): 1977: 104 
1987: 156 

1986: 43 
1988: 52 
1989: 65 
1990: 78 
1992: 156 

1976: 52 
1984: 78 
1992: 156 

1977: 18 
1983: 21,6 
1985: 18 
1989: 24 
1991: 28 
1993: 42 
2000: 39 
2001: 42 
2006: 54 
 

Sources: Gauthier 1996; Gauthier 2011; Hook, 2010; IlO Travail database; Kamerman and Kahn 1981; Kreyenfeld 2004; Moskoff 1980 
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The GDR did not have a separate family policy until 1953, but then quickly introduced a 14 

week paid maternity leave scheme. The length of these paid maternity leaves were expanded 

in all countries during the 1970s, except in Norway where the provision was abolished in 

favour of the introduction of parental leave in 1977 and the GDR were the length of maternity 

leave was reduced to 14 weeks in 1990 due to reunification. Parental leave was introduced in 

all countries in the 1970s; except the FRG, were parental leave was not introduced until 1986. 

The GDR was the first country to introduce parental leave in 1976 which introduced the 

“Babyjahr” which gave women with two or more children access to a one year leave. Norway 

and France introduced their first parental leave scheme in 1977, in Norway this was gradually 

expanded from 18 week to a total of 54 weeks over the course of 29 years, whereas France 

introduced a 2 year parental leave which was then expanded to a maximum of 3 years in 

1987.  

Table 4.5.2 provides an overview of the expansion of formal childcare for children below the 

age of 3 from 1960 to 2005. The table shows the percentage of children below the age of 3 

enrolled in formal childcare. For some countries, the GDR in particular, it was difficult to find 

information on formal child care of this particular group of children before the 1970s. In other 

cases comparable information was hard to obtain. For some years, an average was therefore 

calculated, based on the two adjacent time periods. It should also be noted that the 

information on France refers to children at the age of 2.  Assuming that an increase or 

decrease in the provision took place gradually over time, since public childcare expansions 

are expensive and difficult to implement in a brief time span. 

Table 4.5.2: Childcare enrolment below the age of three (percent) 

  1960 1965 1970 1975 1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 

France 10 14* 18 31 36 36* 35 35* 35 42 

FRG 1 3* 4 3 5 12* 18 16* 14 14 

GDR 17 29* 40 50 56* 62 80 21 34 34 

Norway 2 2 6 6* 6 8* 9 15 26 37 
Note: Information on France is for children aged 2; Information on Norway 1960 covers all children aged 0 – 6; *: average of the adjacent 
years Sources: UNICEF TransMONEE; Blackstone (1971) Gauthier, 1996; German Youth Institute (2004); Hook, 2010; OECD,2003: 43; 
Kamermann and Kahn 1981; Hank 2001; Saxonberg and Sirovatka 2006; Sudau (1978) 

But the table does give a good overview of the expansion of formal child care for the 

youngest children. The table shows that the GDR was the first country to expand formal 

childcare services from 17% in 1960 to 50% in 1975, this was then expanded to 80% by 1990, 
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but the rate of enrolment fell dramatically after reunification, but still remained higher than in 

the FRG. France expanded its rate of enrolment gradually during the 1970s bringing it from 

18% to 36% in 1980; this figure has remained stable bringing the total coverage rate to 42 in 

2005. The FRG expanded its childcare services during the 1980s, but have since not 

experienced any increase. For Norway, a very slow expansion of formal child care can be 

observed from the 1960s until 1990, followed by a more rapid expansion taking place, 

bringing the coverage rate from 9% in 1990 to 37% in 2005.  

4.5.2: Family policy - de-genderization  

This section provides an outline of the changes to de-genderization in the five countries. The 

indicators for de-genderization are level of remuneration and earmarked leave for fathers. 

Table 4.5.3 shows that remuneration was not instituted in most of the countries before the 

1980s. Except Norway were an earnings related benefit was introduced in 1977, granting 

100% wage during leave. This could make parental leave more attractive for fathers, since 

taking leave should not result in a dramatic decrease of income for the family. France 

instituted paid leave in 1985, granting a flat-rate benefit, independent of the wage level. It 

should however be noted that payment was only available for parents with 3 children or more, 

making leave unpaid for the first and second child. This requirement was relaxed during the 

1990s, making payment of leave available for the second child, since the early 2000s parents 

with one child have been able to claim remuneration for up to 6 months (Fagani, 2005: 96).  

Table 4.5.3: Parental Leave - level of remuneration and fathers’ access 

 France  FRG GDR Norway 

Year remuneration 

introduced: 

1985: Flat rate 

benefit 

1986: Flat rate 

benefit 

1986: Flat rate 

benefit  

1977: 100% 

earnings related 

Earmarked leave:    1993: Earmarked 

leave (4 weeks) 

Fathers access: 1984: Access for 

all fathers 

1986: Access for 

all fathers 

1990: Access for 

all Fathers 

1977: Access for 

all Fathers 

Sources: Gauthier 2011; Hook, 2010; IlO Travail database; Kamerman and Kahn 1981; Moskoff 1980 

 

The FRG and the GDR instituted paid leave in 1986, granting a flat-rate premium. In Norway 

access to leave for fathers was granted already in 1977, with the introduction of parental 

leave, making it the first to grant access to fathers among the four countries. This was 

followed by earmarking 4 weeks for fathers in 1993. France granted fathers access to leave in 
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1984, followed by FRG in 1986. But the FRG only made paid leave available for fathers with 

working wives. The restriction was relaxed in the 1990s making paid leave available to all 

fathers. The GDR never granted fathers access to leave, men in East-Germany never got 

access to parental leave until the time of re-unification. 

4.5.3: Housing policy – home-ownership 

This section outlines the changes to housing policy in the selected countries from 1960 to 

2005, presenting information on changes to the percentage of home-ownership in the housing 

stock of the 4 countries, and the public support for rental homes and homeownership.  

Table 4.5.4: Occupied housing by tenure - homeownership (percent) 

  1960 1965* 1970 1975* 1980 1985* 1990 1995* 2000 2005 

France 53 50 47 47 47 51 54 55 55 62 

FRG 29 31 33 36 39 41 42 44 46 53 

GDR n.a. n.a. 23 22 21 24 26 29 32 n.a. 

Norway 53 53 53 60 67 73 78 77 76 82 

Note: *calculated average based on the preceding and following figures. Figures from 2005 from EU-SiLC. FRG 2005 figures for unified 

Germany. Sources: UN Compendium of Housing Statistics 1971, UN Compendium of Housing Statistics 1972-74, UN Compendium of 

Housing Statistics 1975-77, UN Compendium of Human Settlements Statistics 1983, UN Compendium of Human Settlements Statistics 

1995, Housing Statistics in the European Union 2010, EU-SiLC database.  

Table 4.5.4 outlines the changes to home-ownership in the selected countries from 1960 to 

2005. It has however proven difficult to find information on the entire time period. The 

estimates for 1965, 1975, 1985 and 1995 are there for based on the average of the preceding 

figure and the following figure. This should not create too many problems since changes in 

homeownership are likely to be small and incremental over time, given the fact that it takes 

time to plan and construct new housing. The table shows that homeownership has increased 

over the time period in all countries. One exception is the GDR where it has decreased for 

most of the time due to public policy being focused on rental housing construction. The 

biggest changes are seen in the FRG and Norway where home-ownership has increased by 

more than 20%, but there is a difference between these two countries given the fact that 

home-ownership already accounted for more than half of the housing stock in Norway in 

1960, while it only accounted for 29% in the FRG. Home-ownership has become the norm in 

Norway, while rental housing has retained a large share in the FRG. Smaller increases are 

observed in France and the GDR after German reunification. In both countries housing tenure 

has remained remarkably stable compared to Norway and the FRG.  
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4.5.4: Housing policy - housing support 

This section outlines the public support for housing in the five countries. The focus of the 

section is firstly on policy that supports home-ownership, such as special savings schemes, 

and tax credits, making it easier to acquire home-ownership and bear the cost for this. 

Secondly the section focuses on public policy that supports the rental sector, such as rent 

control and tenure security, making it easier for individuals to acquire rental housing. Both of 

these measures are important for the transition into family formation, given the fact that 

generous support for rental homes might facilitate an easier transition into cohabitation, while 

generous support for home-ownership should facilitate an easier transition into marriages. 

Given the fact that both marriage and home-ownership entails long-term commitments, the 

first to a spouse, the second to a bank, married couples should therefore be more likely to 

acquire home-ownership, compared to cohabitating couples, whose union entails less of a 

commitment.  

Table 4.5.5 below outlines the changes in support for home-ownership across the five 

countries. The main source of public support for housing construction in France has been the 

Epargne Logement, which is very similar to the German Bausparkasse system. Participants in 

this scheme obtain the right to a loan after a 5 year period of savings. Like the Bausparkasse 

this system require additional loans from commercial banks or private savings banks in order 

to acquire a loan large enough for home purchase (Laferrère & le Blanc 2006:164). The 

system was established in 1965 and was expanded in 1977 with the PAP (Pret d´accession à la 

Propriété) system providing government subsidized loans to low income families, (Laferrère 

& le Blanc 2006:164: Diamond & Lea, 1992: 46). The PAP system of support for low income 

families was replaced in 1995 with the PTZ system (Pret a Taux Zero), giving a, means-

tested, interest free loan to first-time buyers. The maximum amount of the loan is based on the 

size of the recipient family and their geographical location. It operates as a down payment 

subsidy since it allows the recipient to postpone repayment until all other loans of the 

property have been repaid (Laferrère & le Blanc 2006:164).  

The main source of public support for housing construction in the FRG and unified Germany 

is the bausparkassen system. This system provides savings contracts, where borrowers make 

regular deposits, and are granted a mortgage loan once a savings target has been achieved. 

These loans are granted at a fixed rate below market basis for a period between 6 and 18 years 
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(averaging approximately 11 years). The loans are usually combined with other sources of 

funding, mainly from commercial and private savings banks (Diamond & Lea, 1992 :108). 

The system experienced an expansion until the late 1970s, mainly due to special tax treatment 

and premiums. This preferential treatment of the system was reduced during the 1980s, which 

also introduced longer waiting periods. After the reunification of Germany the system 

experienced a boom in savings, with increases in contracts in the former GDR (Kleinman, 

1996: 99). With regard to tax credits the housing policy of the FRG tended to treat owner-

occupation as an investment good, granting a mortgage interest tax relief. This was, however, 

abolished in 1986 and replaced by new tax allowances, related to family size. These tax 

allowances have since been increased during the 1990s, making owner-occupation a 

consumption good instead of an investment good (Kleinman, 1996: 97). Since 1987 home-

owners in the FRG, have been allowed tax deductions on accelerated depreciation of value of 

their homes, but only during the first years of ownership, and only once in a lifetime (Mulder 

& Wagner, 1998: 695).  

Table 4.5.5: Support for home-ownership 

 France FRG GDR Norway 
Special Savings 
Schemes: 

1965 - 1977: 
Creation and 
expansion of the 
Epargne Logement. 
1977 - 1995: 
Government 
provided loans to 
low income families 
(PAP). 
1995 - onwards: 
PAP replaced by 
PTZ.  
 

1950s - 1979: 
Expansion of 
bausparkasse 
system. 
1980 - 1990: 
Reduction of 
preferential 
treatment of 
bausparkasse 
system, longer 
waiting times. 
1990 - onwards: 
Increased interest in 
bausparkasse 
system, due to 
reunification.  

1953 - 1971: 
Permitted savings 
for home-
ownership. 
Permitting the 
purchase of one 
home, per 
household. 
1971 - 1990: 
Housing reform, 
restricting access to 
construction of 
home-ownership. 

1955 - 1995: Loans 
subject to interest 
subsidies. 
1996 - onwards: 
Loans no longer 
subject to interest 
subsidies. 

Tax Credits:  None 1950s - 1987:  
Mortgage interest 
tax relief 
1987 - onwards: 
Tax allowances 
introduced and 
gradually increased 

None 1946 - 1992: Tax 
subsidies available 
for housing 
construction 
1992 - onwards: 
Reduction in tax 
subsidies available 
for housing 
construction 
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Beginning in 1953 the East German regime institute policy intended at supporting home-

ownership. These measures permitted savings at interests for buying or building a house, and 

permitted the purchase of one home per household, either directly from the state or from other 

private owners. But purchases from the state only granted buyers limited rights of use, and did 

not allow for a transfer of the legal title to the house. Furthermore land, without charge, was 

made available to individuals who wanted to construct a new home, but again restricted to 

limited right of use (Marcuse & Schumann, 1992: 85).  A reform in housing policy in 1971 

provided additional restrictions on the construction and purchase of home-ownership 

dwellings. It introduced detailed regulations on where housing could be constructed, and the 

use of prefabricated components, provided by the state, was strongly encouraged (Marcuse & 

Schumann, 1992: 86). Priority in access to home-ownership was granted to families, with 

three or more children and families working in farm cooperatives (Marcuse & Schumann, 

1992: 85). The reform also introduced an explicitly prohibition on buildings intended for 

private rental (Marcuse & Schumann, 1992: 88). These measures did not increase the stock of 

home-ownership. Especially since resale of property had tight regulations with regard to 

profit. Sale of home-ownership housing was based on pre-war prices, and payment was not 

received at once, but in installments over a period of years (Marcuse and Schumann 1992: 

89). In fact, after 1971 most efforts devoted were towards housing construction were focused 

on Plattenbau rental housing (Flockton, 1998:72). 

The main support for housing construction in Norway has been through the state run Housing 

Bank, which was established in 1946. The bank has provided support for construction and 

purchase of housing through direct capital grants and reduced interest on loan, provided that 

the construction was of ordinary standard and cost (Stamsø, 2009: 207).  The loans funded by 

the housing bank were available to everyone. From 1955 to 1995 the construction of housing 

through the bank was subject to interest subsides; these subsidies were abolished after this 

time period. Tax subsidies were available, but reductions were introduced with a reform in 

1992. The low interest provided by the housing bank, combined with a high inflation in the 

1970s and 1980s, made it very attractive for owner-occupiers to invest in housing 

(Guldbrandsen & Langsether, 2003: 143).  

Among the 4 countries Norway instituted the most generous support scheme for home-

ownership. The universal availability of low interest credit, provided by the state run housing 
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bank, have been the main driving force behind the increase in home-ownership; especially 

during the 1970s and 1980s where inflation and low interest rates made it attractive to acquire 

home-ownership through the scheme. France and the FRG have also introduced generous 

support for home-ownership, but buyers are required to qualify for a loan. Making these 

systems less universal compared to the Norwegian system. The GDR is a special case with 

regard to support for home-ownership. Support for home-ownership was introduced but these 

measures remained very restrictive both in terms of access and sale of home-ownership. It 

furthermore reduced home-ownership to the rights of use, instead of granting full rights to 

properties for the owners. Restrictions on access to building material were also introduced, 

since resources for these materials were scarce during the socialist period. Due to these 

restrictions, married couples in the GDR were forced to look for appropriate accommodation 

in the rental sector. 

Table 4.5.6 outlines the changes in support of rental homes. In France it is possible to 

distinguish between two time periods. From 1948 to 1988 rental homes built prior to 1948 

enjoyed strict tenure security and tight control on rent increases. Private rental homes built 

after 1948 did not enjoy these protections, rent control for these constructions were introduced 

in 1982, leading to a dramatic reduction in new constructions (Boelhouwer & van der 

Heijden, 1992: 206). Since 1989 rents have been freely set on new and refurbished dwellings, 

for existing dwellings rent are calculated based on reference dwellings in the same region 

with similar characteristics (Haffner et al. 2008: 226). Leases are set at minimum 3 years for 

individual landlords and 6 years for institutional landlords, tenants have the right to renew 

contracts, unless the landlord intends to occupy the dwelling or sell it (Haffner, et al. 2008: 

226). 

Rent freezes and tenure security, in the FRG were incrementally abolished from the 1960s 

onwards. However the new system implemented from 1971 onwards does provide tenants 

with some form of rent control. Rents can only be increased if they have not been raised 

during the last year, and if the landlord can prove that the current rents are below market level 

(Voigtländer 2009, 360). Most rental contracts are not on a fixed term contract; these 

contracts requite a period of notice of 1 year. For infinite contracts the period of notice for the 

tenant is 3 months (Hubert, 1993: 11). In general the rental market in the FRG can be 

described as being very protective of renters; eviction is prohibited unless the tenant fails to 
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pay their rent (Börsch-Supan, 1994: 135). The rental market is also very attractive for 

investments, given the fact that new contracts are freely negotiable, with very little 

restrictions on the level of rent.  

Table 4.5.6: Support for rental housing 

 France FRG GDR Norway 
Rent control: 1948 - 1988: Rent 

control for housing 
built prior to 1948 
1989 onwards: 
Rents freely set for 
new dwellings. Rent 
on existing 
dwellings restricted.  

1961 - 1971: Rent 
freezing gradually 
abolished 
1971 onwards: 
Rents for new 
tenants can be 
freely negotiated. 
Limits on rents for 
sitting tenants 

1950s - 1990: 
Rents set at 1936 
levels 
 

1960 - 1982: Rent 
control in place 
1982 - 1999: Rent 
control gradually 
abolished 
1999 onwards:  
Rent set at market 
levels 

Tenure security: 1948 - 1988: 
Tenure security for 
housing built prior 
to 1948. 
1989 onwards: 
Leases period of 3 
to 6 years.  

1961 - 1971: 
Tenure security 
gradually abolished 
1971 onwards: 
Limits to fixed term 
contracts. 

1950s - 1990: 
Tenure security 
 

1960 - 1999: 
Tenure security 
1999 onwards: 
Rental contracts 
cannot be shorter 
than 3 years 

 

Housing was not considered a commodity in the GDR (Schmidt, 2013: 46). The state owned 

and controlled most housing stock. Rental housing in the GDR was funded and managed by 

the state. Access was granted through local housing offices which were responsible for 

issuing leases for housing units and terminating existing leases, according to a specific set of 

criteria. Local city councils had, at least since 1967, some flexibility in specifying these 

criteria. Specific groups, such as married couples, families with more than two children and 

handicapped, were granted privileged access to housing (Marcuse & Schumann, 1992: 116). 

The control over allocation of housing by the state had a large impact on the entry into 

consensual union and marriage given the fact that a precondition for access was contingent on 

being in a relationship and having children. Especially since housing shortages was a serious 

problem in the GDR, even with massive expansion in Plattenbau from 1971 (Flockton, 1998, 

72; Lundqvist 1992: 70). Rent control and protection from eviction were enforced from the 

beginning of the socialist regime. Rents were set to pre-war 1936 levels, making housing very 

affordable (Flockton, 1998, 69; Marcuse & Schuman, 1992: 112). Rental costs remained 

extremely low in the GDR, especially when compared to income. The cost of rent declined 

steadily with an average of 4% of income in 1960 which dropped to 2.7% of income in 1980 



63 
 

(Marcuse & Schumann, 1992: 115). To achieve this, the regime effectively subsidized rents 

bearing most of the cost, in order to keep the level low.  

Home-ownership has remained predominant form of housing in Norway, with consistent low 

levels of rental homes. Most of the rental sector is composed of private landlords’ not 

professional companies or institutions (Sørvoll, 2011:264). Rent control was established in 

the immediate aftermath of WW2, but was gradually relaxed during the 1980s along with 

numerous other regulations on housing subsidies and allowances. The Norwegian Rent Act of 

1999 provided new general rules to the duration of rent contracts, specifying that contracts 

cannot be shorter than 3 years. The Act furthermore stipulates that rents can be set at market 

levels, but that these should not be regarded as unfair. It also opens up the possibility to adjust 

rent for sitting tenants. This could on the one hand favour the landlord when rents are 

increasing, but on the other hand also be in the favour of the tenant when rents are falling 

(Sørvoll, 2011: 213).   

Summing up the changes to support of rental homes all four countries have replaced the first 

generation “hard” rent control with a second generation “soft” rent control, which allow some 

increases in rent. The FRG have established a balance that both encourages investment in new 

rental homes on the one hand, and allow rent increases and protect the tenant from eviction on 

the other. The GDR provided massive support for rental homes, with cheap rents at pre-war 

levels, effectively subsidising the cost of rent. But the quality of these rental homes was at a 

lower standard compared to many western European states; especially due to the shortage of 

construction material. The states control on access to rental homes might have influenced 

entry into consensual union and marriage, since privileged access were granted to young 

married couples, and couples with children. Younger generations therefore had a powerful 

incentive to marry and have children in a rapid succession in order to acquire a suitable home. 

France and Norway also created policies supporting rental homes. Rent control have remained 

in place in both countries for most of the time period, protecting tenants from unfair rent 

increases, basing the rents on new contracts on reference rents, like in the FRG. Tenure 

security was also kept in place, but with less protection compared to the FRG, since new 

regulation provided protection in the form of minimum durations for rent contracts.  

  



64 
 

  



65 
 

5: Empirical chapter – Entry into first consensual union and marriage 

This chapter presents findings for the competing risk of entry ïnto either first consensual 

union or first marriage. The very first step respondents took to form a partnership, and begin 

the process of family formation. Findings are presented separately for each gender, since men 

and women have different entries into these states. Women are more likely to enter at earlier 

ages compared to men, and they are less likely of entry at later ages compared to men. Each 

section presents full models with all relevant variables; more detailed hierarchical models for 

each section are presented in Appendix B. 

5.1.1: Entry into first consensual union and first marriage – education 

This section presents findings for the competing risk of entry into first consensual union and 

marriage from the origin state of being single. The main variables of interest in this section 

are those related to education, the year’s respondents spend in the educational system, which 

measures their level of education, and when respondents exited the educational system. Being 

in education is likely to have a negative effect on entry into a partnership, be it a consensual 

union or a marriage. At this point in their lives, respondents are not fully established with a 

career or income in the labour market, they would still be reliant on some financial support 

from their families or the state. Previous research has found that respondents are very likely to 

live in their parental home while in education (Mulder et al. 2002: 587). Leaving the parental 

home has not undergone the same postponement across younger birth cohorts; this event has 

remained quite stable compared to other events related to partnership and family formation, 

such as marriage and childbirth (Billari & Liefbroer, 2010: 73). A negative effect of being in 

education should therefore be observed among respondents in all countries, since starting the 

process of partnership formation is most likely to begin once respondents have achieved more 

financial independence from their family, and begun the process of establishing themselves in 

the labour market with a career and an income.  

Hypothesis 1a: Being in education has a negative effect on rate of entry into consensual 

union and marriage. Entry into a partnership is unlikely to take place while individuals are 

still in education.  

The theory forwarded by Gary Becker and the “new home economics” argues that higher 

educated women would be less likely of entry into a traditional union, such as marriage. 

Women would be less likely of entry into marriage, as their educational and career 
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investments increases. Especially as marriage, as a rule, is highly correlated with childbirth, 

since this is likely to imply a more traditional division of labour within the household between 

husband and wife, and have a detrimental impact on high educated women’s career prospects 

(Beecker, 1981). But evidence from other research suggests that this is not the case. It is the 

educational expansion and extended participation in the educational system that is the main 

driver behind postponement of entry into marriage among women (Blossfeld & Huinink, 

1991). They have not become less likely of entry into marriage, they postpone this entry until 

they have finished their education, and established themselves in the labour market. A twist 

on Becker’s original hypothesis is presented. If family policy remains structured towards 

familialization and genderization, with low levels of formal childcare and no incentives for 

fathers to take a more active role in the unpaid household work and family care, women with 

higher education should be less likely of entry into marriage. Such a conservative approach to 

family policy would fail to alleviate the conflict between work and family life that women 

with higher education are likely to experience. Especially since marriage, as a rule, is highly 

correlated with childbirth, this conservative approach would place the main burden of family 

care and household work on women. Forcing higher educated women to choose between 

career and family, and make them less likely of entry into marriage and have children.  

Hypothesis 1b: If family policy remains structured towards familialization and genderization 

a negative effect on entry into marriage among women with additional years in education 

should be observed.  

Table 5.1.1 below shows the coefficients for the competing risk of entry into first consensual 

union or marriage among women and men in France. The tables show that both men and 

women in France are unlikely of entry into both consensual union and marriage while still in 

education, confirming hypothesis 1a. The coefficient for being in education is negative and 

statistically significant for both entries for both genders. This shows that the process of 

partnership formation is unlikely to begin until individuals have exited the educational 

system. While in education, men and women in France are still relying on financial support 

from their families, they do not have a stable source of income and as a result unlikely to 

begin the process of forming their own families.  

Additional years spent in education have a positive effect on entry into marriage among 

women in France. This shows that although being in education has a negative effect on entry 
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into both destination states, the level of education, measured as years spent in the educational 

system, does not. On the contrary, women with higher levels of education in France are more 

likely of entry into marriage, once they’ve excited the educational system. The expansion in 

educational level among women in France has not resulted in higher educated women 

becoming less likely of entry into marriage, as the New Home Economics” suggested. The 

postponement of entry into marriage is driven by the additional time spent in education, not 

by the educational level itself. The positive effect of additional years in education among 

women in France could be a result of the country’s high provision of formal childcare for 

children below the age of 2, making it easier for highly educated women in France to balance 

work and family life.  

Table 5.1.1: France - Entry into first consensual union and marriage (education) 

 Women Men 
 Consensual union Marriage Consensual union Marriage 
Constant  -5.710*** -4.611*** -5.798*** -5.184*** 
At risk  
(ref: 20- 24) 

    

age 16 - 19 -0.576*** -0.727*** -1.247*** -2.021*** 
age 25 – 29 -0.646*** -1.107*** -0.130** -0.334*** 
age 30 – 34  -1.181*** -2.370*** -0.428*** -1.424*** 
age 35 – -2.074*** -3.923*** -1.067*** -3.133*** 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951-60) 

    

1941 – 50 -0.735*** 0.267*** -0.645*** 0.513*** 
1961 – 70 0.476*** -1.048*** 0.298*** -1.293*** 
1971 – 80 0.449*** -1.940*** 0.318*** -1.889*** 
1981 –  0.336*** -2.837*** 0.222* -3.092*** 
Years of education   0.109*** 0.026** 0.090*** 0.022* 
In education -0.882*** -1.064*** -0.674*** -0.671*** 
Subjects 7458 7458 5418 5418 
Failures 3957 2327 2912 1408 
Observations 21387 21387 18229 18299 
Log likelihood -6648.87*** -4735.01*** -4527.72*** -2664.82*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 

Women and men in France are most likely of entry into both destination states at ages 20 to 

24 and less likely of entry at earlier ages and later ages. Entry into marriage at ages above 35 

are very unlikely for both genders, given the fact that coefficient is highly negative. For men 

coefficients at older ages are negative, but lower than that of women, while the coefficient for 

the youngest age at risk; 16 to 19 are more negative than that of women. French men are more 

likely to enter into first consensual union or first marriage at older ages, and less likely of 

entry at the youngest age at risk, compared to French women. The coefficients for birth 
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cohorts show that consensual union has emerged as a new first step in the process of 

partnership formation among couples in France. Younger birth cohorts, those born after 1961, 

have become more likely of entry into consensual union, compared to the oldest birth cohort, 

those born between 1941 and 1950 and the reference group, those born between 1951 and 

1960. With regard to the entry into first marriage, the opposite pattern can be observed. The 

oldest birth cohort is more likely of entry into first marriage compared to the reference group, 

while younger birth cohorts are less likely of entry. Younger birth cohorts in France, has 

opted to enter into a first consensual union over marriage as their first step into partnership 

formation, especially among the birth cohorts who became at risk in the early 1970s and 

onwards. Those birth cohorts experienced more uncertainty due to the rise of globalization 

from the 1970s onwards, this may be one of the reasons why they opted for a more flexible 

partnership like consensual union, which provided them with some benefits similar to 

marriage, like pooling of resources, but also enabled them to more easily dissolve the 

partnership.  

Findings for entry into the competing risk of first consensual union or first marriage for 

women and men in Norway are presented in table 5.1.2. Results for being in education show 

that both men and women in Norway are unlikely of entry into either destination state while 

still in education. The coefficient is negative and significant for entry into both consensual 

union and marriage among women and men alike. Hypothesis 1a is therefore confirmed for 

Norway. Individuals still in education are unlikely to begin the process of partnership 

formation, due to the fact that they are still relying on their parents for financial support, they 

have not yet achieved a stable income or a more permanent position on the labour market, and 

therefore unlikely to begin forming their own families. Higher levels of education, measured 

as years spent in the educational system have a positive effect one entry into marriage among 

women in Norway. Much like in the case of France, this shows that highly educated women 

in Norway have not become less likely of entry into marriage. Rather it is the educational 

expansion of women in Norway that has led to postponement of entry into marriage, not 

higher educational levels. Women with higher education in Norway are more likely of entry 

into marriage, compared to women with lower education, but they do not enter into marriage 

while still in education.  
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The coefficients for age at risk show some interesting differences in entry into consensual 

union between women and men in Norway. Women are most likely of entry into either 

consensual union or marriage at ages 20 to 24 compared to younger ages at risk and older 

ages at risk, while men are most likely of entry into both destination states at ages 25 to 29. 

The coefficients show that men in Norway are more likely of entry into partnership formation 

at later ages at risk and less likely to enter at the earliest ages at risk, age 16 to 19, compared 

to women.  

Table 5.1.2: Norway - Entry into first consensual union and marriage (education) 

 Women Men 
 Consensual union Marriage Consensual union Marriage 
Constant  -4.436*** -4.910*** -4.989*** -6.185*** 
At risk  
(ref: 20- 24) 

    

age 16 - 19 -0.506*** -0.793*** -1.188*** -1.913*** 
age 25 – 29 -0.359*** -0.592*** 0.107*** 0.162*** 
age 30 – 34  -0.831*** -1.278*** -0.233*** -0.394*** 
age 35 – -1.936*** -2.638*** -1.200*** -1.733*** 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951-60) 

    

1941 – 50 -0.957*** 0.559*** -0.824*** 0.914*** 
1961 – 70 0.309*** -0.995*** 0.154*** -0.684*** 
1971 – 80 0.333*** -1.256*** 0.062 -0.945*** 
1981 –  -0.069 -2.336*** -0.282*** -2.317*** 
Years of education   0.020** 0.023** 0.030*** 0.046*** 
In education -1.320*** -1.336*** -1.071*** -0.794*** 
Subjects 10156 10156 7592 7592 
Failures 5583 2948 4159 2016 
Observations 29971 29971 26648 26648 
Log likelihood -8742.73*** -5508.40*** -6166.62*** -3646.04*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 

The results for birth cohorts also show that consensual union has emerged as a first step in the 

process of family formation among those respondents born after 1951. The oldest birth 

cohort, those born between 1941 and 1950, are more likely of entry into first marriage 

compared to the reference group, those born between 1951 and 1960, and younger birth 

cohorts. Those born after 1951 are much more likely of entry into consensual union compared 

to the oldest birth cohort. But the younger birth cohorts also show less likelihood of entry into 

consensual union, compared to the reference group. For women this pattern emerges among 

those born after 1981 and for men the pattern emerges for those born after 1971. Most likely 

because these birth cohorts are still in the process of partnership formation, which could be 

tied to the fact that home-ownership has remained high in Norway, making it more difficult to 
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find suitable accommodation for couples in consensual union. This seems to have more effect 

on entry into consensual union for men in Norway than women, given the fact that the models 

show that they enter at later ages, and that the youngest birth cohort is less likely of entry 

compared to the reference group.  

The coefficients for entry into the competing risk of first consensual union or marriage for 

women and men in the FRG are presented in table 5.1.3. Being in education has a strong 

negative effect on entry into both destination states. Women and men in the FRG are unlikely 

of entry into either destination state while still in education, confirming hypothesis 1a, 

respondents in the FRG are unlikely of beginning the process of partnership formation while 

still in education, at this stage they are still very reliant on support from their parents, and are 

yet to establish themselves in the labour market with a stable income. Higher levels of 

education, measured as additional years spent in education, have a negative effect on entry 

into marriage among women in the FRG. The FRG has over time developed the most 

familialistic family policy, with longer parental leave and low levels of formal childcare 

support. The result therefore confirms hypothesis 1b. Higher educated women in the FRG are 

less likely of entry into marriage compared to lower educated women. The conservative 

approach to family policy in the FRG has failed to provide reconciliation of work and family 

life for women. Being married and having children has become more difficult to combine 

with a full time career for women in the FRG, forcing them to choose between career and 

family.  

Women in the FRG are most likely of entry into either destination state at ages 20 to 24, while 

men are most likely of entry at ages 25 to 29. Much like with the case of Norway, men enter 

into both destination states at later ages at risk compared to women. Men are also less likely 

of entry into either destination state at the earliest age at risk, 16 to 19, since the coefficient is 

more negative than that for women. The tables also show that consensual union has become a 

viable alternative to marriage for younger birth cohorts. The oldest birth cohort is more likely 

of entry into marriage, compared to the younger birth cohorts, while younger birth cohorts 

have become more likely of entry into consensual union. Respondents born after 1951 are 

more likely to enter into consensual union compared to the oldest birth cohorts, those born 

between 1941 and 1950. There is however, little difference in entry into consensual union for 

women born between 1961 and 1970 and those born between 1951 and 1960, since the 
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coefficient is not statistically significant. Furthermore the difference between the reference 

group, those born between 1951 and 1960 and subsequent birth cohorts those born after 1961 

are very small for entry into consensual union among men. Despite this the model still shows 

that consensual union has emerged as a first step in the process of family formation for those 

respondents who became at risk from the early 1970s onwards. The rising uncertainty of 

globalization has pushed women and men in the FRG to opt for consensual union as the first 

step of partnership formation over marriage. Consensual union has emerged as a first step 

towards family formation for these birth cohorts, since it offers many of the same benefits as 

marriage, such as combining resources, and the flexibility nature allows for an easier exit. 

Table 5.1.3: FRG - Entry into first consensual union and marriage (education) 

 Women Men 
 Consensual union Marriage Consensual union Marriage 
Constant  -5.604*** -4.306*** -6.204*** -5.751*** 
At risk  
(ref: 20- 24) 

    

age 16 - 19 -0.387*** -0.499*** -0.944*** -1.267*** 
age 25 – 29 -0.162*** -0.458*** 0.001 0.185** 
age 30 – 34  -0.666*** -1.570*** -0.262*** -0.930*** 
age 35 – -1.556*** -2.989*** -1.007*** -1.782*** 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951-60) 

    

1941 – 50 -0.807*** 0.188** -0.432*** 0.341*** 
1961 – 70 0.066 -0.929*** -0.084 -0.853*** 
1971 – 80 0.194*** -1.045*** 0.050 -0.817*** 
1981 –  0.498*** -1.742*** -0.043 -1.310*** 
Years of education   0.061*** -0.042*** 0.078*** 0.024 
In education -1.400*** -1.929*** -0.929*** -1.124*** 
Subjects 5554 5554 4368 4368 
Failures 2444 1497 1608 986 
Observations 17011 17011 15829 15829 
Log likelihood -4827.06*** -3480.77*** -3331.39*** -2306.90*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 

Table 5.1.4 show results for entry into the competing risk of first consensual union and 

marriage among women and men in the GDR. The tables show that being in education has a 

negative and significant effect on entry into either destination states for both men and women, 

confirming hypothesis 1a. Women and men in the GDR are unlikely to begin the process of 

family formation until they have excited the educational system and established themselves 

independently in the labour market with a stable income. A higher level of education also has 

positive effect on entry into marriage among women in the GDR, with a higher coefficient for 

additional years spent in education than that of Norway and France. The GDR was the first 
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country to start expanding its formal childcare services in the 1960s, reaching coverage of 

50% for children below the age of 3 in 1970. It was the first country to reach such a high level 

of de-familialziation. The early expansion could have enabled high educated women in the 

GDR to balance work and family life, enabling them to better combine married life with 

children with a career, which is in line with what was expected in hypothesis 1b.  

Table 5.1.4: GDR- Entry into first consensual union and marriage (education) 

 Women Men 
 Consensual union Marriage Consensual union Marriage 
Constant  -5.722*** -5.403*** -5.982*** -6.116*** 
At risk  
(ref: 20- 24) 

    

age 16 - 19 -0.097 -0.393*** -0.714*** -1.290*** 
age 25 – 29 -0.584*** -1.366*** 0.055 -0.499*** 
age 30 – 34  -1.032*** -2.965*** -0.865*** -1.955*** 
age 35 – -2.167*** -4.401*** -1.608*** -3.363*** 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951-60) 

    

1941 – 50 -0.148 -0.637*** -0.271*** -0.131 
1961 – 70 0.194*** -0.651*** 0.117 -0.903*** 
1971 – 80 0.206*** -2.270*** 0.041 -2.554*** 
1981 –  0.763*** -1.955*** 0.363 -15.190 
Years of education   0.080*** 0.115*** 0.075*** 0.128*** 
In education -1.553*** -1.075*** -1.385*** -0.692*** 
Subjects 3453 3453 2443 2443 
Failures 1330 1324 883 752 
Observations 9716 9716 8097 8097 
Log likelihood -2737.88*** -2482.54*** -1735.60*** -1426.47*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 

Result for ages at risk show that women and men in the GDR where most likely of entry into 

marriage at ages 20 to 24, and less likely at earlier ages and later ages. For entry into 

consensual union, there is very little difference between the youngest age group, 16 to 19 and 

the reference group, those aged 20 to 24. This indicates that women in the GDR are more 

likely of entry into consensual union at an earlier age, compared to women in the other 

countries. Men in the GDR enter into consensual union at later ages compared to women, the 

differences between those aged 25 to 29 and the reference group, those aged 20 to 24 are not 

statistically significant when variables for education are included in model 3. Men in the GDR 

are also less likely of entry into marriage at ages 16 to 19 compared to women, since the 

coefficient is more negative for this age group. The results for birth cohorts show a different 

pattern compared to the other countries. Among women those between 1951 and 1960 are 

more likely of entry into first marriage, compared to the oldest birth cohort those born 
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between 1941 and 1950. For men there is little difference between the oldest birth cohort and 

the reference group for entry into marriage, the coefficient for the oldest birth cohort is not 

statistically significant. This could be due to the fact that access to housing often was 

conditioned on marriage among couples in the early 1970s, which could have increased entry 

into marriage for those born between 1951 and 1960. Since some in this birth cohort would 

have started to become at risk in the 70s. Younger birth cohorts are less likely of entry into 

marriage, especially men born after 1981, this coefficient is very high, negative and not 

statistically significant, few men from the former GDR in this group have entered into 

marriage. For entry into consensual union, women born after 1961 have become more likely 

of entry into consensual union compared to the reference group and the oldest birth cohort. 

Consensual union has increasingly become an alternative first step to family formation for 

women in the GDR. For men there is little difference in entry into consensual union for those 

born after 1961 compared to the reference group, none of the coefficient for the younger birth 

cohorts are statistically significant. But the coefficient is positive and higher than the oldest 

birth cohort, those born between 1941 and 1950. Consensual union has emerged as an 

alternative first step in the process of family formation among men in the GDR. But the 

pattern is not as strong as that for women in the GDR and it bears resemblance to the pattern 

for men in the FRG.  

5.1.2: Entry into first consensual union and first marriage – family policy models 

This section presents findings for the influence of changes to family policy on the competing 

risk of entry into first consensual union and first marriage. Models in this section include 

variables for changes to family policy; increases in length of maternity and parental leave 

(familialization), increases in formal childcare (de-familialization) and the introduction of 

remuneration for family leave and earmarked leave (de-genderization). Focus in this section 

will be on the entry into first marriage among women in the four countries. Changes to family 

policy are unlikely to have an influence on a couple’s decision to enter into consensual union, 

because consensual union is a flexible partnership that is easy to dissolve. Expecting a child is 

not a likely motivation for entry into consensual union. Entry into this partnership is more 

likely driven by other considerations. Couples could use this partnership as a trial marriage to 

see if they are compatible before they enter into marriage and have children, and a way of 

pooling their resources enabling them to better deal with uncertainties brought about by 

globalization without forming a strong commitment such as marriage. Focus is furthermore 
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on women, because changes to family policy determine their ability to reconcile work and 

family life.  

Since consensual union has emerged as an alternative first step into partnership formation 

among younger birth cohorts in most European countries, changes to family policy are 

expected to have a negative effect on entry into marriage. Changes to family policy have 

coincided with the rise of globalization from the 1970s onwards. Increases in length of leaves, 

formal childcare, remuneration while on leave and earmarked leave could therefore be 

negative for entry into marriage. Consensual union has become a natural first step of 

partnership formation for younger birth cohorts, because of its flexible nature, it implies less 

commitment compared to marriage. It enables couples to pool their resources, see if they are 

compatible, and offers an easier exit from the partnership compared to marriage. It enables 

couples in the younger birth cohorts to deal with some of the uncertainty that globalization 

has introduced in their lives (Mills & Blossfeld, 2013). Especially for the early career 

experience among the younger birth cohorts, since they experience more uncertainty in this 

aspect of their lives, due to the increased market competition that globalization has introduced 

(Mills & Blossfeld ,2005) However, increases in familialization, through longer maternity and 

parental leaves may have a positive effect in contexts where the link between marriage and 

childbirth has remained strong. Such as the conservative welfare state of the FRG, where 

extramarital births have remained at a much lower level compared to the other four countries 

in the analysis. If marriage and childbirth remain linked, a positive effect of increases in 

familialization could be observed. But if marriage and childbirth have become de-coupled 

with societal acceptance of extramarital childbirths, then familialization would have less 

influence on entry into marriage. 

Hypothesis 2a: Increases in length of maternity and parental leave (familialization) has a 

negative effect on rate of entry into marriage among women in France, Norway and the GDR, 

but a positive effect on rate of entry into marriage among women in the FRG. 

Increases in de-familialization and de-genderization are expected to have a negative effect on 

entry into marriage, from the origin state of being single. Increases in these measures took 

place rather late in most countries, at a time when consensual union had emerged as an 

alternative to marriage as a first step into partnership formation. The overview of changes to 

policy showed that increases in formal childcare began in the 1970s in France and the GDR, 
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and in the 1980s and 90s in the FRG and Norway. Remuneration for parental leave was not 

introduced until the late 70s and mid 80s, and Norway did not introduce its earmarked leave 

for fathers until 1993. Younger birth cohorts at risk of entry into partnership formation would 

be more likely of entry into consensual union over marriage as the first step, due to the rise in 

globalization, and broader societal acceptance of consensual union as a trial marriage. The 

uncertainty introduced by globalization have made younger birth cohorts less likely of entry 

into a long term binding and committed partnership such as marriage, because consensual 

union could offer some of the same benefits as marriage (Blossfeld & Mills, 2005: 16). It 

allows them to pool their resources, without having the same commitment, offering them an 

easier exit from the partnership.   

Hypothesis 2b: Introduction of flat rate remuneration for parental leave (genderization) in 

France, the FRG and the GDR and earnings related remuneration for parental leave (de-

genderization) in Norway has a negative effect on entry into marriage among women. 

Hypothesis 2c: Increases in formal childcare (de-familialziation) has a negative effect on rate 

of entry into marriage among women in France, Norway, the FRG and the GDR. 

Hypothesis 2d: Introduction of an earmarked leave (de-genderization) for fathers has a 

negative effect on rate of entry into marriage among women in Norway.  

Table 5.2.1 show models with changes to family policy variables for entry into the competing 

risk for women and men in France. The tables show that increases in maternity leave and 

parental leave introduced in the 1970s and 1980s have a negative effect on entry into marriage 

among women in France, confirming hypothesis 2a. The effect of remuneration for parental 

leave, introduced in 1985, also has a negative effect on entry into marriage, as expected in 

hypothesis 2b. As does the increases in formal childcare, which began in 1970, which was 

expected in hypothesis 2c, although the coefficients are not statistically significant. All these 

changes took place in France in the 1970s and 1980s at a time where globalization started to 

introduce more uncertainty in the early labour market experience among younger birth 

cohorts. As a consequence younger couples in France opted for consensual union over 

marriage because of its flexible nature. It enabled them to enjoy some of the benefits from 

marriage, like combining their resources, without having the same commitment as in 

marriage, since consensual union is much easier to dissolve. As such the negative influence of 
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these increases in familialization, de-familialization and de-genderization, is a result of 

younger birth cohorts opting for consensual union over marriage, since this partnership is 

better suited for the increase in uncertainty brought about by globalization. 

This is evident when looking at the effect these changes had on French men, which is very 

similar to the effect of women. Increases in maternity leave, and the introduction of 

remuneration has a significant negative effect on entry into marriage among French men. 

While increases in parental leave and formal childcare have a negative but not significant 

effect. The pattern is also very similar for both men and women when looking at the effect 

changes to family policy has on entry into consensual union.  

Table 5.2.1: France - Entry into first consensual union and marriage (family policy) 

 Women Men 
 Consensual union Marriage Consensual union Marriage 
Constant  -6.877*** -2.288*** -7.619*** -1.715** 
At risk  
(ref: 20 – 24) 

    

age 16 – 19 -0.458*** -0.839*** -1.165*** -2.137*** 
age 25 – 29 -0.770*** -0.912*** -0.218*** -0.131* 
age 30 – 34  -1.471*** -1.892*** -0.618*** -0.936*** 
age 35 – -2.661*** -2.986*** -1.460*** -2.129*** 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951 - 1960) 

    

1941 – 1950 -0.209*** 0.032 -0.314*** 0.129 
1961 – 1970 0.055 -0.336*** 0.033 -0.595*** 
1971 – 1980 -0.038 -0.993*** 0.016 -1.053*** 
1981 –  -0.255** -1.830*** -0.157 -2.172*** 
Years of education 0104*** 0.036*** 0.087*** 0.029** 
In education -0.893*** -1.068*** -0.682*** -0.669*** 
Family policy (macro)     
Maternity leave (weeks) 0.003 -0.152*** 0.081 -0.223*** 
Parental leave (weeks) 0.001 -0.002** -0.001 -0.001 
Remuneration 0.172*** -0.514*** 0.219*** -0.514*** 
Childcare 0.036*** -0.003 0.021*** -0.005 
Subjects 7458 7458 5418 5418 
Failures 3957 2327 2912 1408 
Observations 34555 34555 30433 30433 
Log likelihood -6590.41*** -4693.63*** -4506.10*** -2631.58*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 

The coefficients for remuneration and formal childcare are positive and significant for both 

genders for this entry, while changes to maternity leave and parental leave have no significant 

effect. Furthermore, there is now little difference in rate of entry to consensual union between 

those respondents born between 1961 and 1980 and the reference group, while the youngest 

birth cohort has a negative rate of entry compared to the reference group. These birth cohorts 
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came at risk of entry into consensual union or marriage from the mid 1970s onwards, at a time 

when globalization started to introduce more uncertainty due to the increased market 

competition and financial shocks. The positive effects of the increases in formal childcare 

from the mid 1970s onwards and the positive effect of the introduction of remuneration on 

entry into consensual union for women and men in France is most likely an effect of the 

increase in uncertainty brought about by globalization. The disappearance of the differences 

in entry into consensual union between birth cohorts born after 1951 is due to the increases in 

formal childcare and the introduction of remuneration, which coincided with the increased 

uncertainty as a result of globalization.  

As a result younger birth cohorts in France, men and women alike have opted for consensual 

union as the first step to partnership formation over marriage. But this change is not driven by 

the changes to family policy; rather it is because the flexible nature of this partnership is 

better suited for the uncertainty in early labour market experiences that globalization has 

introduced. It enables them to pool their resources, use consensual union as a trial marriage, 

and easily dissolve the union if needed. The tables also show that the oldest birth cohort and 

the reference group, those born between 1951 and 1960, are much more likely of entry into 

marriage compared to the three youngest birth cohorts. Consensual union has replaced 

marriage as the first step of partnership formation for both men and women in France. 

Furthermore being in education still has a negative effect on entry into both destination states 

for men and women alike. While increases in years in education have a positive effect on both 

destination states, the postponement of entry into either consensual union is still driven by the 

educational participation in France. Women and men remain most likely of entry at ages 20 to 

24, but women are more likely of entry into both destination states at age 16 to 19 compared 

to men, and less likely of entry at older ages, since the coefficients are less negative for the 

youngest age at risk and more negative for the older ages at risk when compared to men in 

France. 

Tables 5.2.2 show results with changes to family policy for entry into the competing risk for 

women and men in Norway. The table show that the increases in familialization with longer 

maternity and parental leave have a negative effect on entry into marriage among women in 

Norway. Although the coefficient for maternity leave turns insignificant once remuneration 
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and earmarked leave are introduced in the model7. The findings are still in line with 

hypothesis 2a. Increases in familialization did have a negative effect on rate of entry into 

marriage among women in Norway. This development is most likely a result of the increased 

uncertainty in early labour market experience for younger birth cohorts by globalization, since 

the increases in parental leave and the abolishment of maternity leave took place from 1977 

onwards. Increases in de-familialization, the percentage of children in childcare has a positive, 

but insignificant effect on entry into marriage for women in Norway, contrary to the expected 

negative effect expressed in hypothesis 2c. The increases in children below the age of 3 in 

formal childcare, which mainly took place from 1990 onwards in Norway, have a positive 

effect on entry into marriage among women. The increases in de-genderization, the 

introduction of earnings related remuneration for parental leave in 1977 and the earmarked 

leave for fathers in 1993 have a positive effect on entry into marriage for women in Norway, 

contrary to what was expected from hypothesis 2b and 2d. The coefficient for remuneration is 

not statistically significant but the coefficient for earmarked leave is. Furthermore, the 

increase in de-genderization has also had a positive effect on entry into marriage among men 

in Norway.  

The coefficients for age at risk, being in education and years in education are very similar to 

the previous models without family policy variables. Men and women in Norway remain most 

likely of entry into both destination states at age 20 to 24, but women are more likely of entry 

at earlier ages at risk and less likely at older ages at risk compared to men. Both men and 

women are less likely of entry while in education, and higher education still has a positive 

effect on rate of entry for both genders. But the coefficients for the youngest birth cohort have 

changed for entry into consensual union, they are now positive, albeit with weak statistical 

significance for women, and no statistical significance for men. When family policy is added 

to the variable, the youngest birth cohort in Norway does become more likely of entry into 

consensual union, but the difference in entry between it and the reference group, those born 

between 1951 and 1960 is miniscule, most likely due to the fact that this particular group is 

still in the process of starting their first partnership.  

Younger birth cohorts in Norway have opted for consensual union over marriage, as the first 

step in the process of partnership formation. The uncertainty in the labour market that 

                                                             
7 See hierarchical models in Appendix B 
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globalization has introduced has prompted younger birth cohorts in Norway to opt for 

consensual union as a first step of partnership formation as an alternative to marriage. The 

flexible nature of consensual union is better suited for this uncertainty. It allows couples to 

pool their resources and grants them an easy option to dissolve the partnership if needed, 

since consensual union is much easier to dissolve compared to marriage. The increases in 

familialization which took place at the same time as globalization, does have the expected 

negative effect on entry into marriage among women in Norway as expected. But increases in 

de-genderization and de-familialization show a positive effect on entry into marriage among 

women, contrary to expectations. This social democratic approach to family policy promotes 

better work and family reconciliation (de-famialization) and more equal share of household 

work (de-genderization). This structure and configuration of policy has prompted entry into 

marriage as a first step towards partnership formation among higher educated women in 

Norway. But consensual union has become a much more likely first step towards partnership 

formation among younger birth cohorts, especially for those born between 1961 and 1981.  

Table 5.2.2: Norway - Entry into first consensual union and marriage (family policy) 

 Women Men 
 Consensual union Marriage Consensual union Marriage 
Constant  -4.038*** -4.310*** -4.755*** -5.594*** 
At risk  
(ref: 20 – 24) 

    

age 16 – 19 -0.496*** -0.851*** -1.192*** -1.976*** 
age 25 – 29 -0.344*** -0.486*** 0.130*** 0.229*** 
age 30 – 34  -0.787*** -0.981*** -0.189*** -0.093 
age 35 – -1.840*** -2.089*** -1.116*** -1.106*** 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951 - 1960) 

    

1941 – 1950 -0.761*** 0.264*** -0.647*** 0.416*** 
1961 – 1970 0.245*** -0.689*** 0.184*** -0.430*** 
1971 – 1980 0.492*** -0.869*** 0.227*** -0.666*** 
1981 –  0.232* -1.817*** 0.055 -1.825*** 
Years of education 0.022*** 0.029*** 0.031*** 0.048*** 
In education -1.330*** -1.343*** -1.076*** -0.815*** 
Family policy (macro)     
Maternity leave (weeks) -0.053*** -0.032 -0.036* -0.009 
Parental leave (weeks) -0.008 -0.060*** -0.013** -0.050*** 
Remuneration -0.126 0.155 0.106 0.137 
Earmarked leave -0.061 1.151*** 0.222* 1.050*** 
Childcare -0.006 0.009 -0.010** 0.002 
Subjects 10156 10156 7592 7592 
Failures 5583 2984 4179 2016 
Observations 49845 49845 48188 48188 
Log likelihood -8701.07*** -5460.82*** -6146.32*** -3610.73*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 
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Table 5.2.3 show models with changes to family policy for entry into the competing risk 

among women and men in the FRG. The findings show that increases in weeks of parental 

leave has a significant positive effect on entry into marriage among women in the FRG. 

Increases in maternity leave, have a negative but not significant effect. The increases in weeks 

of parental leave from 1986 to 1992 from 43 to 156 weeks have increased the rate of entry 

into marriage among women in the FRG, while the modest increase in maternity leave in 

1970 has little effect. The results do confirm hypothesis 2a, an increase in familailization in 

the form of longer parental leave has made women in the FRG more likely of entry into 

marriage, especially due to the fact that marriage and childbirth has remained highly 

correlated in the FRG, with only modest increases in extramarital birth rates.  

Table 5.2.3: FRG - Entry into first consensual union and marriage (family policy) 

 Women Men 
 Consensual union Marriage Consensual union Marriage 
Constant  -6.530*** -3.274*** -9.340*** -4.179*** 
At risk  
(ref: 20 – 24) 

    

age 16 – 19 -0.397*** -0.541*** -0.936*** -1.335*** 
age 25 – 29 -0.156*** -0.385*** -0.018 0.287*** 
age 30 – 34  -0.661*** -1.408*** -0.297*** -0.710*** 
age 35 – -1.570*** -2.770*** -1.088*** -1.376*** 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951 - 1960) 

    

1941 – 1950 -0.761*** 0.060 -0.278*** 0.153 
1961 – 1970 0.130** -0.704*** -0.049 -0.573*** 
1971 – 1980 0.217** -0.867*** 0.027 -0.486*** 
1981 –  0.490*** -1.602*** -0.070 -0.966*** 
Years of education 0.060*** -0.041*** 0.077*** 0.023 
In education -1.406*** -1.941*** -0.931*** -1.143*** 
Family policy (macro)     
Maternity leave (weeks) 0.071 -0.071 0.224*** -0.102 
Parental leave (weeks) 0.001* 0.003** 0.001 0.001 
Remuneration -0.151 -0.617*** -0.383*** -0.149 
Childcare -0.008 -0.004 0.014 -0.029* 
Subjects 5554 5554 4368 4368 
Failures 2444 1497 1608 986 
Observations 33654 33654 31717 31717 
Log likelihood -4823.48*** -3467.33*** -3321.99*** -2300.34*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 

Women with shorter lengths of education in the FRG have opted for marriage as the first step 

of partnership formation instead of consensual union because of this. The introduction of flat 

rate remuneration for parental leave in 1986 has a significant negative effect on the rate of 

entry into marriage among women in the FRG, confirming hypothesis 2b. Family policy has 

remained genderized, with a low level of remuneration for parental leave and absence of an 
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earmarked leave for fathers. Family policy has remained structured towards women as the 

main caregiver within the family, with little incentive to increase the role of fathers in care 

giving, prompting women with higher levels of education to avoid entry into marriage as the 

first step in partnership formation. The modest increases in formal childcare for children 

below the age of 3 have a negative but insignificant effect on entry into marriage among 

women in the FRG. Hypothesis 2c is therefore not confirmed for the FRG, most likely due to 

the fact that increases in formal childcare have remained modest and below 20% coverage.  

The coefficients for age at risk, education and being in education are similar to the models in 

the previous section. Women in the FRG are most likely of entry into marriage at ages 20 to 

24.  additional years in education has a negative effect on rate of entry into marriage, higher 

educated women in the FRG avoid entry into marriage due to the fact that family policy 

remains structured towards genderization and familialization. Being in education still has a 

significant negative effect on entry into both destination states. The coefficients for birth 

cohorts have changed slightly. For women the coefficient for the birth cohort of 1961 – 1970 

on entry into consensual union has increased and become statistically significant, and the 

coefficient for the oldest birth cohort, has decreased and become statistically insignificant. For 

men, there is now little difference between the oldest birth cohort and the reference group. But 

the pattern from the previous section remains the same for both genders. Older birth cohorts 

are still more likely of entry into marriage, and less likely of entry into consensual union, 

while younger birth cohorts are more likely of entry into consensual union and less likely of 

entry into marriage.  

Globalization has in short also made the flexible partnership of consensual union more 

attractive as a first step of partnership formation for women and men in the FRG. The flexible 

nature of consensual union allows couples to pool their resources and an easier exit from the 

union compared to the more committed relationship of marriage. At the same time 

developments in family policy has created a split between women with low and high 

education. The conservative approach to family policy the increase in parental leave in 

particular, has made women with low education more likely of choosing marriage as the first 

step of partnership formation, while the lack of generous remuneration and earmarked leave 

for fathers has prompted higher educated women to avoid marriage as the first step of 

partnership formation. This development is in turn influenced by the fact that marriage and 
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childbirth has remained linked in the FRG, with only modest increases in extramarital birth 

rates. The conservative approach to family policy has made it difficult for women with high 

education to combine career and family. The increased uncertainty of early employment 

experience brought about by globalization has resulted in a situation where they have avoided 

marriage and childbirth. Women with lower education have on the other hand become more 

likely of entry into marriage, because this conservative approach, coupled with the strong link 

between marriage and childbirth, have made low educated women more likely of marriage as 

the first step of partnership formation. Women with lower education in the FRG, may have 

used entry into marriage to a male breadwinner as a way of coping with the uncertainty in 

early labour market experiences that globalization has introduced. 

Table 5.2.4 show results for changes to family policy for entry into the competing risk among 

women and men in the GDR. Increases in familialization have different impacts on entry into 

marriage among women in the GDR. On the one hand increases in maternity leaves in 1972 

have increased rate of entry into marriage, on the other increases in parental leave from 1976 

onwards have decreased the rate of entry into marriage. Hypothesis 2a is therefore only 

confirmed for the increase in parental leave, but not for increase in maternity leave. The 

reason for this is due to the fact that the women who were at risk of entry when then increase 

in parental leave took place in 1972 are those born between 1951 and 1960, the reference 

group, and those born between 1961 and 1970. Women in these birth cohorts are more likely 

of entry into marriage as the first step of partnership formation compared to the oldest birth 

cohort and those born after 1971. The younger birth cohorts on the other hand came at risk of 

entry after the increase to 78 weeks of parental leave in 1984 and in 1990 when East Germany 

adopted the West German parental leave scheme of 156 weeks. Women who became at risk in 

the late 80s and early 90s, when the socialist system collapsed, were much less likely to opt 

for marriage as the first step in partnership formation, due to the uncertainty they suddenly 

found themselves in, partly due to the collapse of the East German system, partly due to the 

uncertainty in early labour market experience brought about by globalization. An uncertainty 

they were shielded from by the previous socialist system. The introduction of a flat rate 

benefit for parental leave in 1986 has a significant negative effect on entry into marriage, 

which is most likely a result of this introduction happening so close to the collapse of the 

GDR. Genderization has remained high during the socialist regime and after German 

reunification. Remuneration for parental leave remained at a flat rate level, earmarked leave 
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was not introduced, and fathers had no access to parental leave until after German 

reunification. Women in the GDR were expected to perform the dual role of primary 

caregiver within the family and participate in the labour market. This along with the 

introduction happening so close to the time when uncertainty increased in the GDR due to the 

collapse of the socialist regime and free market competition and globalization was introduced, 

has prompted women in the GDR to become even less likely of entry into marriage as the first 

step of partnership formation.  

Table 5.2.4: GDR - Entry into first consensual union and marriage (family policy) 

 Women Men 
 Consensual union Marriage Consensual union Marriage 
Constant  -5.566*** -6.222*** -6.461*** -6.526*** 
At risk  
(ref: 20 – 24) 

    

age 16 – 19 -0.070 -0.537*** -0.715*** -1.429*** 
age 25 – 29 -0.622*** -1.136*** 0.056 -0.263** 
age 30 – 34  -1.128*** -2.407*** -0.854*** -1.423*** 
age 35 – -2.342*** -3.412*** -1.565*** -2.297*** 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951 - 1960) 

    

1941 – 1950 -0.161 -0.571*** -0.155 -0.273 
1961 – 1970 0.116 -0.136 0.071 -0.352*** 
1971 – 1980 0.013 -0.964*** 0.127 -1.236*** 
1981 –  0.487** -0.474 0.508* -14.228 
Years of education 0.078*** 0.125*** 0.075*** 0.130*** 
In education -1.547*** -1.123*** -1.363*** -0.737*** 
Family policy (macro)     
Maternity leave (weeks) -0.002 0.049*** 0.013 0.030*** 
Parental leave (weeks) 0.001 -0.005*** -0.001 -0.008*** 
Remuneration 0.152* -0.373*** 0.134 -0.266** 
Childcare -0.002 -0.007 0.003 -0.001 
Subjects 3453 3453 2443 2443 
Failures 1330 1324 883 752 
Observations 18145 18145 15647 15647 
Log likelihood -2735.70*** -2428.99*** -1732.98*** -1404.26*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1%   

Increases in de-familialization, the percentage of children below the age of 3 in formal 

childcare, has a negative, albeit insignificant effect, on entry into marriage among women in 

the GDR. Hypothesis 2c cannot be confirmed. This could be due to the fact that the steepest 

increase in formal childcare takes place from 1985 to 1990 with an overall increase of 18% 

compared to more modest increases from 1960 to 1985, especially from 1975 to 1985 where 

the increase was only 12% over 10 years. This steep increase, so close to the uncertainty 

associated with the collapse of the regime and the introduction of globalization could be the 

reason for the negative effect. Overall the results indicate that these uncertainties have 
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prompted women in the GDR to avoid marriage as the first step of partnership formation, 

furthermore the results for men are quite similar, most likely because the uncertainty 

introduced by these events was so great that it had in impact on both genders.  

The results for age at risk, years in education and being in education are very similar to the 

results from the models in the previous section. Women and men in the GDR are most likely 

of entry into both destination states at ages 20 to 24, compared to younger ages and older 

ages, women are furthermore more likely of entry into consensual union at the youngest ages 

at risk compared to men, and less likely of entry at older ages. Additional years in education 

still has a positive effect on entry into both destination states for men and women alike, while 

being in education has a negative effect. The coefficients for birth cohorts in the models for 

entry into first consensual union have changed for both men and women. All coefficients, 

except for the youngest birth cohorts, are now insignificant compared to the reference group. 

Couples in the GDR appear to have used consensual union as an alternative to marriage quite 

early compared to the other countries. Changes have also occurred for entry into first 

marriage, but younger birth cohorts remain less likely of entry into marriage compared to the 

reference group, those born between 1951 and 1960. Furthermore the coefficient for entry 

into marriage of the youngest birth cohort is now insignificant for women, most likely 

because this group is still in the process of starting their first partnership. Overall two 

conclusions can be made: 1) couples in the GDR started using consensual union as an 

alternative to marriage in the first step of partnership formation much earlier than the other 

three countries. 2) Women and men in the GDR became even less likely of entry into 

marriage as the first step in partnership formation with the increased uncertainty brought 

about by the collapse of the socialist regime and the rise of globalization that this introduced.  

5.1.3: Entry into first consensual union and first marriage – housing policy models 

This section presents findings for the competing risk of entry into first consensual union and 

first marriage with variables for changes to housing policy. A distinction is made for the 

hypothesis for rental housing and home-ownership. Home-ownership entails a much deeper 

commitment compared to rental housing (Feijten & Mulder, 2002: 776). It implies a longer 

stay in the same housing compared to rental housing, which by it is very nature, is a much 

more flexible housing option. Changes in support for home-ownership are therefore the focus 

for entry into marriage, while changes to support for rental housing are the focus for entry 
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into consensual union. Due to the fact that marriage implies a much more committed 

partnership, while consensual union is more flexible in its nature.  

Wide availability of rental homes could have a positive effect on entry into consensual union, 

since rental housing is a flexible accommodation that comes at a lower cost than home-

ownership. Low availability of affordable rental homes could act as a barrier for the diffusion 

of consensual union, across successive cohorts (Nazio & Blossfeld, 2003: 57). Increases in 

home-ownership are therefore expected to have a positive effect on entry into marriage, and a 

negative effect on entry into consensual union. Especially as there may be strong norms for 

housing among married couples with children that centres on home-ownership and spacious 

accommodation (Mulder & Lauster, 2010:437). Furthermore home-ownership is a long term 

commitment to a bank and a mortgage and therefore more likely to be associated with entry 

into marriage.  

Hypothesis 3a: Increases in percentage of home-ownership has a negative effect on rate of 

entry into first consensual union. An increase in percentage of home-ownership has a positive 

effect on entry into first marriage. 

Most European countries have retained some form of rent control and tenure security, moving 

from a first generation “hard” rent control with rent freezes on the existing housing stock, to a 

second generation “soft” deregulation that permits rent increases on new rental construction 

and new rent contracts (Lind, 2001: 43). The effects of this switch are likely to be 

complicated, especially because of incomplete and asymmetric information. Landlords and 

tenants don’t know much about each other before they sign a rent contract (Börsch-Supan, 

1994: 137).  Studies on the effects of deregulated soft rent control and tenure security in the 

FRG and the United States, shows that landlords are willing to give discounts on rent 

increases to retain pleasant tenants and avoid drawing in unpleasant tenants (Börsch-Supan, 

1994: 140). The studies furthermore indicate that the soft rent control with unregulated initial 

rents in the FRG, protected tenants from being exploited by their landlords. This switch could 

therefore have a positive effect on entry into consensual union, since the unregulated initial 

rent may very well increase cost of entry into the rental sector, making it easier for two person 

income households to gain access. Couples in consensual union could have a better chance of 

entry into the rental housing sector, and benefit from the possible rent premiums over time. 

Especially since the soft deregulation of rental homes introduced in France, Norway and the 
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FRG share many similarities. Soft rent regulation introduced specific protections from rent 

increases on existing contracts, and reference rents for new contracts in the existing housing 

stock. Tenure security was retained in all three countries as well, with at least some 

limitations on fixed term contracts. 

Hypothesis 3b: Soft deregulation of rent control and tenure security has a positive effect on 

rate of entry into first consensual union. Couples in consensual union are more likely to be 

able to pay the increased initial rents on new contracts and gain access to lower rent increases 

in existing rent contracts over time. 

Previous research has shown that restricting access to mortgage and loans for housing has 

resulted in postponement and low entries into marriage and childbirths, especially in Southern 

Europe (Mulder, 2006a: 294). When public support for homeownership through loans and tax 

subsidies are reduced, and in the case of the GDR access to homeownership are reduced, entry 

into marriage should become more difficult. Especially among younger birth cohorts who 

face rising uncertainty in early employment experiences through globalization. This would 

prompt them to opt for consensual union over marriage as the first step of entry into a 

partnership formation. These reductions could strengthen entry into consensual union as the 

first step into partnership, since lowering support would increase the cost of access to home-

ownership.  

Hypothesis 3c: Reductions in public support for housing construction, either through lower 

subsidies on interest rate (Norway), shifts to a more targeted systems (France), less 

preferential treatment (FRG) or restricting access to home ownership (GDR) has a negative 

effect on the rate of entry into first marriage. 

Hypothesis 3d: Reductions in public tax credits for housing constructions, either by reducing 

subsidies (Norway) or switching to tax allowances instead of mortgage interest tax relief 

(FRG) should have a negative effect on the rate of entry into first marriage. 

Table 5.3.1 shows models with changes to housing policy for entry into the competing risk 

among women and men in France. Results show that an increase in home-ownership does 

have a negative effect on the rate of entry into consensual union for both men and women in 

France, once variables for rental housing support are added in model 3. The coefficient for 

women is however not significant. But the effect is also negative for entry into marriage 
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contrary to the expectations in hypothesis 3a. The hypothesis can therefore only be confirmed 

for the entry into consensual union among men in France. The relative low increases in home-

ownership in France from 53% in 1960 to 62% in 2005 has had a negative effect on entry into 

both destination states for women and men, making it more difficult to start the process of 

partnership formation. The switch to a soft de-regulation of rent control and tenure security in 

1989, which introduced reference rents for existing dwellings and rent contracts were set to a 

minimum 3 years for individual landlords and 6 years for institutional landlords, has a 

positive effect on entry into consensual union for both genders in France, compared to the 

previous first generation hard rent control and tenure security, confirming hypothesis 3b. Soft 

deregulation of rent control and tenure security has made entry into consensual union easier in 

France. It has increased flexibility and mobility in the rental housing market and made access 

easier for couples in consensual union, since covering initial rent increases in new contracts 

are easier for a two income household. These couples also have a better chance of enjoying 

any possible lower rent increases that landlords might give to retain their existing “good” 

tenants.  

The switch to the more targeted support for home-ownership has had a negative effect on the 

rate of entry into marriage for women and men in France. The introduction of the PAP system 

in 1977 which provided government subsidized loan for low income families, and the 

replacement of the PAP system with the PTZ in 1995 which introduced a means tested 

interest free loan to first time buyers based on the family size and geographical location both 

have a negative effect on entry into marriage in France, compared to the Epargne Logement 

which provided universal support for housing construction, provided the recipients had 

reached a specific target after 5 years of saving. The switch from a universal to more targeted 

systems for support of home-ownership has made entry into marriage more difficult for 

couples in France. Hypothesis 3c can therefore be confirmed, although the effect is only 

significant for the PAP system. This development is most likely also tied to the increase in 

uncertainty in employment brought about by globalization, which have prompted younger 

birth cohorts in France to avoid direct entry into marriage as the first step of partnership 

formation, preferring the more flexible option of consensual union, which is better suited for 

this uncertainty.  
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Table 5.3.1: France - Entry into first consensual union and marriage (housing policy) 

 Women Men 
 Consensual union Marriage Consensual Union Marriage 
Constant  -5.222*** -1.522** -4.741*** -1.952** 
At risk  
(ref: 20 – 24) 

    

age 16 – 19 -0.511*** -0.751*** -1.202*** -2.039*** 
age 25 – 29 -0.720*** -1.010*** -0.171*** -0.244*** 
age 30 – 34  -1.337*** -2.073*** -0.516*** -1.133*** 
age 35 – -2.387*** -3.246*** -1.242*** -2.522*** 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951 - 1960) 

    

1941 – 1950 -0.454*** 0.239*** -0.443*** 0.322*** 
1961 – 1970 0.251*** -0.578*** 0.190*** -0.858*** 
1971 – 1980 0.161* -1.126*** 0.191** -1.340*** 
1981 –  0.044 -1.931*** 0.129 -2.463*** 
Years of education 0.106*** 0.032*** 0.089*** 0.024* 
In education -0.890*** -1.074*** -0.683*** -0.669*** 
Housing policy (macro)     
Homeowner (%) -0.016 -0.063*** -0.026** -0.063*** 
Savings (ref: t1)     
t2: Scheme - PAP 0.496*** -0.390*** 0.304*** -0.464*** 
t3: Scheme - PTZ 0.486*** -0.270 0.258** -0.246 
Rent control and Tenure 
security (ref: t1) 

    

t2: RC +TS relaxed 0.218*** -0.232* 0.271*** -0.077 
Subjects 7458 7458 5418 5418 
Failures 3957 2327 2912 1408 
Observations 31353 31353 27630 27630 
Log likelihood -6616.00 -4696.38** -4512.98*** -2639.72*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 

The coefficients for age at risk, years of education and being in education, are quite stable 

compared to the basic model without housing policy variables. Entry into both destination 

states is most likely at ages 20 to 24 compared to other ages at risk. Women are more likely of 

entry into both destination states at earlier ages and less likely at older ages compared to men. 

Entry into both destination states is still unlikely while respondents are still in education, at 

this stage women and men have not fully established themselves independently, but rely on 

support from their families or the state, and therefore unlikely to enter into a partnership.  

Additional years in education have a positive effect on entry into both destination states, 

higher educated women and men are more likely of entry into marriage and consensual union. 

The overall pattern for the birth cohorts remain the same, although the coefficient for 

youngest birth cohort is no longer significant, most likely because this group is still in the 

process of forming their first partnership. The tables still show that younger birth cohorts are 

more likely of entry into consensual union compared to the reference group and the oldest 

birth cohort, and less likely of entry into marriage.  
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Table 5.3.2 shows models with changes to housing policy for entry into the competing risk for 

women and men in Norway. Findings show that an increase in the percentage of home-

ownership has a positive effect on the rate of entry into consensual union and a negative effect 

on the rate of entry into marriage, the exact opposite of the expectations of hypothesis 3a. 

Couples in Norway have opted for consensual union as the first step in partnership formation 

over marriage, despite the decrease in rental home availability due to the increase in home-

ownership from 53% in 1960 to 82% in 2005. This development could be due to the fact that 

a two person income has become much more important in order to gain access to the 

expanding market for home-ownership in Norway. That coupled with the uncertainty 

globalization has introduced in employment, has prompted younger birth cohorts in Norway 

to opt for the more flexible partnership of consensual union. This way they can pool their 

resources, without having the same commitment as marriage, and save up enough money to 

be able to eventually access the housing market later.  

The replacement of the first generation hard rent control to a second generation soft rent 

control system with relaxations of rent control and tenure security in 1982 and 1999 do have a 

positive effect on entry into consensual union, but the effect is statistically insignificant. 

Hypothesis 3b can therefore not be confirmed. The gradual abolishment of rent control from 

1982 to 1999, and the introduction of free market rents with restrictions on rent contracts 

shorter than 3 years in 1999, has not lead to a significant increase in entry into consensual 

union compared to the previous first generation hard rent control and tenure security. Couples 

in Norway were already entering into consensual union before these changes took place, the 

introduction of a second generation soft rent control and tenure security did not lead to any 

significant increases in entry into consensual union among men and women in Norway. Entry 

into consensual union was already an essential pre-requisite for access to home-ownership. 

Consensual union enabled couples to enjoy the benefits similar to that of marriage, such as 

pooling their resources, and have some flexibility in their relationship and begin saving up for 

home-ownership.  

The reductions in public support provided by the state run housing bank show no significant 

effect on entry into marriage. The abolishment of interest subsidies for construction in 1996 

and the reductions in tax subsidies in 1992 did not lead to a significant increase or decrease in 

entry into marriage among men and women in Norway. This could be due to the fact that 
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despite these changes public support for home-ownership in Norway has remained 

widespread and generous, compared to many other countries. This along with the relative late 

introduction of these reforms could account for the absence of the expected negative effect of 

the reductions expressed in hypothesis 3c and 3d. Furthermore they took place at a time when 

the increase in home-ownership in Norway had reached 78-77% Those respondents at risk in 

the 1990s when the changes took place would therefore have a hard time finding rental 

housing, some of them might have opted for entry into marriage, along with purchasing a 

house, especially if they are well educated and have an income that allows for this.  

Table 5.3.2: Norway - Entry into consensual union and marriage (housing policy) 

 Women Men 
 Consensual union Marriage Consensual union Marriage 
Constant  -5.824*** -1.700*** -6.127*** -2.352*** 
At risk  
(ref: 20 – 24) 

    

age 16 – 19 -0.454*** -0.923*** -1.142*** -2.004*** 
age 25 – 29 -0.404*** -0.382*** 0.064 0.285*** 
age 30 – 34  -0.911*** -0.772*** -0.302*** 0.012 
age 35 – -2.097*** -1.599*** -1.366*** -0.853*** 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951 - 1960) 

    

1941 – 1950 -0.770*** 0.093 -0.606*** 0.310*** 
1961 – 1970 0.096* -0.222** -0.003 -0.242** 
1971 – 1980 0.196** -0.396** -0.056 -0.432** 
1981 –  -0.271** -1.404*** -0.391*** -1.612*** 
Years of education 0.018** 0.033*** 0.030*** 0.048*** 
In education -1.320*** -1.348*** -1.069*** -0.814*** 
Housing policy (macro)     
Homeown (%) 0.022*** -0.054*** 0.017*** -0.061*** 
Savings (ref: t1)     
t2: no subsidies  0.003 0.090 0.122 0.056 
Tax (ref: t1)     
t2: reduction in tax 
subsidies 

-0.261*** -0.016 -0.126* 0.136 

Rent control and Tenure 
security (ref: t1) 

    

t2: RC relaxed  0.027 -0.269*** 0.088 0.125 
t3: RC set free + limit on 
contracts 

0.060 -0.023 -0.118 0.138 

Subjects 10156 10156 7592 7592 
Failures 5583 2948 4179 2016 
Observations 45384 45384 43189 43189 
Log likelihood   -6146.74*** -3609.43*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 

The coefficients for years of education and being in education are similar to the basic model. 

Being in education still has a strong negative effect on entry into both destination states, while 

additional years in education have a positive effect. Women are still most likely of entry into 
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consensual union and marriage at ages 20 to 24 compared to younger and older ages at risk. 

They are furthermore more likely of entry into both destination states at younger ages and less 

likely at older ages, compared to men. Especially since the model now shows little difference 

in rate of entry into consensual union between men aged 25 to 29 and the reference group, and 

between those aged 30 to 34 and the reference group for entry into marriage. Men in Norway 

are much more likely to experience entry into partnership at older ages compared to women in 

Norway. Younger birth cohorts remain more likely of entry into consensual union, and less 

likely of entry into marriage, compared to the oldest birth cohort and the reference group. The 

coefficient for the youngest birth cohort those born after 1981 is now negative and significant 

for entry into consensual union for both men and women, this is probably due to the fact that 

this group is still in the process of family formation. But this group also faces more difficulty 

in finding suitable accommodation in the rental sector when it becomes at risk from 1997 

onwards due to the development of a high level of homeownership, and low level of rental 

home availability in Norway at this point.  

Table 5.3.3 show models with changes to housing policy for entry into the competing risks for 

women and men in the FRG. Findings show that an increase in home-ownership has a 

positive effect on entry into consensual union and a negative effect on entry into marriage, for 

women and men alike. Hypothesis 3a can therefore not be confirmed, since this is contrary to 

the expectations. This effect could be due to the fact that increases in home-ownership have 

taken place alongside the rising uncertainty in employment for younger birth cohorts brought 

about by globalization. This development has prompted couples in the FRG to avoid marriage 

as the first step in partnership formation, choosing the more flexible option of consensual 

union instead.  

The results for the switch to a second generation soft rent control and tenure security from a 

first generation hard rent control and tenure security shows a negative effect on entry into 

consensual union for women and a positive effect for entry into men, both coefficients are 

statistically insignificant. Hypothesis 3b can therefore not be confirmed. The absence of an 

effect of the introduction of soft rent control and tenure security in 1971 could be due to the 

fact that rental home availability has remained high in the FRG. Rental homes have remained 

the predominant form of housing in the FRG from 1960 to 2000. This coupled with the fact 

that the system has remained quite protective of sitting tenants; with restrictions on increases 
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in rents on existing contracts could be the reason why there is no significant effect for entry 

into consensual union.  

Table 5.3.3: FRG - Entry into first consensual union and marriage (housing policy) 

 Women Men 
 Consensual union Marriage Consensual union Marriage 
Constant  -7.832*** -2.554*** -7.873*** -1.960** 
At risk  
(ref: 20 - 24) 

    

age 16 – 19 -0.328*** -0.653*** -0.889*** -1.476*** 
age 25 – 29 -0.221*** -0.268*** -0.058 0.439*** 
age 30 – 34  -0.803*** -1.167*** -0.394*** -0.400** 
age 35 – -1.866*** -2.229*** -1.296*** -0.716*** 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951 - 1960) 

    

1941 – 1950 -0.591*** -0.246** -0.220* -0.305** 
1961 – 1970 -0.036 -0.485*** -0.172* -0.348*** 
1971 – 1980 -0.047 -0.411** -0.195 0.059 
1981 –  0.047 -0.938** -0.431* -0.078 
Years of education 0.057*** -0.034** 0.077*** 0.025 
In education -1.403*** -1.937*** -0.918*** -1.170*** 
Housing policy (macro)     
Homeowner (%) 0.065*** -0.043* 0.044*** -0.100*** 
Savings (ref: t1)     
t2: Bausparkasse reduced -0.151 -0.161 -0.085 -0.209 
t3: Bausparkasse increase -0.159 0.092 0.010 -0.237 
Taxation (ref: t1)     
Tax allowances increase -0.135* -0.450*** -0.144 -0.003 
Rent control and Tenure 
security (ref: t1) 

    

t2: RC set free +  
TS abolished  

-0.033 -0.188 0.128 -0.037 

Subjects 5554 5554 4368 4368 
Failures 2444 1497 1608 986 
Observations 29164 29164 27692 27692 
Log likelihood -4817.55*** -3459.26*** -3325.75*** -2281.83*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 

Changes to the public support for home-ownership in the FRG through the Bausparkasse 

system do not appear to have any significant effect on entry into marriage either. The 

introduction of longer waiting periods for loans and less preferential measures through tax 

premiums in 1980 does have a negative effect on entry into marriage for both men and 

women in the FRG. But the increase interest and use of the system from 1990 onwards has a 

positive effect on entry for women and a negative effect on entry for men. Results do indicate 

a negative effect on entry into marriage, especially for men, but they remain insignificant, 

hypothesis 3c can therefore not be confirmed. The switch from a mortgage interest tax relief 

system to a tax allowances in 1987, making owner-occupation in the FRG a consumption 

good instead of an investment good does however have a negative effect on entry into 
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marriage for women in the FRG, but no significant effect on entry for men. Hypothesis 3d can 

therefore be confirmed for women. The introduction of less preferential treatment in tax 

credits for home-ownership does have a negative effect on entry into marriage among women 

in the FRG, compared to the previous more generous mortgage tax relief system. Findings do 

indicate a negative effect for men as well, but the effect is small and not statistically 

significant.  

Results for age at risk, years of education and being in education are very similar to the 

models in the previous section. Entry into both destination states is most likely at ages 20 to 

24 for women and 20 to 29 for men. Women are more likely to enter into either of the 

destination states at earlier ages and less likely at older ages compared to men. Being in 

education still has a negative effect on entry into both destination states. Years in education 

have a positive effect on entry into consensual union for both genders, and a negative effect 

on entry into marriage for women. Higher educated women in the FRG avoid entry into 

marriage as the first step of partnership formation when housing policy is included in the 

models. The results for birth cohorts have changed. There is now less difference between the 

three youngest birth cohorts and the reference group for entry into consensual union among 

women. For men this entry now appear less likely among the three youngest birth cohorts 

compared to the reference group, but with weak statistical significance. For entry into 

marriage, younger birth cohorts are still less likely of entry into marriage among women. But 

for men there is now less difference between the birth cohorts born after 1971 and the 

reference group, those born between 1951 and 1960. These groups are still less likely of entry 

into marriage compared to the oldest birth cohort, but they do appear to be more likely to 

choose marriage as the first step compared to those born between 1961 and 1970.  

Table 5.3.4 show models with changes to housing policy for entry into the competing risks for 

women and men in the GDR. Results show that increases in the percentage of home-

ownership had a positive effect on entry into consensual union and a negative effect on entry 

into marriage among women and men in the GDR. Findings are however only significant for 

entry into marriage among women. The increases in home-ownership in the GDR have 

remained modest, and mainly took place from the mid 1980s onwards and after German 

reunification, home-ownership accounted for 32% of the total housing stock in 2000. The 

absence of a significant effect and the positive findings for entry into consensual union and 
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negative findings for entry into marriage could be due to these modest increases which took 

place after German reunification. The effect is probably associated with the massive increase 

in uncertainty about the future that was introduced with reunification and the introduction of 

globalization in the GDR. This prompted respondents in the GDR, in particular women, to 

avoid entry into marriage, due to the commitment such a relationship entails.  

Table 5.3.4: GDR - Entry into first consensual union and marriage (housing policy) 

 Women Men 
 Consensual union Marriage Consensual union Marriage 
Constant  -6.019*** -4.229*** -6.953*** -5.749*** 
At risk  
(ref: 20 - 24) 

    

age 16 – 19 -0.092 -0.447*** -0.714*** -1.353*** 
age 25 – 29 -0.594*** -1.273*** 0.061 -0.405*** 
age 30 – 34  -1.052*** -2.628*** -0.868*** -1.648*** 
age 35 – -2.204*** -3.576*** -1.636*** -2.617*** 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951 - 1960) 

    

1941 – 1950 -0.175 -0.420** -0.135 -0.141 
1961 – 1970 0.164** -0.478*** 0.110 -0.665*** 
1971 – 1980 0.152 -1.276*** 0.079 -1.527*** 
1981 –  0.673*** -0.327 0.347 -14.325 
Years of education 0.079*** 0.114*** 0.074*** 0.126*** 
In education -1.548*** -1.102*** -1.376*** -0.698*** 
Housing policy (macro)     
Homeowner (%) 0.015 -0.065** 0.030 -0.016 
Savings (ref: t1)     
t2: Restricted access to 
Home ownership 

-0.041 0.283 0.334 0.002 

t3: Bausparkasse increase 0.345 0.271 0.504 -0.515 
Rent control and Tenure 
security (ref: t1) 

    

t2: RC set free + TC 
abolished 

-0.441*** -0.986*** -0.451** -0.501 

Subjects 3453 3453 2443 2443 
Failures 1330 1324 883 752 
Observations 15096 15096 12887 12887 
Log likelihood -2733.45*** -2444.19*** -1731.42*** -1409.18*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 

The introduction of the West German soft rent control and tenure security in the GDR has had 

a significant negative effect on entry into consensual among women and men. The systemic 

shock that the switch from the rent freezes of the socialist regime, when rents where set at 

1936 levels adjusting for inflation, to a system that allowed for some rent increases in existing 

contracts and free rents on new contracts has made it more difficult for couples in the GRD to 

enter into consensual union. This is contrary to the expectations expressed in hypothesis 3b, 

but do recall that the chapter outlining the hypotheses did stress that the effect of this change 
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was uncertain. The results in the tables show that both genders in the GDR did encounter 

obstacles in entry into consensual union as a result of this dramatic shift in rent control and 

tenure security, that coupled with the rising uncertainty brought about by German 

reunification and globalization is the main reason for this development.  

Changes to support for home-ownership are more difficult to interpret. The tables show that 

the restrictions in access to home-ownership had a positive, albeit insignificant effect, on 

entry into marriage for both genders. The effect of the introduction of the Bausparkasse 

system was negative and significant for both women and men, until the variable for support 

for rental homes was introduced to the models8. The result turns positive for women and 

remains negative for men, but both coefficients are insignificant.  Since these developments 

happen roughly at the same time, it is likely a result of the difficulties in disentangling these 

effects. But results indicate that the shift from the socialist housing policy of the GDR to the 

capitalist housing policy of the FRG, has introduced more uncertainty among respondents, 

making them less likely of entry into both destination states.  

The coefficients for age at risk, years of education and being in education are quite stable 

compared to the basic model. Women and men in the GDR are most likely of entry into both 

destination sates at ages 20 to 24, and women are more likely of entry at younger ages at risk 

and less likely at older ages compared to men. Being in education still has a significant 

negative effect on entry into both destination states, while higher levels of education have a 

positive effect. The results for birth cohorts have changed slightly, for women there is now 

less difference in entry into consensual union between those born between 1971 and 1980 and 

the reference group, and the coefficient for the youngest birth cohort is now insignificant for 

entry into marriage. For men there is now little difference between all birth cohorts and the 

reference group in entry into consensual union. But the pattern from the previous models 

remains the same; younger cohorts are more likely of entry into consensual union and less 

likely of entry into marriage, compared to the older cohorts. The youngest birth cohort is still 

in the process of starting their first partnership, and this could account for the insignificant 

results for entry into marriage, few respondents in this group has entered into marriage, 

especially among men, due to the high negative and insignificant result of this birth cohort.  

                                                             
8 See hierarchical models in Appendix B 
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5.1.4: Entry into first consensual union and first marriage – complete policy models 

This section presents models for the entry into first consensual union and first marriage with 

variables for both family and housing policy. The purpose of the section is to see if the results 

from the previous models are the same once changes to both family and housing policy are 

taken into account and if the conclusions regarding the hypothesis can still be made.  

Table 5.4.1 show models with changes to family and housing policy for entry into the 

competing risk among women and men in France. Results show that women and men in 

France are unlikely to enter into both destination states when they are still in education, 

confirming hypothesis 1a. At this stage in their lives respondents in France are still not 

financially independent, and many still rely on support from their families, while in education 

women and men in France do not begin the process of partnership formation. Additional years 

spent in education have a positive effect on entry into marriage among women in France, 

confirming hypothesis 1b. Women with higher levels of education, measured as years spent in 

education, are more likely of entry into marriage compared to women with lower education. 

The postponement of entry into marriage among women in France is driven by the additional 

time spent in educational system, not the level of education itself. Higher educated women 

have not become less likely of entry into marriage, as the “New Home Economics” suggested. 

Instead they postpone this entry until they have finished their education.    

Results for changes to family policy are similar to the previous models without changes to 

housing policy. The increases in weeks of maternity leave and parental leave still have a 

negative effect on entry into marriage among women, but the coefficient for parental leave is 

no longer statistically significant. The introduction of flat rate remuneration for parental leave 

in 1985 also has a negative effect on entry into marriage, but this coefficient has also turned 

statistically insignificant. Increases in the percentage of formal childcare for children below 

the age of 2 still have a negative influence as well, but here the coefficient has turned 

statistically significant. All these changes to family policy took place from the 1970s 

onwards, at a time when globalization introduced more uncertainty particularly in the labour 

market; as a result young couples opted for consensual union over marriage as the first step 

into partnership formation, due to the flexible nature of this partnership enabling them to 

better cope with this uncertainty. The flexibility of consensual union enabled young couples 

to enjoy some of the benefits similar to marriage, such as combining their resources, without 
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having to commit to the partnership to the same extent. It enabled them to use consensual 

union as a trial marriage, until they were more established in the labour market, or more 

certain of their future prospects. This is also evident when looking on the effect changes to 

family policy had on entry into marriage among men; the results are very similar to those for 

women. 

Table 5.4.1: France - Entry into first consensual union and marriage 

 Women Men 
 Consensual union Marriage Consensual union Marriage 
Constant  -4.848*** 0.669 -4.326*** 0.392 
At risk  
(ref: 20 - 24) 

    

age 16 – 19 -0.438*** -0.810*** -1.146*** -2.108*** 
age 25 – 29 -0.792*** -0.923*** -0.231*** -0.148* 
age 30 – 34  -1.519*** -1.887*** -0.643*** -0.948*** 
age 35 – -2.766*** -2.890*** -1.513*** -2.133*** 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951 - 1960) 

    

1941 – 1950 -0.110 0 .098 -0.238*** 0.156* 
1961 – 1970 0.026 -0.326*** 0.011 -0.599*** 
1971 – 1980 -0.130 -0.801*** -0.025 -1.026*** 
1981 –  -0.314** -1.542*** -0.109 -2.090*** 
Years of education 0.103*** 0.036*** 0.086*** 0.028** 
In education -0.897*** -1.074*** -0.687*** -0.670*** 
Family Policy (macro)     
Maternity leave (weeks) 0.030 -0.138*** 0.107* -0.196*** 
Parental leave (weeks) 0.001 -0.003 -0.003 0.004 
Remuneration 0.331*** -0.126 0.507*** -0.405* 
Childcare 0.039*** -0.015** 0.020*** -0.013 
Housing policy (macro)     
Homeownership (%) -0.052*** -0.061*** -0.076*** -0.048** 
Savings (ref: t1)     
t2: Scheme - PAP -0.104 0.191 0.155 -0.549 
t3: Scheme - PTZ 0.021 0.237 0.254 -0.434 
RC & TS (ref: t1)     
t2: RC +TS relaxed 0.245*** -0.112 0.395*** -0.132 
Subjects 7458 7458 5418 5418 
Failures 3957 2327 2912 1408 
Observations 37113 37113 32967 32967 
Log likelihood -6579.34*** -4685.15*** -4490.92*** -2628.32*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 

The results for changes to housing policy are also quite similar to the previous models without 

family policy. Increases in the percentage of home-ownership still has a negative influence on 

entry into both destination states, hypothesis 3a therefore remains confirmed for entry into 

consensual union, but unconfirmed for entry into marriage. The relatively low increases in 

home-ownership from 53% in 1960 to 62% in 2005, has made it more difficult to begin the 

process of partnership formation. The switch from a first generation hard rent control and 
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tenure security system to a second generation soft system still has a positive effect on entry 

into consensual union when changes to family policy are added to the model. This change 

introduced in 1989, allowed free rents on new rental homes in France, and increases on 

existing rental contracts based on reference rents. It furthermore specified that rental contracts 

should be of a minimum of 3 years for private landlords and 6 years for institutional 

landlords. This switch to soft deregulated rent control and tenure security has increased the 

flexibility and mobility of the rental home market, making access easier for couples in 

consensual union, a two person income household is more likely to be able to cover the 

increases in rent allowed under the new system. Furthermore, these couples are more likely to 

enjoy any reduced rent increases that landlords may give to retain their “good” tenants.   

The changes to public support for home-ownership are quite different, for women in 

particular once family policy is included in the models. In the previous model, this had a 

negative effect on entry into marriage among women in France, the results in the table above 

now show a positive and statistically insignificant effect. For men the results are quite similar 

to the previous model without family policy, but here the results are also not statistically 

significant. The introduction of the PAP system in 1977 and the replacement of the PAP 

system with the PTZ system in 1995, no longer has a significant effect on the entry into 

marriage among women and men in France, once family policy is taken into consideration. 

Hypothesis 3c is therefore no longer confirmed. The negative effects of policy changes on 

entry into marriage in France are influenced more by changes to family policy than housing 

policy.  

The coefficients for age at risk are very stable compared to the previous models. Women and 

men in France are most likely of entry into both destination states at ages 20 to 24, compared 

to other ages at risk. Women are more likely of entry into both destination states at earlier 

ages at risk and less likely at older ages at risk compared to men. Younger birth cohorts are 

less likely of entry into marriage compared to the oldest birth cohort and the reference group. 

For entry into consensual union there is now less difference between the birth cohorts. For 

men those born after 1961 have similar rates of entry into compared to the reference group, 

while the oldest birth cohort is less likely of entry compared to the reference group and 

younger birth cohorts. For women only the youngest birth cohort is less likely of entry into 

consensual union compared to reference group.  
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Table 5.4.2 below shows models for the entry into the competing risk for women in Norway 

with variables for the changes to family and housing policy. Results show that women and 

men in Norway do not enter into either of the competing risks while still in education; 

hypothesis 1a is therefore still confirmed. They are still not fully established in the labour 

market with a career at this point in their lives, many are dependent on support from their 

families or other sources, and they do not begin the process of partnership formation while 

still in education. Increases in years of education, still has a positive effect on entry into 

marriage among women. Norwegian women with higher levels of education have not become 

less likely of entry into marriage, but they do postpone their entry into marriage while they 

are still in education.  

Results for changes to family policy show that increases in weeks of parental leave 

(famialializtion) still has a negative effect on entry into marriage among women in Norway, 

albeit with weak statistical significance. Hypothesis 2a is therefore still confirmed. The effect 

of increases in maternity leave is however positive, but this is due to the fact that maternity 

leave was abolished in 1977, prior to this change, women, especially women in older birth 

cohorts were more likely of entry into marriage as the first step of partnership formation, 

compared to women in younger birth cohorts.  

Increases in children below the age of 3 in formal childcare from 1990 onwards have a 

negative effect on entry into marriage among women in Norway now, in line with the 

expectation expressed in hypothesis 3c, but the effect is insignificant, most likely because the 

changes to support for home-ownership occurs at roughly the same time, which lead to 

multicolinarity issues. Increases in de-genderization, the introduction of earnings related 

remuneration for parental leave in 1977 and the earmarked leave for fathers introduced in 

1993 still have a positive effect on entry into marriage among women in Norway, but the 

effect is now statistically insignificant. The negative effect of the increases in familialization 

and de-familialization is most likely due to the uncertainty in employment brought about by 

globalization from the 1970s onwards. As Norway increased the length of leave and slowly 

started to expand its formal childcare coverage, globalization started to introduce more 

uncertainties in the labour market, as a consequence women in Norway started to opt for the 

more flexible partnership of consensual union, over the more committed partnership of 

marriage, in order to deal with these uncertainties. The increases in de-genderization have 
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however had a positive effect on entry into marriage for women in Norway, contrary to the 

expectations. For men the introduction of earmarked leave for fathers also had a significant 

positive effect on entry into marriage. The social democratic approach of a more de-

genderized family policy in Norway has prompted women and men to become more likely of 

entry into marriage as the first step of partnership formation, especially among those with 

higher levels of education since additional years in education have a positive effect on this 

entry for both women and men. Furthermore, this group is more likely of having the 

necessary income to gain access to the Norwegian housing market, compared to respondents 

with lower levels of education, who have a lower income potential.  

Table 5.4.2: Norway - Entry into first consensual union and marriage 

 Women Men 
 Consensual union Marriage Consensual union  Marriage 
Constant  -5.021*** -2.348*** -5.893*** -3.389*** 
At risk  
(ref: 20 - 24) 

    

age 16 – 19 -0.461*** -0.923*** -1.154*** -2.003*** 
age 25 – 29 -0.388*** -0.373*** 0.077* 0.273*** 
age 30 – 34  -0.872*** -0.745*** -0.276*** 0.032 
age 35 – -2.019*** -1.556*** -1.318*** -0.832*** 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951 - 1960) 

    

1941 – 1950 -0.710*** 0.065 -0.542*** 0.265*** 
1961 – 1970 0.117** -0.233** 0.036 -0.256** 
1971 – 1980 0.285*** -0.378* 0.019 -0.448** 
1981 –  -0.021 -1.288*** -0.181 -1.575*** 
Years of education 0.019** 0.034*** 0.030*** 0.048*** 
In education -1.329*** -1.349*** -1.073*** -1.575*** 
Family Policy (macro)     
Maternity leave (weeks) -0.052*** 0.001 -0.046*** 0.003 
Parental leave (weeks) -0.010* -0.030* -0.023*** -0.033** 
Remuneration -0.203 0.372 -0.043 0.292 
Earmarked leave -0.048 0.439 0.300** 0.947** 
Childcare -0.017*** -0.003 -0.010 0.005 
Housing policy (macro)     
Homeownership (%) 0.019*** -0.041*** 0.022*** -0.042*** 
Savings (ref: t1)     
t2: no interest subsidies  0.107 0.098 0.163** -0.050 
Taxation (ref: t1)     
t2: reduction in tax subsidies -0.011 0.129 0.034 -0.136 
RC & TS (ref: t1)     
t2: RC relaxed 0.013 -0.267** 0.057 0.128 
t3: RC free + limit on contracts 0.223** 0.015 -0.029 0.103 
Subjects 10156 10156 7592 7592 
Failures 5583 2948 4179 2016 
Observations 58488 58488 57435 57435 
Log likelihood -8691.60*** -5431.56*** -6134.19*** -3601.62*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1%  
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Results for changes to housing policy show that increases in home-ownership still has a 

positive effect one entry into consensual union and a negative effect on entry into marriage, 

the exact opposite of what was expected in hypothesis 3a. Despite the increase in home-

ownership in Norway from 53% in 1960 to 82% in 2005, women and men have opted for 

consensual union over marriage as the first step in partnership formation. Most likely this is 

because a two person income has become much more important in order to gain access to the 

rapidly expanding market for home-ownership, and because the uncertainty in employment 

brought about by globalization. Younger birth cohorts in Norway have opted for the more 

flexible partnership of consensual union over marriage, in order to quickly start pooling their 

resources and begin saving up for the purchase of a house.  

The replacement of the first generation hard rent control with a second generation soft rent 

control system with relaxations of rent control and tenure security in 1982 and 1999 do have a 

positive effect on entry into consensual union among women in Norway. But the effect is only 

statistically significant for the changes introduced in 1999. For men there is little difference in 

entry into consensual union between the period of hard rent control and the introduction of 

softer rent control. Hypothesis 3b can therefore only be confirmed for women. Men and 

women were already likely of entry into consensual union when the soft rent control and 

tenure were introduced in 1982. Forming a consensual union was the quickest and easiest way 

for younger birth cohorts in Norway to start pooling their resources and gain access to the 

market for home-ownership.  

The reductions in public support for home-ownership through special savings schemes and 

taxation show no significant effect on entry into marriage among women and men in Norway. 

The changes have a positive effect on women and a negative effect on men, but the effect is 

statistically insignificant. Hypothesis 3c and 3d are therefore not confirmed. This could be 

due to the relative late introduction of these changes in the 1990s, and the fact that by all 

accounts public supports for home-ownership through the Norwegian state run housing bank 

have remained quite generous compared to other public support schemes for home-ownership. 

These changes took place at a time when home-ownership was quite high in Norway, at 77% 

to 78%, rental homes were therefore hard to come by at this time, some couples may therefore 

have opted for home-ownership and marriage if their combined income allowed for access to 

a mortgage. This seems especially likely for higher educated respondents, since additional 
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years in education has a positive effect on entry into marriage among women and men in 

Norway. These respondents may have a better chance at acquiring home-ownership early, due 

to their higher income potential.  

The coefficients for age at risk are very similar to the previous models presented in this 

chapter. Women in Norway are most likely of entry into consensual union and marriage at 

ages 20 to 24. They are more likely of entry into both destination states at earlier ages, and 

less likely at older ages compared to men. Men are more likely of entry into both destination 

states at ages 25 to 29 or older compared to women and less likely of entry at younger ages at 

risk. The overall pattern for birth cohorts are quite similar to the previous models presented in 

this chapter, the oldest birth cohort is less likely of entry into consensual union and more 

likely of entry into marriage, while the reference group and younger birth cohorts are more 

likely of entry into consensual union and less likely of entry into marriage.   

Table 5.4.3 show models for the entry into the competing risk among women and men in the 

FRG with variables for changes to family and housing policy. The table shows that when 

changes to policy are taken into account women and men in the FRG are still unlikely to enter 

into a partnership while still in education. At this stage respondents in the FRG are still reliant 

on support from their families; they have not yet fully established themselves in the labour 

market with a career, or acquired a stable income through employment. Hypothesis 1a is 

remains confirmed, women and men in the FRG do not enter into a partnership, while still in 

education. Additional years in education still have a negative effect on entry into marriage 

among women in the FRG. Hypothesis 1b is still confirmed. The approach to family policy in 

the FRG has remained conservative and structured towards the male breadwinner model, with 

long leaves, low formal childcare support and little to no incentive for fathers to take a more 

active role in informal work within the family. The approach has failed to reconcile work and 

family life for women. Women are forced to choose between family and career; this has 

prompted higher educated women, to avoid entry into marriage as the first step of partnership 

formation. Marriage as a rule is highly correlated with birth of the first child, especially in the 

FRG, where extramarital birth rates have remained low. Marriage and birth would imply a 

break in the career for women in the FRG, which is why women with higher education have 

avoided this entry as the first step into partnership formation.  

 



103 
 

Table 5.4.3: FRG - Entry into first consensual union and marriage 

 Women Men 
 Consensual union Marriage Consensual union Marriage 
Constant  -7.171*** -3.503*** -11.782*** -3.523*** 
At risk  
(ref: 20 - 24) 

    

age 16 – 19 -0.326*** -0.655*** -0.898*** -1.484*** 
age 25 – 29 -0.223*** -0.288*** -0.057 0.437*** 
age 30 – 34  -0.813*** -1.194*** -0.380*** -0.385** 
age 35 – -1.903*** -2.300*** -1.275*** -0.683*** 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951 - 1960) 

    

1941 – 1950 -0.592*** -0.212* -0.207* -0.309** 
1961 – 1970 -0.010 -0.490*** -0.127 -0.326** 
1971 – 1980 -0.071 -0.483*** -0.158 0.110 
1981 –  -0.027 -0.983*** -0.394 0.003 
Years of education 0.056*** -0.036*** 0.076*** 0.026 
In education -1.406*** -1.936*** -0.923*** -1.170*** 
Family Policy (macro)     
Maternity leave (weeks) -0.062 0.089 0.302** 0.134 
Parental leave (weeks) 0.001 0.004* 0.001 0.000 
Remuneration -0.213 -0.512** -0.566*** -0.362 
Childcare -0.016 0.026 0.006 0.014 
Housing policy (macro)     
Homeownership (%) 0.070*** -0.051** 0.048*** -0.104*** 
Savings (ref: t1)     
t2: Bausparkasse reduced -0.093 -0.165 -0.065 -0.205 
t3: Bausparkasse increase -0.062 -0.279 -0.049 -0.319 
Taxation (ref: t1)     
Tax allowances increase 0.082 -0.296 0.268* 0.229 
RC & TS (ref: t1)     
t2: RC set free +  
TS abolished  

0.045 -0.296* -0.355 -0.262 

Subjects 5554 5554 4368 4368 
Failures 2444 1497 1608 986 
Observations 36965 36965 35099 35099 
Log likelihood -4813.04*** -3455.12*** -3316.64*** -2279.91*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 

The effect of changes to housing policy is very similar to the previous model. An increase in 

home-ownership still has a positive effect on entry into consensual union and a negative effect 

on entry into marriage. Hypothesis 3a therefore remains unconfirmed. Most likely because the 

increase in home-ownership goes hand in hand with the increased uncertainty brought about 

by globalization. Women and men in the FRG have as a result avoided entry into marriage as 

the first step into partnership, preferring the more flexible consensual union instead. 

Hypothesis 3b also remains unconfirmed. The switch to a second generation soft rent control 

and tenure security has a positive effect on entry into consensual union for women and a 

negative effect on men. But the coefficients are insignificant. Rental homes have remained the 

predominant form of housing in the FRG from 1960 to 2000, despite the increase in home-
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ownership. This type of housing has remained widely available, and this could be the reason 

for the absence of an effect of the changes introduced to the system in 1971.  

Changes to the public support for home-ownership in the FRG, the introduction of longer 

waiting times for loans through the Bausparkasse system, and the increased use of the system 

after reunification have a negative but insignificant effect on entry into marriage for both 

women and men, as expected. But the effect remains insignificant. The introduction of longer 

waiting periods for loans and less preferential measures through tax premiums in 1980 and the 

increased interest in the system after German reunification do show a negative effect on entry 

into marriage among men and women in the FRG, compared to period before these measures 

were introduced. But the effect remains insignificant. The replacement of mortgage tax relief 

with tax allowance, in effect a switch from treating owner-occupation in the FRG as a 

consumption good instead of an investment good, has a negative effect on entry to into 

marriage for women, but a positive effect for men. Both coefficients are insignificant 

however, so hypothesis 3d remains unconfirmed.  

Results for age at risk are quite similar to the previous models. Women are most likely of 

entry into both destination states at ages 20 to 24, while men are most likely at ages 25 to 29. 

Women are more likely of entry at earlier ages at risk and less likely at older ages at risk 

compared to men. There is little difference in rate of entry into consensual union between the 

younger birth cohorts and the reference group. Consensual union has emerged as an accepted 

first step into partnership formation for those born after 1951; subsequent birth cohorts show 

no significant increase or decrease in entry compared to those born between 1951 and 1960.  

For entry into marriage among women, the reference group, those born between 1951 and 

1960 are more likely of entry into marriage, compared to the oldest birth cohort and younger 

birth cohorts. Among men, those in the oldest birth cohort, and those born between 1961 and 

1970 are less likely of entry into marriage, compared to the reference group, while those born 

after 1971 have similar rate of entry as the reference group. A possible explanation for this 

could be the conservative approach to family policy in the FRG. Women, especially women 

with lower levels of education are still very reliant on a male breadwinner, due to the 

conservative approach to family policy, this could have had a positive effect on entry into 

marriage among men born after 1971, especially if the couple is expecting a child, since 



105 
 

marriage and childbirth has remained highly correlated in the FRG, with few cases of 

extramarital childbirths compared to other the other countries in the analysis.  

Table 5.4.4 show models for entry into the competing risk among women and men in the 

GDR with variables for changes to family and housing policy. Being in education still has a 

negative effect on entry into both destination states, while still in education respondents in the 

GDR are unlikely to begin the process of partnership formation, at this stage in their lives 

they remain dependent on support from their families, and have not fully established 

themselves outside the parental home. Additional years in education still have a positive 

effect on entry into marriage for women in the GDR, the notion forwarded by the “new home 

economics” that higher educated women would avoid marriage is not found. Higher educated 

women in the GDR have postponed their entry into marriage, due to their longer stay in the 

educational system, but they have not become less likely of entry into marriage.  

Results for changes to family policy show that increases in familialization through longer 

leaves still have different impacts on entry into marriage among women. On the one hand 

increases in maternity leaves in 1972 increased rate of entry into marriage, on the other 

increases in parental leave from 1976 onwards decreased the rate of entry. The women in the 

reference group, those born between 1951 and 1960 experienced the increase in maternity 

leave. Those women who became at risk later, especially those born after 1971, who became 

at risk close to German reunification experienced the highest increase in weeks of parental 

leave when the West German scheme was introduced in the east, increasing length of parental 

leave to 156 weeks. These women were less likely to opt for marriage as the first step in 

partnership formation, due to the uncertainty they suddenly found themselves in, partly due to 

the collapse of the East German system, partly due to more uncertainty in employment from 

globalization. The introduction of a flat rate benefit for parental leave in 1986 has a 

significant negative effect on entry into marriage, which is most likely a result of this 

introduction happening so close to the collapse of the GDR. Genderization has remained high 

during the period of the socialist regime and after German reunification. Women in the GDR 

were expected to take on the role as the primary caregiver within the family and participate in 

the labour market. So it is not so surprising that many women avoided entry into marriage at 

this point, partly due to the uncertainty that entered GDR with the collapse of the regime, 

partly because being married is likely to be connected to the birth of the first child. Many 
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women in the birth cohorts that experienced this change therefore avoided marriage as the 

first step of partnership formation.  

Increases in de-familialization, the percentage of children below the age of 3 in formal 

childcare, sill has a negative effect on entry into marriage among women in the GDR. The 

effect only has weak statistical significance however, which could be due to the fact that the 

steepest increases in formal childcare occurred close to the collapse of the socialist system, 

followed by a very steep decrease after German reunification. These changes happening so 

close to the uncertainty associated with the collapse of the regime and the introduction of 

globalization could be the reason for the negative effect. 

Table 5.4.4: GDR - Entry into first consensual union and marriage 

 Women  Men  
 Consensual union Marriage Consensual union  Marriage 
Constant  -4.726*** -6.263*** -7.594*** -7.036*** 
At risk  
(ref: 20 - 24) 

    

age 16 – 19 -0.073 -0.542*** -0.703*** -1.464*** 
age 25 – 29 -0.618*** -1.122*** 0.044 -0.262** 
age 30 – 34  -1.120*** -2.369*** -0.891*** -1.352*** 
age 35 – -2.316*** -3.317*** -1.654*** -2.042*** 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951 - 1960) 

    

1941 – 1950 -0.151 -0.628*** -0.099 -0.443** 
1961 – 1970 0.110 -0.135 0.043 -0.373*** 
1971 – 1980 0.029 -0.871*** 0.060 -0.927** 
1981 –  0.586** -0.352 0.335 -13.635 
Years of education 0.077*** 0.125*** 0.075*** 0.131*** 
In education -1.549*** -1.124*** -1.360*** -0.740*** 
Family Policy (macro)     
Maternity leave (weeks) 0.016 0.064*** 0.003 -0.009 
Parental leave (weeks) 0.001 -0.004*** -0.000 -0.007*** 
Remuneration 0.243** -0.381*** 0.018 -0.368** 
Childcare -0.007** -0.010* 0.005 0.007 
Housing policy (macro)     
Homeownership (%) -0.042 0.000 0.048 0.047 
Savings (ref: t1)     
t2: Restricted access -0.159 -0.220 0.243 0. 049 
t3: Bausparkasse increase 0.625** 0.737** 0.292 -0.736 
RC & TS (ref: t1)     
t2: RC set free + TC abolished -0.502*** -1.053*** -0.390* -0.307 
Subjects 3453 3453 2443 2443 
Failures 1330 1324 883 752 
Observations 19501 19501 16867 16867 
Log likelihood -2729.87*** -2422.06*** -1730.23*** -1399.39*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1%  



107 
 

Results for changes to housing policy show that increases in home-ownership have a positive 

effect on entry into consensual union for women and a negative effect for men, while there is 

no significant effect for entry into marriage among men, and a negative effect for women. 

Increases in home-ownership took place from the mid 1980s onwards and after German 

reunification, but it only accounted for 32% of the total housing stock in 2000. The effect is 

therefore most likely associated with the dramatic changes with the collapse of the socialist 

regime. This prompted respondents in the GDR, in particular women, to avoid entry into 

marriage, opting for consensual union as the first step in partnership formation instead, since 

the flexibility of this partnership is better suited for the uncertainty.  

The switch from a hard rent control and tenure security during the socialist regime, to the soft 

rent control and tenure security from the FRG with German reunification did have a negative 

effect on entry into consensual union for both women and men. The introduction of rent 

increases set at market levels, replacing the hard rent freezes that put rents at 1936 levels 

adjusted for inflation. The change has resulted in respondents in the GDR becoming less 

likely of entry into consensual union. Women and men in the GDR encountered obstacles in 

entry into consensual union as a result of this dramatic change coupled with the rising 

uncertainty brought about by German reunification.  

The results for changes to public support for home-ownership are similar to the previous 

models. The restrictions on home-ownership introduced in 1972 have no significant effect on 

entry into marriage for women and men in the GDR. The introduction of the West German 

Bausparkasse system has a significant positive effect for women, and a negative insignificant 

effect for men. This difference is most likely a result of these changes happening at the same 

time as the changes to rent and tenure security. The result is therefore a consequence of the 

difficulties in disentangling these effects. But overall the table does indicate a dramatic 

reduction in entry into marriage among women and men in the GDR, in particular among the 

youngest birth cohort.  

The coefficients for age at risk are similar compared to the previous models. Women in the 

GDR are most likely of entry into both destination states at ages 20 to 24, they are 

furthermore more likely of entry at younger ages, and less likely at older ages compared to 

men. Men are remain most likely of entry into consensual union at ages 25 to 29 and most 

likely of entry into marriage at ages 20 to 24. Results for birth cohorts show that there is now 
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little difference in rate of entry into consensual union between the reference group and the 

other birth cohorts, only the youngest birth cohort among women is more likely of entry 

compared to the reference group. This is most likely due to the fact that when this group 

became at risk from 1997 onwards, some of the uncertainty brought about by reunification 

was reduced, allowing them an easier entry into consensual union, compared to those cohorts 

who came at risk during reunification. While the oldest and the younger birth cohorts are less 

likely of entry into marriage compared to the reference group for both genders, especially for 

men born after 1981, due to the highly negative coefficient.  

5.1.5: Summary of findings 

The models presented show similarities and differences in entry into the competing risk 

between the countries. First and foremost, in all four countries, respondents do not enter into 

their first partnership while still in education. While in education, respondents have not yet 

fully established themselves with independent lives and careers, they are still reliant on 

financial assistance from their own families or the state. At this stage in their lives, they have 

not started the process of family formation. Additional years in education have a positive 

effect on entry into marriage in the countries with the highest levels of de-familialization 

(France and the GDR) or the highest level of de-genderization (Norway). Higher educated 

women in France, Norway and the GDR have not become less likely of entry into marriage as 

suggested by the “new home economics”, on the contrary they are more likely of entry into 

marriage, but they do postpone the entry until they have exited the educational system. But a 

negative effect on entry into marriage in the FRG, the country where de-familailziation and 

de-genderization has remained at the lowest levels. The family policy configuration of the 

FRG has failed to provide any form of reconciliation between work and family life for women 

during the time period under study. As a result women have been forced to choose between 

careers and family, this has in turn prompted higher educated women, those who are most 

likely to be career oriented, to avoid entry into marriage, since marriage as a rule is correlated 

with child birth, especially in the FRG where extramarital birth-rates have remained low.  

A distinction can be made between the four countries with regard to the effect of changes to 

family policy on entry into marriage for women. On the one hand, changes in France and the 

GDR shows that the increase in familailization, de-familialization and de-genderization had a 

negative influence on entry into marriage among women. This is due to the fact that these 
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changes occurred at the same time as globalization introduced more uncertainty in early 

labour market experiences. Younger birth cohorts in France and the GDR therefore opted for 

consensual union over marriage as their first step into partnership formation, due to the 

flexible nature of this partnership. This flexibility enabled them to better deal with this 

uncertainty, and enabled them to avoid committing to a partnership straight away, while at the 

same time enjoying some of the benefits that marriage would have granted them, such as 

combining their resources. On the other hand there is Norway and the FRG, where different 

aspects of family policy had positive effects on entry into marriage. For Norway the increases 

in de-genderization had a positive effect on entry into marriage among women and men, in 

particular the introduction of an earmarked leave for fathers in 1993. Once housing policy is 

added to the model the significance disappears for women, but it remains for men. For the 

FRG, the increases in weeks of parental leave have a positive effect on entry into marriage 

among women. The effect only has a weak statistical significance, however. Yet the 

differences between these two countries, does show difference in entry into marriage among 

women with higher educational levels. Higher educated women in Norway, in particular those 

in the youngest birth cohort, have become more likely of entry into marriage as the first step 

of partnership formation, with the introduction of earmarked leave for fathers, compared to 

women born between 1951 and 1960 with the same educational level. In the FRG, lower 

educated women in the younger birth cohorts have become more likely of entry into marriage 

as the first step of partnership formation, compared to those born between 1951 and 1960 with 

the same educational levels. The increase in familialization brought about by the increase in 

weeks of parental leave did prompt women with lower education in the FRG to become more 

likely of marriage, while the increase in de-genderization prompted higher educated women in 

Norway to become more likely of marriage. The career oriented women, those with higher 

educational levels, in Norway responded positively to the increase in de-genderization 

because it introduced measures that could increase fathers’ involvement in household work 

and care within the family, and a better balance of work and family life. The less career 

oriented women, those with lower educational levels, in the FRG responded positively to the 

introduction of more familialization because it enabled them to focus on their care work 

within the family, but it has also meant that these women became more reliant on a male 

breadwinner, especially while their children are young.  
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Results for changes to housing policy show that for the most part increases in the percentage 

of home-ownership had a positive effect on entry into consensual union and a negative effect 

on entry into marriage. The increase in home-ownership in the FRG and Norway made entry 

into consensual union more likely and entry into marriage less likely, despite the fact that 

homeownership has increased by 24% and 29% respectively. An increase in homeownership 

had a negative effect for men and women on entry into both destination states in France, 

despite the fact that homeownership remained low. The higher availability of rental homes 

may have made it easier for respondents in France to stay single longer. No effect was found 

in the GDR, where homeownership remained low, which may be because the state gave 

privileged access to housing for couples. The effect of increases in home-ownership in short 

are strongest where it increased the most, this may be a result of the increase going hand in 

hand with globalization. The uncertainty in early employment experience that younger birth 

cohorts experience has prompted them to opt for consensual union over marriage, as the first 

step of partnership formation, because it enabled them to avoid committing themselves to a 

relationship, and enjoy some flexibility. It also meant that two person income household were 

in a better position to acquire rental homes, due to the lower availability, and because soft 

deregulation introduced rent increases. 

The switch to a second generation soft rent control and tenure security system has a positive 

effect on entry into consensual union in most countries, compared to the previous first 

generation system with rent freezes and strong tenure security. In France, Norway and the 

FRG, these changes had a positive effect on entry into consensual union for men and women. 

The switch to more flexibility in rents, and tenure security in these countries, made it easier 

for young couples in consensual union to enter the rental market, a two person income more 

important in order to gain access, due to the fact that the system now allowed for some 

increases in new rent contracts. The effect is however not observed for men in Norway and 

the FRG. For the GDR, the introduction of a more flexible rent control and tenure security 

system had a strong negative effect on entry into consensual union for women and a weak 

negative effect for men. The dramatic switch from hard rent freezes under the socialist regime 

to a more flexible rent control and tenure security scheme, has introduced more uncertainty 

for younger birth cohorts in the GDR, making it harder for them to access to the rental 

market, and as a result less likely to enter into consensual union as the first step of partnership 
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formation, compared to the older birth cohorts who experienced the rent control and tenure 

security of the socialist regime.  

Changes in public support for home-ownership, shows little influence on entry into marriage 

in France and Norway, the coefficients are positive for women, and negative for men, but 

none are statistically significant. The switch to less preferential treatment of the Bausparkasse 

system in the FRG does have a negative effect on entry into marriage among men and 

women, but the switch from mortgage tax relief to tax allowances have a positive effect for 

men. But all coefficients remain insignificant. The switch to the Bausparkasse system in the 

GDR has a positive effect on entry into marriage among women and a negative effect for 

men. But only the coefficient for women is significant, this is most likely also a result of the 

difficulties in disentangling the dramatic and abrupt changes brought about by German 

reunification. Overall changes to the public support for home-ownership do not appear to 

have any significant effect on entry into marriage in any of the countries, once family policy 

is included in the models. Perhaps this is due to the fact that family policy took place earlier 

than most changes to housing policy in all four countries. When changes to housing policy 

were introduced, this had a minimal effect on entry into marriage as the first step of 

partnership formation, because entry into consensual union had already emerged as an 

accepted first step among younger birth cohorts, and was already being used by respondents 

as a way of coping with the uncertainties brought about globalization.  

Results for ages at risk show that women enter into first consensual union and first marriage 

at earlier ages than men. In all countries the coefficient for being at risk aged 16 to 19 is more 

negative for men than for women. Men in most countries also enter into first marriage or 

consensual union at older ages than women, except in France where the pattern for men 

closely resembles that of women. The results for birth cohorts show that younger birth cohorts 

in France and Norway have become less likely of entry into marriage, compared to the 

reference group and the oldest birth cohort. In the FRG and the GDR the reference group is 

more likely of entry into marriage compared to oldest birth cohort and the younger birth 

cohorts. For entry into consensual union the oldest birth cohort is less likely of entry 

compared to the reference group and younger birth cohorts, but results are less significant in 

France and the GDR, compared to the results in the FRG and Norway. Younger birth cohorts, 

those born between 1961 and 1980 show less difference in entry compared to the reference 
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group in all countries, consensual union emerged as an alternative first step into partnership 

formation for this group. The youngest birth cohort, those born after 1981 are less likely of 

entry into consensual union compared to the reference group in France, Norway and the FRG. 

This group is still in the process of beginning its first partnership, many respondents in this 

group is still in the educational system and has not established financial independence. 

Among respondents in the youngest birth cohort GDR, results show an increase in entry into 

consensual union compared to the reference group and those born between 1961 and 1980. 

This could be due to the fact that those respondents became at risk from 1997 onwards, at a 

time when some of the uncertainty from reunification had been reduced, which in turn made 

access to the soft deregulated rental home market easier for them, compared to those 

respondents who experienced reunification first hand.  
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6: Empirical chapter – Entry into marriage and separation 

This chapter presents findings for the competing risk of entry into marriage and separation for 

all four countries. Unlike the previous chapter the models in this section deal with repeated 

events. The focus of the models is on being at risk from the time of consensual union until 

entry into one of the two competing risks. It is possible for a respondent to have several 

durations of consensual union, with several entries into separation, until they enter into their 

first marriage. Durations after the first marriage are not included in these models. The tables 

present full models with all relevant variables for each section; more detailed models are 

included in Appendix C. 

6.1.1: Entry into marriage and separation – basic models 

This section presents basic models for the competing risk of entry into marriage and 

separation for all four countries. Focus in this chapter is on variables related to education, the 

level of education among women, and when respondents exited the educational system. Three 

new variables are introduced with information on consensual union for the current and 

previous partnerships. The first of these is a variable that measures the previous number of 

cohabitations, this enables us to see if previous consensual union have increased or decreased 

entry into marriage and separation. The second is a variable that measures the total months 

spent in consensual union before the current consensual union. This variable makes it possible 

to see if more time spent in consensual union has made the respondent more or less likely of 

entry into marriage or separation. The third is a variable that measures the duration of the 

current consensual union; making it possible to see if the longer time spent in the current 

consensual union has increased or decreased the likelihood of entry into marriage and 

separation. This variable uses durations between 1 and 12 months as reference category and 

compares the entry into the competing destination states to durations between 13 and 36 

months and durations of 37 months and more.  

The focus of this section is on how education influences entry into marriage from the origin 

state of consensual union. The hypotheses of interest are the same as those for education in 

the previous chapter. Being in education is expected to have a negative effect on entry into 

marriage, since marriage as a rule is correlated with childbirth, respondents are not expected 

to enter into marriage while still in education, because they are not fully established in the 

labour market. At this stage in their lives, respondents are unlikely to commit themselves to 
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marriage and children. They are still reliant on support from their families or elsewhere while 

in education. Additional years in education are expected to have a positive effect on entry into 

marriage where family policy has included measures for de-familializtion or de-genderization 

(France, Norway and the GDR), and a negative effect where family policy has remained 

structured towards famialialization and genderization (the FRG). This is a twist on the theory 

behind the “new home economics” (Becker 1981), higher educated women are expected to 

avoid entry into the traditional partnership of marriage, if family policy fails to reconcile the 

dual burden of work and family, which would force higher educated women to choose 

between a focus on family or career.  

Table 6.1.1 present findings for the competing risk among women and men in France. Results 

show that being in education has a strong negative effect on entry into marriage among both 

genders, confirming hypothesis 1a. Women and men in France are not likely of entry into 

marriage while still in education, they have not yet established themselves in the labour 

market with a career, and as a consequence unlikely to commit to the traditional partnership 

of marriage, nor ready to take on the responsibility of children, since they are still reliant on 

financial support from their families or elsewhere.  

Additional years in education have a positive effect on entry into marriage for women in 

France, confirming hypothesis 1b. Higher educated women in France have not become less 

likely of entry the traditional partnership of marriage as hypothesized by the “new home 

economics” literature; on the contrary they have become more likely of entry. Once they have 

finished their education, established themselves in the labour market with a career, they enter 

into marriage. The French approach to family policy with its increases in formal childcare for 

children below the age of 2 has made it easier for women to balance work and family life, 

making higher educated women more likely of entry into marriage, since marriage, as a rule, 

is associated with childbirth. 

The results for ages at risk on entry into marriage are very similar to the results from the 

previous chapter. Women and men in France are most likely of entry into marriage from the 

origin state of consensual union at ages 20 to 24; women are furthermore more likely of entry 

at younger ages at risk and less likely at older ages at risk compared to men. For entry into 

separation there is less difference in entry between those aged 20 to 24 and older ages at risk 

among women once variables for previous consensual unions are added. While men are less 
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most likely of entry into separation at ages 20 to 24 and less likely at older ages at risk. For 

birth cohorts results show that the oldest birth cohort and the reference group are most likely 

of entry into marriage from the origin state of consensual union, while younger birth cohorts, 

those born after 1961 are less likely of entry. For entry into separation the oldest birth cohort 

is less likely of entry compared to the reference group and younger birth cohorts, and the 

younger birth cohorts are more likely of entry. In short couples in consensual union have 

become less likely of entry marriage among younger birth cohorts and more likely of entry 

into separation. Having been in a previous consensual union has a negative effect on entry 

into marriage and a positive effect on entry into separation. Men and women in France who 

has already been one or more consensual unions are less likely of entry into marriage and 

more likely of entry into separation with their current partner. But longer time spent in a 

consensual with a previous partner has a positive effect on entry into marriage, but no 

significant effect on entry into separation. Longer durations of the current consensual union 

have a negative effect on entry into marriage and a positive effect on entry into separation.  

Table 6.1.1 France - Entry into marriage or separation (education) 

 Women Men 
 Marriage Separation Marriage Separation 
Constant  -4.346*** -5.988*** -4.510*** -5.988*** 
At risk  
(ref: 20 – 24) 

    

age 16 – 19 0.115 -0.293** -0.512*** -0.293** 
age 25 – 29 -0.268*** -0.060 -0.154** -0.060 
age 30 – 34  -0.709*** -0.112 -0.484*** -0.112 
age 35 – -1.591*** -0.054 -1.052*** -0.054 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951-60) 

    

1941 – 1950 0.373*** 0.166 0. 459*** 0.166 
1961 – 1970 -0.389*** 0.193*** -0.388*** 0.193*** 
1971 – 1980 -0.551*** 0.560*** -0.669*** 0.560*** 
1981 –  -1.190*** 1.430*** -2.243*** 1.430*** 
Years of education   0.045*** 0.012 0.054*** 0.012 
In education -0.605*** 0.000 -0.423*** 0.000 
Pre. Union -0.303*** 0.308*** -0.278*** 0.308*** 
Total months 
cohabitation 

0.003** -0.001 0.002 -0.001 

Duration (ref 1 – 12)     
13 – 36 -0.057 0.369*** 0.000 0.369*** 
37 -  -0.715*** 0.503*** -0.631*** 0.503*** 
Subjects 4571 4571 3510 4571 
Failures 2104 1294 1597 1294 
Observations 14598 14598 10323 14598 
Log likelihood -5412.61*** -3287.68*** -3991.67*** -3287.68*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 
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Table 6.1.2 presents findings for the competing risk among women and men in Norway. 

Findings show that being in education still has a negative effect on entry into marriage for 

both women and men, although the coefficient is insignificant for men, confirming hypothesis 

1a. Respondents in Norway do not enter into marriage, while still in education from the origin 

state of consensual union. They have not established themselves in the labour market, and are 

still likely to be dependent on some form of financial assistance from their families or 

elsewhere. Committing themselves to a marriage is unlikely to happen at this point in their 

lives. Additional years in education have a positive effect on entry into marriage among 

women in consensual union, confirming hypothesis 1b. Women with higher education in 

Norway are more likely to enter into marriage when in consensual union. They have not 

avoided entry into marriage as the theory of the “new home economics” states. The relative 

high de-genderization in Norway has provided a better reconciliation of work and family life 

for women who wish to pursue a career outside of the home. This has enabled them to 

manage the dual responsibilities of being married, and having children, with their 

responsibilities in the labour market, especially since marriage is, as a rule, highly correlated 

with childbirth. 

The results for age at risk are quite similar to the previous chapters, women in Norway are 

less likely of entry into marriage, at ages above 24, while men are less likely of entry at ages 

above 30, compared to the reference group; those aged 20 to 24. For entry into separation 

both genders are less likely of entry at ages above 24. Overall, women are more likely of 

entry into marriage at earlier ages at risk than men and less likely at older ages at risk. Results 

for birth cohorts show that younger birth cohorts are less likely of entry into marriage 

compared to the reference group, those born between 1951 and 1960 and the oldest birth 

cohort. While the two youngest birth cohorts, those born after 1971, are more likely of entry 

into separation compared to those born before 1971. Consensual union has in short become a 

more acceptable alternative to marriage as a form of partnership for those born after 1960, and 

separation from consensual union has become more common for those born after 1970. 

Younger birth cohorts in Norway have become less likely of entry into marriage, from the 

destination state of consensual union, and they have become more likely of entry into 

separation, experiencing additional partnerships of consensual union.  
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Having been in a previous consensual union has a negative effect on entry into marriage for 

men, but no significant effect on women. It does have a weak positive effect on entry into 

separation for women, but no significant effect for men. Women in Norway appear to be more 

likely of entry into separation with previous durations of consensual union, while men appear 

to be less likely of entry into marriage. Additional months spent in previous consensual 

unions have a negative effect on entry into marriage and separation for women, but no 

significant effect is found for men. Longer durations in consensual union have a positive 

effect on entry into separation and a negative effect for entry into marriage. Women and men 

in Norway are more likely of entry into marriage after 1 year in a consensual union, but after 

3 years they are less likely. It appears that longer durations of consensual union make women 

and men more likely of entry into separation and less likely of entry into marriage.  

Table 6.1.2 Norway - Entry into marriage or separation (education) 

 Women Men 
 Marriage Separation Marriage Separation 
Constant  -4.298*** -5.609*** -4.843*** -5.653*** 
At risk  
(ref: 20 – 24) 

    

age 16 – 19 -0.020 0.140 -0.426** 0.286* 
age 25 – 29 -0.089** -0.220*** 0.042 -0.219*** 
age 30 – 34  -0.531*** -0.528*** -0.151** -0.376*** 
age 35 – -1.228*** -0.748*** -1.027*** -0.654*** 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951-60) 

    

1941 – 1950 0.663*** 0.045 0.546*** -0.098 
1961 – 1970 -0.468*** -0.003 -0.507*** -0.003 
1971 – 1980 -0.874*** 0.134** -0.988*** 0.252*** 
1981 –  -2.327*** 0.658*** -2.458*** 0.965*** 
Years of education   0.034*** 0.010 0.058*** -0.014 
In education -0.534*** 0.142** -0.112 -0.047 
Pre. Union 0.032 0.150* -0.202** 0.115 
Total months 
cohabitation 

 
-0.004** 

 
-0.004* 

 
0.002 

 
-0.001 

Duration (ref 1 – 12)     
13 – 36 0.110** 0.669*** 0.148*** 0.933*** 
37 -  -0.279*** 0.575*** -0.170*** 0.816*** 
Subjects 6727 6727 5025 5025 
Failures 3312 1866 2559 1374 
Observations 20307 20307 15386 15386 
Log likelihood -7467.79*** -5034.32*** -5726.43*** -3725.29*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 

Table 6.1.3 presents findings for the competing risk of entry among women and men in the 

FRG. The tables show that being in education still has a strong negative effect on entry into 

marriage for both genders confirming hypothesis 1a, while in education women and men in 
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the FRG are still relying on some form of financial assistance from their families or 

elsewhere, they have not fully established themselves in the labour market with a stable 

income, and therefore unlikely to commit to a marriage, especially since marriage as a rule is 

highly correlated with childbirth. Additional years in education have a negative effect on 

entry into marriage among women in the FRG, confirming hypothesis 1b. Women with higher 

education in the FRG are less likely of entry into marriage; family policy has remained very 

conservative, structured towards familialization and genderization, with few measures to 

reconcile women’s work and family life. As a result women in consensual union have avoided 

entry into the marriage, because it signifies a more traditional partnership, especially when it 

is correlated with childbirth. Being married with children would be difficult to combine with a 

career for higher educated women, and result in more reliance on a male breadwinner in the 

FRG and they are therefore less likely of entry. 

Table 6.1.3 FRG - Entry into marriage or separation (education) 

 Women Men 
 Marriage Separation Marriage Separation 
Constant  -3.240*** -5.256*** -3.670*** -5.252*** 
At risk  
(ref: 20 – 24) 

    

age 16 – 19 0.121 -0.102 -0.701*** 0.306 
age 25 – 29 0.014 -0.159 0.058 -0.368*** 
age 30 – 34  -0.044 -0.493*** -0.125 -0.584*** 
age 35 – -0.736*** -0.941*** -0.339*** -1.216*** 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951-60) 

    

1941 – 1950 0.455*** -0.946*** 0.290*** -0.455* 
1961 – 1970 -0.131** 0.004 -0.322*** 0.136 
1971 – 1980 -0.299*** -0.029 -0.626*** 0.285* 
1981 –  -0.576** 0.537* -1.970*** 0.964*** 
Years of education   -0.030** -0.042* 0.007 -0.036 
In education -0.749*** 0.005 -0.384*** -0.146 
Pre. Union -0.213** 0.304* 0.067 0.567*** 
Total months 
cohabitation 

-0.001 -0.001 -0.012*** 0.001 

Duration (ref 1 – 12)     
13 – 36 -0.008 0.932*** -0.056 0.980*** 
37 -  -0.400*** 1.024*** -0.507*** 1.110*** 
Subjects 2706 2706 1815 1815 
Failures 1787 505 1106 404 
Observations 7087 7087 4713 4713 
Log likelihood -3751.01*** -1393.71*** -2394.98*** -1034.98*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 

Findings show little difference in entry into marriage among the ages at risk among women, 

only the oldest ages at risk, are less likely of entry into marriage compared to the reference 
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group  those at risk aged 20 to 24. For men there is little difference in entry into marriage 

among those aged 25 to 34 and the reference group while those aged 16 to 19 and 35 years or 

more are less likely of entry into marriage. Entry into marriage in the FRG seems more spread 

out across ages at risk compared to France and Norway, but at the same time, women are less 

likely of entry at the oldest ages at risk compared to men and more likely of entry at the 

youngest ages at risk. Results for birth cohorts show that younger birth cohorts, those born 

after 1961 are less likely of entry into marriage, compared to the reference group, those born 

between 1951 and 1960, while the oldest birth cohort is more likely of entry. The oldest birth 

cohort is less likely of entry into separation compared to the reference group, while the 

youngest birth cohort, in particular those born after 1981 are more likely of entry. Having 

been in a previous consensual union does have a negative effect on entry into marriage among 

women, but no significant effect for men. It does however have a positive effect on entry into 

separation for both genders, but with weak significance for women. Additional months spent 

in previous consensual unions have a negative effect on entry into marriage for both genders, 

but is only significant for men. For entry into separation the coefficient is negative for women 

and positive for men, but not significant. Longer durations of consensual union do have a 

negative effect on entry into marriage and a positive effect on entry into separation for both 

genders. Consensual unions with durations above 3 years are less likely to result in entry into 

marriage for both women and men in the FRG, compared to durations of less than one year. 

Couples in the FRG become less likely of entry into marriage and more likely of entry into 

separation the longer they spend in consensual union.  

Table 6.1.4 present findings for the competing risk of entry among women and men in the 

GDR. Being in education has a negative effect on entry into marriage for both genders 

confirming hypothesis 1a. Findings are not significant for men, but this could be due to the 

low number of observed entries in the dataset. Women and men do not enter into marriage 

from the origin state of consensual union while they are in education in the GDR. At this 

point they have not fully established themselves in the labour market, and they are still 

dependent on support from their families or elsewhere, making them unlikely of entery into a 

committed partnership like marriage, especially since marriage is highly correlated with 

childbirth. Additional years in education have a negative effect, albeit insignificant effect on 

entry into marriage among women in the GDR, contrary to the expectations of hypothesis 1b. 

Family policy has become structured towards de-familialization in the GDR, which should 
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provide women with a better reconciliation of work and family life, which should have made 

with higher educational levels becoming more likely of entry into marriage. Results show that 

higher educational level among women has no significant effect on entry into marriage. If 

anything it suggests that higher level of education has a negative effect on entry into marriage, 

but results are at this point not statistically significant.  

Table 6.1.4 GDR - Entry into marriage or separation (education) 

 Women Men 
 Marriage Separation Marriage Separation 
Constant  -2.789*** -5.062*** -3.216*** -5.567*** 
At risk  
(ref: 20 – 24) 

    

age 16 – 19 -0.190* -0.070 -0.338* 0.140 
age 25 – 29 -0.454*** -0.574*** -0.255** -0.338** 
age 30 – 34  -0.872*** -0.723*** -0.776*** -0.894*** 
age 35 – -1.730*** -1.130*** -1.380*** -0.707** 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951-60) 

    

1941 – 1950 0.403*** -0.749* 0.257 -0.293 
1961 – 1970 -0.427*** 0.102 -0.475*** 0.133 
1971 – 1980 -1.090*** -0.211 -1.547*** -0.142 
1981 –  -2.396*** 0.661** -2.736*** 0.861*** 
Years of education   -0.026 -0.004 0.014 0.027 
In education -0.235** -0.436** 0.146 0.222 
Pre. Union 0.054 0.719*** -0.186 0.820*** 
Total months 
cohabitation 

-0.015** -0.011 -0.004 -0.010 

Duration (ref 1 – 12)     
13 – 36 -0.228*** 0.561*** -0.484*** 0.553*** 
37 -  -0.539*** 0.445** -0.724*** 0.712*** 
Subjects 1495 1495 994 994 
Failures 854 320 541 215 
Observations 3764 3764 2363 2363 
Log likelihood -1900.94*** -886.13*** -1264.10*** -576.76*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 

Results for age at risk are quite similar to the previous chapter. Women and men in the GDR 

are most likely of entry into marriage and separation at ages 20 to 24, compared to younger 

ages at risk and older ages at risk. Women furthermore are more likely of entry into both 

destination states at younger ages at risk and less likely of entry at older ages at risk compared 

to men. Findings for birth cohorts’ show that the oldest birth cohort is more likely of entry 

into marriage from the origin state of consensual compared to the reference group, those born 

between 1951 and 1960, while birth cohorts born after 1960 are less likely of entry into 

marriage. The oldest birth cohort is less likely of entry into separation and the youngest birth 

cohort; those born after 1981, have become more likely of entry into separation compared to 
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the reference group. Marriage has become less likely as a destination state for younger birth 

cohorts in consensual union in the GDR, and an increase in entry into separation is observed 

for the youngest birth cohort, which may be influenced by the uncertainty brought about by 

German reunification, since respondents in this cohort all became at risk of entry after this 

event took place.    

Having been in a previous consensual union has no significant effect on entry into marriage 

for both genders in the GDR, but it does have a positive effect on entry into separation. If the 

respondent has been in a previous consensual union that ended in separation, then they are 

likely to experience it again. Having spent additional months in a previous consensual union 

have a negative effect on entry into marriage for both men and women, but is only significant 

for women. The longer time spent in previous consensual unions, the less likely respondents 

in the GDR are of entering into a marriage. Results are also negative for entry into sepration, 

but they remain insignificant. It would appear that it is the number of previous consensual 

unions that have a significant effect on entry into separation, while it is the total duration of 

these previous partnerships that has a significant effect on marriage. Longer durations of 

consensual union have a negative effect on entry into marriage and a positive effect on entry 

into separation for both men and women. Couples in the GDR are less likely of entry into 

marriage if the duration of consensual union is longer than 1 year, compared to durations 

shorter than a year, and they become even less likely of entry into marriage if the duration is 

longer than 3 years. Couples in the GDR who decide to enter into marriage from the origin 

state of consensual union, appear to do so quite quickly after they have entered into 

consensual union, compared to the other countries. 

6.1.2: Entry into marriage and separation – family policy models 

This section presents the findings for the influence on changes to family policy on the 

competing risk of entry into marriage and separation from the origin state of consensual 

union.  

Family policy is likely to have an influence on entry into marriage from the origin state of 

consensual union, since marriage, as a rule, has been shown to be highly correlated with 

childbirth. Expecting a child is likely to prompt some couples to enter into a marriage. 

Increases in maternity and parental leave (familialization) could have a negative effect on 

entry into marriage, since this would signal a strong dependence on a male breadwinner. Long 
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leaves could result in prolonged absence from the labour market for women with children, 

resulting in loss in career advancement and earnings, especially if this occurs early in the 

career track (Brewster & Rindfuss, 2000: 282). This in turn would make balancing work and 

family life difficult for women with children. But longer leaves could have a positive effect 

on entry into marriage in contexts where the provision of formal childcare (de-familialization) 

has remained low. In such contexts women in consensual unions would be more likely to 

marry, if they are expecting a child, because options for care outside the family are hard to 

obtain. This would increase dependence on a male breadwinner, offering some women more 

security especially for those with low levels of education, since they are less likely to be 

career oriented than higher educated women.  

Hypothesis 4a: An increase in weeks of maternity leave and parental leave (famialization) 

has a negative effect on rate of entry into marriage for women when de-familialization 

(France, Norway, GDR) is high, but a positive effect when de-familialization remains low 

(FRG).  

An increase in de-familialization with higher coverage of formal childcare for children below 

the age of 3 is expected to have a negative effect on entry into marriage for women in 

consensual union. An increase in de-familialization should provide more economic 

independence for women, and make them less reliant on a male breadwinner. It could provide 

better balance of work and family life, enabling women to maintain a foothold in the labour 

market, and carry out their responsibility as the main caregiver within the family, and lower 

the opportunity costs associated with childbirth (Thévenon & Gauthier, 2011: 211). More de-

familialization in family policy could make women less reliant on the income security 

provided by a male breadwinner, prompting them to be less likely of entry into marriage, 

while in consensual union, even if they have children. Especially since France, Norway and 

the GDR, countries with the higher levels of extramarital births than the FRG, are the ones 

who also have experienced the highest increases in formal childcare for very young children.  

But even though formal childcare has the potential of alleviating women of some of the care 

giving responsibilities within the family, it is also important to remember that they remain the 

main caregiver within the household, performing two to three times the amount of household 

task carried out by men (Daly, 2005: 389). Aspects of family policy designed for a more 

direct intervention in the caretaking responsibility within the family, such as higher 
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remuneration and earmarked leave are more likely to increase fathers role in unpaid work 

within the household (Brighouse & Wright, 2008: 362). Studies have shown that fathers who 

took leave participate more in this type of work, and continue to do so after leave has ended, 

compared to fathers who did not take leave (Hook, 2003, 2010). Increases in de-genderization 

through higher remuneraton for parental leave and earmarked leave for fathers, measures that 

intervene more directly into the caring responsibility within the family are therefore expected 

to have a positive effect on entry into marriage. Especially among those women who seek to 

combine a career with family life (Hakim, 2003).   

Hypothesis 4b: Introduction of flat rate remuneration for parental leave (genderization) in 

France, the FRG and the GDR has a negative effect on entry into marriage for women, but the 

earnings related remuneration for parental leave (de-genderization) in Norway has a positive 

effect. 

Hypothesis 4c: An increase in formal childcare for children below the age of 3 (de-

familializaiton) has a negative effect on the rate of entry into marriage for women. 

Hypothesis 4d: An increase in weeks of earmarked leave for fathers in Norway (de-

genderization) has a positive effect on the rate of entry into marriage for women. 

Table 6.2.1 and 6.2.2 present findings, with changes to family policy, for the competing risk 

among women and men in France. Increases in weeks of maternity leave and parental leave 

does have a negative effect on entry into marriage among women in France as expected, 

confirming hypothesis 4a. The combination of longer leaves coupled with increases in formal 

childcare for children below the age of 3, has resulted in a context where women are less 

dependent on a male breadwinner. The relative high provision of formal childcare in France 

means that women can have a stronger attachment to the labour market, even when children 

are very young. They are therefore more financial independent and less reliant on their 

husbands income, and it is easier for them to balance work and family life. 

The introduction of a flat rate benefit for parental leave in 1985 has a negative effect on entry 

into marriage for women in France, confirming hypothesis 4b. Family policy has remained 

genderized in France, with low pay for parental leave, making parental leave less attractive 

for women who wish to pursue a career in the labour market. Furthermore no earmarked leave 

for fathers have been introduced in France, there are no incentives for fathers to take leave, 
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especially since remuneration has remained at a flat rate. The lack of good remuneration and 

earmarked leave for fathers has made marriage less attractive for women in France, especially 

for adaptable women who seek to combine work and family life. The low level of de-

genderization does not provide any incentives for fathers to increase their role in unpaid 

household work and care, making women less likely of entry into the traditional partnership 

of marriage while in consensual union.  

Table 6.2.1: France - Entry into marriage or separation (family policy)  

 Women Men 
 Marriage Separation Marriage Separation 
Constant  -1.217 -5.082*** 0.184 -4.136*** 
At risk  
(ref: 20 – 24) 

    

age 16 – 19 -0.054 -0.275** -0.805*** 0.173 
age 25 – 29 -0.116* -0.071 0.052 -0.270*** 
age 30 – 34  -0.361*** -0.136 -0.065 -0.308*** 
age 35 – -0.947*** -0.097 -0.239* -0.322** 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951-60) 

    

1941 – 1950 -0.167* 0.233* -0.292*** -0.122 
1961 – 1970 0.132* 0.181** 0.128 0.056 
1971 – 1980 0.074 0.539*** -0.044 0.248** 
1981 -  -0.432*** 1.354*** -1.412** 1.179*** 
Years of education   0.051*** 0.012 0.057*** 0.042*** 
In education -0.597*** -0.002 -0.398*** -0.005 
Pre. Union -0.298*** 0.311*** -0.259*** 0.345*** 
Total months 
cohabitation 

 
0.004** 

 
-0.001 

 
0.002 

 
0.000 

Duration  
(ref 1 – 12) 

    

13 – 36 -0.034 0.366*** 0.033 0.375*** 
37 -  -0.665*** 0.499*** -0.574*** 0.287*** 
Family policy 
(macro) 

    

Maternity leave 
(weeks) 

 
-0.171*** 

 
-0.113 

 
-0.248*** 

 
-0.201* 

Parental leave 
(weeks) 

 
-0.002* 

‘ 
-0.000 

 
-0.002 

 
0.002 

Remuneration -0.442*** 0.052 -0.497*** -0.236* 
Childcare -0.012* 0.026** -0.022*** 0.042*** 
Subjects 4571 4571 3510 3510 
Failures 2104 1294 1597 1088 
Observations 18392 18392 12753 12753 
Log likelihood -5358.46*** -3285.38*** -3920.64*** -2833.31*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 

An increase in the percentage of children below the age of 3 in formal childcare does have a 

negative and significant effect on entry into marriage for women in France, confirming 

hypothesis 4c. The increases in formal childcare for children below the age of 3 have made 
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women less likely to rely on a traditional family structure like marriage, and less reliant on a 

male breadwinner when they have children. The high availability in childcare for very young 

children means that women have become able to combine work and family life in France, 

granting them more independence from a male breadwinner, they are therefore less likely to 

marry if they are expecting a child.  

Results for being in education and years in education are similar to the previous model 

without family policy. Women and men are less likely of entry into marriage while still in 

education and women with higher education are more likely of entry into marriage. Results 

for age at risk are also very similar. Women are most likely of entry into marriage at ages 20 

to 24 and more likely of entry at younger ages and less likely at older ages compared to men. 

There is little difference in ages at risk above 24 and the reference group for entry into 

separation for women, while men are less likely of entry into separation at older ages at risk 

compared to the reference group. The oldest and youngest birth cohorts are still less likely of 

entry into marriage from consensual union compared to the reference group, and younger 

birth cohorts are still more likely of entry into separation compared to the reference group and 

the oldest birth cohort. Having been in a previous consensual union still has a negative effect 

on entry into marriage and a positive effect on entry into separation. Additional months spent 

in a previous consensual union has no effect on entry into either destination state for men, but 

it does have a positive effect on entry into marriage for women. Longer durations in 

consensual union have a negative effect on entry into marriage and a positive effect on entry 

into separation.  

Table 6.2.2 presents findings, with changes to family policy, for the competing risk among 

women and men in Norway. Increases in weeks of maternity leave have a positive, albeit 

insignificant effect on entry into marriage for women, while increases in parental leave have a 

positive effect. The result is most likely due to the fact that Norway abolished maternity leave 

when parental leave was introduced in 1977. When parental leave was introduced and steadily 

expanded in length women became less likely of entry into marriage, confirming hypothesis 

4a. The social democratic approach to family policy with expansion of formal childcare for 

children below the age of 3, the earnings-related benefit attached to parental leave and the 

earmarked leave for fathers, have resulted in a context where women are less dependent on a 

male breadwinner. As a consequence they are less likely of entry into marriage, while in 
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consensual union, even if they are expecting a child. The structure and configuration of family 

policy in Norway may very well have contributed to more extramarital childbirths, and made 

having children in consensual union more acceptable.  

Table 6.2.2: Norway - Entry into marriage or separation (family policy) 

 Women Men 
 Marriage Separation Marriage Separation 
Constant  -3.808*** -6.019*** -4.536*** -4.938*** 
At risk  
(ref: 20 – 24) 

    

age 16 – 19 -0.156** 0.144 -0.564*** 0.290* 
age 25 – 29 0.064 -0.219*** 0.103* -0.203*** 
age 30 – 34  -0.254*** -0.520*** 0.020 -0.349*** 
age 35 – -0.710*** -0.724*** -0.632*** -0.607*** 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951-60) 

    

1941 – 1950 0.034 0.259** -0.004 -0.063 
1961 – 1970 -0.186*** 0.004 -0.353*** 0.020 
1971 – 1980 -0.443*** 0.207* -0.779*** 0.334** 
1981 -  -1.592*** 0.770*** -2.063*** 1.052*** 
Years of education   0.039*** 0.010 0.058*** -0.012 
In education -0.528*** 0.130* -0.129 -0.044 
Pre. Union 0.055 0.156* -0.198** 0.117 
Total months 
cohabitation 

 
-0.004*** 

 
-0.004* 

 
0.002 

 
-0.001 

Duration  
(ref 1 – 12) 

    

13 – 36 0.157*** 0.656*** 0.177*** 0.931*** 
37 -  -0.197*** 0.565*** -0.132** 0.818*** 
Family policy 
(macro) 

    

Maternity leave 
(weeks) 

 
0.016 

 
-0.002 

 
0.029 

 
-0.071** 

Parental leave 
(weeks) 

 
-0.036*** 

 
-0.011 

 
-0.037*** 

 
0.012 

Remuneration -0.129 0.679 0.226 -0.947** 
Earmarked leave 0.635*** 0.119 0.674*** -0.309* 
Childcare -0.005 0.000 0.003 -0.004 
Subjects 6727 6727 5025 5025 
Failures 3312 1866 2559 1374 
Observations 29166 29166 23295 23295 
Log likelihood -7357.54*** -5024.48*** -5667.06*** -3720.49*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1%  

The introduction of an earnings related benefit has a negative, albeit insignificant effect on 

entry into marriage from the origin state of consensual union among women in Norway. This 

change in de-genderization of Norwegian family policy does not appear to have any 

significant effect by itself, contrary to the expectation of a positive effect expressed in 

hypothesis 4b. Instead it would appear that it is the steady increase in weeks of the parental 

leave that has a significant negative effect on entry into marriage among women. The result is 
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most likely due to the difficulties in disentangling the effects of the introduction of parental 

leave and the introduction of remuneration, since these developments occurs at the same time.   

The increases in formal childcare for children below the age of 3 has a negative effect on 

entry into marriage among women in Norway, as expected in hypothesis 3c, but the effect is 

insignificant. The steady increase in formal childcare which mainly took place in the 1990s 

onwards does appear to have made women more independent of a male breadwinner. This 

increase in de-familialization has had a minuscule negative effect on entry into marriage from 

the origin state of consensual union and made women more independent of a male 

breadwinner, it may have given some a stronger attachment to the labour market, enabling 

them to return to the labour force faster, after leave, with only minimal negative influence on 

the career prospects and future earnings.  

The introduction of earmarked leave for fathers in 1993 has the expected positive effect on 

entry into marriage, confirming hypothesis 4d. This increase in de-genderization has had a 

significant positive effect on entry into marriage from the origin state of consensual union for 

women in Norway. This measure of increasing fathers’ role in unpaid household work and 

care within the family has made women in consensual union more likely of entry into 

marriage. The change has most likely resulted in some fathers becoming involved in 

household work, during and after leave when children are young, making the balance between 

work and family life better for women, especially among those who with high education. Not 

only has the change prompted women to become more likely of entry into marriage, it has 

also had a positive effect for men.  

Results for being in education and years in education are similar to the previous models 

without family policy variables. Being in education still has a negative effect on entry into 

marriage for both genders, while years in education have a positive effect on entry into 

marriage for women. Longer educated women are still more likely of entry into marriage, 

compared to women with shorter education. The coefficient for age at risk has changed 

slightly for entry into marriage. There is now less difference between the ages at risk 25 to 29 

and the reference group, and ages at risk 16 – 19 are now less likely of entry into marriage 

compared to the reference group for women. For men there is now less difference between the 

ages at risk 25 to 34 and the reference group. But the youngest ages at risk, and the oldest 

ages at risk remain less likely of entry into marriage. Results for age at risk on entry into 



128 
 

separation are still quite similar to the previous models. The results for birth cohorts are 

similar to the previous models. The youngest birth cohorts are less likely of entry into 

marriage compared to the reference group and the oldest birth cohorts. The two youngest birth 

cohorts are more likely of entry into separation compared to the older birth cohorts and the 

reference group. The results for time spend in previous unions and the duration of consensual 

union is similar to the previous models. Additional months spent in previous consensual union 

has a negative effect on entry into both destination states among women, but no significant 

effect is found for men. Both women and men are more likely of entry into marriage at 

durations of consensual union longer than 1 year and less likely at durations longer than 3 

years. While longer durations of consensual union make both genders more likely of entry 

into separation.   

Table 6.2.3 presents findings, with changes to family policy, for the competing risk among 

women and men in the FRG. Results show that an increase in weeks of maternity leave has a 

negative effect on entry into marriage for women, while an increase in weeks of parental 

leave has a positive effect. Hypothesis 4a is therefore confirmed, for increases in parental 

leave. The introduction and increase of parental leave from 1986 onwards has made women 

more likely of entry into marriage from the origin state of consensual union, women with 

lower education has become more likely to enter into marriage with a male breadwinner, since 

the low level of formal childcare provision has remained low. Especially if they are expecting 

a child, a marriage to a male breadwinner could offer these women more financial security, 

especially since they are less likely to be career oriented.  

The introduction of a flat rate benefit in 1986 does have a negative effect on entry into 

marriage among women in the FRG, as expected in hypothesis 4b. Results are however not 

statistically significant, once formal childcare are added to the model9. The results 

nevertheless do indicate that the low level of de-genderization in the FRG with low 

remuneration for parental leave and no incentives for fathers to take leave, and become more 

involved in unpaid household work and family care has a negative effect on entry into 

marriage among women. Entry into marriage while in consensual union did become less 

likely among women, especially since marriage and childbirth have remained highly 

correlated in the FRG, with low levels of extramarital childbirths. The results are furthermore 

                                                             
9 See hierarchical models in Appendix C 
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also negative and significant for men; the lack of de-genderization in the conservative welfare 

states has resulted in men becoming less likely of entry into marriage, while in consensual 

union.  

Table 6.2.3: FRG - Entry into marriage or separation (family policy) 

 Women Men 
 Marriage Separation Marriage Separation 
Constant  1.729 -5.524*** 2.199* -5.225*** 
At risk (ref: age 20- 
24) 

    

age 16 - 19 0.064 -0.095 -0.793*** 0.245 
age 25 – 29 0.062 -0.149 0.149* -0.279** 
age 30 – 34  0.026 -0.447** 0.012 -0.369** 
age 35 – -0.631*** -0.758*** -0.139 -0.834*** 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951-60) 

    

1941 – 1950 0.136 -0.903*** 0.053 -0.565** 
1961 – 1970 -0.007 -0.023 -0.190* 0.384** 
1971 – 1980 -0.295** 0.193 -0.515*** 0.764*** 
1981 -  -0.572** 0.811** -1.804** 1.509*** 
Years of education    

-0.031** 
 
-0.038 

 
0.005 

 
-0.033 

In education -0.768*** 0.021 -0.455*** -0.144 
Pre. Union -0.216* 0.307* 0.081 0.563*** 
Total months 
cohabitation 

 
-0.002 

 
-0.001 

 
-0.012*** 

 
0.002 

Duration  
(ref 1 – 12) 

    

13 – 36 -0.001 0.934*** -0.046 0.988*** 
37 -  -0.386*** 1.023*** -0.499*** 1.135*** 
Family policy 
(macro) 

    

Maternity leave 
(weeks) 

 
-0.340*** 

  
-0.413*** 

 

Parental leave 
(weeks) 

 
0.003*** 

 
-0.004*** 

 
0.001 

 
-0.003* 

Remuneration -0.120 0.228 -0.309*** 0.176 
Childcare -0.035*** 0.028 -0.009 -0.018 
Subjects 2706 2706 1815 1815 
Failures 1787 505 1106 404 
Observations 9716 9716 6475 6475 
Log likelihood -3732.87*** -1389.31*** -2381.43*** -1031.64*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1%  

An increase in formal childcare does have a negative effect on entry into marriage for entry 

into marriage among women, confirming hypothesis 4c. The modest increase in de-

familialization in the FRG, with minimal expansion of childcare provisions for young 

children from 5% in 1980 to 14% in 2000, has a negative effect on entry into marriage for 

women in consensual union. The negative effect is most likely due to the lack of broad 

coverage of childcare for very young children, especially since marriage as a rule has 
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remained highly correlated with childbirth in the FRG, with low levels of childbirth outside of 

marriage compared to the other countries in the analysis. Women in consensual union, 

especially those with higher levels of education have become less likely of entry into marriage 

because of this, having children would result in loss of career advancement and earnings for 

this particular group, because of the low level of de-familialziation in the conservative family 

policy of the FRG. Higher educated women are therefore forced to choose between marriage 

with children and a career, if they are career oriented; they are less likely of entry into 

marriage.   

Being in education still has a negative effect on entry into marriage for both genders, and 

additional years in education still have a negative effect on the rate of entry into marriage 

among women. Results for age at risk are quite similar to the previous models; women are 

still less likely of entry into marriage at ages at risk above 35, and both genders are most 

likely of entry into separation at ages 20 to 24. But there is now little difference in rate of 

entry into marriage among men in the oldest ages at risk and the reference group. The 

coefficients for birth cohorts are similar to the previous models, younger birth cohorts; in 

particular those born after 1971 are less likely of entry into marriage compared to the 

reference group and older birth cohorts. Entry into separation is more likely among younger 

birth cohorts for men, but there is little difference between those born between 1961 and 1980 

and the reference group for women. Having been in a previous consensual union, has a 

negative effect on entry into marriage among women, but no significant effect for men. 

Previous consensual union has a positive effect on entry into separation for both genders. 

Total months spent in previous consensual union have a no significant effect except for entry 

into marriage among men. Longer duration of current consensual union are make women and 

men more likely of entry into separation, while women and men in duration of consensual 

union above 3 years are less likely of marriage.   

Table 6.2.4 presents findings, with changes to family policy, for the competing risk among 

women and men in the GDR. Results show that an increase in weeks of maternity leave has a 

positive effect on entry into marriage among women, while increases in weeks of parental 

leave have a negative effect. The expectation in hypothesis 4a was a negative effect of both 

increases. The result could be due to the fact that increases in weeks of maternity leave mainly 

took place quite early in 1972, with an increase of 14 weeks of leave to 26 weeks of leave. 
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While the increases in parental leave took place later in 1976 with the introduction of 52 

weeks of parental leave which was expanded in 1984 to 78 weeks and again with German 

Reunification in 1990 to 156 weeks. The expansion of parental leave from 1974 to 1984 

follows the expansion of formal childcare provisions quite closely, with an increase in public 

provision of formal childcare from 40% in 1970 to 80% in 1990. So the increase in 

familialization is associated with an increase in de-familialziation in the GDR. This could 

explain the negative effect of increases in weeks of parental leave, and the absence of a 

negative effect of maternity leave. Women, who experienced the introduction and increase of 

parental leave, also experienced higher coverage of formal childcare, until German 

reunification. They were therefore less dependent on a male breadwinner, and had better work 

and family life reconciliation due to more coverage of formal childcare, making it easier to 

maintain a foothold in the labour market while having young children. This in turn made them 

less likely of entry into marriage while in consensual union, even if they experienced 

childbirth during this time.   

The introduction of flat rate remuneration introduced in 1986 in the GDR, does not have an 

effect on entry into marriage among women. The coefficient is negative, but not significant. 

Family policy remained genderized in the GDR, with no incentives for fathers to take a more 

active role in household chores and care within the family. In fact the configuration of family 

policy insisted that women take the dual role of primary caretaker within the family and 

secondary breadwinner in the labour market. The absence of an effect could be due to the 

relative high provision of formal childcare in the GDR, despite the socialist regimes insistence 

that women remain the primary caregiver within the family; policy also alleviated women of 

some of the responsibility for care for young children, and enabled them to maintain a 

foothold in the labour market.  

An increase in formal childcare has a negative effect on entry into marriage, confirming 

hypothesis 4c. The massive increase in formal childcare provision for children below the age 

of 3 in the GDR, which took place from the 1970s until German reunification, did have a 

significant negative effect on entry into marriage among women from the origin state of 

consensual union. Women became less likely of entry into marriage; the high provision of 

formal childcare gave them a closer attachment to the labour market and made them less 

reliant on a male breadwinner. The high provision of formal childcare enabled women to 
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maintain a career and income from the labour market. Marriage as a consequence became less 

important and this development may have contributed to the increase in extramarital births, 

outside of marriage observed in the GDR, due to the fact women’s reliance on a male 

breadwinner diminished.  

Table 6.2.4: GDR - Entry into marriage or separation (family policy) 

 Women Men 
 Marriage Separation Marriage Separation 
Constant  -2.929*** -6.827*** -2.946*** -6.141*** 
At risk  
(ref: 20 – 24) 

    

age 16 – 19 -0.308*** -0.033 -0.476** 0.109 
age 25 – 29 -0.323*** -0.582*** -0.107 -0.310* 
age 30 – 34  -0.611*** -0.685*** -0.462** -0.775*** 
age 35 – -1.259*** -1.018*** -0.818*** -0.486 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951-60) 

    

1941 – 1950 0.239 -0.343 -0.018 -0.270 
1961 – 1970 -0.055 -0.050 -0.092 0.215 
1971 – 1980 -0.427* -0.079 -0.958*** 0.184 
1981 -  -1.677*** 0.948** -2.017** 1.239** 
Years of education    

-0.019 
 
-0.006 

 
0.019 

 
0.032 

In education -0.285*** -0.375* 0.044 0.240 
Pre. Union 0.062 0.666*** -0.142 0.802*** 
Total months 
cohabitation 

 
-0.014* 

 
-0.010 

 
-0.004 

 
-0.009 

Duration  
(ref 1 – 12) 

    

13 – 36 -0.219*** 0.543*** -0.470*** 0.551*** 
37 -  -0.515*** 0.450** -0.706*** 0.725*** 
Family policy 
(macro) 

    

Maternity leave 
(weeks) 

 
0.029*** 

 
0.025* 

 
0.023** 

 
0.013 

Parental leave 
(weeks) 

 
-0.004** 

 
0.003 

 
-0.007*** 

 
-0.001 

Remuneration -0.030 0.045 0.154 0.028 
Childcare -0.009*** 0.017*** -0.012*** 0.004 
Subjects 1495 1495 994 994 
Failures 854 320 541 215 
Observations 5005 5005 3171 3171 
Log likelihood -1880.15*** -876.64*** -1248.88*** -576.00*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 

The result for being in education is similar to the previous models; women remain less likely 

of entry into marriage while still in education. The coefficients are slightly positive for men, 

but remain insignificant. Being in education seems to be less important for entry into marriage 

among men in the GDR, most likely because few men were at risk of entry into marriage 

while still in education. Additional years in education still have a negative and insignificant 
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effect on entry into marriage among women in the GDR. There is little difference in entry into 

marriage between women with different levels of education in the GDR; perhaps this is due to 

the relative high level of formal childcare and longer length of leave. The configuration of 

family policy provided catered to women who with low education who were less career 

oriented and to women with higher levels of education who were more likely to be career 

oriented. The coefficients for age at risk are quite similar to the models in the previous section 

for entry into separation. The model shows that women aged 16 to 19 are less likely of entry 

into marriage compared to the reference group. Women and men in the GDR do however 

remain most likely of entry into both destination states at ages 20 to 24 and less likely at older 

ages. Those born after 1971 are less likely of entry into marriage, compared to the reference 

group and the oldest birth cohorts, while those born after 1981 are more likely of entry into 

separation compared to the reference group and older birth cohorts. Having been in a previous 

consensual union still has a significant positive effect on entry into separation, but no 

significant effect on entry into marriage. Total months spent in previous consensual union, 

have a negative effect on entry into both destination state for women and men, but is only 

significant for entry into marriage among women. Durations of consensual union longer than 

1 year are less likely of entry into marriage, but more likely of entry into separation.  

6.1.3: Entry into marriage and separation – housing policy models  

This section presents findings for the influence of changes to housing policy on the competing 

risk of entry into marriage and separation from the origin state of consensual union. Rental 

home availability is likely to have an effect on entry into separation. Respondents who enter 

into separation from consensual union would probably be singles, making rental housing the 

preferred accommodation. Increases in home-ownership are expected to have a positive effect 

on entry into marriage, since marriage is likely to be associated with home-ownership, since 

both implies long term commitments, and a negative effect on entry into separation, since 

lower availability of rental homes, could make separation from consensual union more 

difficult.  

Hypothesis 5a: Increases in percentage home-ownership has a negative effect on rate of entry 

into separation, and a positive effect on entry into marriage.  

The switch from a first generation “hard” rent control and tenure security system to a second 

generation “soft” deregulated system could increase rents on new contracts, resulting in 
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higher costs on moves to a new rental flat. But the introduction of soft deregulation on rental 

homes, could also lead to more investment, and introduce more flexibility and mobility in the 

rental home sector. This flexibility could increase access to rental homes, and increase 

mobility among couples in consensual union, which could have a positive effect on entry into 

separation, especially if rental home availability has remained high.  

Hypothesis 5b: Soft deregulation of rent control and tenure security has a positive effect on 

rate of entry into separation. 

Home-ownership implies commitment and a “long” stay in housing; it is therefore the most 

likely accommodation for married couples, especially if they have children, since such 

housing is likely to be more spacious than rental homes. Reductions in support for home-

ownership through special loans and tax subsidies could introduce difficulties for couples to 

acquire home-ownership. They would have to spend more time saving money to buy a house 

and delay entry into marriage and spend additional time in consensual union. Reductions in 

public support for home-ownership are therefore expected to have a negative effect on entry 

into marriage for respondents in consensual union.  

Hypothesis 5c: Reductions in public support for housing construction, either through lower 

subsidies on interest rate (Norway), shifts to a more targeted systems (France), less 

preferential treatment (FRG) or restricting access to home ownership (GDR) has a negative 

effect on entry into first marriage from consensual union. 

Hypothesis 5d: Reductions in public tax credits for housing constructions, either by reducing 

subsidies (Norway) or switching to tax allowances instead of mortgage interest tax relief 

(FRG) should have a negative effect on entry into first marriage from consensual union. 

Table 6.3.1 and 6.3.2 presents findings, with changes to housing policy, for the competing 

risk among women and men in France. Findings show that an increase in the percentage of 

home-ownership has a negative effect on entry into marriage and a positive effect on entry 

into separation, contrary to the expectations of hypothesis 5a. Increases in home-ownership 

only has a significant negative effect on entry into marriage for men however, all other 

coefficients are insignificant. The absence of a more significant effect could be due to the low 

increase in homeownership in France, which increased by just 9 percent from 53% in 1960 to 

62% in 2005. The proportion of home-ownership in relation to rental homes has remained 
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quite stable in France, with only a slight increase in the past 50 years, compared to the other 

countries that experienced a sharper increase in home-ownership in the same time period.  

Table 6.3.1: France - Entry into marriage and separation (housing policy) 

 Women Men 
 Marriage Separation Marriage Separation 
Constant  -3.822*** -6.576*** -2.066*** -6.576*** 
At risk  
(ref: 20 – 24) 

    

age 16 – 19 0.049 -0.278** -0.685*** -0.278** 
age 25 – 29 -0.252*** -0.072 -0.060 -0.072 
age 30 – 34  -0.664*** -0.140 -0.318*** -0.140 
age 35 – -1.534*** -0.111 -0.709*** -0.111 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 51 - 1960) 

    

1941 – 1950 0.066 0.216* -0.009 0.216* 
1961 – 1970 -0.241*** 0.153 -0.115 0.153 
1971 – 1980 -0.654*** 0. 507*** -0.572*** 0. 507*** 
1981 – onwards -1.355*** 1.352*** -2.055*** 1.352*** 
Years of education 0.045*** 0.012 0.055*** 0.012 
In education -0.590*** -0.002 -0.382*** -0.002 
Pre. Union -0.289*** 0.309*** -0.256*** 0.309*** 
Total months cohabitation 0.003*** -0.001 0.002 -0.001 
Duration  
(ref 1 – 12) 

    

13 – 36 -0.041 0.367*** 0.028 0.367*** 
37 -  -0.700*** 0.498*** -0.599*** 0.498*** 
Housing policy (macro)     
Homeowner (%) -0.002 0.010 -0.039*** 0.010 
Savings (ref: t1)     
t2: Scheme - PAP -0.530*** 0.112 -0.737*** 0.112 
t3: Scheme - PTZ 0.016 0.084 -0.138 0.084 
Rent control and Tenure 
security (ref: t1) 

    

t2: RC +TS relaxed -0.248*** -0.002 -0.304*** -0.002 
Subjects 4571 4571 3510 4571 
Failures 2104 1294 1597 1294 
Observations 18299 18299 12865 18299 
Log likelihood -5363.66*** -3287.16*** -3927.27*** -3287.16*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 

The relaxation of tenure security and rent control introduced in 1989, a switch to a more 

deregulated soft rent control and tenure security on new housing construction, has a negative 

effect on entry into separation for women and a positive effect on entry for men. The 

expectation was a positive effect for both genders, neither coefficient is however, significant; 

hypothesis 5b can therefore not be confirmed. The absence of a significant effect may very 

well be due to the fact that soft rent control was introduced rather late in France, in 1989, and 

the fact that rents on market levels only applied to new rental constructions. Housing built 

prior to this change; still had some measures of hard rent control, so a large proportion of 
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rental housing in France still operated with first generation hard rent control and tenure 

security under the time of study. This and the fact that rental homes have been widely 

available for most of the time period, could account for the absence of an effect on entry into 

separation for women and men in France. The wide availability of rental homes may have 

resulted in fewer obstacles for entry into separation, making it easier to find accommodation 

while single.  

The introduction of the more restrictive scheme PAP does have a negative effect on entry into 

marriage for both men and women, compared to the universal Epargne Logement scheme. 

But the introduction of the more targeted system PTZ has no significant effect. The switch in 

focus from the universal special savings scheme to the more targeted savings scheme for low 

income families has resulted women and men becoming less likely of entry into marriage in 

France. But there is no significant difference in entry into marriage for the introduction of the 

PTZ scheme which also introduced geographical and family size restrictions for housing 

savings supported by the government. In short, hypothesis 5c can be confirmed, but only for 

the switch from the universal Epargne Logement scheme to the restrictive and means tested 

PAP scheme. This switch to a more targeted and means tested system, has made women and 

men less likely of entry into marriage, and may also have resulted in obstacles for some 

couples to save up for home-ownership.   

Results for years in education and being in education are similar to the previous models, being 

in education still has a significant negative effect on entry into marriage for both men and 

women, while additional years in education has a positive effect on entry into marriage for 

women. Results for age at risk are similar to the previous models, although results show little 

difference in the rate of entry into marriage between ages at risk 25 to 29 and the reference 

group for men. But women still enter into marriage at earlier ages compared to men, and men 

are less likely of entry into separation at older ages compared to the reference group. Results 

for birth cohorts have changed, But the overall pattern from the previous models remains, 

younger birth cohorts, women born after 1961 and men born after 1971 are less likely of entry 

into marriage, compared to the older birth cohort. Younger birth cohorts, women born after 

1971 and men born after 1981 are more likely of entry into separation compared to the older 

birth cohorts. Having been in a previous consensual union still has a negative effect on entry 

into marriage for both genders, and a positive effect on entry into separation. Total months 
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spent in previous consensual union has a positive effect on entry into marriages, and negative 

effect on entry into separation, but results are only significant for entry into marriage among 

women. Longer durations of consensual union are more likely of entry into separation, 

compared to durations shorter than 1 year. Durations of consensual union longer than 3 years 

are less likely of entry into marriage, compared to shorter durations for women and men alike.  

Table 6.3.2 below presents findings, with changes to housing policy, for the competing risk 

among women and men in Norway. Results show that an increase in home-ownership has a 

positive effect on entry into marriage, and a negative effect on entry into separation. Contrary 

to the expectations expressed in hypothesis 5a. The 29% increase in home-ownership in 

Norway from 1960 to 2005 has not made women and men more likely of entry into marriage 

from the origin state of consensual union, and despite the lower availability of rental homes, 

they have become more likely of entry into separation. Marriage may have become less 

important for couples with home-ownership in Norway, especially since extramarital births 

have become more common in recent decades, as a consequence, couples in consensual 

union, may have become less likely of entry into marriage, even if they are expecting or had 

children, and own a home.  

The switch from a hard rent and tenure security regulation to a soft de-regulation has a 

positive effect on entry into separation for both women and men in Norway, as expected in 

hypothesis 5b. Neither coefficient is however, statistically significant. The gradual 

abolishment of rent control introduced in 1982 and the introduction of rents at free market 

levels and relaxation in tenure security in 1999 have not had a significant increase in entry 

into separation in Norway. Perhaps the effect of these measures have not yet manifested, 

especially since the introduction of free rents and tenure security happened so late during the 

period of study in 1999. There is a slight positive effect, but it is not significant compared to 

the period before 1982 when rent control and tenure security was in place. The switch does 

however, have a significant negative effect on entry into marriage, so although it is not certain 

that the switch to a soft regulated rent control and tenure security had a significant effect on 

entry into separation, results do indicate that the change has made women and men in Norway 

less likely of entry into marriage while in consensual union.  The reduction in interest 

subsidies on loans provided by the Norwegian housing bank in 1996 has a positive effect on 

entry into marriage for both men and women. The expectation was a negative effect; 
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hypothesis 5c is therefore not confirmed. The absence of an effect could be due to the fact that 

the public support for housing construction and home-ownership has remained generous and 

extensive in Norway, even after this change was introduced.  

Table 6.3.2: Norway - Entry into marriage and separation (housing policy) 

 Women Men 
 Marriage Separation Marriage Separation 
Constant  0.261 -7.232*** -1.157*** -6.506*** 
At risk  
(ref: 20 - 24) 

    

age 16 – 19 -0.285*** 0.197** -0.661*** 0.330** 
age 25 – 29 0.190*** -0.283*** 0.241*** -0.253*** 
age 30 – 34  -0.077 -0.624*** 0.179** -0.415*** 
age 35 – -0.387*** -0.951*** -0.329*** -0.757*** 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 51 - 1960) 

    

1941 – 1950 -0.103 0.327** -0.189** 0.078 
1961 – 1970 0.190*** -0.208** -0.127* 0.056 
1971 – 1980 -0.019 -0.094 -0.497*** 0.189 
1981 – onwards -1.085*** 0.364* -1.671*** 0.860*** 
Years of education 0.041*** 0.009 0.059*** -0.013 
In education -0.533*** 0.142** -0.154 -0.035 
Pre. Union 0.069 0.147* -0.195** 0.113 
Total months cohabitation -0.004** -0.004* 0.002 -0.001 
Duration  
(ref 1 – 12) 

    

13 – 36 0.147*** 0.654*** 0.182*** 0.925*** 
37 -  -0.196*** 0.546*** -0.113** 0.803*** 
Housing policy (macro)     
Homeowner (%) -0.072*** 0.023*** -0.055*** 0.011 
Savings (ref: t1)     
t2: no interest subsidies  0. 126 0.089 0.080 0.120 
Taxation (ref: t1)     
t2: reduction in tax 
subsidies 

-0.049 -0.099 -0.009 -0.150 

Rent control and Tenure 
security (ref: t1) 

   
 

 

t2: RC relaxed  -0.124* 0.188 -0.182** 0.214 
t3: RC set free + limit on 
contracts 

-0.253** 0.094 -0.203* 0.147 

Subjects 6727 6727 5025 5025 
Failures 3312 1866 2559 1374 
Observations 27718 27718 21909 21909 
Log likelihood -7333.46*** -5022.16*** -5641.24*** -3720.59*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 

The same conclusion can be draw when looking at the reduction in tax subsidies introduced in 

1992. This had a negative effect on entry into marriage for women and men in Norway, as 

expected in hypothesis 5d but the effect remains insignificant. Overall the changes to the 

public support for home-ownership in Norway does not appear to have had a significant 

negative effect on entry into marriage for couples in consensual union in Norway, there is no 
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significant decrease in entry when these changes are compared to the more generous system 

that they replaced. Women and men in Norway have not become less likely of entry into 

marriage from consensual union as a result, most likely because the level of support for home-

ownership in Norway has remained high during the period of study, especially in comparison 

to the reductions in support for home-ownership that were introduced in France and the FRG.  

Results for being in education and years in education are similar to the previous models, being 

in education still has a negative effect on entry into marriage for both men and women, while 

additional years in education has a positive effect on entry into marriage among women. The 

results for age at risk are quite similar for entry into separation. Women and men are still most 

likely of entry into separation at the earliest ages at risk compared to the reference group, 

those aged 20 to 24 and less likely of entry at older ages at risk. But the results for entry into 

marriage has changed, older ages at risk are now more likely of entry into marriage compared 

to the reference group and the youngest ages at risk. For women there is not a negative effect 

on entry into marriage until age 30 or more, for men age 35 or more. When housing policy is 

added to the model, it has a significant effect on the age at risk, the changes in housing policy 

has made women and men more likely of entry into marriage at older ages at risk. The results 

for birth cohorts have also changed for both destination states. For women, those born 

between 1961 and 1970 are now more likely of entry into marriage, compared to the reference 

group, while those born between 1941 – 1950 and 1971 – 1980 have little difference in entry 

compared to the reference group. The youngest birth cohort is still less likely of entry into 

marriage compared to the older birth cohorts. For entry into separation there is now little 

difference between those born between 1971 and 1980 and the reference group, while the 

oldest and youngest birth cohort are more likely of entry into separation. While those born 

between 1961 and 1970 are less likely of entry into separation. For men, the oldest birth 

cohort is now less likely of entry into marriage, compared to the reference group, but the 

younger birth cohorts remain less likely as well. For entry into seperaiton there is no longer 

any significant difference in entry between the reference group and the oldest birth cohorts 

and those born between 1961 and 1980, while the youngest birth cohort is more likely of 

entry compared to the reference group and the older birth cohorts. Having been in previous 

consensual union only has a weak positive effect on entry into separation among women, and 

a negative effect on entry into marriage among men. Total months spent in previous 

consensual unions have a negative effect on entry into marriage and separation among 
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women, but no significant effect among men. Durations of consensual union longer than 1 

year are more likely of entry into separation, while durations above 3 years are less likely of 

entry into marriage compared to shorter durations for both genders. 

Table 6.3.3 presents findings, with changes to housing policy, for the competing risk among 

women and men in the FRG. Increases in home-ownership has a negative effect on entry into 

marriage among women and men, and a positive effect on entry into separation for men, and a 

negative effect for women. Hypothesis 5a can therefore not be confirmed. The 24% increase 

in home-ownership from 1960 to 2005 has had a negative effect on entry into marriage from 

consensual union among women and men in the FRG, contrary to the expected positive effect, 

and no significant effect on entry into separation was found. The absence of an effect on entry 

into separation and the negative effect for entry into marriage could be due to the fact that the 

availability of rental homes has remained high in the FRG. As a result couples have felt less 

pressure to enter into a stronger commitment such as marriage, and have decided to stay in 

consensual union instead. The high availability to rental homes could also account for the 

absence of a significant effect on entry into separation. This could have facilitated an easier 

exit out of consensual union. 

It was not possible to test the effect of changes to support for rental homes on entry into 

separation. The switch from a first generation hard rent control to a second generation soft 

deregulated rental market happened very early in 1971, and few respondents were at risk of 

separation when it took place. It is however interesting to note that the switch did have a 

significant negative effect on entry into marriage for both women and men. Although findings 

cannot make any conclusions regarding entry into separation, it is certain that the switch to 

soft rent control and tenure security did result in fewer respondents in the FRG entering into 

marriage from the origin state of consensual union. It seems that the switch has prompted 

them to become more likely to remain in consensual union.  

The reduction in preferential treatment of the Bausparkasse system introduced in 1980 has a 

significant negative effect on entry into marriage for women in the FRG, confirming 

hypothesis 5c. But no significant effect is found for men. The reduction in the preferential 

treatment and the introduction of longer waiting times to acquire a loan through the 

Bausparkasse system has made women in the FRG less likely of entry into marriage. As has 

the increased interest and use of the system which began with German reunification in 1990. 
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The reductions in public support did have a significant negative effect on entry into marriage 

among women, making it harder to acquire home-ownership, and as a result making them less 

likely of entry into marriage, while in consensual union. But for men the effect is positive but 

insignificant.  

Table 6.3.3: FRG - Entry into marriage and separation (housing policy) 

 Women Men 
 Marriage Separation Marriage Separation  
Constant  -0.720 -4.488*** -0.904 -5.886*** 
At risk  
(ref: 20 – 24) 

    

age 16 – 19 -0.048 -0.083 -0.847*** 0.256 
age 25 – 29 0.166** -0.185 0.188** -0.286** 
age 30 – 34  0.255** -0.537*** 0.143 -0.423** 
age 35 – -0.121 -0.962*** 0.147 -0.941*** 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 51 - 1960) 

    

1941 – 1950 -0.172 -0.932** -0.068 -0.531* 
1961 – 1970 0.200** -0.076 -0.090 0.375** 
1971 – 1980 0.233* -0.058 -0.140 0.623** 
1981 – onwards 0.220 0.540 -1.271* 1.323*** 
Years of education -0.022* -0.043* 0.007 -0.037 
In education -0.788*** 0.013 -0.437*** -0.162 
Pre Union -0.186 0.307* 0.080 0.572*** 
Total months 
cohabitation 

 
-0.002 

 
-0.001 

 
-0.012*** 

 
0.002 

Duration  
(ref 1 – 12) 

    

13 – 36 0.013 0.930*** -0.039 0.990*** 
37 -  -0.369*** 1.022*** -0.485*** 1.128*** 
Housing policy (macro)     
Homeowner (%) -0.051** -0.024 -0.062*** 0.019 
Savings (ref: t1)     
t2: Bausparkasse 
reduced 

 
-0.393*** 

 
0.169 

 
0.165 

 
-0.081 

t3: Bausparkasse 
increase 

 
-0.420*** 

 
0.111 

 
0.231 

 
-0.232 

Taxation (ref: t1)     
Tax allowances increase -0.014 0.241 -0.182 -0.369** 
RC and TS (ref: t1)     
t2: RC set free +  
TS abolished  

-0.500**  -0.571***  

Subjects 2706 2706 1815 1815 
Failures 1787 505 1106 404 
Observations 8858 8835 5939 5914 
Log likelihood -3719.65*** -1392.17*** -2381.09*** -1031.09*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 

This difference could be related to due to the conservative approach to family policy in the 

FRG. As reductions in support for home-ownership were introduced, family policy also 

remained more conservative, with increases in length of leaves, and low formal childcare, 
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with no provisions to increase fathers involvement in household work or family care. Women, 

especially high educated women, opted to avoid entry into marriage due to this, especially 

since marriage has remained highly correlated with childbirth, with low extramarital births in 

the FRG. This had less influence on entry into marriage among men, due to the fact that low 

educated women remained more likely of entry into marriage due to their dependence on a 

male breadwinner, as a result of this conservative approach to family policy.  

The abolishment of mortgage tax relief and introduction of tax allowances in 1987, does have 

a negative effect on entry into marriage for both men and women in the FRG, as expected, the 

effect is however, not significant. Hypothesis 5d can therefore not be confirmed. The switch 

from treating home-ownership as consumption good instead of an investment good, seems to 

have had a miniscule effect on entry into marriage for both women and men in the FRG, this 

change has not had any significant effect on entry into marriage for respondents in consensual 

union. Especially not for women where the changes to the special savings scheme of the 

Bausparkasse has had a significant negative effect.  

Results for being in education and years in education are similar to the previous models. 

Being in education still has a significant negative effect on entry into marriage from the origin 

state of consensual union, and additional years in education still has a negative effect on entry 

into marriage among women, but with minor statistical significance compared to the models 

for family policy. This is most likely because of women’s educational expansion coinciding 

with the increases in home-ownership and changes to support in special savings schemes. 

There is less difference between older ages at risk and the reference group, those aged 20 to 

24 in entry into marriage among men, while older ages at risk are more likely of entry into 

marriage among women. But the ages at risk for entry into separation are very similar to the 

previous models; older ages at risk are less likely of entry into separation compared to the 

reference group and the youngest age at risk. Results for birth cohorts show that younger birth 

cohorts have become more likely entry into marriage among women, for men, only the 

youngest birth cohort is less likely of entry into marriage, compared to the reference group, 

most likely due to the fact that this group is still in the process of family formation. Results 

for younger birth cohorts show that they have become more likely of entry into separation 

compared to the reference group and the oldest birth cohort, but the coefficient is insignificant 

for women. In short only men appear to have become more likely of entry into separation 
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across younger birth cohorts. Having been in a previous consensual union has a significant 

positive effect on entry into separation among women and men, but results for entry into 

marriage are no longer significant. Total months spent in previous consensual unions only has 

a significant negative effect among entry into marriage among men. Durations of consensual 

union longer than 1 year are more likely of entry into separation, while durations longer than 

3 years are less likely of entry into marriage for both women and men. 

Table 6.3.4 presents findings, with changes to housing policy, for the competing risk among 

women and men in the GDR. Results for increases the percentage of home-ownership show 

that a positive effect on entry into marriage and a negative effect on entry into separation, as 

expected in hypothesis 5a. The small increase in home-ownership most of which took place 

from 1990 after German reunification has indeed made women and men in the GDR more 

likely of entry into marriage, and less likely of entry into separation. The effect coincides with 

broader changes related to German reunification; perhaps the uncertainty imposed by this 

event has prompted more couples in the GDR to enter into the more committed relationship of 

marriage. 

The switch to a soft deregulated rental sector with German reunification in 1990, replacing 

the hard rent control which set rents at 1936 levels adjusting for inflation during the socialist 

regime, does not have any significant effect on entry into separation for women and men in 

the GDR. The effect is positive for women, and negative for men, but neither coefficient is 

significant. Hypothesis 5b is therefore not confirmed. This change does not lead to an increase 

in entry into separation, compared to the socialist period as expected. The reason could be that 

separation of consensual union had already become common, and that the uncertainty that 

German reunification introduced, made couples more risk averse in terms of splitting up their 

union. The change furthermore has a negative effect on entry into marriage for both genders, 

the combination of a high availability of rental homes, with uncertainty, may have prompted 

more couples in the GDR to stay in consensual union and avoid entry into marriage and 

separation.  

The restricted access to construction of home-ownership introduced in 1971 have a negative 

effect on entry into marriage for both genders as expected, although the effect is insignificant 

for women. The limitations on access to home-ownership have prompted more couples in the 

GDR to avoid entry into marriage, especially among men. The introduction of the west 
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German Bausparkasse system have also had a negative effect on entry into marriage for both 

genders, in this case the effect is most likely due to the uncertainty that German reunification 

introduced, making couples less likely of entry into a more committed relationship.  

Table 6.3.4: GDR - Entry into marriage and separation (housing policy) 

 Women Men 
 Marriage Separation Marriage Separation 
Constant  -3.697*** -3.909*** -2.608*** -4.658*** 
At risk  
(ref: 20 - 24) 

    

age 16 – 19 -0.260** -0.092 -0.453** 0.070 
age 25 – 29 -0.375*** -0.537*** -0.135 -0.276 
age 30 – 34  -0.711*** -0.597** -0.469** -0.695** 
age 35 – -1.289*** -0.923** -0.679** -0.337 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951 - 1960) 

    

1941 – 1950 0.207 -0.623 -0.259 -0.259 
1961 – 1970 -0.268*** 0.185 -0.183 0. 318 
1971 – 1980 -0.511** 0.030 -0.808** 0.374 
1981 – onwards -1.877*** 1.120** -1.910* 1.548*** 
Years of education -0.020 -0.002 0.020 0.032 
In education -0.244** -0.432** 0.043 0.230 
Pre. Union 0.080 0.708*** -0.189 0.822*** 
Total months cohabitation -0.015* -0.011 -0.004 -0.010 
Duration  
(ref 1 – 12) 

    

13 – 36 -0.206*** 0.552*** -0.457*** 0.556*** 
37 -  -0.525*** 0.462*** -0.701*** 0.720*** 
Housing policy (macro)     
Homeowner (%) 0.049* -0.071* 0.023 -0.060 
Savings (ref: t1)     
t2: Restricted access to 
Home ownership 

 
-0.266 

 
0.365 

 
-1.267*** 

 
0.309 

t3: Bausparkasse increase -0.614** 0.600 -1.821*** 0.546 
Rent control and Tenure 
security (ref: t1) 

    

t2: RC set free + TC 
abolished 

-0.612*** 0.039 -0.390 -0.270 

Subjects 1495 1495 994 994 
Failures 854 320 541 215 
Observations 4597 4597 2917 2917 
Log likelihood -1877.97*** -884.37*** -1238.65*** -575.30*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 

Results for being in education and years in education are very similar to the previous models 

in this chapter. Being in education still has a significant negative effect on entry into marriage 

among women, but no significant effect for men, while additional years in education has a 

negative, albeit insignificant effect for entry into marriage among women. Results for ages at 

risk are similar to the previous models as well, women in the GDR are most likely of entry 

into both destination states at ages 20 to 24, and less likely at younger and older ages. Men 
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enter are most likely of entry into marriage at ages 20 to 29, and less likely of entry into 

separation at ages above 24. Overall women in the GDR are more likely of entry into both 

destination states at younger ages at risk, compared to men. The results for birth cohorts show 

that younger birth cohorts, those born after 1961 for women and those born after 1971 are less 

likely of entry into marriage, compared to the reference group and the oldest birth cohorts. 

For entry into separation, only the youngest birth cohorts is more likely of entry into 

separation compared to the older birth cohorts and the reference group. Only those 

respondents who became at risk of entry, well after German reunification from 1997 onwards 

are the only ones to have become more likely of entry into separation. Perhaps due to the fact 

that the uncertainty brought about by German reunification had receded at that point making 

this particular group willing to enter into separation. Having been in a previous consensual 

union has a positive effect on entry into separation, but no significant effect on entry into 

marriage. Total months spent in previous consensual unions have a negative effect on entry 

into both destination states for women and men, but results remain insignificant. Longer 

durations of consensual union have a positive effect on entry into separation and a negative 

effect on entry into marriage. The longer time spent in consensual union, make respondents in 

the GDR more likely of entry into separation, and less likely of entry into marriage.   

6.1.4: Entry into marriage and separation – complete policy models 

This section presents models for the entry into marriage and separation with variables for both 

family and housing policy. The purpose of the section is to see if the results from the previous 

models are the same once changes to both family and housing policy are taken into account 

and if the conclusions regarding the hypothesis can still be made.  

Table 6.4.1 present models for entry into marriage and separation among women and men in 

France with variables for the changes to family and housing policy. Results for changes to 

family policy show that increases in maternity and parental leave still has a negative effect on 

entry into marriage among women, hypothesis 4a remains confirmed. Family policy in France 

has undergone an increase in familialization, introducing longer leaves, especially during the 

1980s, but de-familialization has also increased with higher provisions of formal childcare for 

children below the age of 3. This has made women, in particular women with high education 

who pursue a career in the labour market, better able to balance work and family life while 

their children are young. This has given them more independence from a male breadwinner, 
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and made them less likely of entry into marriage, even if they have children during consensual 

union.  

Table 6.4.1: France - Entry into marriage and separation 

 Women Men 
 Marriage Separation Marriage Separation 

Constant  -5.319*** -4.807*** -1.123 -5.345*** 
At risk  
(ref: 20 – 24) 

    

age 16 – 19 -0.028 -0.272** -0.804*** 0.205 
age 25 – 29 -0.179*** -0.077 0.024 -0.307*** 
age 30 – 34  -0.530*** -0.147 -0.173* -0.392*** 
age 35 – -1.287*** -0.117 -0.448*** -0.477*** 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951 - 1960) 

    

1941 – 1950 -0.131 0.246* -0.234** -0.068 
1961 – 1970 0.004 0.168* 0.060 -0.039 
1971 – 1980 -0.364*** 0.517*** -0.336** 0.061 
1981 – onwards -1.133*** 1.333*** -1.818*** 0.924*** 
Years of education 0.047*** 0.012 0.056*** 0.042*** 
In education -0.579*** -0.003 -0.380*** -0.004 
Previous union  -0.289*** 0.311*** -0.258*** 0.340*** 
Total months cohabitation 0.003** -0.001 0.002 0.000 
Duration  (ref 1 – 12)     
13 – 36  -0.033 0.366*** 0.033 0.376*** 
37 -  -0.678*** 0.498*** -0.587*** 0.275*** 
Family Policy (macro)     
Maternity leave (weeks) -0.161*** -0.125 -0.253*** -0.152 
Parental leave (weeks) -0.001 -0.002 0.001 -0.001 
Remuneration -0.717*** 0.085 -0.501*** -0.350* 
Childcare -0.006 -0.004* -0.023** 0.053*** 
Housing policy (macro)     
Homeownership (%) 0.081*** -0.004 0.029 0.007 
Savings (ref: t1)     
t2: Scheme - PAP -0.067 0.227 -0.116 0.099 
t3: Scheme - PTZ 0.251 0.218 0.281 0.097 
RC & TS (ref: t1)     
t2: RC +TS relaxed -0.303*** 0.134 -0.437*** 0.405*** 
Subjects 4571 4571 3510 3510 
Failures 2104 1294 1597 1088 
Observations 19762 19762 13740 13740 
Log likelihood -5334.41*** -3284.83*** -3905.12*** -2827.75*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 

The introduction of flat rate remuneration for parental leave in 1985 still has a negative effect 

on entry into marriage among women in France. Family policy has remained genderized in 

France, with little incentives for father to take a more active role in childcare within the 

family while the children are very young. Leave remains low paid, and there is no earmarked 

leave for fathers to encourage them to participate more in this aspect of family life. This has 

in turn made entry into marriage while in consensual union less attractive for women, 
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especially for adaptable women who seek to combine family with career. The unpaid 

household tasks within the family have remained the primary responsibility of women, 

making them less likely of entry into marriage from the origin state of consensual union, even 

if they have children.  

An increase in the percentage of formal childcare for children below the age of 3 does have a 

negative effect on entry into marriage among women in France. As expected in hypothesis 4c. 

The coefficient is however no longer significant when variables for housing policy are taken 

into account. The increases in formal childcare have made women in France less reliant on a 

male breadwinner model, and made it easier to combine work and family life while their 

children are very young. The results indicate that they have become less reliant on the 

traditional family structure and as a result less likely of entry into marriage if they are 

expecting a child while in consensual union. The changes to family policy has however also 

had a significant negative effect on entry into marriage among men, there is less of a 

difference between the genders in France, as maternity leave and childcare increased and flat 

rate remuneration was introduced, men in France have also become less likely of entry into 

marriage.  

Results for changes in housing policy show that an increase in the percentage of home-

ownership has a positive effect on entry into marriage for women and men, hypothesis 5a 

remains confirmed for entry into marriage, but there is no significant effect on entry into 

separation, results are positive for men and negative for women, but neither coefficient is 

significant. The relative modest 9% increase in home-ownership in France from 1960 to 2005 

does have a positive effect on entry into marriage among women and men as expected, but it 

does not have any significant effect on entry into separation. The absence of a significant 

effect for entry into separation could be due to the proportion of home-ownership has 

remained quite stable compared to the other countries in the analysis. Rental homes have 

remained widely available during the time of study in France, which could account for the 

lack of a significant effect on entry into separation.   

The switch from hard rent control and tenure security to a more de-regulated soft rent control 

and tenure security on new housing construction in 1989 does have a positive effect on entry 

into separation as expected in hypothesis 5b. Results are however only significant for men. 

Still the switch to a softer deregulated rental market does indicate that entry into separation 
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has become easier, especially for men. Despite the fact that this change happened quite late in 

1989 and only applied to new rental constructions, it has opened up the rental market for new 

tenants, increased flexibility and mobility of the market, and made moves to new rental homes 

easier for respondents in France. Especially since rental housing has remained so widely 

available during the period of study, with only small increases in home-ownership.  

The introduction of the PAP a means tested and targeted system for savings, aimed at low 

income families, still has a negative effect on entry into marriage for both women and men, 

compared to the previous universal Epargne Logement scheme. But the switch to the more 

restrictive PTZ scheme, which also introduced geographical and family size requirements for 

public savings related to housing construction, has a positive effect. Neither coefficient is 

significant however; hypothesis 5c is therefore no longer confirmed for France, when family 

policy is introduced to the model. The absence of an effect is probably due to the fact that 

developments in family policy has had a greater impact on entry into marriage among women 

and men in France, the changes to housing policy has not had the same effect, especially since 

rental homes has remained readily available. Access to home-ownership may therefore have 

been of less importance for some couples for entry into marriage in France. 

Being in education still has a negative effect on entry into marriage for both men and women 

in France, while in education, couples in consensual union are less likely of entry into a 

committed partnership such as marriage, they have not established themselves in the labour 

market and they are still relying on some form of support from their family or elsewhere.  

Additional years in education still has a positive effect on entry into marriage for women, 

higher levels of education does not have a negative effect on entry into marriage, as 

hypothesized by the “new home economics” on the contrary women with higher education are 

more likely of entry into marriage, provided that they have exited the educational system. 

Especially since family policy has provided more alleviation of family care for women. It has 

become easier for women to balance work and family life, due to the increases in formal 

childcare for children below the age of 3. Women are still more likely of entry into marriage 

at ages 20 to 24 and more likely of entry at younger ages compared to men, men remain most 

likely of entry into marriage at ages 20 to 29 and more likely of entry at older ages compared 

to women. There is no significant difference in entry into separation across older ages at risk 

and the reference group for women, but men are less likely of entry into separation at older 
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ages at risk. Younger birth cohorts, those born after 1971 are less likely of entry into marriage 

compared to the reference group and older birth cohorts and they are more likely of entry into 

separation. Overall entry into marriage while in consensual union has become less common 

for younger birth cohorts, while separation has become more common, compared to the older 

birth cohorts. Having been in a previous consensual union has a negative effect on entry into 

marriage, and a positive effect on entry into separation. Additional months spent in a previous 

consensual union has no effect on entry into either destination state for men, but it does have a 

positive effect on entry into marriage for women. Longer durations in consensual union have 

a negative effect on entry into marriage and a positive effect on entry into separation. 

Table 6.4.2 show models for entry into marriage and separation for women and men in 

Norway with variables for the changes to family and housing policy. Increases in weeks of 

maternity leave have a weak positive effect on entry into marriage among women, while 

increases in parental leave have a negative, albeit insignificant effect. The result could be due 

to the fact that maternity leave in Norway was abolished in 1977 when parental leave was 

introduced. Women in Norway where more likely of entry into marriage from consensual 

union while maternity leave was still in place, but they have become less likely of entry after 

parental leave was introduced, the increase in familialization through longer parental leave 

does however not have a significant negative effect on entry into marriage, it is the switch 

from a leave scheme focused on maternity leave, to one that is focused on parental leave that 

is important here. Hypothesis 4a is therefore still confirmed, increases in familialization do 

have a negative effect on entry into marriage among women in Norway, the steady expansion 

of formal childcare and more de-genderization through earnings related remuneration for 

parental leave and earmarked leave for fathers, have made women less likely of entry into 

marriage while in consensual union, and made them less dependent on a male breadwinner, 

even if they have children.  

The introduction of an earnings related benefit in 1977 has a positive effect on entry into 

marriage among women in Norway once housing policy is added to the model, the coefficient 

is however insignificant. The introduction of an earmarked leave for fathers also has a 

positive effect on entry into marriage, but the effect is also no longer significant. Still the 

result is in line with the expectations in hypothesis 4b and hypothesis 4d. The increases in de-

genderization do have a positive effect on entry into marriage among women in Norway. It 
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has made women with higher levels of education, who are career oriented, more likely of 

entry into the traditional partnership of marriage when in consensual union. The changes to 

family policy has provided better reconciliation of work and family life among women, with 

fewer penalties for women who take parental leave, and more encouragement for fathers to 

take a more active role in childcare within the family. Women with longer educations and 

careers in the labour market have become more likely of entry into marriage if they have 

children while in consensual union. The introduction of an earmarked leave for fathers also 

has a positive and significant result for entry into marriage among men in consensual union, 

this increase in de-genderization has definitely also prompted men in Norway to enter into 

marriage while in consensual union.    

Increases in de-familialization through higher coverage in public childcare for children below 

the age of 3, now has a significant negative effect on entry into marriage among women in 

Norway, confirming hypothesis 4c. The increase in formal childcare which mainly took place 

during the 1990s has resulted in fewer women entering into marriage while in consensual 

union. The increase in de-familialziation has made some women able to quickly return to the 

labour market, when their children are young, it has become easier to find childcare outside 

the home, as a result they have become less dependent on a male breadwinner, and more 

likely to have children outside of marriage while still in consensual union. Especially because 

this development means that some are less likely to suffer penalties in lost earnings and career 

advancement due to long leaves when children are very young.  

Increases in the percentage of home-ownership still has a negative effect on entry into 

marriage and a positive effect on entry into separation for both women and men in Norway, 

contrary to the expectations in hypothesis 5a. Despite a high increase in home-ownership of 

29% from 1960 to 2005, women and men have not become more likely of entry into marriage, 

and less likely of entry into separation. On the contrary results indicate that marriage has 

become less common as home-ownership increased, possibly due to the fact that extramarital 

births have also become more common. It is not unlikely that couples in consensual union in 

Norway acquire home-ownership and have children without entering into marriage. 

Especially since public support for home-ownership has remained quite generous. Nor has the 

lack of rental homes, made them less likely of entry into separation.  
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Table 6.4.2: Norway - Entry into marriage and separation  

 Women Men 
 Marriage Separation Marriage Separation  
Constant  -1.473*** -7.331*** -2.441*** -5.720*** 
At risk  
(ref: 20 - 24) 

    

age 16 – 19 -0.286*** 0.197** -0.669*** 0.331** 
age 25 – 29 0.201*** -0.281*** 0.230*** -0.249*** 
age 30 – 34  -0.049 -0.619*** 0.186** -0.409*** 
age 35 – -0.336*** -0.931*** -0.318*** -0.739*** 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951 - 1960) 

    

1941 – 1950 -0.226*** 0.403*** -0.257*** 0.031 
1961 – 1970 0.163** -0.185** -0.142* -0.070 
1971 – 1980 -0.010 -0.051 -0.506*** 0.191 
1981 – onwards -0.997*** 0.452** -1.680*** 0.870*** 
Years of education 0.043*** 0.008 0.059*** -0.013 
In education -0.531*** 0.133* -0.155 -0.034 
Previous union  0.075 0.152* -0.194** 0.116 
Total months cohabitation -0.004** -0.004** 0.002 -0.001 
Duration  (ref 1 – 12)     
13 – 36  0.163*** 0.651*** 0.187*** 0.928*** 
37 -  -0.173*** 0.549*** -0.109* 0.808*** 
Family Policy (macro)     
Maternity leave (weeks) 0.046* -0.020 0.058* -0.073** 
Parental leave (weeks) -0.009 -0.026*** -0.011 0.009 
Remuneration 0.194 0.449 0.611 -1.250*** 
Earmarked leave 0.243 0.203 0.434** -0.289 
Childcare -0.015** 0.007 0.003 -0.009 
Housing policy (macro)     
Homeownership (%) -0.046*** 0.026** -0.042*** 0.014 
Savings (ref: t1)     
t2: no interest subsidies  0.171* 0.094 0.018 0.197 
Taxation (ref: t1)     
t2: reduction in tax subsidies -0.181 0.167 -0.224 -0.092 
RC & TS (ref: t1)     
t2: RC relaxed -0.169** 0.127 -0.201** 0.274 
t3: RC set free + limit on contracts -0.147 -0.024 -0.255* 0.293 
Subjects 6727 6727 5025 5025 
Failures 3312 1866 2559 1374 
Observations 32696 32696 26325 26325 
Log likelihood -7309.43*** -5015.12*** -5632.62*** -3715.68*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 

The gradual abolishment of rent control introduced in 1982 and the introduction of rents at 

free market levels and relaxation in tenure security in 1999 have not had a significant increase 

in entry into separation in Norway. It has a positive effect on entry into separation for men in 

Norway. The gradual abolishment of rent control starting in 1982 has a positive effect on 

entry into separation for women, the switch to rents set at market levels in 1999 have a 

negative effect on this entry, but neither coefficient is significant. The effect of these 

measures may not have manifested fully yet, especially with regard to the changes introduced 
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in 1999. Furthermore both changes have a negative effect on entry into marriage for both men 

and women, which indicate that the changes have made couples in consensual union, less 

likely of entry into marriage.  

The removal of tax subsidies for the public savings scheme provided by the Norwegian 

housing bank in 1996, has a positive effect on entry into marriage for both men and women, 

while the reduction in tax subsidies introduced in 1992 has a negative effect. But the effects 

remain insignificant. Neither hypothesis 5c nor 5d can therefore be confirmed. The changes 

introduced to the public savings schemes in Norway does not appear to have had a significant 

effect on entry into marriage for women and men in Norway, the removal of tax subsidies 

does have a weak positive effect for women, but overall the effect does not appear to have led 

to increases or decreases in entry into marriage from the origin state of consensual union. The 

absence of an effect could be due to the fact that the public savings scheme, despite these 

reductions in support have remained quite generous, especially when compared to other 

public savings schemes such as the Bausparkasse system in the FRG and the Epargne 

Logement in France. Furthermore these changes happened quite late during the time of study, 

and may the effect may not have manifested itself yet, especially among younger birth 

cohorts, who have just become at risk of entry into marriage or separation while in consensual 

union.  

Results for being in education and years in education are similar to the findings in the 

previous models. Women and men in Norway are still less likely of entry into marriage from 

the origin state of consensual union while still in education, since they have not fully 

established themselves in the labour market, and therefore reluctant to commit themselves to a 

traditional partnership like marriage, or have children. Additional years in education still has a 

positive effect on entry into marriage among women in Norway, the increases in de-

familialization and de-genderization have provided them with a stronger attachment to the 

labour market, and made them more able to balance their dual responsibilities in the labour 

market and at home. It has encouraged fathers to take more responsibilities for unpaid 

household work and care within the family. As a result women with longer education have not 

become less likely of entry into marriage in Norway, on the contrary, they are more likely of 

entry into marriage, compared to women with lower education, but they do not enter into a 

marriage while still in education.    
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The coefficients for age at risk have changed slightly. When family and housing policy are 

taken into account in the same model, women are more likely of entry into marriage at ages 

25 to 29, compared to the reference group and less likely at younger and older ages. Men are 

more likely of entry into marriage at ages 25 to 34 compared to the reference group and less 

likely of entry at earlier and older ages at risk. Couples in Norway definitely enter into 

marriage from consensual union at later ages at risk compared to the other countries in the 

analysis, but women are still more likely of entry at earlier ages than men. Entry into 

separation from consensual union happens early in Norway, the youngest ages at risk, those 

between 16 and 19 years of age are more likely of entry into separation compared to the 

reference group and the older birth cohorts. Couples in Norway exit consensual unions faster 

than in the other countries, most likely because the high proportion of home-ownerships in 

Norway forces them to find a stable partnership, be it consensual union or marriage faster. 

The low provision of rental homes makes it difficult to stay in uncommitted relationships for 

longer periods of time, a stable partnership is important in order to gain access to the housing 

sector.  

Younger birth cohorts have become less likely of entry into marriage for both genders in 

Norway. Those respondents born after 1971 are less likely of entry into marriage compared to 

the reference group and those in the oldest birth cohort. But women born between 1961 and 

1970 are more likely of entry into marriage compared to the reference group, while the same 

group for men are less likely. Entry into separation has become more likely for the youngest 

birth cohorts, especially for men. Those born from 1981 onwards are the only respondents 

more likely of entry into separation compared to the reference group. For women those born 

between 1961 and 1970 are less likely of entry into separation. While the oldest birth cohort 

and the youngest are more likely of entry compared to the reference group. Having been in a 

previous consensual union still has a weak positive effect on entry into separation among 

women, and a weak negative effect on entry into marriage among men. Total duration of 

previous consensual union still has a negative effect on entry into both destination state for 

women, but no significant effect for men. Longer durations of consensual union has a positive 

effect on entry into separation, while respondents with durations above 3 years are less likely 

of entry into marriage, compared to durations shorter than 3 years.  
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Table 6.4.3 show models for entry into marriage and separation for women and men in the 

FRG with variables for the changes to family and housing policy. An increase in weeks of 

maternity leave still has a negative effect on entry into marriage for women, but the effect is 

no longer significant. But the increases in weeks of parental leave still have a positive and 

significant effect on entry into marriage from consensual union, hypothesis 4a remains 

confirmed. The introduction and expansion of parental leave from 1986 onwards have made 

women in the FRG, particularly those with shorter education, more likely of entry into 

marriage while in consensual union. The increase in familialization of family policy in the 

FRG, has made women with lower education more dependent on a male breadwinner, as a 

result they have become more likely of entry into marriage while in consensual union, 

especially if they are expecting a child. The combination of long leaves, with low provisions 

of formal childcare for children below the age of 3, has resulted in a context where marriage 

to a male breadwinner, provides more security and stability for women with shorter 

education, who are likely to be less career oriented.  

The introduction of flat rate remuneration for parental leave in 1986, still has a negative effect 

on entry into marriage for women in the FRG, hypothesis 4b therefore remains confirmed. 

Family policy in the FRG has remained genderized, with low pay for remuneration while on 

leave, and no earmarked leave for fathers. Household work and care within the family has 

remained the primary responsibility of women, with no incentives in policy for fathers to take 

a more active role in the unpaid work within the household. This has in turn made the balance 

of work and family life more difficult for women, and prompted them to become less likely of 

entry into marriage while in consensual union, especially if they have longer educations and a 

more likely to want to combine work and family life.  

The increases in formal childcare for children below the age of 3 no longer have any effect on 

entry into marriage for women. The absence of an effect could be due to the fact that formal 

childcare coverage has remained very low in the FRG, with a modest increase from 5% in 

1980 to 14% in 2005. When housing policy is taken into account, increases in formal 

childcare do not have any significant effect on entry into marriage among women in 

consensual union. The low provision of formal childcare has not discouraged them from 

getting married, as expected in hypothesis 4c. The increase in formal childcare was expected 

to have a negative effect on this entry, making women less reliant on a male breadwinner and 
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give them a stronger attachment to the labour market. The lack of a significant effect is most 

likely due to the fact that formal childcare has remained at low levels in the FRG, forcing 

women with very young children to use the parental leave system if they have children. The 

conservative approach to family policy has forced women in the FRG to choose between 

family and career, making women, especially those with higher levels of education, less likely 

of entry into marriage, and postpone or avoid childbirth. Especially since marriage and 

childbirth has remained highly correlated in the FRG, with low levels of extramarital 

childbirths. It is therefore the increase in weeks of parental leave (familialization) which has 

the biggest impact on this entry, not the modest increase in de-familialzition through formal 

childcare provisions.  

Increases in home-ownership still has a significant negative effect on entry into marriage 

while in consensual union for both women and men in the FRG, and a positive effect on entry 

into separation for men and a negative effect for women. The effect on entry into separation is 

however insignificant. Hypothesis 5a therefore remains unconfirmed. The expansion of home-

ownership in the housing stock has not made women and men more likely of entry into 

marriage while in consensual union, despite an increase of 24% in home-ownership in the 

FRG from 1960 to 2005. The absence of an effect in separation and the negative effect for 

marriage could be due to the fact that rental home availability has remained quite high in the 

FRG. Couples may have felt less pressure to move into a more committed relationship such as 

marriage because of this, and opted to remain in consensual union instead. Rental homes have 

remained the predominant form of housing in the FRG for most periods under study, and 

remained widely available, resulting in less difference in entry into separation across younger 

birth cohorts.   

It was not possible to test hypothesis 5b in the FRG, the changes to rent control and tenure 

security happened very early in the FRG, in 1971, few respondents were at risk of entry into 

separation at this point in time, because so few respondent in the oldest birth cohort entered 

into consensual union. As a result this variable had to be removed from the analysis, but the 

switch to a more deregulated rent control and tenure security does have a negative, albeit 

insignificant, effect on entry into marriage while in consensual union for both genders. This 

change seems to have prompted couples to avoid entry into marriage, and remain in 

consensual union. 
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Table 6.4.3: FRG - Entry into marriage and separation  

 Women   Men 
 Marriage Separation Marriage Separation 
Constant  1.102 -5.317*** 1.586 -5.806*** 
At risk  
(ref: 20 – 24) 

    

age 16 – 19 -0.044 -0.100 -0.850*** 0.259 
age 25 – 29 0.152** -0.146 0.184** -0.281** 
age 30 – 34  0.214** -0.449** 0.101 -0.384* 
age 35 – -0.216 -0.760** 0.101 -0.876*** 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951 - 1960) 

    

1941 – 1950 -0.168 -0.934** -0.046 -0.549** 
1961 – 1970 0.177** -0.013 -0.117 0.389** 
1971 – 1980 0.116 0.198 -0.266 0.706** 
1981 – onwards 0.085 0.814* -1.404* 1.406*** 
Years of education -0.025** -0.036 0.004 -0.033 
In education -0.789*** 0.012 -0.452*** -0.154 
Previous union  -0.192* 0.311** 0.084 0.564*** 
Total months cohabitation -0.002 -0.001 -0.012*** 0.002 
Duration  (ref 1 – 12)     
13 – 36  0.009 0.936*** -0.045 0.991*** 
37 -  -0.372*** 1.028*** -0.495*** 1.136*** 
Family Policy (macro)     
Maternity leave (weeks) -0.135  -0.191  
Parental leave (weeks) 0.003*** -0.006*** 0.004** -0.004* 
Remuneration -0.308* 0.212 -0.362* 0.644* 
Childcare 0.000 0.008 0.003 -0.028 
Housing policy (macro)     
Homeownership (%) -0.054** -0.003 -0.065** 0.018 
Savings (ref: t1)     
t2: Bausparkasse reduced -0.335** 0.007 0.211 -0.063 
t3: Bausparkasse increase -0.596** 0.248 -0.043 0.240 
Taxation (ref: t1)     
Tax allowances increase 0.096 0.250 -0.069 -0.558** 
RC and TS (ref: t1)     
t2: RC set free +  
TS abolished  

-0.269  -0.245  

Subjects 2706  2706 1815 1815 
Failures 1787 505 1106 404 
Observations 10259 10236 6848 6823 
Log likelihood -3714.58*** -1388.09*** -2376.52*** -1028.72*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 

The reduction of preferential treatment and introduction of longer waiting times for access the 

Bausparkasse system in 1980, as well as the increased interest and use of the system from 

1990 onwards with the reunification of Germany, has a negative effect on entry into marriage 

among women. But there is no significant effect for men, the changes in 1980 has a positive 

effect, while the changes in 1990 have a negative effect. Hypothesis 5c can therefore only be 

confirmed for women. The difference between the genders could be attributed to the 

conservative approach to family policy in the FRG. Women, especially higher educated 
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women have become less likely of entry into marriage as these reductions were introduced, 

due to the dependence of a male breadwinner model in family policy. For men this had less 

significant effect because lower educated women were still reliant on a male breadwinner 

model, and because marriage and childbirth remained highly correlated with low levels of 

extramarital childbirths. The introduction of tax allowances in 1987 which replaced the 

previous mortgage tax relief system, treating home-ownership as consumption good instead of 

an investment good, has a minuscule effect on entry into marriage while in consensual union 

for women and men in the FRG. The effect is negative as expected, but it remains 

insignificant. Hypothesis 5d is therefore not confirmed. The insignificant effect of the changes 

to support for home-ownership could therefore be tied to women’s educational expansion in 

the FRG. As reductions in public support for home-ownership were introduced, more and 

more women enrolled and completed higher levels of education, which in turn made them less 

likely of entry into marriage while in consensual union due to the conservative approach to 

family policy in the FRG, providing little support for these career oriented women. 

Results for being in education and years in education are very similar to the previous modes. 

Being in education still has a significant negative effect on entry into marriage for both 

women and men in the FRG, while in education, couples in consensual union in the FRG are 

less likely of entry into marriage, because they have not fully established themselves 

independently. Additional years in education still has a significant negative effect on entry 

into marriage among women, higher educated women are less likely of entry into marriage, 

because family policy in the FRG has remained structured towards the male breadwinner 

model, with high levels of familialization and genderization. Women are most likely of entry 

into marriage at younger ages at risk compared to men. Both genders are however, more 

likely of entry into marriage, at older ages at risk compared to the other countries in this 

study. Especially since there is little difference in rate of entry between the oldest ages at risk 

and the reference group, changes to family and housing policy appear to have prompted 

significant delays in the age of entry into marriage among couples in consensual union in the 

FRG. Entry into separation is less likely at older ages at risk, men are less likely of entry into 

separation at ages 25 or more, compared to the reference group, while women are less likely 

of entry into separation from the age of 30 or more. Results for birth cohorts show that 

women born between 1961 and 1970 are more likely of entry into marriage, compared to the 

reference group and other birth cohorts. For men only the youngest birth cohort is less likely 
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of entry into marriage. The cohort effect is less pronounced compared to the other countries; 

there is no significant difference in entry into marriage between those born between 1961 and 

1980 and the reference group. For entry into separation the oldest birth cohort is less likely of 

entry compared to the reference group, while the younger birth cohorts among men have 

become more likely of entry into separation. Women on the other hand show little difference 

in the rate of entry into separation between the younger birth cohorts and the reference group. 

Previous consensual union has a positive effect on entry into separation among both genders, 

and a negative effect on entry into marriage. Total months spent in previous consensual 

unions only has a negative effect on entry into marriage among men. Longer durations of 

consensual union has a positive effect on entry into separation, and durations of consensual 

union have a negative effect on entry into marriage, compared to shorter durations.  

Table 6.4.4 show models for the entry into marriage and separation for women and men in the 

GDR with variables for the changes to family and housing policy. Increases in weeks of 

maternity leave still have a positive effect on entry into marriage from consensual union, 

while increases in parental leave still has a negative effect. The coefficients are no longer 

significant, however, so hypothesis 4a can no longer be confirmed. But the result still 

indicates that the increase in familialization through more weeks of parental leave is 

associated with an increase in de-familialization of more coverage of childcare for children 

below the age of 3. The introduction of 52 weeks of parental leave in 1976 which was 

expanded to 78 weeks in 1986 and to 152 weeks with German reunification in 1990 coincides 

with a massive increase in formal childcare from 40% coverage in 1970 to 80% in 1990. 

Women who experienced these changes were less dependent on a male breadwinner; access to 

childcare outside the family became easier for them, and enabled a better balance of work and 

family life. It was easier to maintain their foothold in the labour market, and take care of their 

children at the same time, something which family policy in the GDR insisted upon due to 

labour shortages. This in turn made entry into marriage from consensual union, less likely for 

women in the GDR, even if they had children, due to their higher economic independence 

through employment in the labour market.   

The introduction of flat rate remuneration for parental leave in 1986 has a negative effect on 

entry into marriage from consensual union for women. The effect is however still 

insignificant, compared to the previous duration without remuneration for parental leave. 
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Hypothesis 5b therefore remains unconfirmed. Still the result does indicate a decrease in entry 

into marriage for women in consensual union with this changes, family policy in the GDR has 

remained genderized, remuneration for leave has been kept low, no incentives for fathers to 

take a more active role in household work and family care was introduced and in many 

respects the socialist regime insisted that women perform the bulk of care work within the 

family while maintaining a position in the labour market. The absence of de-genderization in 

family policy, combined with a high degree of de-familialzation have strengthened women’s 

position in the labour market, and made them less dependent on a male breadwinner. Entry 

into marriage while in consensual union has a as resulted become less likely for women in the 

GDR, even if they are expecting a child.   

The increases in formal childcare coverage for children below the age of 3 still has a negative 

effect on entry into marriage for women in consensual union. The increase in formal 

childcare, which mainly took place between 1970 and 1990, followed by a sharp decrease 

after German reunification have made women in the GDR less likely of entry into marriage 

while in consensual union. The effect is however no longer significant, when housing policy 

is added to the models. The result does however; still indicate that the increase in de-

familialization during the socialist regime, with increases in childcare coverage for children 

below the age of 3 did give women in the GDR a stronger attachment to the labour market 

and made them less reliant on a male breadwinner. Women in the GDR did become less likely 

of entry into marriage while in consensual union as a consequence, even if they had children.  

Increase in home-ownership has a positive effect on entry into marriage for women and men 

in the GDR. But the effect is negative for entry into separation for men and positive for 

women. Furthermore the effect is only significant for entry into marriage among women. 

Hypothesis 5 is therefore only confirmed for entry into marriage for women. The results do 

however lend some support to the idea that increases in home-ownership has a positive effect 

on entry into marriage. Increases in home-ownership in the GDR mainly took place after 

German reunification, since access to home-ownership was severely restricted during the 

socialist regime. The positive effect that this has on entry into marriage, could therefore also 

coincide with broader changes and uncertainties brought about the end of the socialist, this 

uncertainty could have prompted more couples in the GDR to opt for entry into marriage 

while in consensual union.  
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Table 6.4.4: GDR - Entry marriage and separation  

 Women Men 
 Marriage Separation Marriage Separation 
Constant  -4.228*** -7.377*** -2.043 -2.702 
At risk  
(ref: 20 - 24) 

    

age 16 – 19 -0.317*** -0.028 -0.506** 0.062 
age 25 – 29 -0.309*** -0.587*** -0.075 -0.289 
age 30 – 34  -0.590*** -0.696*** -0.355* -0.714** 
age 35 – -1.189*** -1.048*** -0.521* -0.349 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951 - 1960) 

    

1941 – 1950 0.054 -0.312 -0.390* -0.296 
1961 – 1970 -0.071 -0.059 -0.056 0.272 
1971 – 1980 -0.360 -0.105 -0.672* 0.360 
1981 – onwards -1.743*** 0.894* -1.715* 1.564** 
Years of education -0.016 -0.006 0.022 0.034 
In education -0.274** -0.375* 0.000 0.265 
Previous union  0.083 0.667*** -0.165 0.807*** 
Total months cohabitation -0.015** -0.010 -0.004 -0.009 
Duration  (ref 1 – 12)     
13 – 36  -0.208*** 0.542*** -0.455*** 0.561*** 
37 -  -0.517*** 0.447** -0.702*** 0.727*** 
Family Policy (macro)     
Maternity leave (weeks) 0.026 0.036 -0.010 -0.099 
Parental leave (weeks) -0.003 0.003 -0.004 0.000 
Remuneration -0.211 0.025 0.021 0.192 
Childcare -0.005 0.017*** -0.005 -0.001 
Housing policy (macro)     
Homeownership (%) 0.068* 0.012 0.016 -0.084 
Savings (ref: t1)     
t2: Restricted access to  
Home ownership 

 
-0.444 

 
 

 
-0.995* 

 
1.425 

t3: Bausparkasse increase -0.336 0.044 -1.553*** 0.490 
RC & TS (ref: t1)     
t2: RC set free + TC abolished -0.651*** 0.080 -0.350 -0.257 
Subjects 1495 1495 994 994 
Failures 854 320 541 215 
Observations 5247 5232 3318 3318 
Log likelihood -1872.50*** -876.58*** -1236.81*** -574.58*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 

The switch to the soft deregulated rent control and tenure security with German reunification 

in 1990, which replaced the hard rent control and tenure security of the socialist regime, 

which set rents at 1936 levels adjusting for inflation, does not have an effect on entry into 

separation from consensual union. The effect is positive for women and negative for men, but 

neither is statistically significant. The reason could be that separation from consensual union 

had already become common in the GDR; this coupled with the uncertainty could have made 

couples in consensual union less likely to separate. This certainly seems to be the case when 

looking at the results for men. The change furthermore has a negative effect on entry into 



161 
 

marriage, for both men and women, the change and the uncertainty it introduced seems to 

have prompted more couples to avoid entry into marriage or separation altogether and remain 

in consensual union.  

The restricted access to home-ownership introduced by the socialist regime in 1971 does have 

a negative effect on entry into marriage while in consensual union, so does the introduction of 

the Bausparkasse system with German reunification in 1990. The effect is however 

insignificant for women. Still results do show that the restricted access to home-ownership 

during the socialist regime did prompt couples in consensual union to become less likely of 

entry into marriage, especially for men. The negative effect of the introduction of the 

Bausparkasse system could be due to the uncertainty brought about by German reunification. 

This systemic shock may have made couples in consensual union less likely to commit 

themselves to a marriage, preferring to remain in the more flexible partnership of consensual 

union, due to the increase in uncertainty that this change introduced. It was not possible to 

include the change for restricted access to home-ownership in 1971 in the models for 

separation among women, due to the fact that few women had entered into separation at this 

point. This is a minor issue however, since variables related to home-ownership are not 

considered important for entry into separation.  

Results for being in education and years in education are similar to the previous models. 

Being in education still has a negative effect on entry into marriage for women, but no effect 

for men, while additional years in education has negative albeit insignificant effect for 

women. Results for age at risk are also quite similar, women are most likely of entry into both 

destination states at ages 20- 24 while men are more likely of entry at ages 20 to 29, 

compared to the reference group and younger and older ages at risk. Women do enter into 

both destination states at earlier ages compared to men. Results for birth cohorts reveal that 

entry into marriage has become less likely for the youngest birth cohort for women, while 

those born after 1971 are less likely for men. There is little difference between the other birth 

cohorts and the reference group on this entry. While entry into separation has become most 

likely for the youngest birth cohort, while there is less difference in entry between the older 

birth cohorts and the reference group. Having been in a previous consensual union still has a 

positive effect on entry into separation for both women and men, but no significant effect on 

entry into marriage is observed. Total months spent in previous consensual union has a 
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negative effect on entry into both destination state, but is only significant for entry into 

marriage among women. Longer durations of consensual union have a positive effect on entry 

into separation, but a negative effect on entry into marriage. Respondents in the GDR, who 

spend longer time in consensual union, become more likely of entry into separation and less 

likely of entry into marriage.  

6.1.5: Summary of findings 

The findings presented in this chapter reveal similarities and difference between the countries. 

Being in education still has a significant negative effect one entry into marriage in most 

countries; the only exception is men in the GDR, where findings were not significant. Results 

shows that respondents still in education while in consensual union are unlikely to enter into 

the more committed partnership of marriage. At this stage in their lives, respondents have not 

fully established themselves independently in the labour market, they are still relying on some 

form of financial support from their families or elsewhere, they are therefore less likely to 

commit themselves to marriage, or to have children. Findings show a positive effect on entry 

into marriage among women with longer education in France and Norway; here Family policy 

has been structured towards a better work and family reconciliation for women either through 

de-familialization with good coverage of formal childcare for children below the age of 3 

(France) or through de-genderization with measures that promote fathers take up of leave 

(Norway). Findings for the FRG, where family policy has remained structured towards 

familialization and genderization, with long leaves, low formal childcare coverage, and no 

incentives for fathers to take leave, show that women with longer educations are less likely of 

entry into marriage, the lack of reconciliation of work and family life have med them less 

likely of entry into marriage, and have children. Because the more committed partnership of 

marriage with children would impose restrictions on their ability to pursue a career in the 

labour market. For the GDR, however, additional years in education do indicate a negative 

effect on entry into marriage among women, but findings remain insignificant. The increase 

in de-familialization introduced during the socialist regime may have granted women more 

independence from a male breadwinner, making them less likely of entry into marriage while 

in consensual union, even if they have children. This seems especially likely since 

extramarital birth rates rose during the socialist regime and after reunification in the GDR.   
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There is considerable variation between the countries with regard to the changes to family 

policy. Increases in maternity leave, towards more familialization have made women less 

likely of entry into marriage in context where de-familialization and de-genderization has 

increased; especially in the case of Norway and France. While an increase in familialization 

have made women in the FRG more likely of entry into marriage, due to the low levels of de-

familialization and de-genderization. The absence of reconciliation of work and family life in 

the conservative family policy approach of the FRG, have made women, especially those with 

shorter educations more likely of entry into marriage, especially if they are expecting a child 

while in consensual union, these women are more dependent on a male breadwinner, due to 

lower earnings potential and they are less likely of being career oriented. In France and 

Norway the approach to family policy has prompted more women to become less likely of 

entry into marriage, due to the better work and family reconciliation through increases in de-

familialization (France) and de-genderization (Norway) which has provided them with better 

earnings potential and stronger attachment to the labour market, granting them more 

independence from a male breadwinner, and strengthened dual earner couples (Leitner, 2003: 

366). But at the same time, women with higher education have become more likely of entry 

into marriage, compared to women with lower educational levels. The structure and 

configuration of family policy in Norway and France have granted higher educated women a 

better position to enter into marriage while in consensual union. The higher provision of de-

familializaiton in France and de-genderization in Norway may even have made them more 

likely to when they are expecting a child. The increase in extramarital births in France and 

Norway may be a more likely outcome for lower educated women in consensual union. 

Findings were however not significant for entry into marriage among women in consensual 

union in the GDR, but they nevertheless showed negative effects, especially for increases in 

parental leave and formal childcare. The absence of a significant effect of family policy in the 

GDR, could be due to broader changes related to the uncertainty that reunification introduced.  

Findings for increases in de-genderization, or a lack thereof, do lend support to the notion that 

policy can make it easier for adaptable women to balance work and family life (Hakim, 2003). 

The introduction of flat rate remuneration does have a negative effect on entry into marriage 

for men and women in France the FRG and the GDR, as expected, albeit with an insignificant 

effect for the GDR. Family policy has remained genderized in these countries. No incentives 

for fathers to take a more active role in the unpaid household work and care within the family 
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have been introduced. This has prompted women to become less likely of entry the more 

traditional partnership of marriage; they have opted to stay in consensual union. The increases 

in de-genderization in Norway have a positive effect on entry into marriage for women. But 

the significance for the introduction of an earnings related remuneration for parental leave and 

the earmarked leave for fathers disappears when housing policy is added to the models. Still 

results do indicate a positive effect on entry into marriage among women as a result of these 

changes, and the effect is furthermore positive and significant for men. The efforts in Norway 

of encouraging more fathers to take an active role in care within the family have made 

respondents in Norway more likely of entry into marriage while in consensual union, 

especially for women with higher educational levels.   

There is also considerable variation in the effect of changes to housing policy across the four 

countries. Increases in home-ownership did have a positive effect on entry into marriage as 

expected in France and the GDR, but a negative effect on entry into marriage in Norway and 

the FRG. This effect seems to be tied to the overall increase in home-ownership in the 

countries. France and the GDR have not experienced dramatic increases in home-ownership 

in the time period under question, but Norway and the FRG have seen a quit high increase in 

home-ownership, with 24% and 29% respectively. These increases may have made home-

ownership a norm for entry into marriage, and prompted couples in consensual union to stay 

in consensual union for longer durations, in order to acquire savings for home-ownership. 

Increases in the percentage of home-ownership only has a significant positive effect in 

Norway where home-ownership increased the most, the effect is positive contrary to the 

expectations. Perhaps this is due to the increase in extramarital birth rates in Norway, this 

coupled with the low availability of rental homes, makes it likely that some couples, 

especially among the younger birth cohorts, do obtain home-ownership while in consensual 

union, especially if they have children. Respondents among these unions may have opted to 

split the union at a later point, which could be the explanation for the positive effect. The lack 

of a significant effect in France, FRG and the GDR, could be due to the high availability in 

rental homes, resulting in less difference in entry into separation across younger birth cohorts.    

The switch from hard rent control and tenure security to a softer deregulated rent control and 

tenure security that allows for at least some increases in rents on new contracts does not have 

a significant effect on entry into separation as expected. The effect is positive among women 
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and men in France, men in Norway, and women in the GDR, but negative for women in 

Norway and men in the GDR. None of the coefficients are significant. The findings suggest 

that these changes have had little influence on the entry into separation, but the changes do 

have a negative effect on entry into marriage in all countries. The switch from hard rent 

control to soft deregulated rent control, with more flexibility and mobility in the rental home 

market, appears to have made couples in consensual union less likely of entry into marriage. 

Reductions in public support for home-ownership do not have a significant effect on entry 

into marriage among women and men in France and Norway. In Norway the results are 

positive for both men and women, perhaps because the terms for loans provided by the state 

run Housing bank, have remained quite generous and extensive, with only minor changes. For 

France the explanation could be that the high availability of rental homes, have made home-

ownership less important for married couples, home-ownership has not emerged as a norm for 

married couples with children, due to this high availability of rental homes. The changes to 

public support for home-ownership do have the expected negative effect on entry into 

marriage for women in the FRG but no significant effect is observed among men. This 

difference among the genders in the FRG could be due to the conservative approach to family 

policy, as these reductions were introduced women; especially higher educated women 

became less likely of entry into marriage, due to the male breadwinner dependence in family 

policy. Men did not experience the same significant effect due to the fact that lower educated 

women remained dependent on a male breadwinner, and because extramarital birth rates 

remained low, making marriage and childbirth highly correlated events. The introduction of 

restrictions on access to home-ownership in the GDR in 1971 and the introduction of the 

Bausparkasse with reunification have a negative effect on entry into marriage for couples in 

consensual union. Findings are however, only significant for men. Still findings do suggest 

that this reduction in public support for home-ownership did have a negative effect on entry 

into marriage among couples in consensual union, especially men. The uncertainty introduced 

by reunification has also had a negative effect on this event, both changes has prompted 

couples in consensual union to avoid entry into marriage. Changes to taxation policy has a 

negative effect on entry into marriage among women and men in Norway, but the coefficient 

remains insignificant, compared to the changes for loans provided by the state run housing 

bank, this change in taxation seems of minor importance. In the FRG, the effect remains 

insignificant for entry into marriage, with a positive effect on entry into marriage for women 
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and a negative effect for entry into marriage among men; this change also seems insignificant 

compared to the changes in the Bausparkasse system, particularly for women.   

Women and men in France and the GDR are more at risk of entry into marriage at ages 20 to 

24 compared to later ages, while women and men in Norway and the FRG are more at risk of 

entry at older ages. The two countries with the highest increase in formal childcare, and 

lowest increase in home-ownership, have created a policy configuration where entry into 

marriage, from consensual union, is more likely to happen at earlier ages. For entry into 

separation the results are more uniform, for most countries entry into separation is most likely 

at ages 20 to 24 compared to the reference group. In most countries, entry into separation 

happens quite early, except for women in France, women in the FRG and men in the GDR. 

They appear to be more likely of entry into marriage at older ages, perhaps because the 

provision of rental homes have remained quite high in these three countries, enabling these 

groups to stay in consensual union longer.  

Results for birth cohorts show that entry into marriage is less likely for younger birth cohorts 

compared to the reference group and the older birth cohorts. The exception is among women 

and men in the FRG, where there is less difference between the younger birth cohorts and the 

reference group. Couples in the FRG had most likely already started to stay in consensual 

union, and avoided entry into marriage quite early compared to the other countries, which 

could be due to the high provision of rental homes. Entry into separation has become more 

likely among younger birth cohorts, the youngest birth cohort is more likely of entry into this 

destination state compared the reference group and the older birth cohorts in all 4 countries. 

But among women in France and men in the FRG, there is already an increase in entry into 

separation among those born after 1961 compared to the reference group and the oldest birth 

cohort.  

A previous consensual union that ended in separation makes respondents in all four countries 

more likely to enter into separation again and less likely of entry into marriage, except in the 

GDR were findings were not significant for entry into marriage. Additional months spent in 

previous consensual union also has significant positive effect on entry into marriage among 

women in France, women and men in Norway, men in the FRG and women in the GDR. 

Longer durations of consensual union have a positive effect on entry into separation and a 

negative effect on entry into marriage. If a couples in consensual union does not enter into 



167 
 

marriage early on in they become less likely of entry into marriage, and more likely to enter 

into separation. These finding is a result of the fact that older birth cohorts are more likely to 

have experienced several consensual unions and longer durations of consensual union, 

whereas the younger birth cohorts have not, due to the fact that older birth cohorts have been 

at risk longer than younger birth cohorts. There is in short some multicollinearity between 

these variables and the variable for birth cohorts. Findings do however, suggest that having 

experienced entry into separation once and having spent longer time in consensual union 

make respondents more likely to enter into separation again and less likely to enter into 

marriage.  
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7: Empirical chapter – Entry into first divorce 

This chapter presents findings for the risk of entry into divorce. Unlike the previous chapter 

there is no competing or repeated events risk associated with this entry. The findings in this 

chapter only deal with those respondents in chapter 5 who entered directly into their first 

marriage, and those respondents in chapter 6 who had at least one duration of consensual 

union with entry into first marriage. Respondents who never experienced a marriage, and as a 

consequence were never at risk of divorce are excluded. The tables present full models with 

all relevant variables for each section; more detailed hierarchical models are included in 

Appendix D. 

7.1.1: Entry into first divorce – basic models 

This section presents basic models for the risk of entry into first divorce for all four countries. 

The variable of interest in this section is education. The theory forwarded by the “new home 

economics” states that women with higher education are more likely of entry into divorce, 

due to their economic independence. Arguing that higher educated women have a stronger 

attachment to the labour market, and therefore less reliant on a male breadwinner (Becker, 

1981). More recent work on divorce, have postulated the opposite hypothesis, that higher 

educated women are less likely of entry into divorce. They experience less financial strain in 

their marriages due to their attachment to the labour market, which provides the marriage with 

an additional high income. This in turn makes the couple more dependent on additional 

economic resources provided by higher educated women, meaning that men have more to lose 

when divorcing higher educated women (Härkönen & Dronkers, 2006). This could also be 

tied to the broader family policy configuration. More generous family policy could alleviate 

some of this strain making differences in entry into divorce between higher and lower 

educated women less pronounced. Policy that fails to introduce measures of de-familialization 

and de-genderization could introduce more strain on lower educated women, making them 

more likely of divorce compared to higher educated women.  

Hypothesis 6a: Additional years in education has a negative effect on entry into divorce, in 

contexts where family policy has structured towards familialization and genderization (FRG), 

but no effect where de-familialization and de-genderization has increased (France Norway, 

GDR).  
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Table 7.1.1 presents findings for the risk of entry into divorce among women and men in 

France. Increase in additional years of education has a negative but insignificant effect on 

entry into divorce among women, showing a miniscule difference between higher and lower 

women. As expected in hypothesis 6a. Family policy in France has certainly been structured 

towards familialization and genderization, but at the same time it has also introduced more 

de-familialization with better coverage of formal childcare facilities for children below the 

age of 2. The high availability of formal childcare, has provided women across different 

educational levels with a stronger attachment to the labour market, and has had a stabilizing 

effect on marriages of lower educated women, which in turn has resulted in only a minuscule 

negative effect on entry into divorce among higher educated women. 

Table 7.1.1: France - Entry into divorce (women)  

 Women Men 
 Divorce Divorce 
Constant  -6.241*** -6.692*** 
At risk  
(ref: 25 – 29) 

  

age 16 – 24 0.013 -0.246 
age 30 – 39 0.034 0.067 
age 40 – 49  0.022 0.089 
age 50 – 0.046 -0.035 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951-60) 

  

1941 – 1950 -0.385*** -0.482*** 
1961 – 1970 0.100 0.064 
1971 – 1980 -0.019 0.213 
1981 -  1.095* -11.361 
Years of education   -0.009 0.013 
In education 0.415*** 0.572*** 
Duration (years)  
(ref 1 – 5) 

  

0 – 1  -0.446*** -0.715*** 
5 – 10 0.171** 0.130 
10 – 15 0.229** 0.085 
15 – 20 0.143 0.067 
20 -  0.130 -0.270 
Subjects 4431 3005 
Failures 1575 760 
Observations 28445 19347 
Log likelihood -4211.27*** -2292.31*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 

Results for age at risk show minimal difference in rate of entry across ages at risk, once the 

duration of years in marriage is included in model 3. Women and men in France are less of 

entry into divorce in durations shorter than 1 year, compared to the reference group of 

marriages between 1 and 5 years. But women are more likely of entry into divorce at 
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durations between 5 and 15 years compared to this reference group, but longer durations in 

marriage does not increase rate of entry into divorce among men, since the coefficients remain 

insignificant. For women the duration of marriage is a more important explanatory factor than 

the age at risk. This could be connected to the age of their children, especially since marriage 

is, as a rule, highly correlated with childbirth. After 5 to 15 years of marriage children in these 

marriages are likely to be in school, and require less childcare from their mothers, which in 

turn means that women are better able to focus on their jobs and careers in the labour market 

and therefore less dependent on a male breadwinner.  

Results for birth cohorts show that the oldest birth cohort is less likely of entry into marriage, 

compared to the reference group, those born between 1951 and 1960. While those born 

between 1961 and 1980 have similar rate of entry into divorce as the reference group. The 

youngest birth cohort is more likely of entry into divorce compared the reference group 

among women, but men in this group are highly unlikely of entry into divorce. Marriage 

among the oldest birth cohort has remained quite stable compared to the younger birth 

cohorts. Divorce has become more common in marriages among those born between 1951 

and 1980, but there have been no increases in entry for women and men in these groups. The 

results for the youngest birth cohorts is most likely a result of the fact that this group is still in 

the process of partnership formation, men are unlikely of entry into divorce since they are, as 

a rule, older than women before they enter into marriage. The positive effect for women in the 

youngest birth cohort is most likely a result of women in this group who married quite early.  

Table 7.1.2 shows the findings for entry into first divorce for women and men in Norway. 

Results for additional years in education does have a negative effect on entry into marriage 

among women in Norway, but results become insignificant once the duration of marriage is 

added in model 3. Norway has developed the most de-genderized family policy, with good 

remuneration for parental leave and earmarked leave for fathers, it also has the lowest 

familialization among the four countries with shorter lengths of leave, and it has experienced 

a medium increase in formal childcare as well. These aspects of family policy have a 

stabilizing effect on marriages among women with shorter lengths of education, and reduced 

some of the economic strain. Women with shorter lengths of education have not become 

significantly more likely of entry into divorce compared to women with longer lengths of 

education. 
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Results for ages at risk shows that women and men in Norway are most likely of entry into 

divorce at age 25 to 29, but less likely of entry at ages above 30. These coefficients are, 

however not significant until the duration of marriage is added to the models10. The age at risk 

is connected to the duration of marriage. Longer durations in marriage have a positive effect 

on entry into divorce for both genders, especially for women. Couples in Norway are more 

likely to spend longer time in marriage before they are divorced, compared to the other 

countries in the analysis. This may be connected to the fact that home-ownership in Norway 

has remained high; this could have introduced some stability to marriages in Norway due to 

the low level of housing alternatives to home-ownership, this in turn might have made 

couples less likely of entry into divorce while their children are living in the home. 

Table 7.1.2: Norway - Entry into divorce (women) 

 Women Men 
 Divorce Divorce 
Constant  -6.475*** -6.441*** 
At risk  
(ref: 25 – 29) 

  

age 16 – 24 0.445*** 0.214 
age 30 – 39 -0.306*** -0.324*** 
age 40 – 49  -0.402*** -0.391*** 
age 50 – -0.662*** -0.671*** 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951-60) 

  

1941 – 1950 -0.289*** -0.330*** 
1961 – 1970 0.139* 0.050 
1971 – 1980 0.334*** 0.054 
1981 -  -13.609 -14.300 
Years of education   -0.013 -0.009 
In education 0.171 0.611** 
Duration (years)  
(ref 1 – 5) 

  

0 – 1  -0.997*** -1.142*** 
5 – 10 0.281*** 0.201** 
10 – 15 0.339*** 0.175 
15 – 20 0.610*** 0.406*** 
20 -  0.645*** 0.216 
Subjects 6260 4575 
Failures 1596 998 
Observations 39525 29835 
Log likelihood -4765.16*** -3193.46*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 

The effect of birth cohort shows that the oldest birth cohort is less likely of entry into first 

divorce compared to the reference group, those born between 1951 and 1960. Subsequent 

                                                             
10 See detailed Hieratical models in Appendix D 



173 
 

birth cohorts among women in Norway are more likely of entry into divorce compared to the 

reference group, while there is little difference in entry into divorce among men. Women 

among younger birth cohorts, those born between 1961 and 1970 have become more likely of 

entry into divorce compared to men. This could be tied to an increased labour market 

attachment and economic independence from a male breadwinner that the increases in de-

genderization and de-familialization of Norwegian family policy have prompted. The 

youngest birth cohorts those born after 1981 are highly unlikely of entry into divorce, this 

group is still in the process of partnership formation, those few respondents who are married 

in this group, have not yet entered into divorce.  

Table 7.1.3 below shows findings for entry into first divorce for women and men in the FRG. 

Results for additional years in education show that women with higher education are less 

likely of entry into divorce compared to women with lower education, furthermore the same 

result is found for men. Family policy in the FRG has remained conservative with low levels 

of de-familialization and de-genderization. Combining long leaves, low coverage of formal 

childcare for children below the age of 3 and no incentives for fathers take a more active role 

in unpaid household and care work within the family. This low level of generosity towards 

women, who seek to combine family and career, has had a de-stabilizing effect on marriages 

for women and men with shorter lengths of education. The lack of alleviation for family care 

in policy, the long leaves, and the few incentives for fathers to take leave has introduced some 

strain on these marriages, making them more likely of entry into divorce compared to the 

marriages of those women and men in the FRG who have higher levels of education. The 

negative effect among men also shows that their marriages are quite stable, due to a higher 

income potential on their part. Furthermore, assuming that higher educated men are more 

likely of marriage to higher educated women this also show that these men have more to lose 

from a divorce, due to the higher economic resources that these higher educated women 

provide to the family.  

Results for ages at risk show that both women and men are likely to enter into divorce at 

earlier ages at risk compared to the other countries in the analysis. Both genders are more 

likely of entry into divorce at ages 16 to 24, compared to the reference group, those aged 25 to 

29, and older ages at risk. Especially when duration of marriage is included in the models, 

entry into divorce is unlikely at durations shorter than 1 year, compared durations between 1 
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and 5 years. But there is no significant increase in entry at durations longer than 5 years. 

Marriages that end in divorce in the FRG do so quite early compared to durations in France 

and Norway. Women and men enter into divorce at younger ages at risk and are most likely of 

entry at durations between 1 and 5 years, at durations above 5 years there are no significant 

increases in the rate of entry into divorce for women and men. Women also seem less likely 

of entry into divorce at durations above 15 years of marriage, while men seem less likely of 

entry at durations longer than 20 years of marriage. None of these findings are however 

significant.  

Table 7.1.3: FRG - Entry into divorce  

 Women Men 
 Divorce Divorce 
Constant  -5.744*** -6.250*** 
At risk  
(ref: 25 – 29) 

  

age 16 – 24 0.358*** 0.616*** 
age 30 – 39 0.004 -0.260 
age 40 – 49  0.141 -0.219 
age 50 – -0.354 -0.524 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951-60) 

  

1941 – 1950 -0.626*** -0.207 
1961 – 1970 0.074 0.026 
1971 – 1980 0.082 0.127 
1981 -  0.535 1.328 
Years of education   -0.089*** -0.064** 
In education -0.254 -0.059 
Duration (years)  
(ref 1 – 5) 

  

0 – 1  -0.765*** -1.276*** 
5 – 10 0.079 0.255 
10 – 15 0.164 0.183 
15 – 20 -0.127 0.146 
20 -  -0.350 -0.050 
Subjects 3284 2092 
Failures 595 296 
Observations 19139 12945 
Log likelihood -2039.77*** -1085.43*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 

Findings for birth cohort show that the oldest birth cohort is less likely of entry into divorce 

compared to the reference group, those born between 1951 and 1960, albeit with no statistical 

significance for men in this group. Younger birth cohorts, those born between 1961 and 1980 

have a similar rate of entry into divorce as the reference group, since these coefficients are 

quite low and statistically insignificant. Entry into divorce has become more likely for couples 

born between 1951 and 1980, compared to the oldest birth cohorts. The coefficient is higher, 
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but insignificant among the youngest birth cohorts, however this is probably due to the fact 

that this group is in the process of partnership formation, the previous chapters showed that 

few respondents in this group have entered into marriage those who did were few in number 

and did so at very early ages at risk. This is the most likely explanation for the positive and 

insignificant effect of this group.  

Table 7.1.4 shows findings for entry into first divorce among women and men in the GDR. 

Results for additional years in education have a significant negative effect on entry into 

divorce among women in the GDR; findings are also negative for men, albeit not statistically 

significant. This is contrary to what was expected in hypothesis 6a. The GDR developed a 

family policy with moderate long leaves, and it remained genderized, but it also increased the 

coverage of formal childcare below the age of 3. As such it was quite generous in terms of 

alleviation for women’s caring responsibilities within the family. Less difference in entry into 

divorce between women with higher and lower educational levels was therefore expected. But 

results show an opposite pattern, marriages with higher educated women have become more 

stable compared to marriages of lower educated women. One explanation could be that it is 

the effect of German reunification that is behind this. This event introduced a high degree of 

uncertainty into the lives of respondents in the GDR. Women with lower education have most 

likely experienced a lot of financial strain because of this, not least because it saw many 

aspects of family policy change, the length of leave increased dramatically and the provision 

of formal childcare was reduced. Higher educated women might have been better equipped to 

deal with this uncertainty, and it could have introduced less strain and uncertainty to their 

marriages.  

Results for ages at risk show that women are less likely of entry into divorce at younger ages 

at risk, compared to the reference group, those aged 25 to 29, there is little difference in entry 

between the reference group and older ages at risk. For men there is little difference between 

the younger and older ages at risk compared to the reference group. But those at risk above 

age 50 are less likely of entry into divorce, although the significance for this group disappears 

once duration of marriage is added in model 3. The length of marriage appears to be a more 

important explanatory factor for entry into divorce among women and men in the GDR, 

compared to the age at risk. Respondents in the GDR are most likely of entry into divorce at 

durations between 1 and 5 years and less likely at durations below 1 year. For women 
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durations above 10 years of marriage are less likely of entry into divorce compared to shorter 

durations. For men there is no significant increase in entry into divorce at longer durations 

compared to the reference duration of 1 to 5 years of marriage. Marriages appear quite stable 

in the GDR, especially for women, when compared to the other countries in the analysis. 

Women who have been in a marriage for longer than 10 years are unlikely of entry into 

divorce.  

Table 7.1.4: GDR - Entry into divorce 

 Women Men 
 Divorce Divorce 
Constant  -4.865*** -5.985*** 
At risk  
(ref: 25 – 29) 

  

age 16 – 24 -0.341** 0.321 
age 30 – 39 -0.239 0.145 
age 40 – 49  0.200 0.084 
age 50 – -0.511 -0.909 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951-60) 

  

1941 – 1950 -0.753*** -0.724*** 
1961 – 1970 0.189* 0.222 
1971 – 1980 0.213 0.790 
1981 -  0.804 -6.986 
Years of education   -0.097*** -0.053 
In education -0.355 0.020 
Duration (years)  
(ref 1 – 5) 

  

0 – 1  -0.879*** -0.991*** 
5 – 10 -0.146 -0.010 
10 – 15 -0.369* -0.230 
15 – 20 -0.490* 0.115 
20 -  -1.339*** -0.755 
Subjects 2178 1293 
Failures 461 222 
Observations 11874 7161 
Log likelihood -1494.72*** -768.66*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 

The effect of birth cohort shows that the oldest birth cohort is less likely of entry into first 

divorce compared to the reference group, those born between 1951 and 1960. Subsequent 

birth cohorts show little difference in entry into divorce compared to the reference group, 

there is a slight increase among women born between 1961 and 1970, but the effect is with 

low statistical significance. Results for the youngest birth cohort show a positive effect for 

women and a negative effect for men. This group is however, still in the process of family 

formation, few have entered into marriage and many are still in consensual union as shown in 

the previous chapters. The negative effect among men is most likely due to the fact that men 
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enter into marriage at later ages than women, few men in this group has entered into marriage, 

those that have are recently married, and therefore unlikely of entry into divorce. The positive 

effect for women is because these women married early, which in turn have made some of 

them more likely of entry into divorce.    

7.1.2: Entry into first divorce – family policy models 

This section presents the findings for changes to family policy on entry into first divorce from 

the origin state of marriage. So far the configuration of family policy has received little 

attention on research into divorce. But if more generous aspects of welfare policy could help 

stabilize families, alleviating economic strain, then increases in familiarization through longer 

maternity and parental leave, which puts the main burden of childcare responsibility on 

women within the family, should have a positive effect in a conservative context where de-

familialization remains low, and a negative effect in contexts where de-familialization have 

increased. If family policy remains conservative in its approach, with little alleviation of 

women’s childcare responsibilities within the family, this could have a negative impact on 

their career advancement and earnings, resulting in more economic strain on the family, 

compared to a context where family policy has provided women with a stronger attachment to 

the labour market through higher de-familialization.  

Hypothesis 7a: Increases in weeks of maternity and parental leave (familialization) have a 

negative effect on rate of entry into divorce for women when de-familialization is high 

(France, Norway, GDR) and a positive effect when de-familialization remains low (FRG). 

The introduction of measures for de-genderization could have a stabilizing effect on 

marriages, reducing entry into divorce among women. More generous remuneration for 

parental leave and the introduction of earmarked leave could strengthen women’s attachment 

to the labour market, increase fathers’ involvement in household work and family care. 

Alleviating some of the strain that married couples may experience. Increases in formal 

childcare for children below the age of 3 could also facilitate more stability in marriages. This 

increase in de-familialization designed to alleviate women’s responsibility for childcare 

within the family for children who are very young, and provide them with a stronger 

attachment to the labour market, could have a negative effect on entry into divorce among 

women, especially in context where familialization has remained low. This could stabilize 

marriages with less economic strain on the family due to the increased dependence on the 
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economic resources provided by women, and through more gender equality within the family 

in terms of household work and care.  

Hypothesis 7b: Introduction of flat rate remuneration for parental leave (genderization) in 

France, the FRG and the GDR has a positive effect on entry into divorce for women, but the 

earnings related remuneration for parental leave and the earmarked leave for fathers (de-

genderization) in Norway has a negative effect. 

Hypothesis 7c: An increase in formal childcare for children below the age of 3 (de-

familializaiton) has a negative effect on the rate of entry into divorce among women. 

Table 7.2.1 below shows findings for entry into first divorce among women and men in 

France with family policy variables. Increases in weeks of maternity and parental leave have a 

positive effect on entry into divorce among women in France. Due to the high increases in de-

familialization the expectation was a negative effect, since such a system would despite an 

increase in familialization through additional weeks of leave, still offer women a stronger 

attachment to the labour market by alleviating some of their caretaking responsibility within 

the family. Perhaps it is the dual nature of family policy in France that is the cause behind the 

positive effect, the structure of family policy in France has often been characterized as 

optional familialism (Leitner, 2003), it caters both to home-oriented women and career 

oriented women, given them the option of staying at home with their children when they are 

young, through the long parental leaves, and staying in the labour market through the high 

provision of formal childcare. But what if this flexibility also causes marital strains within the 

relationship? Perhaps it introduces marital discord among couples who disagree on the 

question of women’s role in the workplace and the family. The flexibility of the system could 

introduce pressure on women to act outside of their preference and lead to increased strain 

within the couple and eventually to divorce.   

The introduction of remuneration for parental leave in 1986 has a positive effect on entry into 

divorce, as expected in hypothesis 7b. The coefficient is however not statistically significant. 

The relative late introduction of this measure could be the explanation behind the lack of a 

significant effect; perhaps the full effect has not fully manifested itself. Policy has remained 

structured towards genderization in France; women do remain the main caregiver within the 

family, with little incentives for fathers to take a more active role, through better paid 



179 
 

remuneration and earmarked leave. Despite the insignificant result, the positive effect for 

entry into divorce among women, do indicate that the lack of de-genderization could have 

caused some strain on marriages, making it more difficult for women to balance work and 

family life, due to fathers’ low involvement in household work and family care, but the full 

effect of this change has not manifested itself yet.   

Table 7.2.1: Family policy France - Entry into divorce (women)  

 Women Men 
 Divorce Divorce 
Constant  -8.980*** -10.114*** 
At risk  
(ref: 25 – 29) 

  

age 16 – 24 0.272*** -0.062 
age 30 – 39 -0.189** -0.088 
age 40 – 49  -0.391*** -0.162 
age 50 – -0.521*** -0.377 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951-60) 

  

1941 – 1950 -0.003 -0.238** 
1961 – 1970 -0.220*** -0.074 
1971 – 1980 -0.483*** -0.002 
1981 -  0.357 -11.788 
Years of education   -0.014 0.011 
In education 0.367*** 0.535*** 
Duration (years)  
(ref 1 – 5) 

  

0 – 1  -0.415*** -0.717*** 
5 – 10 0.156* 0.117 
10 – 15 0.145 0.015 
15 – 20 -0.044 -0.051 
20 -  -0.109 -0.410** 
Family policy 
(macro) 

  

Maternity leave (weeks) 0.110* 0.191** 
Parental leave (weeks) 0.004*** 0.002 
Remuneration 0.116 -0.019 
Childcare 0.020** 0.007 
Subjects 4431 3005 
Failures 1575 760 
Observations 43433 29090 
Log likelihood -4174.14*** -2282.73*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 

The increase in coverage of formal childcare for children under the age of 3 also has a 

positive effect on entry into divorce among women in France, contrary to the expectations of 

hypothesis 7c. The positive effect could again be a result of the dual nature of family policy in 

France, this increase in de-familialization has afforded women more choice regarding their 

role within the family and the labour market while their children are young. This flexibility 
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could introduce more strain on married couples who disagree on this question, forcing women 

to act against their preferences, and eventually prompt them to divorce their husbands.  

Results for additional years in education still have a negative but insignificant effect on entry 

into divorce, when family policy is added to the models. There is little difference in rate of 

entry into divorce among women with different educational levels in France. The flexibility 

and generosity of family policy in France, does not appear to have made women with shorter 

education more likely of entry into marriage, compared to women with longer educations. 

Results for age at risk are very similar to the previous models for men, with very little 

difference in rate of entry between younger and older ages of risk and the reference group. For 

women however, there has been considerable change. The youngest ages at risk are now more 

likely of entry into divorce, while the older ages at risk are less likely of entry. Women in 

France do enter into divorce at earlier ages compared to men. For women younger birth 

cohorts, those born between 1961 and 1980 are now less likely of entry into divorce compared 

the reference group and the oldest birth cohort. For men there is little difference in entry 

between the younger birth cohorts and the reference group. Women in the youngest birth 

cohort are still more likely of entry into divorce compared to the older birth cohorts, while 

men in this group is less likely of entry. The opposite an insignificant effects for these groups 

is due to the fact that women marry earlier and men marry later, few men in this group has 

entered into marriage, those that did have not yet entered into divorce. Those women, who did 

enter into marriage in this group, entered early which could account for the positive effect. 

Entry into divorce is unlikely at durations of marriage shorter than 1 year, there is now a 

slight positive effect on entry into divorce for women who were married for 5 to 10 years 

compared to the reference group, overall there appears to be little to no difference in entry for 

durations between 5 and 20 years compared to the reference group, while durations above 20 

years are negative, for both women and men.    

Table 7.2.2 show findings for entry into first divorce among women and men in Norway with 

family policy variables. An increase in weeks of maternity and parental leave does have a 

negative effect on entry into divorce among women in Norway as expected in hypothesis 7a. 

This increase in familialization of Norwegian housing policy has not prompted women to 

become more likely of divorce, because policy has also become structured towards more de-

familialization and de-genderization. It has given women in Norway a stronger attachment to 
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the labour market, and alleviated some of the economic strain on marriages, and probably also 

made couples more dependent on the additional economic resources from married women 

who are in employment. Entry into divorce could therefore result in a significant economic 

loss for the family, due to the economic contribution of women in employment to the 

household. 

Table 7.2.2: Family policy Norway - Entry into divorce  

 Women Men 
 Divorce Divorce 
Constant  -6.328*** -5.675*** 
At risk  
(ref: 25 – 29) 

  

age 16 – 24 0.466*** 0.261* 
age 30 – 39 -0.299*** -0.377*** 
age 40 – 49  -0.329** -0.364** 
age 50 – -0.518** -0.537** 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951-60) 

  

1941 – 1950 -0.271*** -0.300*** 
1961 – 1970 0.215** 0.169 
1971 – 1980 0.479*** 0.240 
1981 -  -13.129 -13.095 
Years of education   -0.013 -0.009 
In education 0.178 0.614** 
Duration (years)  
(ref 1 – 5) 

  

0 – 1  -0.999*** -1.155*** 
5 – 10 0.277*** 0.195* 
10 – 15 0.319*** 0.134 
15 – 20 0.586*** 0.351** 
20 -  0.631*** 0.191 
Family policy 
(macro) 

  

Maternity leave (weeks) -0.024 -0.086*** 
Parental leave (weeks) -0.015* -0.004 
Remuneration 0.222 -0.474 
Earmarked leave 0.260 0.011 
Childcare -0.004 -0.009 
Subjects 6260 4575 
Failures 1596 998 
Observations 73064 57518 
Log likelihood -4758.28*** -3181.23*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 

The introduction of an earnings related remuneration for parental leave in 1977 and the 

introduction of earmarked leave for fathers 1993 show a positive effect on entry into divorce 

for women, contrary to the expectations in hypothesis 7b. Despite the increase in de-

genderization of family policy, women have become more likely of entry into divorce, the 

lack of a significant effect of these measures, in particular for earmarked leave, may be due to 
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the late introduction during the time of study, the full effect may not have manifested itself 

yet. Furthermore subsequent increases in parental leave did have a negative effect on entry 

into divorce, so although the introduction of an earnings-related remuneration show a positive 

effect on entry into divorce, the subsequent increases in the length of parental leave during the 

1980s show a negative effect on entry into divorce among women.  

Increases in coverage of formal childcare for children below the age of 3, which mainly took 

place from the early 1990s onwards does have the expected negative effect on entry into 

divorce among women in Norway, as expected in hypothesis 7c. The result is insignificant, 

most likely because the change happened quite late during the time of study, and may not 

have fully manifested itself yet. Still results do indicate that the increase in de-familialzition 

has introduced some stability in marriages among Norwegian women, making them less 

likely of entry into divorce. 

Additional years in education have a negative, albeit insignificant effect on entry into divorce 

among women in Norway. There is very little difference in entry between women with 

different educational levels; lower educated women do not appear to be more likely of entry 

into divorce compared to higher educated women. Results for ages at risk also show a similar 

pattern to the previous models, women and men are most likely of entry into divorce at ages 

16 to 24, compared to the reference group, and less likely of entry at ages 30 or older. Women 

born between 1961 and 1980 are more likely of entry into divorce, compared to the reference 

group, those born between 1951 and 1960. Among men the same increase in entry into 

divorce for these birth cohorts is not observed. Respondents in the oldest birth cohort are less 

likely of entry into divorce, compared to the reference group. Results are still highly negative 

for the youngest birth cohort due to the fact that few respondents in this group were at risk of 

entry into divorce. Results for duration of marriage show a similar pattern to the previous 

models, entry into divorce is still unlikely at durations below 1 year, compared to the 

reference duration, while durations above 5 years are more likely of entry into divorce.  

Table 7.2.5 and 7.2.6 show findings for entry into first divorce among women and men in the 

FRG with family policy variables. An increase in weeks of maternity leave have a positive 

effect on entry into divorce among women in the FRG as expected, but the coefficient 

remains insignificant. Most likely due to the fact that maternity leave was increased from 12 

to 14 weeks quite early, in 1970, where most respondents at risk of divorce were from the 



183 
 

oldest birth cohorts. A group less likely of entry into divorce compared to the subsequent birth 

cohorts. An increase in weeks of parental leave on the other hand has a negative effect on 

entry into divorce among women in the FRG, contrary to the expectations of hypothesis 7a. 

The combination of an increase in familialization with a low level of de-familailzaiton has not 

resulted in an increase in entry into divorce among women in the FRG as expected; on the 

contrary marriages appear to have become more stable as a result. This finding could be 

related to the significant negative effect of years in education, which shows it is lower 

educated women who have become more likely of entry into divorce in the FRG. The lack of 

generosity in the conservative approach to family policy, with few measures of de-

familialization and de-genderization, has had a destabilizing effect on marriages among 

women with lower education. This has most likely resulted in a less attachment to the labour 

market while their children are young, resulting in even lower earnings potential, even if they 

return to the labour market when their children are older. This has increased the economic 

strain on marriages among these women, making them more likely of entry into divorce, 

compared to higher educated women.  

The introduction of a flat rate earnings related benefit has a negative effect once changes to 

formal childcare are introduced in model 3. The expectation in hypothesis 7b was a positive 

effect since remuneration for parental leave has remained a flat rate benefit, and family policy 

in the FRG has therefore remained genderized. This aspect of family policy appears to have 

little influence on the rate of entry into divorce among women in the FRG, compared to the 

influence of formal childcare. As flat rate remuneration was introduced in 1986, childcare 

coverage also gradually began to increase, especially from the 1990s onwards, and it is this 

development that has prompted more women in the FRG to enter into divorce, especially 

among those with shorter lengths of education. An increase in formal childcare has a positive 

but weak significant, effect on entry into divorce, confirming hypothesis 7c. The increase in 

de-familialization has indeed prompted women in the FRG to enter into divorce, especially 

among those with shorter lengths of education. The lack of alleviation for women’s childcare 

responsibilities, the few incentives for fathers to take a more active role within household 

work and care in the family, have introduced more strain on marriages among women with 

shorter lengths of education, especially since these women are less likely to contribute 

significant economic resources to the family, due to lower income potential, as a consequence 

their risk of entry into divorce has increased.   
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Table 7.2.3: Family policy FRG - Entry into divorce 

 Women Men 
 Divorce Divorce 
Constant  -11.085*** -9.144*** 
At risk  
(ref: 25 – 29) 

  

age 16 – 24 0.352** 0.617*** 
age 30 – 39 0.106 -0.183 
age 40 – 49  0.400* 0.003 
age 50 – 0.013 -0.118 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951-60) 

  

1941 – 1950 -0.665*** -0.289 
1961 – 1970 0.226* 0.197 
1971 – 1980 0.437* 0.506 
1981 -  0.960 1.777* 
Years of education   -0.079*** -0.056* 
In education -0.248 -0.018 
Duration (years)  
(ref 1 – 5) 

  

0 – 1  -0.774*** -1.280*** 
5 – 10 0.081 0.261 
10 – 15 0.164 0.205 
15 – 20 -0.106 0.161 
20 -  -0.312 0.001 
Family policy 
(macro) 

  

Maternity leave (weeks) 0.362 0.183 
Parental leave (weeks) -0.004*** -0.005** 
Remuneration -0.067 -0.128 
Childcare 0.031* 0.049** 
Subjects 3284 2092 
Failures 595 296 
Observations 34463 23303 
Log likelihood -2033.75*** -1081.03*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 

Additional years in education have a significant negative effect on entry into divorce among 

women in the FRG, when family policy is added to the models. Women with higher levels of 

education are less likely to enter into divorce, their marriages are more stable. Especially 

because of the additional economic resources they may bring to the family due to their higher 

income potential. The same negative effect is found for men in the FRG. The lack of 

alleviation of care work within the family for women, along with the more genderized nature 

of family policy and the long leaves, does not appear to have made higher educated women 

more likely of entry into divorce. Lower educated women on the other hand, have 

experienced an increased strain on their marriages as a result; they have become more likely 

of entry into divorce, compared to higher educated women. The effect of ages at risk show in 

increase in entry into divorce among the youngest ages at risk, and among those aged 40 to 
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49, compared to those aged 25 to 29, albeit with insignificant results for the later group. Men 

are most likely of entry into divorce at the youngest ages at risk, compared to the reference 

group, but they are not more likely of entry into divorce at older ages at risk. Women are 

more likely of entry into divorce at older ages at risk compared to men. They are more likely 

to remain in marriage, while their children are young, especially due to fact that the 

conservative family policy has increased the dependence on a male breadwinner, especially 

among women with low education. Women born between 1961 and 1980 are now more likely 

of entry into divorce compared to the reference group, those born between 1951 and 1960, 

while the oldest birth cohort is less likely of entry. For men there is less difference in entry 

into divorce between the reference group and the oldest and subsequent birth cohorts. Men 

among the younger birth cohorts have not become more likely of entry into divorce, 

compared to the older birth cohorts. The youngest birth cohort does have a positive effect on 

entry into divorce, this is most likely due to the fact that few respondents in this group have 

entered into marriage, and is at risk of divorce, those few who are, married quite young, and 

this may be the reason for the positive effect. Durations of marriage are similar to the findings 

in the previous models. Women and men in the FRG are less likely of entry into divorce at 

durations below 1 year, compared to the reference group, but there is no increase or decrease 

in the rate of entry into divorce at durations longer than 5 years for both genders.  

Table 7.2.4 show findings for entry into first divorce among women and men in the GDR with 

family policy variables. Increases in weeks of maternity and parental leave have a positive, 

but insignificant effect on entry into divorce among women in the GDR. The increase in 

familialization in the GDR appears to have a positive effect on entry into divorce among 

women in the GDR, contrary to the expected negative effect expressed in hypothesis 7a. Both 

the increases in maternity leave introduced during the socialist regime and the increases in 

parental leave introduced in the 1980s and with German reunification have prompted women 

in the GDR to become more likely of entry into divorce, despite the increase in childcare 

coverage during the socialist regime. Hypothesis 7a can therefore not be confirmed.  

The introduction of a flat rate level of remuneration in 1986 has a positive effect on entry into 

divorce among women in the GDR, as expected in hypotheses 7b. Family policy has remained 

genderized in the GDR, both before and after the German reunification. There have been little 

incentives for fathers to take a more active role in household work and family care in the 
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structure and configuration of family policy. In many respects the socialist regime expected 

women to maintain their role as primary caregiver within the family, combined with 

employment in the labour market. The flat rate remuneration for parental leave was 

introduced rather late during the socialist regime, so the observed positive effect is likely to be 

a result of the uncertainty that reunification introduced to the lives of women in the GDR. The 

genderized nature of family policy in the GDR, coupled with the uncertainty of reunification 

has prompted women to become more likely of entry into divorce. The uncertainty that 

reunification has introduced is likely to have caused more marital strain among married 

women in the GDR, especially among those with lower levels of education.     

Table 7.2.4: Family policy GDR - Entry into divorce 

 Women Men 
 Divorce Divorce 
Constant  -4.506*** -6.502*** 
At risk  
(ref: 25 – 29) 

  

age 16 – 24 -0.275* 0.228 
age 30 – 39 -0.397** 0.272 
age 40 – 49  -0.181 0.317 
age 50 – -1.034 -0.558 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951-60) 

  

1941 – 1950 -0.643*** -0.861*** 
1961 – 1970 -0.022 0.440** 
1971 – 1980 -0.297 1.129** 
1981 -  0.212 -6.508 
Years of education   -0.103*** -0.055 
In education -0.347 0.019 
Duration (years)  
(ref 1 – 5) 

  

0 – 1  -0.874*** -1.012*** 
5 – 10 -0.155 -0.011 
10 – 15 -0.400** -0.195 
15 – 20 -0.547** 0.239 
20 -  -1.439*** -0.623 
Family policy 
(macro) 

  

Maternity leave (weeks) 0.002 0.035** 
Parental leave (weeks) 0.001 -0.001 
Remuneration 0.414*** 0.033 
Childcare -0.008** -0.004 
Subjects 2178 1293 
Failures 461 222 
Observations 21327 12941 
Log likelihood -1489.46*** -764.91*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 
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The increase in formal childcare does have a negative effect on entry into first divorce as 

expected. The rapid increase from the 1970s until reunification in 1990 have introduced some 

stability to marriages, making women less likely of entry into divorce, while the massive 

reduction in childcare coverage with reunification have made them more likely of entry into 

divorce. The increase in de-familialziation with massive coverage of childcare for children 

below the age of 3 during the socialist regime did alleviated women in the GDR of some of 

the childcare responsibilities, and made marriages more stable.  

Additional years in education have a negative effect on entry into divorce among women in 

the GDR when family policy is added to the models. The coefficient remains insignificant 

however, indicating that there is less difference in rate of entry into divorce between women 

with different lengths of education. Women are most likely at risk of entry into divorce at 

ages 25 to 29 and less likely of entry at younger and older ages, the coefficient for ages at risk 

among men are insignificant, perhaps due to the low number of entries, but they appear to be 

less likely of entry at ages at risk above 50. Results for birth cohorts show that the oldest birth 

cohort is less likely of entry into divorce, compared to the reference group and the younger 

birth cohorts for both gender. For subsequent birth cohorts there is little difference in entry 

compared to the reference group, but an increase entry into divorce among men. The youngest 

birth cohort among men is unlikely of entry into divorce, most likely because few men in this 

group have become of risk, those that are, have not entered into divorce during the time of 

study. Durations of marriage below 1 year are unlikely to result in divorce, for women 

durations above 5 years are less likely of entry into divorce, compared to durations between 1 

and 5 years, while there is little difference between durations above 5 years and the reference 

group for men. Although the high negative coefficient for durations above 20 years indicate 

that this group is unlikely of entry. Women in the GDR are more likely of entry into divorce 

at shorter durations of marriage compared to men.  

7.1.3: Entry into first divorce – housing policy models 

This section presents the findings for the influence on changes to housing policy on the risk of 

entry into first divorce from the origin state of marriage. Increases in home-ownership are 

likely to make entry into divorce more common, because an increase in home-ownership 

could increase couples in marriages, since marriage is likely to be associated with home-

ownership. If home-ownership remains high as in the case of Norway an increase in divorce 



188 
 

should be observed, simply because the number of couples in marriage is also likely to be 

high. More people are at risk of divorce, and this in turn makes increases in home-ownership 

likely to be associated with an increase in divorce. But in the GDR where home-ownership 

was discouraged during the socialist regime, but experienced an increase after reunification. 

An increase in home-ownership is therefore associated with dramatic changes to the housing 

market of the GDR, and the uncertainty that reunification introduced. An increase in home-

ownership in the GDR is therefore expected to have a positive effect on entry into divorce, 

because of these dramatic changes and uncertainty that it imposes. In France and the FRG, 

where rental homes and home-ownership remained more evenly distributed, this effect may 

be less pronounced.   

Hypothesis 8a: Increases in percentage of home-ownership has a positive effect on entry into 

divorce, especially in countries where home-ownership has remained high (Norway) or 

increased dramatically during a period of uncertainty (GDR). But the effect may be less 

pronounced in countries with a more equal distribution of rental homes and home-ownership 

(France, FRG).  

Changes to support for home-ownership is also an important aspect for entry into divorce, 

since married couples are likely to own a house, especially if they have children. If more 

generous welfare entitlements have a stabilizing effect on marriage, especially marriages 

among women with low educational attainment and income (Härkönen & Dronkers, 2006). 

Then reductions in public support could make it difficult to retain home-ownership. An 

increase in the rate of entry into divorce is therefore expected as public support for home-

ownership is reduced or in the case of the GDR, access to home-ownership is restricted.  

Hypothesis 8b: Reductions in public support for housing construction, either through lower 

subsidies on interest rate (Norway), shifts to a more targeted systems (France), less 

preferential treatment (FRG) or restricting access to home ownership (GDR) has a positive 

effect on the rate of entry into first divorce. 

Hypothesis 8c: Reductions in public tax credits for housing constructions, either by reducing 

subsidies (Norway) or switching to tax allowances instead of mortgage interest tax relief 

(FRG) should have a positive effect on the rate of entry into first divorce. 
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Relaxations on rent control and tenure security could also influence entry into divorce. 

Divorce is likely to be different for men and women, especially for couples with children in 

the household, which increases the chance of men moving out of the household, and into 

some form of rental home. Especially since mothers are more likely to get custody of the 

children, increasing the probability that she will continue to reside in the home (Dieleman & 

Schouw, 1989: 244). Furthermore, some women are likely to be put in an economically 

disadvantageous position after marital dissolution. Since women are more likely to have 

lower income than men and in some cases no income at all, forcing them to move in with 

family or friends after a divorce (Dewilde, 2008: 827, Feijten & van Ham, 2010: 488). The 

effect of soft deregulation of rent control and tenure security is likely to be dependent on the 

distribution of rental homes vis-à-vis home-ownership. In countries such as France, FRG and 

GDR, rental homes have remained widely available, despite increases in home-ownership, 

which could facilitate an easier transition into divorce. In Norway home-ownership has 

increased and availability of rental homes have been reduced, which could introduce barriers 

for entry into divorce, as rental homes are more scarce, and likely to be more expensive when 

rent control on new contracts becomes deregulated.  

Hypothesis 8d: Relaxations in rent control and tenure security have a positive effect when 

availability remains high (France, FRG and GRD) due to more flexibility and availability in 

the market, but a negative effect on when availability remains low (Norway), which leads to a 

more expensive rental market. 

Table 7.3.1 show findings for entry into first divorce among women and men in France with 

housing policy variables. Increases in the percentage of home-ownership have a positive 

effect one entry into divorce among women, but a negative effect for men11. Neither effect is 

however significant once support for rental homes is added to models. The increase in home-

ownership does not appear to have had an important influence on entry into divorce among 

couples in France; this could be due the fact that the percentage of home-ownership in France 

has remained quite stable with only 9 percent increase from 1960 to 2005. The provision of 

home-ownership vis-à-vis rental homes seem less important for entry into divorce among 

couples in France, compared to the changes in public support for home-ownership and rental 

homes. 

                                                             
11 See detailed hierarchical models in Appendix D 
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Table 7.3.1: Housing policy France - Entry into divorce 

 Women Men 
 Divorce Divorce 
Constant  -7.319*** -6.446*** 
At risk  
(ref: 25 – 29) 

  

age 16 – 24 0.155 -0.136 
age 30 – 39 -0.013 0.013 
age 40 – 49  -0.003 0.039 
age 50 – 0.204 -0.015 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951-60) 

  

1941 – 1950 -0.242*** -0.379*** 
1961 – 1970 0.071 0.067 
1971 – 1980 0.116 0.278 
1981 -  1.142* -11.370 
Years of education   -0.008 0.013 
In education 0.325*** 0.523*** 
Duration (years)  
(ref 1 – 5) 

  

0 – 1  -0.432*** -0.719*** 
5 – 10 0.167* 0.126 
10 – 15 0.169 0.047 
15 – 20 0.022 -0.012 
20 -  0.003 -0.346* 
Housing policy 
(macro) 

  

Homeowner (%) 0.010 -0.014 
Savings (ref: t1)   
t2: Scheme - PAP 0.640*** 0.447** 
t3: Scheme - PTZ 0.060 0.187 
Rent control and Tenure security 
(ref: t1) 

  

t2: RC +TS relaxed 0.264*** 0.285** 
Subjects 4431 3005 
Failures 1575 760 
Observations 41742 28600 
Log likelihood -4160.34*** -2283.51*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 

Changes to the public support for home-ownership have a positive effect as expected in 

hypothesis 8b. The introduction of the PAP scheme in 1977, a more targeted scheme 

compared to the universal Epargne Logement has a significant positive effect on entry into 

divorce among women and men in France. The replacement of PAP with the PTZ scheme, an 

even more targeted scheme that introduced geographical and family size requirements to 

government sponsored loans, in addition to the means tested income requirements of the PAP 

system also has a positive, but insignificant effect. The shift in French policy from a universal 

savings scheme to a focus on means tested income related savings scheme does have a 

positive effect on entry into divorce. Support for home-ownership has become less generous 
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for many couples in France with this shift in focus, which in turn could have introduced more 

economic strain and financial hardships on married couples, making marriage less stable.  

The switch from a first generation hard rent control and tenure security system, to a softer 

deregulated rent control and tenure security system in 1989, which introduced free market 

level rents on new rental home construction and eased tenure security, by introducing a 

minimum lease period of 3 years for private landlords, and 6 years for institutional landlords, 

has the expected positive effect on entry into divorce among couples in France. These 

measures are likely to have introduced more flexibility and mobility to the rental market of 

France, and made entry into divorce easier. Finding a suitable flat after divorce may have 

become easier among married couples in France especially since the availability of rental 

homes have remained quite stable during the time of study.  

Results for additional years in education are quite similar to the previous models in this 

chapter. Additional years in education have a negative, albeit insignificant effect on entry into 

divorce for women in France. There is little difference in entry into divorce between women 

with different educational levels in France; women with long or short education do not appear 

to have more stable or less stable marriages compared to each other. Results for ages at risk 

show little difference in entry into divorce across different ages for women and men in 

France. There is no significant difference in entry between the reference group those 

respondents aged 25 to 29 and the older and younger ages at risk. The oldest birth cohort is 

less likely of entry into divorce compared the reference group and the younger birth cohorts. 

There is little difference in entry into divorce between those born between 1961 and 1980 and 

the reference group. But the youngest birth cohort is more likely of entry into divorce for 

women, and highly unlikely of entry among men. This result is most likely related to the fact 

that women in france are more likely of marriage at earlier ages, while men marry at later 

ages. Few men among those born after 1981 are at risk of entry into divorce, since so few in 

this group has yet married, and those that have, have not been married for long, and therefore 

unlikely of entry into divorce. The women in this group who have marred, did so quite early 

in their lives, and this is most likely the reason for the positive results. Durations of marriage 

shorter than 1 year are unlikely of entry into divorce, compared to durations between 1 and 5 

years of marriage. There is little difference in entry into divorce among both groups for 



192 
 

durations between 5 and 20 years of marriage, but men who have been married for more than 

20 years are unlikely of entry into divorce.  

Table 7.3.2 show findings for entry into first divorce among women and men in Norway with 

housing policy variables. An increase in home-ownership has a positive effect on entry into 

first divorce for both genders in Norway, as expected in hypothesis 8a. Home-ownership has 

increased by 29% from 53% in 1960 to 82% in 2005 and has been the dominant form of 

housing throughout this time. Owning a home is therefore likely to be strongly associated 

with marriage in Norway, especially since home-ownership and marriage both implies long 

term commitments. The positive effect of the increase in home-ownership is therefore likely 

to be a result of a higher proportion of respondents in Norway being married. The result is 

therefore a reflection of more couples being at risk of divorce, as home-ownership increases.  

Reductions in public support for home-ownership has a positive effect on entry into divorce 

for women and a negative effect for men, neither is however significant. The removal of 

interest subsidies in 1996 does not appear to have any significant effect on entry into divorce 

among couples in Norway. Perhaps this is a combination of the fact that this changes is minor, 

public support for home-ownership through the state run housing bank has been maintained at 

a high level, and the fact that the changes is introduced rather late in the mid 1990s, effects of 

this change may not have manifested themselves yet. The reduction in tax credits available for 

housing construction in 1992 has a negative effect on entry into divorce, for both women and 

men in Norway. But the effect remains insignificant. Overall changes to public support for 

home-ownership do not appear to have a significant effect on entry into divorce among 

couples in Norway. The reduction in public support for home-ownership has not lead to 

significant increases or decreases in entry into divorce among women and men in Norway. 

This could be a result of the late changes to these measures, and the fact that support for 

home-ownership has remained high.  

The relaxations on rent control introduced in 1982 and the relaxation of tenure security in 

1999 has a positive effect on entry into first divorce. The expectation was a negative effect, 

since rental homes availability has decreased in Norway. The effect remains insignificant 

however; changes to support for rental homes appear to have little influence on entry into 

divorce, the effect for changes to tenure security in 1999 may not have manifested itself fully 

yet due to its late introduction during the time of study.  
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Table 7.3.2: Housing policy Norway - Entry into divorce  

 Women Men 
 Divorce Divorce 
Constant  -7.725*** -8.066*** 
At risk  
(ref: 25 – 29) 

  

age 16 – 24 0.539*** 0.330** 
age 30 – 39 -0.405*** -0.443*** 
age 40 – 49  -0.567*** -0.591*** 
age 50 – -0.914*** -0.889*** 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951-60) 

  

1941 – 1950 -0.128 -0.121 
1961 – 1970 0.018 -0.009 
1971 – 1980 0.129 -0.054 
1981 -  -13.708 -12.964 
Years of education   -0.016 -0.010 
In education 0.181 0.614** 
Duration (years)  
(ref 1 – 5) 

  

0 – 1  -0.993*** -1.152*** 
5 – 10 0.282*** 0.207** 
10 – 15 0.310*** 0.115 
15 – 20 0.533*** 0.291** 
20 -  0.550*** 0.105 
Housing policy 
(macro) 

  

Homeowner (%) 0.018*** 0.023** 
Savings (ref: t1)   
t2: no interest subsidies  0.043 -0.021 
Taxation (ref: t1)   
t2: reduction in tax subsidies -0.076 -0.121 
RC & TS (ref: t1)   
t2: RC relaxed  0.086 0.225 
t3: RC set free + limit on contracts 0.106 0.155 
Subjects 6260 4575 
Failures 1596 998 
Observations 67092 52279 
Log likelihood -4758.76*** -3180.86*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 

Results for additional years in education are similar to the previous models in this chapter. 

Additional years in education have a negative but insignificant effect on entry into divorce 

among women in Norway. There is little difference in entry into divorce among women with 

different educational levels. Neither women with shorter education nor women with longer 

educations have become more or less likely of entry into divorce compared to each other.  

Older ages at risk remain less likely of entry into divorce, compared the reference group and 

younger ages at risk. Couples in Norway are most likely of entry into divorce at age 25 to 29 

compared to earlier and older ages at risk. There is little difference between entry into divorce 
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across different birth cohorts, none of the coefficients are significant compared to those born 

between 1951 and 1960. Entry into divorce has not increased or decreased markedly for older 

and younger birth cohorts compared to this group. The youngest birth cohort is however, 

highly unlikely of entry into divorce. Couples in this group, are few in numbers and recently 

married, few have therefore entered into divorce. Durations of marriage shorter than 1 year 

are unlikely of entry into divorce, compared to durations between 1 and 5 years, while 

durations longer than 5 years are more likely of entry into divorce. The longer a couple in 

Norway spend in marriage, the more likely they are of entry into divorce.  

Table 7.3.3 show findings for entry into first divorce among women and men in the FRG with 

housing policy variables. Results show that an increase in the percentage of home-ownership 

has a negative effect on entry into divorce among couples in the FRG. Results are however 

only significant for the entry among women. Home-ownership has increased in the FRG from 

29% in 1960 to 53% in 2005. Rental homes have remained widely available, the increase 

appears to have made some married couples more stable, and less likely of entry into divorce, 

especially among higher educated respondents, since additional years in education has a 

negative effect on entry into divorce among both women and men. The negative effect of 

increases in home-ownership could be tied to this, meaning that higher educated couples are 

more likely of owning a home, since they are likely to have better earnings potential and the 

resources needed to acquire home-ownership. This in turn have made them less prone of entry 

into divorce, since such an entry would imply a greater economic loss for the couple both in 

terms of the economic resources they provide through employment, but also through the risk 

of losing the home that they own.    

The reduction in the preferential treatment of the Bausparkasse system in the FRG has a 

positive effect on entry into divorce among married couples. The longer waiting times 

introduced in 1980 and the increase interest in the system after reunification both have a 

positive effect on entry into divorce among both genders in the FRG, neither coefficient is 

however significant. Still results show that as public support for home-ownership was 

reduced, respondents in the FRG became more likely of entry into divorce. The reduction in 

support is likely to have introduced more financial strain for some married couples, especially 

among those with shorter lengths of education, due to their lower income potential and the 

increased risk of loss of jobs and earnings that globalization may have introduced for some in 
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this group. The same result is found for the switch from mortgage tax relief to tax allowances 

in 1987, coefficients remain insignificant, but are positive as expected. The reduction in 

public support of these aspects of home-ownership does indicate an increased risk of entry 

into divorce among married couples in the FRG.   

Table 7.3.3: Housing policy FRG – Entry into divorce 

 Women Men 
  Divorce Divorce 
Constant  -3.958*** -5.202*** 
At risk  
(ref: 25 – 29) 

  

age 16 – 24 0.314** 0.610*** 
age 30 – 39 0.112 -0.187 
age 40 – 49  0.420* -0.012 
age 50 – 0.082 -0.169 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951-60) 

  

1941 – 1950 -0.734*** -0.283 
1961 – 1970 0.246* 0.194 
1971 – 1980 0.476* 0.469 
1981 -  1.116 1.815* 
Years of education   -0.081*** -0.058** 
In education -0.267 -0.017 
Duration (years)  
(ref 1 – 5) 

  

0 – 1  -0.779*** -1.273*** 
5 – 10 0.088 0.258 
10 – 15 0.182 0.200 
15 – 20 -0.088 0.164 
20 -  -0.292 -0.001 
Housing policy (macro)   
Homeowner (%) -0.074** -0.060 
Savings (ref: t1)   
t2: Bausparkasse reduced 0.224 0.378 
t3: Bausparkasse increase 0.163 0.285 
Taxation (ref: t1) 0.125 0.011 
Tax allowances increase   
RC and TS (ref: t1)   
t2: RC set free +  
TS abolished  

0.820* 0.962 

Subjects 3284 2092 
Failures 595 296 
Observations 30759 21164 
Log likelihood -2035.12*** -1081.93*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 

The relaxation of rent control and tenure security introduced in 1971 has a positive effect on 

entry into divorce among married couples in the FRG; the result has weak significance for 

women but no significance for men. The switch from the first generation hard rent control to a 

softer deregulated rent control and tenure security, has introduced more flexibility and 
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mobility into the rental market of the FRG, especially since rental home availability has 

remained high, despite the increase in home-ownership. The wide availability of rental 

homes, coupled with the more flexibility and mobility in the rental market, have resulted in an 

increase in entry into divorce among married couples in the FRG.  

Results for additional years in education are similar to the previous models in this chapter. 

Additional years in education still have a significant negative effect on entry into divorce 

among women in the FRG; findings are also negative for men. Respondents with longer 

education are less likely of entry into divorce compared to those with shorter education. These 

individuals are likely to have more economic resources; this may put them under less 

financial strain compared to respondents with shorter lengths of education, resulting in more 

stable marriages. The economic resources that these respondents provide for the marriage, 

may also result in more stable marriages, since the couple have more to lose by entering into a 

divorce.  

Results for age at risk show that entry into divorce is most likely at ages at risk between 16 

and 24 compared to the reference group, those aged 25 to 29. For ages at risk at 30 or above 

there is little difference in entry among men, while women aged 40 to 49 are more likely of 

entry into divorce compared to the reference group. Women are more likely of entry into 

divorce at older ages at risk compared to men.  Results for birth cohort show that the oldest 

birth cohort is less likely of entry into divorce compared to the reference group, while 

younger birth cohorts, those born between 1961 and 1980 among women are more likely of 

entry into divorce. There is little difference in entry among men for this group compared to 

the reference group, the youngest birth cohort is more likely of entry compared to the odler 

birth cohorts, which may be tied to the fact that those married in this group, married young, 

which could account for the increased risk of entry into divorce. Durations below 1 year of 

marriage are less likely of entry into divorce, compared to durations between 1 and 5 years, 

but there is little difference in entry into divorce at longer durations of marriage. 

Table 7.3.4 show findings for entry into first divorce among women and men in the GDR with 

housing policy variables. Increases in home-ownership, most of which took place after 

reunification due to restrictions during the socialist regime, have a significant positive effect 

on entry into divorce among married couples. This effect is likely related to other 

developments brought about by reunification, including the uncertainty that it introduced. 
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What is observed here may therefore be the uncertainty and massive change that this event 

introduced to respondents in the GDR, this made marriage less stable due to the economic 

strain and uncertainty that these changes introduced.  

The restrictions on access to homeownership introduced in 1971 and the switch to the West 

German Bausparkasse system in 1990 both have negative effects on entry into divorce among 

married women in the GDR, but a positive effect among men. Neither is however, significant. 

The expectation was that these restrictions would have a positive effect. The result may be 

due to the fact that access to rental housing in the GDR during the socialist regime was 

controlled by the state, privileged access was granted to married couples with children, and 

single mothers. This could account for the positive effect among men, women on the whole 

had easier access to the public rental units, in case of a divorce, and in some cases this may 

also have granted them better access to other welfare support schemes for single mothers, 

which could have promoted some of them to divorce their husbands.  

The abolishment of rent control and tenure security with German reunification in 1990 has a 

negative, albeit insignificant effect on entry into divorce. The switch from a hard rent control 

and tenure security system, with rents set at 1936 levels, adjusted for inflation, to a more 

deregulated rent control and tenure security system was expected to have a positive effect on 

entry into divorce among married couples in the GDR. The effect is opposite, which may be 

due to the fact that these changes happen in conjunction with other massive changes related to 

support for home-ownership, the effects could therefore be difficult, if not impossible to 

disentangle.  

Results for additional years in education still show a negative effect on entry into divorce, 

women with longer educations are less likely of entry into divorce compared to women with 

shorter lengths of education. Marriage is more stable for women in this group, perhaps due to 

their income potential and the resources they contribute to the family, and because they were 

better equipped at handling the uncertainty that reunification introduced to the lives of 

married couples. Findings are similar for men, albeit with no significance. Women are most 

likely of entry into divorce at ages 25 to 29, and less likely at older and younger ages, while 

there is little difference across ages at risk for men. The oldest birth cohort is less likely of 

entry into divorce, compared to the reference group, while there is less difference in entry 

between the reference group and younger birth cohorts. The youngest birth cohort among men 
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is highly unlikely of entry into divorce, which is due to the fact that few men in this group are 

at risk and those who are recently married an therefore not yet at risk. Durations of marriage 

shorter than 1 year are unlikely to result in entry into divorce for both genders, compared to 

durations between 1 and 5 years. Durations of marriage longer than 5 years are less likely of 

entry into divorce compared the reference group among women, while there is less difference 

in entry into divorce for longer durations and marriage and the reference group among men.  

Table 7.3.4: Housing policy GDR - Entry into divorce  

 Women Men 
 Divorce Divorce 
Constant  -6.711*** -9.684*** 
At risk  
(ref: 25 – 29) 

  

age 16 – 24 -0.300** 0.321 
age 30 – 39 -0.369** 0.111 
age 40 – 49  -0.144 -0.064 
age 50 – -1.007 -1.195 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951-60) 

  

1941 – 1950 -0.722*** -0.621** 
1961 – 1970 0.026 0.201 
1971 – 1980 -0.319 0.600 
1981 -  0.098 -7.293 
Years of education   -0.102*** -0.052 
In education -0.373 0.026 
Duration (years)  
(ref 1 – 5) 

  

0 – 1  -0.879*** -1.009*** 
5 – 10 -0.149 -0.017 
10 – 15 -0.388** -0.242 
15 – 20 -0.537** 0.174 
20 -  -1.423*** -0.744 
Housing policy (macro)   
Homeowner (%) 0.098*** 0.118** 
Savings (ref: t1)   
t2: Restricted access to Home 
ownership 

-0.274 1.118 

t3: Bausparkasse increase -0.522 0.530 
Rent control and Tenure security 
(ref: t1) 

  

t2: RC set free + TC abolished -0.053 -0.279 
Subjects 2178 1293 
Failures 461 222 
Observations 18240 11115 
Log likelihood -1490.49*** -762.20*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 

7.1.4: Entry into first divorce – complete policy models 

This section presents models for the entry first divorce with variables for both family and 

housing policy. The purpose of the section is to see if the results from the previous models are 
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similar once changes to both family and housing policy are taken into account and if the 

conclusions regarding the hypothesis can still be made.  

Table 7.4.1 shows findings for entry into first divorce among women and men in France. 

Results for additional years in education are similar to the previous models. Higher 

educational levels do have a negative effect on entry into divorce, but results remain 

insignificant when both family and housing policy are included in the model. There is no 

significant difference in entry into divorce between women with different educational levels. 

Marriages of women with higher levels of education have not become more stable compared 

to marriages of women with lower education.  

Regarding changes to family policy, some differences are now observed with the inclusion of 

housing policy variables. Increases in weeks of maternity leave and parental leave still have a 

positive effect on entry into divorce among women in France; the expectation was that this 

would have a negative effect, due to the high levels of de-famalialization. Perhaps the positive 

effect is due to the dual nature of family policy in France, the system provides long leaves and 

high levels of formal childcare, giving women a choice on whether they want to focus on their 

family or career when their children are young. This flexibility of the system could potentially 

introduce some strains on marriages, if the couple disagree on women’s role in families with 

young children. Nevertheless findings suggest that these increases have no significant effect 

on women’s entry into divorce. The introduction of remuneration for leave still has a positive 

effect on entry into divorce among women, as expected, but the effect remains insignificant. 

Perhaps the insignificant effect is due to the relative late introduction of the measure in 1986, 

the effect may not have fully manifested itself. Still the result does indicate that the 

introduction has made some marriages less stable in France, increasing the entry into divorce 

among women. Family policy remains genderized, women are still expected to shoulder the 

main burden of care within the family. Remuneration has remained at low pay and no 

earmarked leave for fathers has been introduced, this could have introduced some strain and 

discord on families, due to the low generosity of this particular aspect of family policy. The 

increase in coverage of formal childcare for children below the age of 2 has a significant 

positive effect on entry into divorce among women in France. The combination of high de-

familialization and familialization of French family policy has certainly given women more 

choice on whether they want to focus on family or career while their children are young, but 
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this flexibility may also have introduced strains in families where the couples disagree on this 

issue. The dual nature of optional familialism in France could account for the positive results 

of increases in de-familialization and familialization in France.  

Table 7.4.1: France - Entry into divorce  

 Entry into divorce 
Variable  Women Men 
Constant  -7.899*** -9.810*** 
At risk  
(ref: 25 – 29) 

  

age 16 – 24 0.201** -0.085 
age 30 – 39 -0.054 -0.036 
age 40 – 49  -0.084 -0.049 
age 50 – 0.091 -0.140 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951-60) 

  

1941 – 1950 -0.173** -0.302** 
1961 – 1970 0.004 0.008 
1971 – 1980 0.022 0.193 
1981 -  1.028* -12.006 
Years of education   -0.009 0.012 
In education 0.320*** 0.515*** 
Duration (years)  
(ref 1 – 5) 

  

0 – 1  -0.425*** -0.722*** 
5 – 10 0.163* 0.124 
10 – 15 0.154 0.025 
15 – 20 -0.013 -0.052 
20 -  -0.043 -0.393** 
Family policy 
(macro) 

  

Maternity leave (weeks) 0.080 0.261** 
Parental leave (weeks) 0.002 0.005 
Remuneration 0.084 -0.107 
Childcare 0.018* 0.008 
Housing policy 
(macro) 

  

Homeowner (%) -0.011 -0.025 
Savings (ref: t1)   
t2: Scheme - PAP 0.066 -0.589 
t3: Scheme - PTZ -0.448 -0.793 
RC & TS (ref: t1)   
t2: RC +TS relaxed 0.147 0.147 
Subjects 4431 3005 
Failures 1575 760 
Observations 49406 33582 
Log likelihood -4156.46*** -2279.13*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 

Results for changes to housing policy have also undergone some changes, with the inclusion 

of family policy to the models. Increases in home-ownership has a negative effect on entry 

into divorce for both genders when family policy are added to the models, the effect does 
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however remain insignificant. The distribution of home-ownership vis-à-vis rental homes has 

remained quite stable in France, with only 9% increase in home-ownership from 1960 to 

2005. This could account for the insignificant effect of this particular aspect of housing 

policy. The changes to support for home-ownership now have negative effects on entry into 

divorce among women and men. The switch in focus to the more restrictive PAP scheme in 

1977, now has positive effect on entry for women and a negative effect on entry for men, the 

replacement of PAP with the even more targeted PTZ system, which introduced geographical 

and family size requirements for government funded loans, in addition to the means tested 

income requirements introduced by the PAP, has a negative effect on entry for both genders. 

But the results remain insignificant. Results suggest that marriages have become more stable 

in France as public support for home-ownership became less generous and more targeted at 

low income families, when family policy is taken into account. Perhaps these changes have 

introduced some stability to families with low income and low educational levels. The switch 

from a first generation hard rent control and tenure security to a softer deregulated rent control 

and tenure security system in 1989 still has a positive effect on entry into divorce for both 

women and men in France. The result is however insignificant, which could be due to the late 

introduction of this measure, the full effect of this change may not have manifested itself yet. 

Findings do however suggest that the changes have introduced more flexibility and mobility 

to the French rental market, making it easier to find a flat, and in turn made it easier to enter 

into divorce.  

Results for ages show that women are more likely of entry into divorce at younger ages at risk 

compared to men. Women are more likely of entry into divorce, at ages 16 to 24, compared to 

the reference group and older ages at risk. For men there is little difference in entry into 

divorce between the reference group, those aged 25 to 29 and younger and older ages at risk. 

The oldest birth cohort are less likely of entry into divorce compared to the reference group, 

and there is little difference in entry into divorce between those respondents born between 

1961 and 1980 and the reference group, in short no significant increase in entry into divorce 

are observed for these younger birth cohorts. But results for the youngest birth cohort, those 

born after 1981 show positive effect for women and a negative effect for men, this is most 

likely due to the fact that few men in this group have entered into a marriage, those that have 

are newlyweds, and less likely to enter into divorce, while women who did marry in this 

group, married quite young, and therefore more likely of entry into divorce. Marriage 
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durations below 1 year are less likely of entry into divorce compared to durations between 1 

and 5 years, there is little difference in entry into divorce for durations between 5 and 15 years 

compared to the reference group, but durations above 15 years appear to be less likely of entry 

into divorce, especially for men.  

Table 7.4.2 below shows findings for entry into first divorce among women and men in 

Norway. Results for additional years in education are similar to the previous models in this 

chapter. Additional years in education have a negative, albeit insignificant effect, on entry 

into divorce for women and men in Norway. Norway has developed the most de-genderized 

family policy of the four countries in the analysis, with good remuneration for parental leave, 

and an earmarked leave for fathers, familialization has remained low as well, with shorter 

leave schemes compared to France, the FRG and the GDR, but de-familialization has only 

increased in recent years and have remained at medium levels, higher than the FRG, but lower 

than France and the GDR. Still results point to a stabilizing effect on marriages, there’s little 

difference in entry into divorce across women, and men, with different educational levels. 

Higher educated women and men appear less likely of entry into divorce, which may be due 

to less economic strain on the family due to a higher income, but the difference is not 

significant compared to lower educated respondents.   

Some changes are observed regarding the influence of family policy with the inclusion of 

housing policy to the models. Increases in weeks of maternity leave and parental leave still 

have a negative effect on entry into divorce, albeit with an insignificant effect for changes to 

maternity leave. Increase in familialization has, as expected, had a negative effect on entry 

into divorce among women in Norway, especially in terms of the increase in parental leave. 

Familialization has remained lower in Norway compared to the other countries in the analysis, 

and the structure of family policy has included measures for de-genderization and de-

familailziation, providing women with a stronger foothold in the labour market, especially for 

those with children. This has in turn had a stabilizing effect on marriages, making women less 

likely of entry into divorce, and may also have made some couples more dependent on the 

additional economic resources from married women who are in employment.  

The introduction of an earnings related benefit for parental leave in 1977 and the introduction 

of an earmarked leave for fathers has a positive effect on entry into divorce among women, 

but the effect remains insignificant, contrary to the expectations expressed in hypothesis 7b. 



203 
 

The increase in de-genderization through an earningsrelated remuneraiton does not appear to 

have increased stability among married women in Norway, but the subsequent increases in 

length of parental leave did have a stabilizing effect for women. For men the introduction of 

earnings related benefit now has a significant negative effect. This measure did have a 

stabilizing effect on some marriages among men in Norway. The lack of a significant effect of 

earmarked leave for fathers could be due to the late introduction of this measure in 1993; the 

full effect of this change may not have fully manifested itself. But findings do suggest that 

marriages among women in Norway did become less stable as family policy included more 

measures towards de-genderization. 

The increase in formal childcare for children below the age of 3, most of which took place in 

the 1990s in Norway, does have a negative effect on entry into divorce among women in 

Norway, albeit with weak significance. This increase in de-familialization has introduced 

stability to marriages among women in Norway, making them less likely of entry into 

divorce. The weak significance could be due to the late introduction of these changes, the full 

effect may not have fully manifested itself yet, but these findings do suggest that marriages 

among women in Norway did become more stable as de-familialization increased.  

There are less significant differences in the effect of changes to housing policy once family 

policy is introduced to the models. An increase in the percentage of home-ownership still has 

a positive and significant effect for entry into divorce among women and men in Norway, as 

expected. Home-ownership has become the dominant form of housing in Norway, with a 

massive 29% increase from 53% in 1960 to 82% in 2005. Owning a home is likely to be 

strongly associated with marriage in Norway, since both home-ownership and marriage, 

implies long term commitments. As such the results is most likely a reflection of the fact that 

more couples got married, due to the increase in home-ownership, which in turn made more 

respondents at risk of entering into divorce.   

Reductions in public support for home-ownership, the removal of interest subsidies on loans 

from the Norwegian housing bank in 1996 and the reduction of tax subsidies in 1992 now 

have a positive effect on entry into divorce for both men and women. The coefficients remain 

insignificant, which could be due to the fact that Norwegian support for home-ownership has 

remained quite generous, despite these reductions in support, and the fact that these changes 
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were introduced rather late during the time of study, the effect of these changes may therefore 

not have fully manifested itself. 

Table 7.4.2: Norway - Entry into divorce  

 Entry into divorce 
Variable  Women Men 
Constant  -7.934*** -7.271*** 
At risk  
(ref: 25 – 29) 

  

age 16 – 24 0.546*** 0.347** 
age 30 – 39 -0.397*** -0.457*** 
age 40 – 49  -0.524*** -0.583*** 
age 50 – -0.815*** -0.847*** 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951-60) 

  

1941 – 1950 -0.137 -0.121 
1961 – 1970 0.062 0.028 
1971 – 1980 0.226 0.015 
1981 -  -13.944 -12.916 
Years of education   -0.015 -0.010 
In education 0.184 0.616** 
Duration (years)  
(ref 1 – 5) 

  

0 – 1  -1.003*** -1.158*** 
5 – 10 0.288*** 0.205** 
10 – 15 0.312*** 0.112 
15 – 20 0.539*** 0.290** 
20 -  0.556*** 0.109 
Family policy 
(macro) 

  

Maternity leave (weeks) -0.033 -0.101*** 
Parental leave (weeks) -0.025** -0.019 
Remuneration 0.057 -0.748** 
Earmarked leave 0.180 0.162 
Childcare -0.016* -0.011 
Housing policy 
(macro) 

  

Homeowner (%) 0.030*** 0.029** 
Savings (ref: t1)   
t2: no interest subsidies  0.156 0.054 
Taxation (ref: t1)   
t2: reduction in tax subsidies 0.196 0.080 
RC & TS (ref: t1)   
t2: RC relaxed  0.007 0.163 
t3: RC set free + limit on contracts 0.245 0.263 
Subjects 6260 4575 
Failures 1596 998 
Observations 87781 68990 
Log likelihood -4750.27*** -3174.71*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1%  

The switch from a hard rent control and tenure security, with the introduction of a soft 

deregulation of rent control in 1982 and the removal of some tenure security in 1999 have a 
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positive, albeit insignificant effect on entry into divorce among women and men in Norway. 

The expectation was a negative effect, since rental homes availability has decreased in 

Norway due to the massive increase in home-ownership. Results indicate that despite the 

lower availability of rental homes, these introductions have introduced more flexibility and 

mobility to the rental market in Norway, making it easier to enter into divorce. The lack of a 

significant effect could be due to the late introduction of some of these changes, in particular 

for tenure security which was not reformed until 1999, the full effect of these measures may 

therefore not have manifested themselves yet.  

Results for ages at risk are similar to the previous models in this chapter. Norwegian 

respondents are most likely of entry into divorce at ages 16 to 24, compared to the reference 

group, and less likely of entry into divorce at ages 30 or older. There is no significant 

difference in entry into divorce between the reference group, those born between 1951 and 

1960 and the other birth cohorts. But the youngest birth cohort is highly unlikely of entry into 

divorce, due to the fact that few respondents in this group has yet entered into a marriage, and 

those that have are newlyweds and therefore unlikely of divorcing at this point. Durations 

below 1 year of marriage are unlikely of entry into divorce, compared to durations between 1 

and 5 years, while durations above 5 years are more likely of entry into divorce, especially for 

women.  

Table 7.4.3 shows findings for entry into first divorce among women and men in the FRG. 

Additional years in education still have a significant negative effect on entry into divorce 

among women and men. Respondents with short educations are more likely of entry into 

divorce compared to those with longer educations. Family policy has remained structured 

towards familialization and genderization. Leaves have remained long, with poor 

remuneration, no incentives for fathers to take a more active role in household work and 

childcare, and formal childcare has remained low. This low level of generosity of family 

policy towards women who seek to combine their roles in the family with a career in the 

labour market, have prompted women with shorter education to become more likely of entry 

into divorce. This lack of generosity has introduced more economic strain on the marriages of 

respondents with shorter lengths of education, making them more likely of entry into divorce. 

The higher income potential among women and men with longer educations has had a 
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stabilizing effect on their marriages, and may also have made entry into divorce more costly 

due to the economic resources that they contribute to the family.  

An increase in weeks of maternity leave has a positive effect on entry into divorce among 

women while an increase in weeks of parental leave has a negative effect. The positive and 

insignificant effect observed for increases in maternity leave could be due to the fact that this 

increase happens quite early in 1970, most respondents at risk when this change was 

introduced were from the oldest birth cohorts, who are less likely of entry into divorce 

compared to the younger birth cohorts. This variable had to be omitted for entry into divorce 

among men, due to the fact that even fewer men were at risk, due to the fact that they are 

more likely of marriage at later ages at risk compared to women. The negative effect of 

increases in parental leave is contrary to the expectations expressed in hypothesis 7a. Family 

policy has remained structured towards familialization and genderization in the FRG, an 

increase in parental leave was therefore expected to have a positive effect on entry into 

divorce among women. The opposite effect is observed, this could be tied to the educational 

expansion of women in the FRG. Lower educated women have experienced more strain on 

their marriages, due to the fact that family policy remained conservative in its approach, the 

low level of de-familialization and de-genderization has prompted women in the FRG to have 

less attachment to the labour market, especially when their children are young, they became 

more dependent on a male breadwinner, and their economic contribution to the family was 

low. This may have introduced more strain on these marriages, compared to women with 

higher levels of education, which in turn has introduced more instability for married women 

with lower levels of education in the FRG.  

The introduction of a flat rate level of remuneration for parental leave has a negative albeit 

insignificant effect on entry into divorce among women in the FRG. Despite the fact that 

family policy has remained genderized, this change has not increased instability among 

marriages in the FRG, as expected. On the contrary it seems to have introduced more stability 

to marriages. This result may be tied to the effect of women’s educational level. The 

conservative approach to family policy in the FRG has benefit higher educated women at the 

expense of lower educated women. The genderized nature of family policy has introduced 

more stability to marriages in the FRG, but women with higher educational levels are better 

equipped for this. Lower educated women have fewer resources to overcome this 
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genderization, due to a lower income potential and weaker attachment to the labour market. 

They provide fewer economic resources to the marriage, compared to higher educated 

women, and as a result their marriages are more likely to experience economic strain and end 

in divorce.  

Table 7.4.3: FRG - Entry into divorce 

 Entry into divorce 
Variable  Women Men 
Constant  -10.117* -6.265*** 
At risk  
(ref: 25 – 29) 

  

age 16 – 24 0.293** 0.594** 
age 30 – 39 0.166 -0.162 
age 40 – 49  0.565** 0.070 
age 50 – 0.303 0.009 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951-60) 

  

1941 – 1950 -0.798*** -0.336 
1961 – 1970 0.328** 0.250 
1971 – 1980 0.669** 0.632 
1981 -  1.334* 2.002* 
Years of education   -0.076*** -0.055* 
In education -0.268 -0.013 
Duration (years)  
(ref 1 – 5) 

  

0 – 1  -0.785*** -1.276*** 
5 – 10 0.091 0.263 
10 – 15 0.186 0.220 
15 – 20 -0.075 0.178 
20 -  -0.265 0.023 
Family policy 
(macro) 

  

Maternity leave (weeks) 0.417  
Parental leave (weeks) -0.004** -0.002 
Remuneration -0.259 -0.219 
Childcare 0.032 0.065* 
Housing policy (macro)   
Homeowner (%) -0.048 -0.032 
Savings (ref: t1)   
t2: Bausparkasse reduced -0.002 -0.008 
t3: Bausparkasse increase -0.003 -0.292 
Taxation (ref: t1)   
Tax allowances increase 0.312 -0.042 
RC & TS (ref: t1)   
t2: RC set free +  
TS abolished  

0.078 0.809 

Subjects 3284 2092 
Failures 595 296 
Observations 38065 25897 
Log likelihood -2031.22*** -1079.66*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 
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An increase in formal childcare for children below the age of 3 has a positive effect on entry 

into divorce among women in the FRG, as expected in hypothesis 7b. Results are however no 

longer significant. The lack of de-familialization in family policy, with little alleviation for 

women’s caretaking responsibility within the family has had a positive effect on entry into 

divorce, especially for women with shorter lengths of education. Formal child care for 

children below the age of 3, ever exceeded 18% in the FRG, and increases in coverage of this 

measure was not introduced until the mid 1980s and 1990s. This relative late introduction 

could also account for the absence of a significance of this measure; the full effect has not yet 

manifested itself. But so far, the developments indicate a increased risk of divorce among 

married couples. 

The increase in percentage of home-ownership has a negative effect on entry into divorce 

among women and men in the FRG, results are however no longer significant with the 

inclusion of family policy to the models. Home-ownership has increased massively by 29% 

from 1960 to 2005, but during the same time rental homes have remained widely available. 

The negative effect of increases in home-ownership on entry into divorce could be tied to the 

negative effect of educational levels among women and men in the FRG. Higher educated 

couples are more likely of home-ownership due to the higher income potential; they have the 

economic resources needed to acquire home-ownership. This in turn has made them less 

likely of entry into divorce, due to the fact that divorce would have a greater impact on the 

family, not only would it imply loss of economic resources that they contribute to the family, 

it could also imply a loss of their home-ownership. 

The changes to the Bausparkasse system have negative, albeit insignificant effect on entry 

into divorce among respondents in the FRG. The longer waiting times introduced in 1980 and 

the increased interest and use of the system now has a negative effect on entry into divorce. 

The lack of an effect could be tied to education, since higher educated couples are more likely 

of home-ownership, the reductions may therefore have little effect on their entry into divorce, 

due to the fact that they have better resources to maintain home-ownership despite these 

introduction. This in turn has introduced less economic strain among these couples, while 

lower educated couples have experienced more economic strain, which in turn may have 

made them less likely of home-ownership, prompting them to opt for rental homes, which 

have remained widely available in the FRG. The switch from mortgage tax relief to tax 
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allowances in 1987, does however have a positive effect on entry into divorce among women 

in the FRG, but results remain insignificant. This change does appear to have made women 

more likely of entry into divorce, the absence of a significant effect could be due to the 

relative late introduction of the measure, and the full effect may not have manifested itself yet.  

The switch from hard rent control and tenure security to a more deregulated soft rent control 

and tenure security in 1971 has a positive effect on entry into divorce among married couples 

in the FRG. Both coefficients are however insignificant. These changes may have introduced 

more flexibility and mobility into the rental market of the FRG, especially since rental homes 

have remained widely available despite the increase in home-ownership. The lack of a 

significant effect may be due to the early introduction of this measure, few respondents in the 

younger birth cohorts, experienced these changes, but became at risk as the change already 

took effect.  

Results for ages at risk are similar to the previous models in this chapter, respondents in the 

FRG are most likely of entry into divorce at ages 16 to 24 compared to the reference group. 

Women become more at risk of entry at ages 40 to 49 compared to the reference group, and 

other ages at risk, while there is little difference in entry across older ages at risk for men. 

Women in the FRG are more likely of entry at older ages at risk compared to men, most likely 

because of the low generosity of family policy, women are more likely of entry into divorce, 

after their children have reached a certain age, and are less reliant on care from their mothers. 

Respondents from the oldest birth cohort are less likely of entry into divorce compared to the 

reference group and the younger birth cohorts. For women, younger birth cohorts have 

become more likely of entry into divorce compared to the reference group, while there is little 

difference in entry between younger birth cohorts and the reference group among men. 

Women in short, have become more likely of entry into divorce across younger birth cohorts 

compared to men. Respondents in the youngest birth cohorts are more likely of entry into 

divorce compared to the older birth cohorts, which is most likely due to the fact that 

respondents in this group married quite young, and as a result are more likely of entry into 

divorce. Durations below 1 year of marriage are less likely of entry into divorce compared to 

the reference group, even more so for men than for women. Durations above 5 years have 

similar rates of entry into first divorce as the reference group for both genders.  
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Table 7.4.4 shows findings for entry into first divorce for women and men in the GDR. 

Additional years in education have a significant negative effect on entry into divorce among 

women in the GDR. The results show an opposite pattern of the one expected. Family policy 

during the socialist regime did increase in famililialization and did remain genderized, but it 

also introduced de-familialization through high coverage of formal childcare for children 

below the age of 3. Despite this generosity marriages of higher educated women in the GDR 

appear to have become more stable, compared to lower educated women. This finding could 

be due to the uncertainty brought about by German reunification. Respondents with higher 

levels of education may have been better able to weather this uncertainty, and they may as a 

result have experienced less economic strain in the family lives, reducing their likelihood of 

entry into divorce. 

Increases in weeks of maternity and parental leave still have a positive effect on entry into 

divorce among women in the GDR. The increases weeks of maternity leave introduced during 

socialist regime in the 1970s, and the increases in weeks of parental leave during the 1980s 

and after reunification in 1990 have made women in the GDR more likely of entry into 

divorce, results are however insignificant. This development may also be tied to the 

educational levels of women; higher educated women are less likely of entry into divorce 

compared to lower educated women despite this increase in familialization. But results are 

neither negative nor significant as expected in hypothesis 7a.  

The introduction of flat rate remuneration for parental leave in 1986 does have positive effect 

on entry into divorce among women in the GDR as expected in hypothesis 7b. The effect has, 

however, weak significance, but it still indicates that the genderized nature of family policy 

has increased entry into divorce, especially among women with lower education, who may 

experience more economic strain in the marriages. This change furthermore occurs relatively 

close to the German reunification, so the effect may also be tied to increase in uncertainty that 

this event introduced to married life in the GDR. Higher educated women may have been 

better equipped at weathering this uncertainty, and their higher economic contribution to the 

family may also have reduced their likelihood of entry into divorce.  

Increases in coverage of formal childcare for children below the age of 3, have a negative 

effect on entry into marriage among women in the GDR, as expected in hypothesis 7d, but 

with weak significance. Still results do indicate that the increase in de-familialization, during 
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the socialist regime has introduced stability into married life in the GDR, while the massive 

decrease in formal childcare coverage after reunification has introduced instability, especially 

for women with lower education. Women with higher education have been better equipped at 

handling this decrease; their marriages have remained more stable compared to lower 

educated women, especially due to the economic resources they contribute to the family, 

divorce could incur a higher economic penalty in a marriage to women with higher earnings 

potential.  

Table 7.4.4: GDR - Entry into divorce (women and men) 

 Entry into divorce 
Variable  Women Men 
Constant  -5.821*** -11.240*** 
At risk  
(ref: 25 – 29) 

  

age 16 – 24 -0.265* 0.265 
age 30 – 39 -0.424** 0.163 
age 40 – 49  -0.254 0.050 
age 50 – -1.170 -1.034 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951-60) 

  

1941 – 1950 -0.603*** -0.726** 
1961 – 1970 -0.052 0.290 
1971 – 1980 -0.413 0.695 
1981 -  0.025 -10.411 
Years of education   -0.103*** -0.053 
In education -0.351 -0.010 
Duration (years)  
(ref 1 – 5) 

  

0 – 1  -0.875*** -1.009*** 
5 – 10 -0.154 -0.010 
10 – 15 -0.402** -0.220 
15 – 20 -0.558** 0.215 
20 -  -1.455*** -0.693 
Family policy 
(macro) 

  

Maternity leave (weeks) 0.009 0.057 
Parental leave (weeks) 0.001 -0.002 
Remuneration 0.316* -0.279 
Childcare -0.006 0.005 
Housing policy (macro)   
Homeowner (%) 0.046 0.169** 
Savings (ref: t1)   
t2: Bausparkasse increase 0.027 -0.039 
RC & TS (ref: t1)   
t2: RC set free + TC abolished -0.068 -0.202 
Subjects 2178 1293 
Failures 461 222 
Observations 22902 13921 
Log likelihood -1489.00*** -761.56*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 



212 
 

The variable for restrictions on new homeownership during the socialist regime in 1971 was 

removed from the analysis, since this takes place quite close to the increase in maternity leave 

in 1972. It was impossible to disentangle the effects of these changes. Increases in home-

ownership have a positive effect on entry into divorce for married couples in the GDR, albeit 

with no significant effect among women. The increase in home-ownership mainly took place 

after reunification, due to the fact that access to home-ownership was severely restricted from 

1971 during the socialist regime. The positive effect of an increase in home-ownership is 

therefore also tied to other developments related to reunification, one of them being the 

uncertainty that this event introduced to married life in the GDR, especially for couples with 

lower levels of education who had fewer resources to weather this uncertainty.  

The introduction of the Bausparkasse system with reunification in 1990 has a positive effect 

on entry into divorce among women and a negative effect on entry for men. The expectation 

was that this change would have a positive effect on entry into divorce for both genders. The 

lack of a significant effect is most likely due to the difference in entry into divorce among 

respondents with different educational levels. The changes brought about by reunification has 

hit respondents with lower levels of education the hardest, especially among women, while 

married couples with higher educated have been better equipped at handling these changes 

and the uncertainty they introduced.  

The introduction of a soft deregulated rent control and tenure security, replacing the hard rent 

freezes, setting rents at 1936 levels adjusting for inflation with Reunification has a negative 

effect on entry into divorce for both women and men in the GDR. This change was expected 

to have a positive effect, due to the increased flexibility and mobility that it could introduce, 

the absence of an effect may be due to the fact that rental homes remained widely available 

after reunification, and in many cases reunification introduced better standards of rental 

homes, slowly and gradually replacing and upgrading the old plattenbau flats build during the 

socialist regime. This could have introduced some stability to married couples in the GDR, 

especially of a two person income was necessary in order to acquire these flats built at a 

higher standard.  

Results for ages at risk are quite similar to the previous models in this chapter. Women in the 

GDR are less likely of entry into divorce at ages 16 to 24, compared to the reference group, 

those aged 25 to 29, older ages at risk also appear less likely of entry into divorce, but with 
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weak significance. For men there is little difference in entry into divorce between younger 

ages at risk and older ages at risk compared to the reference group. But they are more likely of 

entry into divorce at older ages at risk compared to women. In short, women enter into 

divorce at earlier ages at risk while men are more likely of entry at older ages at risk. The 

oldest birth cohort is less likely of entry into divorce, compared to the reference group, those 

born between 1951 and 1960, while younger birth cohorts are neither more nor less likely of 

entry into divorce. Men in youngest birth cohort, those born after 1981 is highly unlikely of 

entry into divorce, due to the fact that few men in this group has entered into marriage, those 

that have are newlyweds and therefore less likely of entry into divorce. Durations below 1 

year of marriage are still less likely of entry into divorce compared to durations between 1 and 

5 years. But at longer durations of marriage a difference between the genders can be observed, 

durations longer than 10 years of marriage are less likely of entry into divorce among women. 

Longer durations of marriage among men show little difference in entry into divorce 

compared to durations between 1 and 5 years. In short women in the GDR are more likely of 

entering into divorce at shorter durations compared to men, while men appear more likely of 

entry into divorce at longer durations.   

7.1.5: Summary of findings 

Findings in this chapter suggest that the notion that women with higher education are more 

likely to enter into divorce due to more economic independence, a notion forwarded by the 

“New Home Economics” is not correct (Becker, 1981). Results point towards a stabilizing 

effect of higher education on marriage among both men and women. With the exception of 

men in France, findings point towards a negative effect of higher education on entry into 

divorce. However, results are only significant for women and men in the FRG a country 

where family policy remained structured towards familialization and the GDR, a country that 

experienced higher familialization after reunification. Both countries furthermore remained 

genderized with little incentives for fathers to take a more active role in household work and 

care within the family. Where family policy included little alleviation of women’s role in care 

within the family through higher de-familialization, marriages among higher educated 

couples, especially women, became more stable. These women have been better equipped at 

maintaining a foothold in the labour market despite the lack of these measures, and their 

higher income potential has resulted in more stability in their marriages, compared to lower 

educated women, who due to the lack of support from family policy, have experienced more 
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financial strain in their marriages. Furthermore, marriages may have become dependent on 

additional economic resources provided by higher educated women, as a result the family has 

more to loose from a divorce (Härkönen & Dronkers, 2006).  

Results for changes to family policy show some support for the notion that more generous 

aspects of family policy that strengthens women’s attachment to the labour market have a 

stabilizing effect on marriages. Increases in familialization, through longer maternity and 

parental leave, coupled with higher de-familialziation through coverage of childcare for very 

young children, have a negative effect on entry into divorce among women in Norway. But 

this is not the case for France and the GDR who also increased formal childcare coverage 

alongside the expansion in weeks of maternity and parental leave here findings are 

insignificant. Furthermore increases in familialization had a negative effect, contrary to 

expectations in the FRG, a country where family policy has remained structured towards high 

familialization, coupled with low de-familalization.  

Introduction of flat rate remuneration of parental leave does have the expected positive effect 

on entry into divorce among women in France and the GDR, but the effect only has weak 

statistical significance for women in the GDR. The genderized nature of family policy does 

appear to have led to instability in marriages in these two countries, although results are less 

convincing for France. Findings for the genderized nature of family policy in the FRG 

showed a negative effect on this measure, and for Norway the introduction of more de-

genderization had a positive effect on entry into divorce among women, contrary to 

expectations. This may be due to the relative late introduction of earmarked leave in Norway 

in 1992; the full effect of earmarked leave may not have fully manifested itself yet. 

Furthermore findings for the earnings related remuneration for parental leave did have a 

stabilizing effect on marriages among men, with a significant negative effect. This aspect of 

de-genderization does appear to have led to a decrease in entry into divorce among men in 

Norway. Results for the FRG may be tied to the effect of educational level among women, the 

genderized nature of the conservative approach to family policy in the FRG, has introduced 

more stability to marriages in the FRG, but it is higher educated women who mainly from this 

development, while lower educated women are less likely to benefit from this development 

due to the lower income potential and weaker attachment to the labour force. Their economic 

contribution to the family is less than that of higher educated women, which is likely to result 
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in more instability and put a strain on their marriages, which in turn makes divorce more 

likely. 

Increases in de-familialziation do appear to have led to more stable marriages among women 

in Norway and the GDR, countries that increased the level of de-familialization through 

formal childcare coverage. For the GDR the increase during the socialist regime does appear 

to have stabilized marriages among women, especially those with longer educations, while the 

decrease in formal childcare after reunification has led to more instability, the effect does 

however remain insignificant. For Norway the increase in formal childcare from the mid 

1980s onwards show a significant negative effect on entry into divorce, this increase in de-

familialization had a stabilizing effect on marriages, strengthening women’s position in the 

labour market, and easing the financial strain on some marriages. But in France, the increase 

in de-familialization had a positive effect on entry into divorce among women, contrary to 

expectations, perhaps this is due to the fact that family policy has become very flexible, 

coupling long leaves (familialization) with high coverage of formal childcare (de-

familialization). This flexibility, gives women a choice regarding their role in the family 

while children are young, but this could also introduce instability in marriages where the 

husband and wife disagree on women’s role in the family while children are young. A 

positive effect was found for increases in de-familialization in the FRG, but the effect remains 

insignificant. De-familialization has however remained low, coverage of formal childcare for 

children below the age of 3 never exceeded 15% during the time of study, the conservative 

approach to family policy in the FRG provided little alleviation in terms of family care for 

women, which had a destabilizing effect on marriage, in particular among women with lower 

levels of education. The insignificant effect could be due to the relative late increase in formal 

childcare coverage, during the 1990s, the effect of formal childcare coverage on entry into 

divorce among women in the FRG may therefore not have manifested itself yet.  

The changes in housing policy do not appear to have a significant effect on entry into first 

divorce once changes to family policy are taken into account. Increases in the percentage of 

home-ownership do have a significant positive effect on entry into divorce among married 

couples in Norway and the GDR. For Norway this effect is most likely a result of the massive 

increase in home-ownership from 1960 to 2005, which in turn has increased entry into 

marriage, since marriage and home-ownership are likely to be highly correlated due to the 
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strong commitments implied by both. More respondents are therefore at risk of entry into 

divorce as a consequence of this development. For the GDR, the increase in instability of 

marriage is most likely tied to other developments related to German reunification, since 

access to home-ownership was restricted during the socialist regime, and increases in home-

ownership mainly took place after 1990. The effect observed here is most likely a result of the 

uncertainty that reunification introduced to the lives of married couples in the GDR, 

especially among lower educated women, who are more likely of entry into divorce. They 

have experienced more economic strain as a result of this uncertainty, and they have fewer 

resources to overcome it due to their lower education and income potential. This has made 

entry into divorce more likely among married women with low education in the GDR.   

Increases in home-ownership had negative effects on entry into divorce among married 

couples in France and the FRG, in both countries rental home availability has remained quite 

high, despite increase in home-ownership. Home-ownership has most likely not emerged as a 

housing norm for married couples in France and the FRG, due to the high availability of 

rental homes. This could be the reason behind the insignificant negative results. 

Reductions in public support for home-ownership, through special savings schemes and tax 

credits have a positive effect on entry into divorce among married couples in Norway, but 

results remain insignificant, most likely because despite these reductions, public support for 

home-ownership have remained high, furthermore reductions were introduced rather late in 

the 1990s, the full effect may therefore not have manifested itself. In the GDR the 

introduction of the Bausparkasse system shows a positive effect on entry for women, and a 

negative effect on entry for men, but neither effect is significant, this change is furthermore 

related to other developments associated with reunification, and may also be tied to 

educational levels of the respondents, with lower educated respondents being hit hardest by 

these changes compared to higher educated respondents. For France and the FRG, reductions 

in support for public savings schemes and tax credits show a negative insignificant effect on 

entry into divorce among married couples. These changes appear to have stabilized some 

marriages, but the absence of a significant effect may be due to the high availability of rental 

homes in these countries. Home-ownership may not be an important feature of marriage in the 

FRG and France, especially for lower educated respondents who are less likely of having 

resources for home-ownership in the FRG, while the more targeted systems in France, with 

means tested assistance for savings directed at low income families, could have stabilized 
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some marriages in this group, alleviating some of the economic strain they may experience. 

Especially for men in France, since changes to public home-ownership show a negative, but 

insignificant effect on entry into divorce among married men. 

The switch from hard rent control and tenure security to a softer deregulated rent control and 

tenure security, with more flexibility and mobility in the rental market, did have a positive 

effect on entry into divorce as expected, in France, Norway and the FRG. Results do remain 

insignificant however, in the case of France and Norway this is most likely due to the late 

introduction of these measures; the full effect may not have manifested itself yet. In the case 

of the FRG, the lack of a significant effect may be due to the early implementation of this 

measure, few respondents in the younger birth cohorts experienced this change, but came of 

risk of entry after the changes was already implemented. In the GDR the switch to soft 

deregulated rent control and tenure security with reunification has a negative effect on entry 

into divorce, albeit with insignificant effects. Indicating a stabilizing effect on marriages, the 

lack of a significant effect could be due to the late introduction of these measures, and due to 

the fact that rental homes have remained widely available, furthermore reunification 

introduced dramatic improvements on rental housing quality, improving standards of the old 

plattenbau housing and construction of better housing. This could have led to more stability in 

some marriages in the GDR, especially if two incomes are necessary to maintain rental homes 

with higher standards.  

With regards to the ages at risk there is considerable variation across the countries. Overall 

the result show that entry into divorce is likely to occur at earlier ages for women in France, 

men and women in Norway, and men and women in the FRG, women in the GDR appear to 

be more at risk of entry into first divorce at older ages. But there is little difference in the risk 

of entry across ages at risk for men in the GDR and France. The conservative approach to 

family policy in the FRG, and the reduction of de-familialization in the GDR with German 

reunification, appears to have prompted women, especially low educated women, to become 

more likely of entry into divorce at older ages at risk. They have become more reliant on a 

male breadwinner model, compared to women in France and Norway, and are therefore more 

likely to enter into divorce at older ages at risk. This may be due to the age of their children; 

they will not enter into divorce until their children are of a certain age, due to this male 

breadwinner dependence. The oldest birth cohort is least likely of entry into divorce compared 
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to the reference group and the younger birth cohorts. Divorce has become common among 

those respondents born between 1951 and 1960 and the successive birth cohorts, showing no 

significant increases or decreases in entry into divorce when these are compared. The 

youngest birth cohorts are less likely of entry into divorce compared to the older birth cohorts 

among married couples in Norway and the GDR and among men in France. But this group is 

more likely of entry into divorce among married couples in the FRG and among women in 

France. Findings for these groups have weak or no significant effect however, due to the fact 

that few respondents in this group has entered into marriage, those that did are less likely of 

entry into divorce due to the fact that they are newlyweds. But among married couples in the 

FRG and women in France, some already have entered into divorce, which is probably due to 

a combination of their very early marriages, and the fact that rental homes have remained 

widely available, making entry into divorce easier for these individuals.   

Entries into divorce at durations below 1 year of marriage are least likely of entry into divorce 

in all countries. In Norway longer durations of marriage are more likely of entry into divorce 

for men and women alike. In France there is little significant difference between longer 

durations of marriage, and the reference group; except for men where durations above 20 

years are less likely of entry into first divorce. For women and men in the FRG, there is little 

difference between longer durations and the reference group, the risk of entry into first 

divorce does not appear to increase or decrease significantly. For the women in GDR 

durations of marriage above 10 years are less likely of entry into divorce compared to the 

reference group, while there is little difference between longer durations for men. 
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8: Conclusion 

This chapter presents the conclusion of the thesis. It begins with an overview of the main 

findings of the thesis. How have changes to family and housing policy influenced entries into 

family formation and stability in France, Norway, the FRG, and the GDR. The chapter 

concludes with a section on further avenues for research focusing on how the inclusion of 

events related to childbirth, more diversity in welfare regime types and extension of the time 

period of the analysis could improve on the analysis.    

8.1: Entry into first consensual union and first marriage  

Findings from chapter 5 showed first and foremost that respondents were unlikely to enter 

into any form of partnership, be it consensual union or marriage, while still in education. At 

this stage in their lives respondents in all 4 countries, are still financial dependent on their 

families, they had not yet established themselves in the labour market, and therefore unlikely 

to enter into any form of partnership and begin the process of family formation. Additional 

years in education showed a positive effect on entry into marriage among women in countries 

that increased the level of de-familialization (France, GDR) or de-genderization (Norway), 

but a negative effect where family policy had remained conservative with low levels of de-

familialization and de-genderization (FRG). Higher educated women have not become less 

likely of entry into marriage as hypothesized by the “new home economics” (Becker, 1981). 

Quite the opposite, higher educated women are more likely of entry into marriage after they 

have exited the educational system, in contexts where family policy provide some alleviation 

of women’s caretaking responsibility through de-familialization or where policy include 

measures for de-genderization such as earmarked leave for fathers in order to increase their 

role in unpaid household work and care within the family. Family policy in the FRG failed to 

provide any form of reconciliation between work and family life or increase fathers role in 

unpaid work and care in the household, forcing women to choose between career and family 

life (Hakim, 2003). Marriage, as a rule, is highly correlated with childbirth, especially in the 

FRG where extramarital birth rates have remained low. Entry into marriage and having 

children is likely to cause severe disruption to their career advancement and income for high 

educated women in the FRG, due to the conservative approach to family policy. This has 

prompted higher educated women in the FRG to avoid entry into marriage, since they are 

more likely to be career oriented compared to lower educated women.  
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Findings for changes to family policy showed two distinct trends for women’s entry into 

marriage among the four countries. On the one hand, increases in familialization and de-

familialization had a negative effect on entry into marriage among women in France and the 

GDR. This is due to the fact that increases in these aspects of family policy occurred at the 

same time as globalization began to introduce more uncertainty into early labour market 

experiences. As a result younger birth cohorts opted for entry into consensual union over 

marriage as their first step of partnership formation, due to the flexible nature of this 

partnership. This enabled them to better deal with the uncertainty that globalization 

introduced, since consensual union is a less committed partnership than marriage, it enabled 

pooling of resources and an easier exit from the union compared to marriage. On the other 

hand different aspects of family policy had a positive effect on entry into marriage for women 

in Norway and the FRG. Family policy has provided an institutional filter for entry into 

marriage among women with different educational levels in these two countries. In Norway 

increases in de-genderization had a positive effect on entry into marriage among women, 

especially with the introduction of earmarked leave in 1993. The significance disappears for 

women when changes to housing policy are added to the models, but it remains for men. For 

the FRG increases in familialization through additional weeks of parental leave has a positive 

effect on entry into marriage among women. These findings highlight a difference in entry 

into marriage among women higher educational levels. Women with higher levels of 

education in Norway, who are more likely to be career oriented, became more likely of entry 

into marriage as the first step of partnership formation due to the de-genderized family policy, 

because this measure increased fathers involvement in household work and care within the 

family. Women with lower levels of education in the FRG, who are less likely to be career 

oriented, became more likely of entry into marriage as the first step of partnership formation, 

because the increase in familialization, through longer parental leaves increased their 

dependence on a male breadwinner while their children are young. This dependence on a male 

breadwinner is the main reason why women with higher education in the FRG have avoided 

entry into marriage as the first step of partnership formation, especially since marriage and 

childbirth has remained highly correlated in the FRG, with low levels of extramarital births. 

Entry into marriage with children would cause severe disruption to the career and income of 

higher educated women in the FRG, because of the conservative approach to family policy. 

Higher educated women in Norway do not experience the same level of disruption due to  
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Findings for changes to housing policy showed that increases in the percentage of home-

ownership had a significant negative effect on entry into marriage, and a positive effect on 

entry into consensual union. In Norway and the FRG, increases in home-ownership had a 

negative effect on entry into marriage, and a positive effect on entry into consensual union, 

despite the fact that home-ownership increased by 29% and 24%. In France the increase in 

home-ownership had a significant negative effect on entry into both destination states, most 

likely due to the fact that the distribution of rental homes vis-à-vis home-ownership remained 

quite stable. Rental home availability has remained quite high in France, which may have 

enabled them to stay single longer. No significant effect was found in the GDR, where home-

ownership has remained low, even after reunification, this may be because the state gave 

privileged access to housing for couples during the socialist regime. The effect of increases in 

home-ownership is strongest in the countries where this increased the most, the FRG and 

Norway. Most likely because this increase goes hand in hand with globalization, this 

uncertainty have prompted more couples to enter into consensual union due to the uncertainty 

in employment that this introduced, and because the lower availability of rental housing made 

a two person income more important to cover the cost of rental homes, especially as soft 

deregulation of rent control, allowed for rent increases in rental homes.  

The introduction of soft rent control and tenure security had a positive effect on entry into 

consensual union among respondents in France, Norway and the FRG. This switch from hard 

rent control and tenure security to soft deregulated rent control and tenure security that 

introduced more flexibility and mobility to the rental home sector with higher rents on new 

contracts, prompted more women and men in these countries to enter into consensual union as 

the first step of partnership formation. These changes made two person income households 

better equipped gain access to the rental market and cover the cost of initial rent increases. 

This coupled with the rising uncertainty in early labour market experience from globalization; 

prompted younger couples to opt for consensual union, because the flexible nature of this 

partnership allowed them to pool their resources and cover the initial rent increases on new 

contracts, without committing themselves to the same extend as marriage. But this effect was 

not observed for men in Norway and the FRG. The dramatic switch from hard rent freeze and 

tenure security to the more soft deregulated system with reunification did have a significant 

negative effect on entry into consensual union in the GDR. This changed introduced more 

uncertainty into the lives of respondents in the GDR, and made access to the rental market 
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more difficult, prompting them to become less likely of entry into consensual union. 

Especially for younger birth cohorts, since they did not enjoy the same stability of rent control 

and tenure security as the older birth cohorts.  

The reductions in public support for home-ownership show little influence on entry into 

marriage among respondents in the four countries. The changes introduced in France and 

Norway, have a positive effect on entry for women and a negative effect for men, but all 

coefficients remain insignificant. The switch to less preferential treatment of the Bausparkasse 

system in the FRG does have a negative effect on entry into marriage among both genders, 

but the introduction of tax allowances, show no significant effect. The switch to the 

Bausparkasse system in the GDR has a positive effect on entry into marriage among women, 

but no significant effect for men. Once family policy is added to the models, changes to 

support for home-ownership has little influence on entry into marriage in all four countries, 

most likely because family policy changes began earlier than housing policy changes in all 

four countries. When changes to support for home-ownership was introduced, respondents 

had already begun to opt for entry into consensual union over marriage, as the first step of 

partnership formation, since this move allowed them to better cope with the increased 

uncertainty in employment that globalization introduced.  

Results for ages at risk shows men are more likely of entry into consensual union and 

marriage at older ages at risk compared to women. Except in France where the pattern for 

men closely resembles that of women. Younger birth cohorts in France and Norway, those 

born after 1961 have become less likely of entry into marriage compared to the oldest birth 

cohorts and the reference group, those born between 1951 and 1960. In the FRG and the GDR 

an increase in entry into marriage as the first step of partnership formation is observed in the 

reference group compared to oldest birth cohort and the younger birth cohorts. Consensual 

union has spread as an alternative first step into partnership formation among the younger 

birth cohorts and the reference group, compared to oldest birth cohort, those born between 

1941 and 1950. Those respondents born between 1951 and 1980, experienced more 

uncertainty in their early labour market experience due to increase in globalization, as a result 

they opted for the flexible nature of consensual union over marriage, to better cope with this 

uncertainty, pool their resources and avoid the more committed partnership of marriage as the 

first step of family formation. The youngest birth cohort, those born after 1981 are less likely 
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of entry into consensual union in France, Norway and the FRG, compared to the reference 

group, due to the fact that many respondents in the group are still in the process of family 

formation, many are still in the educational system, and are therefore unlikely of entry into a 

partnership, since they have not yet acquired financial independence. But respondents born 

after 1981 in the GDR are more likely of entry into consensual union compared to those born 

between 1961 and 1980. Most likely because when these respondents became at risk of entry 

in 1997 onwards, some of the uncertainty from the reunification had been reduced, which 

made access to the soft deregulated rental home market easier for them, compared to those 

respondents born between 1961 and 1980 who experienced reunification first hand. 

8.2: Entry into first marriage and separation  

Findings for entry into first marriage or separation, the second step of partnership formation 

and stability showed that being in education still has a negative effect on entry into marriage 

for respondents in consensual union in all countries, with the exception of men in the GDR, 

where findings were not significant. Nevertheless, findings do show that respondents, who 

were in still in education while in consensual union, were unlikely of entry into marriage. At 

this stage, respondents are less likely to be financially independent and therefore unlikely to 

enter into the committed partnership of marriage or have children. Findings for additional 

years in education show a positive effect on entry into marriage for women in consensual 

union in France and Norway, the family policy context in these two countries have pursued a 

strategy of de-familializaiton through high provision of formal childcare (France) or a strategy 

of de-genderization, with measures of better remuneration of parental leave and earmarked 

leave that promote fathers take up of leave (Norway). This has enabled women with higher 

levels of education to better balance work and family life; and made them less likely to 

experience disruptions to their career and income. In the conservative context of the FRG, 

where family policy has remained structured towards familialization and genderization, with 

long leaves, low formal childcare and no measures to increase fathers’ role in household work 

and care, higher educated women have become less likely of entry into marriage, while in 

consensual union. Family policy has remained structured towards a male breadwinner model, 

high educated women have as a result avoided entry into marriage while in consensual union, 

especially since marriage and childbirth has remained highly correlated with low levels of 

extramarital childbirth. Entry into marriage, and having children would result in severe 

disruptions to the career and earnings. But effect was found for additional years of education 
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for entry into marriage among women in the GDR; findings are negative but remain 

insignificant. This may be a result of the massive changes to family and housing policy, 

coupled with the uncertainty that reunification introduced. 

Changes to family policy show considerable variation in the influence of family policy on 

entry into marriage for women in consensual union. In France and Norway, women in 

consensual union have become less likely of entry into marriage while in consensual union. 

The structure and configuration of family policy has increased de-familializaiton in France 

and de-genderization in Norway, granting women more independence from a male 

breadwinner. They are less likely to enter into marriage, even if they have children while in 

consensual union, especially since extramarital birth rate has increased. The approach to 

family policy has provided women with a stronger attachment to the labour market, and better 

earnings potential, making them less dependent on a male breadwinner and strengthened the 

dual earner family (Leitner, 2003: 366). But women with higher educational level remain 

more likely of entry into marriage while in consensual union, compared to women with lower 

educational level. The increases in de-familialization in France and de-genderization in 

Norway have granted higher educated women a better position to enter into marriage while in 

consensual union. The increase in extramarital births in France and Norway may therefore be 

a more likely outcome for lower educated women in consensual union, since marriage as a 

rule is highly correlated with childbirth. The increase in familializaiton has a positive effect 

on entry into marriage among women in the FRG, introducing an institutional filter for entry 

into marriage among women with different educational levels. This conservative approach to 

family policy, have made women with shorter educations more likely of entry into marriage, 

these women are more dependent on a male breadwinner, due to lower earnings potential and 

they are less likely of being career oriented. As a result they have become more likely of entry 

into marriage, especially if they are expecting a child. Findings were however not significant 

for entry into marriage among women in consensual union in the GDR, but they nevertheless 

showed negative effects for increases in parental leave and formal childcare. Findings indicate 

that the increase in de-familialization introduced during the socialist regime did grant women 

more independence from a male breadwinner model, making them less likely of entry into 

marriage while in consensual union, even if they have children. This seems especially likely 

since extramarital birth rates rose during the socialist regime and after reunification in the 

GDR.   
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Findings for increases in de-genderization does lend support to the notion that this policy 

towards increasing fathers role in unpaid household work and care within the family can make 

it easier for adaptable women to balance work and family life (Hakim, 2003). In France, FRG 

and the GDR family policy remained genderized, with flat rate remuneration; this has a 

significant negative effect on entry into marriage for women in consensual union. No 

incentives for fathers to take a more active role in the household work and care within the 

family were introduced, prompting women to become less likely of entry into the more 

traditional union of marriage. In Norway where the social democratic approach to family 

policy introduced earnings related remuneration for parental leave and an earmarked leave for 

fathers, this had a positive effect on entry into marriage among women and men in consensual 

union. The significance of this effect disappears for women when housing policy is added to 

the models are added to the model, but it remains for men. This effort of encouraging more 

fathers to take an active role in care within the family have made respondents in Norway more 

likely of entry into marriage while in consensual union, especially for women with higher 

educational levels.   

The effect of increases in the percentage of home-ownership appears to be tied to the overall 

distribution of home-ownership vis-à-vis rental homes. Increases in home-ownership had a 

positive effect on entry into marriage among couples in consensual union in France and the 

GDR, but a negative effect on entry among couples in Norway and the FRG. France and the 

GDR experienced less increase in home-ownership compared to Norway and the FRG, where 

home-ownership increased by 29% and 24% respectively. This increase may have 

strengthened norms related to home-ownership and marriage, making home-ownership the 

preferred accommodation for married couples, which in turn has prompted them to stay in 

consensual union longer, in order to acquire the necessary savings for home-ownership. No 

significant effect was found for increase in home-ownership in France, FRG and the GDR, 

perhaps this is due to the high availability of rental homes during the time of study, making 

older birth cohorts more likely of entry into separation, resulting in less difference in entry 

across younger birth cohorts. For Norway a significant positive effect of increases in home-

ownership was observed for entry into separation, this may be due to the increase in 

extramarital birth rates in Norway, this could have prompted some couples in consensual 

union to acquire home-ownership and have children while in consensual union. Especially 

since support for home-ownership has remained quite generous, some of these respondents 
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may have opted to enter into separation at a later date, which could be the explanation of the 

positive effect. It was not possible to test this idea, since the analysis does not include events 

related to childbirth.  

The switch from hard rent control and tenure security to a softer deregulated system did not 

have a significant effect on entry into separation as expected. The effect is positive among 

women and men in France, men in Norway, and women in the GDR, but negative for women 

in Norway and men in the GDR. But none of the coefficients are significant. The introduction 

of a soft deregulated rental marked did, however, have a negative effect on entry into 

marriage in all four countries, the switch from hard rent control to soft deregulated rent 

control, with more flexibility and mobility in the rental home market appears to have made 

couples in consensual union less likely of entry into marriage. 

Reductions in public support for home-ownership do not appear to have a significant effect on 

entry into marriage for couples in consensual union among women and men in Norway and 

France. In the case of Norway this could be due to the fact that the terms for loans provided 

by the state run Housing bank, have remained quite generous and extensive, with only minor 

changes. For France the explanation could be that the high availability of rental homes, have 

made home-ownership less important for married couples, the high availability of rental 

homes, and has resulted in a context where home-ownership has not emerged as a norm 

among married couples with children. The changes to public support for home-ownership do 

however have a significant negative effect on entry into marriage for women in the FRG but 

no significant effect for men is observed. This difference among the genders is most likely 

connected to the conservative approach to family policy in the FRG. Women, especially 

higher educated women, became less likely of entry into marriage, as these reductions were 

introduced, due to strong dependence of a male breadwinner model in the family policy 

structure of the FRG. Men did not experience the same significant effect, because women 

with lower levels of education were still likely of entry into marriage, especially since 

marriage and childbirth remained highly correlated with low levels of extramarital childbirth. 

The introduction of restrictions on access to home-ownership in 1971 and the introduction of 

the Bausparkasse system with reunification also had a negative effect on entry into marriage 

among couples in the GDR, findings were however only significant for men. The reduction in 

support for home-ownership and the uncertainty introduced with reunification did have the 
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expected negative effect on entry into marriage among couples in consensual union in the 

GDR, especially for men.  

Couples in consensual union in the France and the GDR are more likely of entry into marriage 

at ages 20 to 24, while couples in Norway and the FRG are more at risk of entry at older ages. 

The high provision of formal childcare and the lowest increases in home-ownership, appear to 

have created a context where couples in consensual are more likely to enter into marriage at 

earlier ages, while the FRG and Norway, where formal childcare have remained at lower 

levels, and home-ownership has increased more entry into marriage occurs at older ages at 

risk among couples in consensual union. Entry into separation is most likely at ages 20 to 24, 

compared to younger and older ages at risk, except among women in France, women in the 

FRG and men in the GDR. These groups are more likely of entry into separation at earlier 

ages at risk, which may be tied to high availability of rental homes, enabling them to stay in 

consensual union longer. Results for birth cohorts show that younger birth cohorts are less 

likely of entry into marriage, compared to the reference group and the oldest birth cohort. 

Except in the case of the FRG, where there is less difference in entry between the younger 

birth cohorts and the reference group. Older birth cohorts in the FRG started to stay in 

consensual union, and avoid entry into marriage quite early compared to the other countries, 

which could be due to the high provision of rental homes. Consensual union has emerged as 

an alternative to marriage much earlier in the FRG. Younger birth cohorts have also become 

more likely of entry into separation, the youngest birth cohort, those born after 1981 is more 

likely of entry into separation compared to older birth cohorts and the reference group in all 

four countries. But among women in France and men in the FRG, there is already an increase 

in entry into separation among those born after 1961 compared to the reference group and the 

oldest birth cohort. This could be attributed to relative high availability of rental homes in 

these countries.  

Findings for previous consensual union, months spent in previous consensual union and 

duration of consensual union, suffer from multicolinarity issues due to the fact that older birth 

cohorts are more likely to have experienced several durations of consensual union and longer 

durations compared to the younger birth cohorts, because they have been at risk for longer 

than younger birth cohorts. Findings suffer from this issue, but they do indicate that having 

experienced a previous consensual union, and spent longer time in consensual union make 
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respondents in all four countries, less likely of entry into marriage, and more likely of entry 

into separation. If a respondent has entered into separation once, they become more likely of 

entry again and less likely of entry into marriage.    

8.3: Entry into first divorce  

Results for additional years in education had point to a stabilizing effect of higher education 

among couples in marriage. With the exception of men in France higher levels of education 

has a negative effect on entry into divorce among married couples in all four countries. This 

suggests that the theory forwarded by the new home economics that higher educated women 

would be more likely of entry into divorce due to greater economic independence and less 

reliance on the male breadwinner is not correct (Becker, 1981). But findings are only 

significant for entry into divorce among married women and men in the FRG and for women 

in the GDR. The conservative approach to family policy in the FRG, and the increase in 

familialization experienced after reunification in the GDR, appears to have a stabilizing effect 

on marriages for respondents with higher levels of education, especially women, making them 

less likely of entry into marriage. Higher educated women in the FRG and the GDR have 

been better equipped at overcoming the lack of support through family policy for their 

employment, compared to lower educated women. Their higher income potential, a result of 

their higher level of education, could also have a stabilizing effect on married couples, since 

the couples have more to lose in the event of divorce, due to the economic contributions these 

women provide for the family (Härkönen & Dronkers, 2006).  

Changes to family policy show some support for the notion that a more generous family 

policy that supports female employment has a stabilizing effect on marriage (Härkönen & 

Dronkers, 2006). Increases in familialization, through longer maternity and parental leave, 

coupled with higher de-familialziation do have a negative effect on entry into divorce among 

married women in Norway. This approach to alleviation of childcare within the family, 

coupled with shorter lengths of parental leave, has made women in Norway less likely of 

entry into divorce. But in France and the GDR results remain insignificant, despite the fact 

that family policy included higher level of de-familialization. Furthermore increases in 

familialziation also had a stabalizing effect on entry into divorce among married women in 

the FRG, despite the fact that de-familialziation remained at low levels, with little alleviation 

of women’s caretaking responsibility through formal childcare.  
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The lack of de-genderization does have the expected positive effect on entry into divorce 

among married women in France and the GDR, but results are less convincing for France due 

to a lack of statistical significance. Findings do indicate that the genderized nature of family 

policy in these two countries, have led to instability in marriages among women. The lack of 

measures to increase fathers role in unpaid household work and care within the family, has 

introduced some tension and instability in marriage among in France and the GDR. Findings 

for Norway showed that the introduction of more de-genderization had a positive, albeit 

insignificant effect on entry into divorce among married women, the expectations was that 

this would have a negative effect, due to the support this measure provides for women in 

employment. But the lack of a significant effect may be due to the late introduction of 

earmarked leave in 1992 in Norway, the full effect may not have manifested itself yet. 

Findings for the introduction of earnings related remuneration for parental leave did have a 

stabilizing effect on entry into marriage among men in Norway; this aspect of de-

genderization has made married men in Norway less likely of entry into divorce. The 

genderized nature of the conservative family policy in the FRG has a negative effect on entry 

into divorce among married women; the expectation was that this would have a positive 

effect. The negative effect of flat rate remuneration, a measure that is highly unlikely to 

motivate fathers’ involvement in family care and household work may be tied to the effect of 

women’s educational level in the FRG. The genderized nature of the conservative family 

policy in the FRG, has led to more stability among married women, but it is higher educated 

women who benefit from this. Lower educated women are put in a disadvantageous position. 

Their weaker attachment to the labour market and low economic contribution to the marriage 

lead to more instability and economic strain in their marriages. 

Increases in de-familailzation through higher coverage of formal childcare for children below 

the age of 3, does have a stabilizing effect on marriages among women in Norway and the 

GDR. The effect for the GDR remains insignificant, but findings indicate that the increase in 

formal childcare during the socialist regime did have a negative effect on entry into divorce 

among married women, especially those with higher levels of education. For Norway the 

increase in formal childcare from the 1980s onwards show a significant negative effect on 

entry into divorce for women. This development could have introduced some stability for 

married women in Norway and the GDR; it has strengthened their attachment to the labour 

market, and enabled them to better balance work and family life. In France increases in de-
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familialization appear to have led to more instability in marriages among women, contrary to 

the expected negative effect. This may be due to the flexible nature of family policy in 

France, the long leaves (familialization) coupled with high coverage of formal childcare (de- 

familialization, provides women with a choice regarding their role in the family while the 

children are young, they can opt to take leave and stay at home, or they can return quickly to 

the labour market, taking advantage of the high formal childcare coverage. But this flexibility 

could also lead to instability in marriages where the husband and wife disagree on this issue. 

The conservative approach to family policy in the FRG, with low levels of formal childcare 

which never exceeded 15% during the time of study, appears to have had a destabilizing 

effect on marriages among women. The effect is positive, but remains insignificant, the 

insignificance could be due to the late introduction of higher formal childcare in the FRG, 

during the 1990s, and the full effect may therefore not have manifested itself yet. But it does 

indicate that the low level of de-familialziation has failed to provide stability for married 

women, especially among those with lower levels of education. These women have 

experienced more strain in the marriages due to their lower income potential and weaker 

attachment to the labour market, they are in a more disadvantages position, compared to 

women with higher levels of education, and have become more likely of entry into divorce, 

despite the modest increase in de-familialziation. 

Changes to housing policy do not appear to have a significant effect on entry into divorcee 

among married couples in the four countries when changes to family policy are taken into 

account. Increases in home-ownership show a significant positive effect on entry into divorce 

among women and men in Norway and the GDR. This effect of Norway is due to the massive 

increase in home-ownership by 29% from 1960 to 2005, this may have prompted more 

couples, in particular among the oldest birth cohorts to enter into marriage with home-

ownership, since marriage and home-ownership are likely to connected, due to the strong 

level of commitment both implies. More respondents have therefore become at risk of entry 

into divorce, due to this development. In the GDR, increases in home-ownership mainly took 

place after reunification, since access to home-ownership was restricted during the socialist 

regime. The instability observed for the GDR is therefore a result of the broader changes 

related to German reunification, this development has introduced more uncertainty among 

married couples in the GDR, especially for married women with lower levels of education. 

They have experienced more economic strain and uncertainty after reunification, which in 
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turn have made them more likely of entry into divorce. Higher educated women appear better 

equipped for this uncertainty, they are less likely of entry into divorce despite this 

development, and may have better resources to overcome the uncertainty that reunification 

introduced, making their marriages more stable. Increases in home-ownership had a negative 

but insignificant effect on entry into divorce among married couples in France and the FRG. 

But rental home availability has remained high despite the increase in home-ownership. 

Home-ownership has therefore not emerged as a norm among married couples in these two 

countries; due to this high availability, this could be the reason for the insignificant effect of 

the increase in home-ownership.   

Results for reductions in public support for home-ownership show little influence on entry 

into divorce among married couples in all four countries. The reductions in Norway have the 

expected positive effect on entry into divorce among married women and men, but findings 

remain insignificant. This may be due to the fact that despite reductions support for home-

ownership through the state run housing bank has remained quite generous compared to the 

other countries, and the fact that changes were introduced rather late during the 1990s; the full 

effect of this change may therefore not have fully manifested itself yet. The introduction of 

the Bausparkasse system during reunification in the GDR showed no significant effect for 

entry into divorce, the effect was positive for women and negative for men. The lack of a 

significant effect may be tied to the uncertainty reunification introduced. Given the negative 

effect of educational levels, it seems likely that this development has impacted lower educated 

respondents’ more than higher educated respondents. They have fewer resources to overcome 

the uncertainty of reunification, and as a result they have become more likely to enter into 

divorce. Reductions in public savings schemes appear to have stabilized some marriages in 

the FRG and France, but findings remain insignificant. The lack of an effect may be due to 

the high availability of rental homes. Home-ownership may not be an important housing norm 

for married couples, especially among lower educated respondents, who have fewer resources 

to acquire it, especially in the FRG. The more targeted systems for low income families for 

home-ownership support developed in France may furthermore have stabilized some 

marriages in this group, alleviating them of some of their financial strain. The negative effect 

on entry into divorce for changes to public home-ownership among men in France certainly 

indicates that this could be the case.  
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The switch from hard a more soft deregulated system of rent control and tenure security, 

providing more flexibility and mobility in the rental home market, does have the expected 

positive effect on entry into divorce among married women and men in France, Norway and 

the FRG. But findings remain insignificant, however. In the case of Norway and the FRG this 

may be due to relative late introduction of this system, the full effect may not have manifested 

itself yet. In the case of the FRG, it may be due to the early introduction of this measure, 

respondents in the younger birth cohorts were not at risk when this change was introduced. In 

the GDR the switch from hard rent control during the socialist regime to a soft deregulated 

rent control and tenure security with reunification has a negative but insignificant effect on 

entry into divorce among married couples. This indicates that reunification had a stabilizing 

effect on marriages which could be attributed to the wide availability of rental homes, which 

remained high after reunification. Furthermore reunification did introduce better standards of 

rental homes over time, which could have increased the cost of rental homes in the GDR, 

making a two person income household even more important to gain entry into rental homes. 

This aspect of housing changes with reunification could have stabilized marriage among 

women and men in the GDR, especially for women with higher levels of education, who are 

less likely of entry into divorce, compared to lower educated women. They have more 

resources to acquire rental homes with higher standards, which in turn may introduce less 

strain and economic uncertainty upon their marriages. 

Results for ages at risk show that women and men in Norway and women in France are more 

likely of entry into divorce at earlier ages at risk, while women and men in the FRG and 

women in the GDR are more likely of entry into divorce at older ages at risk. No significant 

differences across ages at risk were found for men in France and the GDR. Results for birth 

cohorts show that divorce has become more common among those respondents born between 

1951 and 1960 and the successive birth cohorts. The oldest birth cohort those born between 

1941 and 1950 are less likely of entry into divorce compared to the younger birth cohorts. The 

youngest birth cohort is unlikely of having entered into divorce among women and men in 

Norway and the GDR and among men in France. Findings are insignificant due to the fact 

that these respondents are still in the process of partnership formation, few have entered into 

marriage, most are newlyweds and unlikely of entry into divorce at this point. But there is a 

positive effect of entry into divorce among the youngest birth cohorts for couples in the FRG 

and women in France. This is most likely a result of a small group respondents having entered 
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into marriage at very early ages, making them more likely of entry into divorce, and the fact 

that rental homes have remained widely available, making entry into divorce easier these 

respondents. 

Entry into divorce at duration of marriage shorter than 1 year is highly unlikely compared to 

durations between 1 and 5 years in all four countries.  In Norway respondents with longer 

durations of marriage are more likely of entry into divorce, compared to the durations 

between 1 and 5 years. In France only men with durations of marriage above 20 years are less 

likely of entry into divorce, compared to the reference group, all other coefficients are 

insignificant. For women and men in the FRG, there is little difference in entry into divorce 

between longer durations and the reference group; findings show no increases or decreases. 

For men in the GDR there is also less difference across durations of marriage on entry into 

divorce, but among women durations of marriage above 10 years are less likely of entry into 

divorce compared to the reference group.  

These findings are a result of multicolinarity between the duration of marriage, the age at risk 

and the birth cohort of the respondents. Respondents in the older birth cohorts are more likely 

to have experienced longer durations of marriage before entering into divorce, they are also 

more likely to be at older ages at risk, due to the simple fact that they were at risk at older 

ages when data was collected, younger birth cohorts were not. This multicolinarity does have 

an influence on the significance of these three variables. Findings, especially those for age at 

risk indicate that the support for women’s employment through family policy in Norway and 

France, have prompted married couples, especially women, to enter into divorce earlier, these 

policies have granted women more economic independence and less reliance on a male 

breadwinner. The more conservative approach to family policy in the FRG and the reduction 

in de-familialization in the GDR appears to have increased the reliance of a male 

breadwinner, prompting women to divorce at older ages at risk. Especially for lower educated 

women in the FRG and GDR who are more likely of entry into divorce compared to higher 

educated women. These women experience more financial strain and instability in their 

marriages, due to their lower income potential and economic contribution to the family, they 

are therefore more likely of entry into divorce, but they do so at later ages at risk. This may be 

connected to the age of the children in these marriages; the dependence on a male 
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breadwinner prevents the lower educated women from entry into divorce, until their children 

are less reliant on care within the family.  

8.4: Avenues for further research  

The most obvious avenue for further analysis on this subject is to look at events related to 

childbirth. First childbirth is likely to have an impact on the decision to enter into marriage. 

Entry into marriage as rule is highly correlated with childbirth, couples area likely to enter 

into marriage when pregnancy is discovered in order to legitimize the childbirth (Blossfeld et. 

al.1999; Blossfeld & Mills, 2001). A look at how first pregnancy and first childbirth 

influences entry into marriage could show some interesting differences across the four 

countries, especially in light of their varied approach to the structure of family policy. 

Previous research conducted on the subject conducted by Blossfeld, Manting and Rohwer 

showed that being pregnant had a strong positive effect on the rate of entry into marriage, and 

that rate of entry dropped again 6 months after childbirth in the FRG and the Netherlands 

(Blossfeld, Manting & Rohwer, 1993). The inclusion of entry into childbirth in the analysis 

could shed more light on the interrelated process of partnership formation and fertility. The 

increase in extramarital birth rates in France, Norway and the GDR indicate that couples in 

consensual union are less likely of entry into marriage when pregnancy is discovered. The 

low levels of extramarital birth rates in the FRG indicate that pregnancy is likely to lead to 

entry into marriage among couples in consensual union. But the question is, do these couples 

enter into marriage at a later stage, and how does this relate to changes in family policy, 

especially among women. Has the increase in de-familialization in France and the GDR and 

the increase in de-genderization in Norway provided some women with more economic 

autonomy and independence, making them less likely of entry into marriage while being in 

consensual union with children? The inclusion of events related to childbirth could also shed 

more light on entry into separation and divorce, especially since the analysis found little 

influence of changes to family and housing policy on entry into these destination states. The 

lack of an effect of these measures may be due to the absence of childbirth from the analysis. 

The timing of entry into separation and divorce for couples in consensual union and marriage 

with children is likely to be influenced by the age of their children. Since young children are 

more likely require more care and attention, especially from the mothers than older children. 

A conservative approach to family policy with strong dependence on a male breadwinner 

could prompt women with lower education, to avoid breaking up the union, due to the weak 
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attachment to the labour market. Family policy that provides more de-familialization and de-

genderization could increase entry into separation and divorce among women who have 

young children, due to their less reliance on a male breadwinner. An analysis that includes 

childbirth events could shed more light on entry into these destination states, and provide 

more information on the interrelated process of partnership formation and fertility. 

An analysis of a more diverse set of welfare regimes could also lend some strength to the 

analysis. The inclusion of a country from the liberal regime would be a natural step for further 

analysis. Does the implicit familialism in the liberal welfare regime have the same effect on 

partnership formation and childbirth as the explicit familialism of the conservative welfare 

regimes? Would the same negative effect of higher educational level among women on entry 

into marriage be found in such a context? Or have women with higher education been able to 

overcome this implicit familialism through private provision of formal childcare? The 

analysis of this thesis did not include a country from the liberal regime; due to the fact no 

liberal regime was present in the GGS dataset. Inclusion of a country from the Southern 

European welfare regime could also be an interesting approach, due to the north- south divide 

shown in the introduction. Younger birth cohorts in Southern Europe have become 

economically dependent on their parents due to the uncertainty and poor prospects in the 

labour market. Consequently they remain in the parental home longer than their Northern 

European counterparts (Reher, 1998; Lesthaeghe, 2010). The data used in the analysis does 

include Italy; but the Italian GGS dataset relies on information from the Multiscope survey 

from ISTAT. This dataset has information on current household composition but does not 

include information on partnership histories, which is the reason for the exclusion of Italy 

from the analysis. Including a Southern European country such as Italy in the analysis could 

provide more information on the role of family policy and housing policy in the late entries 

into marriage and the low fertility rates observed in these countries. Substituting Norway with 

Sweden could also provide more diversity in the analysis. Sweden is a more “pure” example 

of the Social Democratic ideal type than Norway. Its family policy has included a higher level 

of de-familialziation and the same level of de-genderization, and its housing policy has a 

higher availability of rental homes. Would the same positive effect of increases in de-

genderization be observed for entry into marriage in the more ideal typical context of 

Sweden? Or is the positive effect of this measure in Norway mainly a result of the high 

availability of home-ownership? Sweden was excluded from the analysis because the GGS 
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was not available when work began on thesis. But with the release of the Swedish GGS 

dataset in 2019 a closer look on this more ideal typical Social Democratic welfare regime is 

warranted. 

Extending the analysis beyond the early 2000s is another avenue for further research. This 

could give a more detailed picture for entries among the youngest birth cohorts, those born 

after 1981. There has been many developments in the area of family policy in the countries in 

recent decades, especially in Germany where a more generous level of remuneration for 

parental leave and a massive investment in formal childcare has been introduced (Blum, 

2012). These developments represent a remarkable break from the previous conservative 

approach to family policy in Germany, especially since remuneration of parental leave now 

includes an earmarked portion for the father and the option for a short term earnings related 

benefit. Unfortunately it was not possible to look at the effects of these changes on family 

formation and stability, since the collection of data for the GGS stopped well before the 

changes were introduced. Extending the analysis to the time period after 2010 could also shed 

more light on the influence of housing policy, in particular the effects of support for rental 

home and home-ownership. The analysis did show a positive effect of soft deregulation of 

rental home and tenure security on entry into consensual union and separation in most 

countries. But changes to these aspects of housing policy also occurred late in during the time 

period of study, especially in the case of Norway; their full effect is therefore not likely to 

show in the analysis. Soft deregulation of rent control and tenure security could lead to more 

financial strain on couples in consensual union, leading to more instability, as free market 

rents increase the cost of maintaining rental homes, especially among couples in the younger 

birth cohorts with lower levels of education who experience more uncertainty in their early 

labour market experiences. The reductions in support for home-ownership is also likely to 

lead to instability in marriages over time, the increase in uncertainty and instability that 

globalization has introduced was quite apparent with the financial crisis in 2007-08, this is 

likely to have had a massive impact on the stability of marriages, especially among couples in 

the younger birth cohorts with lower levels of education who have fewer resources to 

overcome this instability and uncertainty. This could have a long lasting impact on their 

pattern of family formation and stability, and fertility, leading to more postponement of entry 

into marriage, increase child poverty rates.  
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Appendix A: Years of education  

This appendix outlines how the variable for years of education has been constructed based on 

the information on the respondents in both the FFS and the GGS dataset. In order to 

determine the years of completed schooling the ISCED 97 classification scheme is used for 

the GGS, while the somewhat older FFS dataset used the ISCED 1 classification scheme. The 

different classifications and their corresponding minimum years of schooling can be viewed 

in the table below. There is however some difference between the datasets with regard to the 

variable used to calculate the years of schooling. With regard to the category still in school 

other, there were no respondents declaring this for the countries of France and Norway in the 

GGS dataset. Respondents that declared themselves in school are assumed to have a minimum 

of 9 years of schooling, equivalent to a lower secondary education, since most of the 

respondents in this group are from the youngest cohort. Their current school enrolment might 

therefore range from upper secondary education to first or second part of tertiary education. It 

is reasonable to assume that all respondents in this group have a minimum of 9 years of 

completed schooling.  

Table: Years in different educational levels (minimum completed years of schooling).  

ISCED 1/ISCED 97 classification Minimum completed years of schooling 

0 - Pre Primary education 0 years of completed schooling 

1 - Primary education Minimum 6 years of completed schooling 

2 - Lower secondary education Minimum 9 years of completed schooling 

3 - Upper secondary education Minimum 12 years of completed schooling 

4 - Post secondary education Minimum 14 years of completed schooling 

5 - First part of tertiary education Minimum 15 years of completed schooling 

6 - Second part of tertiary education Minimum 17 years of completed schooling 

7 - Still in school/other 0 years of completed schooling 

 

For France it is impossible to distinguish between lower and upper secondary education given 

the fact that these two classifications were merged in the GGS dataset. It is therefore assumed 

that respondents in this group had a minimum of upper secondary education equivalent to 12 

years of schooling. It was furthermore impossible to distinguish between first and second part 

of tertiary education in the GGS dataset. Instead it is assumed that respondents in this group 
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had completed the second part of tertiary education. With regard to post secondary education, 

this classification was not possible to report in the French GGS datasets, and there are 

therefore no cases of this level of education included in the analysis.
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Appendix B: Entry into first consensual union and marriage 

Entry into first consensual union and marriage (education) 

France - Entry into first consensual union and marriage (Women) 

 First  entry into consensual union First entry into marriage 
Variable 1 2 3 1 2 3 
Constant  -4.539*** --4.711*** -5.710*** -4.985*** -4.597*** -4.611*** 
At risk  
(ref: 20- 24) 

      

age 16 - 19 -1.023*** -1.020*** -0.576*** -1.020*** -1.002*** -0.727*** 
age 25 – 29 -0.236*** -0.191*** -0.646*** -0.735*** -0.853*** -1.107*** 
age 30 – 34  -0.921*** -0.771*** -1.181*** -1.839*** -2.129*** -2.370*** 
age 35 – -2.116*** -1.714*** -2.074*** -3.167*** -3.686*** -3.923*** 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951-60) 

      

1941 – 50  -0.707*** -0.735***  0.335*** 0.267*** 
1961 – 70  0.460*** 0.476***  -1.112*** -1.048*** 
1971 – 80  0.428*** 0.449***  -2.058*** -1.940*** 
1981 –   0.290*** 0.336***  -2.956*** -2.837*** 
Years of 
education   

  0.109***   0.026** 

In education   -0.882***   -1.064*** 
Subjects 7458 7458 7458 7458 7458 7458 
Failures 3957 3957 3957 2327 2327 2327 
Observations 15348 15348 21387 15348 15348 21387 
Log likelihood -7277.85*** -6998.64*** -6648.87*** -5614.35*** -4965.86*** -4735.01*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 

France - Entry into first consensual union and marriage (Men) 

 Entry into first consensual union Entry into first marriage 
Variable 1 2 3 1 2 3 
Constant  -4.857*** -4.938*** -5.798*** -5.383*** -5.094*** -5.184*** 
At risk  
(ref: 20- 24) 

      

age 16 - 19 -1.642*** -1.651*** -1.247*** -2.300*** -2.257*** -2.021*** 
age 25 – 29 0.133*** 0.144*** -0.130** -0.147** -0.195*** -0.334*** 
age 30 – 34  -0.286*** -0.198** -0.428*** -1.077*** -1.291*** -1.424*** 
age 35 – -1.182*** -0.854*** -1.067*** -2.457*** -2.985*** -3.133*** 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951-60) 

      

1941 – 1950  -0.667*** -0.645***  0.508*** 0.513*** 
1961 – 1970  0.315*** 0.298***  -1.296*** -1.293*** 
1971 – 1980  0.346*** 0.318***  -1.900*** -1.889*** 
1981 –   0.220*** 0.222*  -3.127*** -3.092*** 
Years of 
education   

  0.090***   0.022* 

In education   -0.674***   -0.671*** 
Subjects 5418 5418 5418 5418 5418 5418 
Failures 2912 2912 2912 1408 1408 1408 
Observations 13304 13304 18229 13304 13304 18299 
Log likelihood -4826.43*** -4660.53*** -4527.72*** -3142.09*** -2711.68*** -2664.82*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 
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Norway - Entry into first consensual union and marriage (Women) 

 First  entry into consensual union First entry into marriage 
Variable 1 2 3 1 2 3 
Constant  -4.521*** -4.470*** -4.436*** -5.016*** -4.909*** -4.910*** 
At risk  
(ref: 20 - 24) 

      

age 16 - 19 -1.005*** -1.036*** -0.506*** -1.385*** -1.313*** -0.793*** 
age 25 – 29 -0.050 -0.032 -0.359*** -0.250*** -0.311*** -0.592*** 
age 30 – 34  -0.576*** -0.520*** -0.831*** -0.875*** -1.010*** -1.278*** 
age 35 – -1.945*** -1.662*** -1.936*** -1.978*** -2.390*** -2.638*** 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951-60) 

      

1941 – 1950  -0.916*** -0.957***  0.601*** 0.559*** 
1961 – 1970  0.270*** 0.309***  -1.031*** -0.995*** 
1971 – 1980  0.198*** 0.333***  -1.396*** -1.256*** 
1981 –   0.024 -0.069  -2.271*** -2.336*** 
Years of 
education   

  0.020**   0.023** 

In education   -1.320***   -1.336*** 
Subjects 10156 10156 10156 10156 10156 10156 
Failures 5583 5583 5583 2948 2948 2948 
Observations 20633 20633 29971 20633 20633 29971 
Log likelihood -9953.42*** -9518.66*** -8742.73*** -6639.72*** -5882.50*** -5508.40*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 

Norway - Entry into first consensual union and marriage (Men) 

 First  entry into consensual union First entry into marriage 
Variable 1 2 3 1 2 3 
Constant  -4.946*** -4.790*** -4.989*** -5.617*** -5.754*** -6.185*** 
At risk  
(ref: 20 - 24) 

      

age 16 - 19 -1.706*** -1.709*** -1.188*** -2.429*** -2.374*** -1.913*** 
age 25 – 29 0.327*** 0.314*** 0.107*** 0.358*** 0.323*** 0.162*** 
age 30 – 34  -0.038 -0.035 -0.233*** -0.142 -0.242*** -0.394*** 
age 35 – -1.172*** -1.028*** -1.200*** -1.235*** -1.602*** -1.733*** 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951-60) 

      

1941 – 1950  -0.822*** -0.824***  0.908*** 0.914*** 
1961 – 1970  0.126*** 0.154***  -0.705*** -0.684*** 
1971 – 1980  0.010 0.062  -0.982*** -0.945*** 
1981 –   -0.190** -0.282***  -2.282*** -2.317*** 
Years of 
education   

  0.030***   0.046*** 

In education   -1.071***   -0.794*** 
Subjects 7592 7592 7592 7592 7592 7592 
Failures 4159 4159 4159 2016 2016 2016 
Observations 19093 19093 26648 19093 19093 26648 
Log likelihood -6644.17*** -6399.59*** -6166.62*** -4258.91*** -3707.98*** -3646.04*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 
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FRG - Entry into first consensual union and marriage (Women) 

 First  entry into consensual union First entry into marriage 
Variable 1 2 3 1 2 3 
Constant  -4.991*** -5.015*** -5.604*** -5.411*** -4.926*** -4.306*** 
At risk  
(ref: 20 - 24) 

      

age 16 - 19 -0.958*** -0.974*** -0.387*** -0.976*** -0.959*** -0.499*** 
age 25 – 29 -0.037 -0.000 -0.162*** -0.238*** -0.344*** -0.458*** 
age 30 – 34  -0.626*** -0.516*** -0.666*** -1.190*** -1.449*** -1.570*** 
age 35 – -1.776*** -1.412*** -1.556*** -2.404*** -2.858*** -2.989*** 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951-60) 

      

1941 – 1950  -0.853*** -0.807***  0.098 0.188** 
1961 – 1970  0.079* 0.066  -0.940*** -0.929*** 
1971 – 1980  0.179*** 0.194***  -1.133*** -1.045*** 
1981 –   0.372*** 0.498***  -1.922*** -1.742*** 
Years of 
education   

  0.061***   -0.042*** 

In education   -1.400***   -1.929*** 
Subjects 5554 5554 5554 5554 5554 5554 
Failures 2444 2444 2444 1497 1497 1497 
Observations 12766 12766 17011 12766 12766 17011 
Log likelihood -5143.68*** -5075.68*** -4827.06*** -3918.94*** -3720.87*** -3480.77*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 

FRG - Entry into first consensual union and marriage (Men) 

 First  entry into consensual union First entry into marriage 
Variable 1 2 3 1 2 3 
Constant  -5.478*** -5.412*** -6.204*** -5.952*** -5.632*** -5.751*** 
At risk  
(ref: 20 - 24) 

      

age 16 - 19 -1.487*** -1.492*** -0.944*** -1.820*** -1.778*** -1.267*** 
age 25 – 29 0.189*** 0.192*** 0.001 0.421*** 0.357*** 0.185** 
age 30 – 34  -0.089 -0.068 -0.262*** -0.589*** -0.758*** -0.930*** 
age 35 – -0.937*** -0.805*** -1.007*** -1.192*** -1.600*** -1.782*** 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951-60) 

      

1941 – 1950  -0.437*** -0.432***  0.316*** 0.341*** 
1961 – 1970  -0.054 -0.084  -0.814*** -0.853*** 
1971 – 1980  0.075 0.050  -0.813*** -0.817*** 
1981 –   -0.079 -0.043  -1.338*** -1.310*** 
Years of 
education   

  0.078***   0.024 

In education   -0.929***   -1.124*** 
Subjects 4368 4368 4368 4368 4368 4368 
Failures 1608 1608 1608 986 986 986 
Observations 11761 11761 15829 11761 11761 15829 
Log likelihood -3423.87*** -3406.89*** -3331.39*** -2462.30*** -2354.25*** -2306.90*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 
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GDR - Entry into first consensual union and marriage (Women) 

 First  entry into consensual union First entry into marriage 
Variable 1 2 3 1 2 3 
Constant  -4.826*** -4.971*** -5.722*** -4.627*** -4.193*** -5.403*** 
At risk  
(ref: 20 - 24) 

      

age 16 - 19 -0.834*** -0.848*** -0.097 -1.120*** -1.092*** -0.393*** 
age 25 – 29 -0.377*** -0.333*** -0.584*** -1.052*** -1.107*** -1.366*** 
age 30 – 34  -0.853*** -0.767*** -1.032*** -2.569*** -2.700*** -2.965*** 
age 35 – -2.072*** -1.900*** -2.167*** -4.063*** -4.142*** -4.401*** 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951-60) 

      

1941 – 1950  -0.142 -0.148  -0.622*** -0.637*** 
1961 – 1970  0.213*** 0.194***  -0.626*** -0.651*** 
1971 – 1980  0.295*** 0.206***  -2.205*** -2.270*** 
1981 –   0.705*** 0.763***  -2.009*** -1.955*** 
Years of 
education   

  0.080***   0.115*** 

In education   -1.553***   -1.075*** 
Subjects 3453 3453 3453 3453 3453 3453 
Failures 1330 1330 1330 1324 1324 1324 
Observations 6892 6892 9716 6892 6892 9716 
Log likelihood -2989.93*** -2974.22*** -2737.88*** -2790.42*** -2631.49*** -2482.54*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 

GDR - Entry into first consensual union and marriage (Men) 

 First  entry into consensual union First entry into marriage 
Variable 1 2 3 1 2 3 
Constant  -5.165*** -5.238*** -5.982*** -5.127*** -4.668*** -6.116*** 
At risk  
(ref: 20 - 24) 

      

age 16 - 19 -1.469*** -1.476*** -0.714*** -1.985*** -1.923*** -1.290*** 
age 25 – 29 0.201*** 0.230*** 0.055 -0.227** -0.313*** -0.499*** 
age 30 – 34  -0.744*** -0.685*** -0.865*** -1.571*** -1.781*** -1.955*** 
age 35 – -1.575*** -1.409*** -1.608*** -2.894*** -3.187*** -3.363*** 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951-60) 

      

1941 – 1950  -0.314*** -0.271***  -0.144 -0.131 
1961 – 1970  0.166*** 0.117  -0.883*** -0.903*** 
1971 – 1980  0.100 0.041  -2.531*** -2.554*** 
1981 –   0.299 0.363  -15.270 -15.190 
Years of 
education   

  0.075***   0.128*** 

In education   -1.385***   -0.692*** 
Subjects 2443 2443 2443 2443 2443 2443 
Failures 883 883 883 752 752 752 
Observations 5781 5781 8097 5781 5781 8097 
Log likelihood -1822.84*** -1815.10*** -1735.60*** -1583.52*** -1464.24*** -1426.47*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 
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Entry into first consensual union and marriage (family policy) 
Family policy France - Entry into first consensual union and marriage (Women) 

 First  entry into consensual union First  entry into marriage 
Variable 1 2 3 1 2 3 
Constant  -7.404*** -7.503*** -6.877*** -2.406*** -2.289*** -2.288*** 
At risk  
(ref: 20 – 24) 

      

age 16 – 19 -0.491*** -0.484*** -0.458*** -0.815*** -0.832*** -0.839*** 
age 25 – 29 -0.742*** -0.748*** -0.770*** -0.961*** -0.921*** -0.912*** 
age 30 – 34  -1.400*** -1.419*** -1.471*** -2.029*** -1.907*** -1.892*** 
age 35 – -2.508*** -2.544*** -2.661*** -3.339*** -3.006*** -2.986*** 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951 - 1960) 

      

1941 – 1950 -0.468*** -0.475*** -0.209*** 0.051 0.056 0.032 
1961 – 1970 0.121** 0.084 0.055 -0.604*** -0.344*** -0.336*** 
1971 – 1980 0.010 -0.038 -0.038 -1.417*** -0.999*** -0.993*** 
1981 –  -0.144 -0.196* -0.255** -2.272*** -1.842*** -1.830*** 
Years of education 0.105*** 0.105*** 0104*** 0.033*** 0.036*** 0.036*** 
In education -0.890*** -0.890*** -0.893*** -1.064*** -1.069*** -1.068*** 
Family policy (macro)       
Maternity leave 
(weeks) 

0.101*** 0.109*** 0.003 -0.146*** -0.156*** -0.152*** 

Parental leave (weeks) 0.004*** 0.003*** 0.001 -0.003*** -0.002*** -0.002** 
Remuneration  0.079 0.172***  -0.501*** -0.514*** 
Childcare   0.036***   -0.003 
Subjects 7458 7458 7458 7458 7458 7458 
Failures 3957 3957 3957 2327 2327 2327 
Observations 25792 27379 34555 25792 27379 34555 
Log likelihood -6612.78*** -6611.92*** -6590.41*** -4705.24*** -4693.78*** -4693.63*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 

Family policy France - Entry into first consensual union and marriage (Men) 

 First  entry into consensual union First  entry into marriage 
Variable 1 2 3 1 2 3 
Constant  -7.929*** -8.106*** -7.619*** -1.564* -1.714** -1.715** 
At risk  
(ref: 20 – 24) 

      

age 16 – 19 -1.194*** -1.183*** -1.165*** -2.116*** -2.125*** -2.137*** 
age 25 – 29 -0.190*** -0.206*** -0.218*** -0.185** -0.146** -0.131* 
age 30 – 34  -0.558*** -0.593*** -0.618*** -1.060*** -0.963*** -0.936*** 
age 35 – -1.334*** -1.403*** -1.460*** -2.463*** -2.164*** -2.129*** 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951 - 1960) 

      

1941 – 1950 -0.434*** -0.443*** -0.314*** 0.167** 0.165** 0.129 
1961 – 1970 0.110* 0.038 0.033 -0.889*** -0.604*** -0.595*** 
1971 – 1980 0.099 0.010 0.016 -1.437*** -1.060*** -1.053*** 
1981 –  -0.028 -0.124 -0.157 -2.584*** -2.193*** -2.172*** 
Years of education 0.088*** 0.087*** 0.087*** 0.027** 0.028** 0.029** 
In education -0.681*** -0.680*** -0.682*** -0.666*** -0.669*** -0.669*** 
Family policy (macro)       
Maternity leave 
(weeks) 

0.136*** 0.151*** 0.081 -0.239*** -0.230*** -0.223*** 

Parental leave (weeks) 0.001 0.001 -0.001 -0.002** -0.002 -0.001 
Remuneration  0.170*** 0.219***  -0.492*** -0.514*** 
Childcare   0.021***   -0.005 
Subjects 5418 5418 5418 5418 5418 5418 
Failures 2912 2912 2912 1408 1408 1408 
Observations 22387 23898 30433 22387 23898 30433 
Log likelihood -4514.09*** -4511.25*** -4506.10*** -2638.69*** -2631.82*** -2631.58*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 
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Family policy Norway - Entry into first consensual union and marriage (Women) 

 First  entry into consensual union First  entry into marriage 
Variable 1 2 3 1 2 3 
Constant  -4.105*** -4.041*** -4.038*** -4.986*** -4.277*** -4.310*** 
At risk  
(ref: 20 – 24) 

      

age 16 – 19 -0.490*** -0.491*** -0.496*** -0.860*** -0.860*** -0.851*** 
age 25 – 29 -0.358*** -0.356*** -0.344*** -0.471*** -0.472*** -0.486*** 
age 30 – 34  -0.814*** -0.812*** -0.787*** -0.964*** -0.955*** -0.981*** 
age 35 – -1.893*** -1.888*** -1.840*** -2.012*** -2.024*** -2.089*** 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951 - 1960) 

      

1941 – 1950 -0.741*** -0.742*** -0.761*** 0.239*** 0.239*** 0.264*** 
1961 – 1970 0.232*** 0.235*** 0.245*** -0.705*** -0.674*** -0.689*** 
1971 – 1980 0.452*** 0.460*** 0.492*** -0.751*** -0.815*** -0.869*** 
1981 –  0.124 0.127 0.232* -1.692*** -1.654*** -1.817*** 
Years of education 0.020** 0.021** 0.022*** 0.030*** 0.029*** 0.029*** 
In education -1.327*** -1.327*** -1.330*** -1.345*** -1.344*** -1.343*** 
Family policy (macro)       
Maternity leave 
(weeks) 

-0.049*** -0.055*** -0.053*** 0.028*** -0.031 -0.032 

Parental leave (weeks) -0.012** -0.010* -0.008 -0.013** -0.059*** -0.060*** 
Remuneration  -0.120 -0.126  0.150 0.155 
Earmarked leave  -0.069 -0.061  1.190*** 1.151*** 
Childcare   -0.006   0.009 
Subjects 10156 10156 10156 10156 10156 10156 
Failures 5583 5583 5583 2984 2984 2984 
Observations 43063 45101 49845 43063 45101 49845 
Log likelihood -8702.62*** -8702.12*** -8701.07*** -5468.43*** -5461.36*** -5460.82*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 

Family policy Norway - Entry into first consensual union and marriage (Men) 

 First  entry into consensual union First  entry into marriage 
Variable 1 2 3 1 2 3 
Constant  -4.816*** -4.753*** -4.755*** -6.261*** -5.592*** -5.594*** 
At risk  
(ref: 20 – 24) 

      

age 16 – 19 -1.178*** -1.181*** -1.192*** -1.973*** -1.977*** -1.976*** 
age 25 – 29 0.106*** 0.105*** 0.130*** 0.235*** 0.233*** 0.229*** 
age 30 – 34  -0.234*** -0.235*** -0.189*** -0.092 -0.088 -0.093 
age 35 – -1.201*** -1.203*** -1.116*** -1.112*** -1.094*** -1.106*** 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951 - 1960) 

      

1941 – 1950 -0.612*** -0.611*** -0.647*** 0.416*** 0.411*** 0.416*** 
1961 – 1970 0.163*** 0.173*** 0.184*** -0.485*** -0.428*** -0.430*** 
1971 – 1980 0.162** 0.151* 0.227*** -0.628*** -0.654*** -0.666*** 
1981 –  -0.148 -0.130 0.055 -1.914*** -1.796*** -1.825*** 
Years of education 0.031*** 0.031*** 0.031*** 0.048*** 0.048*** 0.048*** 
In education -1.069*** -1.069*** -1.076*** -0.815*** -0.815*** -0.815*** 
Family policy (macro)       
Maternity leave 
(weeks) 

-0.036*** -0.041** -0.036* 0.047*** -0.009 -0.009 

Parental leave (weeks) -0.007** -0.016*** -0.013** -0.007 -0.050*** -0.050*** 
Remuneration  0.118 0.106  0.136 0.137 
Earmarked leave  0.234** 0.222*  1.053*** 1.050*** 
Childcare   -0.010**   0.002 
Subjects 7592 7592 7592 7592 7592 7592 
Failures 4179 4179 4179 2016 2016 2016 
Observations 40486 42471 48188 40486 42471 48188 
Log likelihood -6151.50*** -6149.44*** -6146.32*** -3616.35*** -3610.75*** -3610.73*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 
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Family policy FRG - Entry into first consensual union and marriage (Women) 

 First  entry into consensual union First  entry into marriage 
Variable 1 2 3 1 2 3 
Constant  -6.496*** -6.488*** -6.530*** -3.431*** -3.266*** -3.274*** 
At risk  
(ref: 20 – 24) 

      

age 16 – 19 -0.383*** -0.394*** -0.397*** -0.520*** -0.539*** -0.541*** 
age 25 – 29 -0.167*** -0.161*** -0.156*** -0.424*** -0.389*** -0.385*** 
age 30 – 34  -0.678*** -0.665*** -0.661*** -1.489*** -1.413*** -1.408*** 
age 35 – -1.584*** -1.574*** -1.570*** -2.808*** -2.777*** -2.770*** 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951 - 1960) 

      

1941 – 1950 -0.747*** -0.757*** -0.761*** 0.100 0.064 0.060 
1961 – 1970 0.060 0.115* 0.130** -0.870*** -0.713*** -0.704*** 
1971 – 1980 0.183* 0.207** 0.217** -0.881*** -0.873*** -0.867*** 
1981 –  0.484*** 0.494*** 0.490*** -1.545*** -1.602*** -1.602*** 
Years of education 0.061*** 0.060*** 0.060*** -0.040*** -0.042*** -0.041*** 
In education -1.400*** -1.405*** -1.406*** -1.932*** -1.941*** -1.941*** 
Family policy (macro)       
Maternity leave 
(weeks) 

0.064 0.065 0.071 -0.064 -0.073 -0.071 

Parental leave (weeks) 0.000 0.001 0.001* -0.001 0.003** 0.003** 
Remuneration  -0.195** -0.151  -0.638*** -0.617*** 
Childcare   -0.008   -0.004 
Subjects 5554 5554 5554 5554 5554 5554 
Failures 2444 2444 2444 1497 1497 1497 
Observations 27365 27365 33654 27365 27365 33654 
Log likelihood -4826.77*** -4823.80*** -4823.48*** -3479.66*** -3467.37*** -3467.33*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 

Family policy FRG - Entry into first consensual union and marriage (Men) 

 First  entry into consensual union First  entry into marriage 
Variable 1 2 3 1 2 3 
Constant  -9.466*** -9.405*** -9.340*** -4.220*** -4.122*** -4.179*** 
At risk  
(ref: 20 – 24) 

      

age 16 – 19 -0.926*** -0.942*** -0.936*** -1.311*** -1.320*** -1.335*** 
age 25 – 29 -0.025 -0.012 -0.018 0.249*** 0.267*** 0.287*** 
age 30 – 34  -0.314*** -0.289*** -0.297*** -0.784*** -0.744*** -0.710*** 
age 35 – -1.116*** -1.076*** -1.088*** -1.468*** -1.427*** -1.376*** 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951 - 1960) 

      

1941 – 1950 -0.261** -0.289*** -0.278*** 0.213** 0.184* 0.153 
1961 – 1970 -0.107 -0.025 -0.049 -0.715*** -0.634*** -0.573*** 
1971 – 1980 0.004 0.035 0.027 -0.501** -0.506** -0.486*** 
1981 –  -0.105 -0.079 -0.070 -0.945** -0.956** -0.966*** 
Years of education 0.078*** 0.076*** 0.077*** 0.025 0.023 0.023 
In education -0.918*** -0.934*** -0.931*** -1.130*** -1.139*** -1.143*** 
Family policy (macro)       
Maternity leave 
(weeks) 

0.234*** 0.234*** 0.224*** -0.111* -0.115* -0.102 

Parental leave (weeks) 0.000 0.002** 0.001 -0.002* -0.000 0.001 
Remuneration  -0.302*** -0.383***  -0.313** -0.149 
Childcare   0.014   -0.029* 
Subjects 4368 4368 4368 4368 4368 4368 
Failures 1608 1608 1608 986 986 986 
Observations 25717 25717 31717 25717 25717 31717 
Log likelihood -3327.09*** -3322.69*** -3321.99*** -2304.01*** -2301.81*** -2300.34*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 
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Family policy GDR - Entry into first consensual union and marriage (Women) 

 First  entry into consensual union First  entry into marriage 
Variable 1 2 3 1 2 3 
Constant  -5.648*** -5.691*** -5.566*** -6.672*** -6.504*** -6.222*** 
At risk  
(ref: 20 – 24) 

      

age 16 – 19 -0.077 -0.065 -0.070 -0.497*** -0.524*** -0.537*** 
age 25 – 29 -0.607*** -0.622*** -0.622*** -1.206*** -1.151*** -1.136*** 
age 30 – 34  -1.089*** -1.123*** -1.128*** -2.563*** -2.421*** -2.407*** 
age 35 – -2.275*** -2.330*** -2.342*** -3.532*** -3.359*** -3.412*** 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951 - 1960) 

      

1941 – 1950 -0.139 -0.118 -0.161 -0.418*** -0.482*** -0.571*** 
1961 – 1970 0.150* 0.096 0.116 -0.317*** -0.171** -0.136 
1971 – 1980 0.090 0.013 0.013 -1.183*** -0.924*** -0.964*** 
1981 –  0.605*** 0.536** 0.487** -0.427 -0.246 -0.474 
Years of education 0.078*** 0.077*** 0.078*** 0.120*** 0.124*** 0.125*** 
In education -1.551*** -1.543*** -1.547*** -1.103*** -1.121*** -1.123*** 
Family policy (macro)       
Maternity leave 
(weeks) 

-0.004 -0.001 -0.002 0.059*** 0.049*** 0.049*** 

Parental leave (weeks) 0.001 0.001 0.001 -0.007*** -0.006*** -0.005*** 
Remuneration  0.126 0.152*  -0.407*** -0.373*** 
Childcare   -0.002   -0.007 
Subjects 3453 3453 3453 3453 3453 3453 
Failures 1330 1330 1330 1324 1324 1324 
Observations 13756 14747 18145 13756 14747 18145 
Log likelihood -2737.31*** -2736.26*** -2735.70*** -2439.60*** -2430.19*** -2428.99*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 

Family policy GDR - Entry into first consensual union and marriage (Men) 

 First  entry into consensual union First  entry into marriage 
Variable 1 2 3 1 2 3 
Constant  -6.224*** -6.289*** -6.461*** -6.714*** -6.585*** -6.526*** 
At risk  
(ref: 20 – 24) 

      

age 16 – 19 -0.733*** -0.718*** -0.715*** -1.404*** -1.426*** -1.429*** 
age 25 – 29 0.083 0.059 0.056 -0.308*** -0.267** -0.263** 
age 30 – 34  -0.803*** -0.858*** -0.854*** -1.536*** -1.427*** -1.423*** 
age 35 – -1.504*** -1.580*** -1.565*** -2.421*** -2.291*** -2.297*** 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951 - 1960) 

      

1941 – 1950 -0.229 -0.203 -0.155 -0.216 -0.257 -0.273 
1961 – 1970 0.168* 0.087 0.071 -0.487*** -0.359*** -0.352*** 
1971 – 1980 0.186 0.095 0.127 -1.360*** -1.212*** -1.236*** 
1981 –  0.532* 0.442 0.508* -14.090 -14.184 -14.228 
Years of education 0.075*** 0.075*** 0.075*** 0.130*** 0.130*** 0.130*** 
In education -1.385*** -1.373*** -1.363*** -0.726*** -0.735*** -0.737*** 
Family policy (macro)       
Maternity leave 
(weeks) 

0.010 0.013 0.013 0.036*** 0.030*** 0.030*** 

Parental leave (weeks) -0.000 -0.001 -0.001 -0.008*** -0.008*** -0.008*** 
Remuneration  0.164 0.134  -0.274** -0.266** 
Childcare   0.003   -0.001 
Subjects 2443 2443 2443 2443 2443 2443 
Failures 883 883 883 752 752 752 
Observations 11672 12559 15647 11672 12559 15647 
Log likelihood -1734.61*** -1733.47*** -1732.98*** -1406.39*** -1404.30*** -1404.26*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 
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Entry into first consensual union and marriage (housing policy) 

Housing policy France - Entry into first consensual union and marriage (Women) 

 First  entry into consensual union First  entry into marriage 
Variable 1 2 3 1 2 3 
Constant  -5.424*** -6.121*** -5.222*** -1.207*** -1.032* -1.522** 
At risk  
(ref: 20 – 24) 

      

age 16 – 19 -0.581*** -0.527*** -0.511*** -0.679*** -0.735*** -0.751*** 
age 25 – 29 -0.640*** -0.703*** -0.720*** -1.107*** -1.026*** -1.010*** 
age 30 – 34  -1.165*** -1.302*** -1.337*** -2.305*** -2.110*** -2.073*** 
age 35 – -2.041*** -2.310*** -2.387*** -3.608*** -3.347*** -3.246*** 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951 - 1960) 

      

1941 – 1950 -0.724*** -0.500*** -0.454*** 0.433*** 0.269*** 0.239*** 
1961 – 1970 0.496*** 0.274*** 0.251*** -0.823*** -0.615*** -0.578*** 
1971 – 1980 0.492*** 0.248*** 0.161* -1.419*** -1.261*** -1.126*** 
1981 –  0.394*** 0.116 0.044 -2.198*** -2.053*** -1.931*** 
Years of education 0.109*** 0.107*** 0.106*** 0.027** 0.031** 0.032*** 
In education -0.884*** -0.891*** -0.890*** -1.074*** -1.072*** -1.074*** 
Housing policy 
(macro) 

      

Homeowner (%) -0.006 0.003 -0.016 -0.073*** -0.073*** -0.063*** 
Savings (ref: t1)       
t2: Scheme - PAP  0.485*** 0.496***  -0.380*** -0.390*** 
t3: Scheme - PTZ  0.461*** 0.486***  -0.289 -0.270 
Rent control and 
Tenure security (ref: t1) 

      

t2: RC +TS relaxed   0.218***   -0.232* 
Subjects 7458 7458 7458 7458 7458 7458 
Failures 3957 3957 3957 2327 2327 2327 
Observations 28313 29694 31353 28313 29694 31353 
Log likelihood -6648.57*** -6621.54*** -6616.00 -4714.26*** -4697.84*** -4696.38** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 

Housing policy France - Entry into first consensual union and marriage (Men) 

 First  entry into consensual union First  entry into marriage 
Variable 1 2 3 1 2 3 
Constant  -5.488*** -5.965*** -4.741*** -2.167*** -1.781** -1.952** 
At risk  
(ref: 20 – 24) 

      

age 16 – 19 -1.252*** -1.222*** -1.202*** -1.969*** -2.033*** -2.039*** 
age 25 – 29 -0.122** -0.152*** -0.171*** -0.336*** -0.249*** -0.244*** 
age 30 – 34  -0.410*** -0.476*** -0.516*** -1.374*** -1.146*** -1.133*** 
age 35 – -1.030*** -1.164*** -1.242*** -2.860*** -2.553*** -2.522*** 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951 - 1960) 

      

1941 – 1950 -0.640*** -0.486*** -0.443*** 0.591*** 0.330*** 0.322*** 
1961 – 1970 0.323*** 0.226*** 0.190*** -1.045*** -0.878*** -0.858*** 
1971 – 1980 0.365*** 0.279*** 0.191** -1.428*** -1.379*** -1.340*** 
1981 –  0.285* 0.190 0.129 -2.526*** -2.495*** -2.463*** 
Years of education 0.090*** 0.089*** 0.089*** 0.021 0.024* 0.024* 
In education -0.675*** -0.682*** -0.683*** -0.676*** -0.668*** -0.669*** 
Housing policy 
(macro) 

      

Homeowner (%) -0.007 -0.001 -0.026** -0.063*** -0.066*** -0.063*** 
Savings (ref: t1)       
t2: Scheme - PAP  0.293*** 0.304***  -0.461*** -0.464*** 
t3: Scheme - PTZ  0.233** 0.258**  -0.257 -0.246 
Rent control and 
Tenure security (ref: 
t1) 

      

t2: RC +TS relaxed   0.271***   -0.077 
Subjects 5418 5418 5418 5418 5418 5418 
Failures 2912 2912 2912 1408 1408 1408 
Observations 24756 25969 27630 24756 25969 27630 
Log likelihood -4527.45*** -4519.55*** -4512.98*** -2654.73*** -2639.83*** -2639.72*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 
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Housing policy Norway - Entry into consensual union and marriage (Women) 

 First  entry into consensual union First  entry into marriage 
Variable 1 2 3 1 2 3 
Constant  -5.800*** -5.877*** -5.824*** -1.091*** -1.121*** -1.700*** 
At risk  
(ref: 20 – 24) 

      

age 16 – 19 -0.438*** -0.455*** -0.454*** -0.931*** -0.928*** -0.923*** 
age 25 – 29 -0.435*** -0.400*** -0.404*** -0.369*** -0.379*** -0.382*** 
age 30 – 34  -0.975*** -0.904*** -0.911*** -0.734*** -0.764*** -0.772*** 
age 35 – -2.249*** -2.083*** -2.097*** -1.502*** -1.616*** -1.599*** 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951 - 1960) 

      

1941 – 1950 -0.774*** -0.769*** -0.770*** 0.058 0.065 0.093 
1961 – 1970 0.072 0.106** 0.096* -0.288*** -0.308*** -0.222** 
1971 – 1980 0.002 0.210** 0.196** -0.277** -0.453** -0.396** 
1981 –  -0.489*** -0.244** -0.271** -1.112*** -1.359*** -1.404*** 
Years of education 0.017** 0.019** 0.018** 0.033*** 0.033*** 0.033*** 
In education -1.317*** -1.320*** -1.320*** -1.351*** -1.349*** -1.348*** 
Housing policy 
(macro) 

      

Homeown (%) 0.023*** 0.023*** 0.022*** -0.064*** -0.064*** -0.054*** 
Savings (ref: t1)       
t2: no subsidies   0.020 0.003  0.234 0.090 
Tax (ref: t1)       
t2: reduction in tax  -0.267*** -0.261***  -0.000 -0.016 
RC & TS (ref: t1)       
t2: RC relaxed    0.027   -0.269*** 
t3: RC set free    0.060   -0.023 
Subjects 10156 10156 10156 10156 10156 10156 
Failures 5583 5583 5583 2948 2948 2948 
Observations 40047 42216 45384 40047 42216 45384 
Log likelihood -8725.01*** -8714.46*** -8714.26*** -5443.53*** -5442.31*** -5437.74*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 

Housing policy Norway - Entry into first consensual union and marriage (Men) 

 First  entry into consensual union First  entry into marriage 
Variable 1 2 3 1 2 3 
Constant  -6.337*** -6.411*** -6.127*** -2.675*** -2.643*** -2.352*** 
At risk  
(ref: 20 - 24) 

      

age 16 – 19 -1.129*** -1.135*** -1.142*** -2.008*** -2.006*** -2.004*** 
age 25 – 29 0.041 0.052 0.064 0.291*** 0.285*** 0.285*** 
age 30 – 34  -0.359*** -0.331*** -0.302*** 0.020 0.001 0.012 
age 35 – -1.485*** -1.422*** -1.366*** -0.757*** -0.841*** -0.853*** 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951 - 1960) 

      

1941 – 1950 -0.594*** -0.587*** -0.606*** 0.317*** 0.317*** 0.310*** 
1961 – 1970 -0.033 -0.001 -0.003 -0.167 -0.218* -0.242** 
1971 – 1980 -0.192*** -0.101 -0.056 -0.246* -0.410** -0.432** 
1981 –  -0.621*** -0.524*** -0.391*** -1.416*** -1.598*** -1.612*** 
Years of education 0.029*** 0.030*** 0.030*** 0.049*** 0.048*** 0.048*** 
In education -1.061*** -1.064*** -1.069*** -0.817*** -0.815*** -0.814*** 
Housing policy 
(macro) 

      

Homeowner (%) 0.021*** 0.022*** 0.017*** -0.056*** -0.056*** -0.061*** 
Savings (ref: t1)       
t2: no interest subsidies   0.017 0.122  0.068 0.056 
Taxation (ref: t1)       
t2: reduction in tax  -0.123* -0.126*  0.120 0.136 
RC & TS (ref: t1)       
t2: RC relaxed    0.088   0.125 
t3: RC set free    -0.118   0.138 
Subjects 7592 7592 7592 7592 7592 7592 
Failures 4179 4179 4179 2016 2016 2016 
Observations 37177 40014 43189 37177 40014 43189 
Log likelihood -6153.80*** -6151.86*** -6146.74*** -3610.77*** -3610.02*** -3609.43*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 
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Housing policy FRG - Entry into first consensual union and marriage (Women) 

 First  entry into consensual union First  entry into marriage 
Variable 1 2 3 1 2 3 
Constant  -7.188*** -7.831*** -7.832*** -1.545*** -2.189*** -2.554*** 
At risk  
(ref: 20 - 24) 

      

age 16 – 19 -0.314*** -0.328*** -0.328*** -0.644*** -0.650*** -0.653*** 
age 25 – 29 -0.239*** -0.221*** -0.221*** -0.294*** -0.275*** -0.268*** 
age 30 – 34  -0.834*** -0.803*** -0.803*** -1.233*** -1.186*** -1.167*** 
age 35 – -1.904*** -1.869*** -1.866*** -2.288*** -2.250*** -2.229*** 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951 - 1960) 

      

1941 – 1950 -0.595*** -0.578*** -0.591*** -0.218** -0.175 -0.246** 
1961 – 1970 -0.110 -0.036 -0.036 -0.599*** -0.484*** -0.485*** 
1971 – 1980 -0.121 -0.046 -0.047 -0.478*** -0.395** -0.411** 
1981 –  0.024 0.051 0.047 -0.898** -0.884** -0.938** 
Years of education 0.057*** 0.057*** 0.057*** -0.034** -0.035** -0.034** 
In education -1.398*** -1.403*** -1.403*** -1.931*** -1.936*** -1.937*** 
Housing policy 
(macro) 

      

Homeowner (%) 0.044*** 0.064*** 0.065*** -0.078*** -0.059*** -0.043* 
Savings (ref: t1)       
t2: Bau. reduced  -0.149 -0.151  -0.101 -0.161 
t3: Bau. increase  -0.155 -0.159  0.180 0.092 
Taxation (ref: t1)       
Tax all. increase  -0.134* -0.135*  -0.428*** -0.450*** 
Rent control and 
Tenure security (ref: t1) 

      

t2: RC + TS    -0.033   -0.188 
Subjects 5554 5554 5554 5554 5554 5554 
Failures 2444 2444 2444 1497 1497 1497 
Observations 26507 28481 29164 26507 28481 29164 
Log likelihood -4820.78*** -4817.57*** -4817.55*** -3468.13*** -3460.29*** -3459.26*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 

Housing policy FRG - Entry into first consensual union and marriage (Men) 

 First  entry into consensual union First  entry into marriage 
Variable 1 2 3 1 2 3 
Constant  -7.576*** -7.937*** -7.873*** -1.171* -1.865** -1.960** 
At risk  
(ref: 20 - 24) 

      

age 16 – 19 -0.884*** -0.890*** -0.889*** -1.479*** -1.476*** -1.476*** 
age 25 – 29 -0.065 -0.056 -0.058 0.439*** 0.438*** 0.439*** 
age 30 – 34  -0.404*** -0.391*** -0.394*** -0.394** -0.402** -0.400** 
age 35 – -1.305*** -1.290*** -1.296*** -0.695*** -0.718*** -0.716*** 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951 - 1960) 

      

1941 – 1950 -0.253** -0.257** -0.220* -0.317** -0.296** -0.305** 
1961 – 1970 -0.223** -0.175** -0.172* -0.367*** -0.348*** -0.348*** 
1971 – 1980 -0.220* -0.206 -0.195 0.099 0.065 0.059 
1981 –  -0.441* -0.453* -0.431* 0.014 -0.064 -0.078 
Years of education 0.078*** 0.076*** 0.077*** 0.026 0.025 0.025 
In education -0.914*** -0.920*** -0.918*** -1.171*** -1.169*** -1.170*** 
Housing policy 
(macro) 

      

Homeowner (%) 0.037*** 0.049*** 0.044*** -0.126*** -0.104*** -0.100*** 
Savings (ref: t1)       
t2: Bau. reduced  -0.098 -0.085  -0.194 -0.209 
t3: Bau. increase  -0.014 0.010  -0.216 -0.237 
Taxation (ref: t1)       
Tax all. increase  -0.151* -0.144  0.003 -0.003 
RC & TS (ref: t1)       
t2: RC + TS   0.128   -0.037 
Subjects 4368 4368 4368 4368 4368 4368 
Failures 1608 1608 1608 986 986 986 
Observations 25118 26984 27692 25118 26984 27692 
Log likelihood -3328.00*** -3326.07*** -3325.75*** -2282.86*** -2281.86*** -2281.83*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 
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Housing policy GDR - Entry into first consensual union and marriage (Women) 

 First  entry into consensual union First  entry into marriage 
Variable 1 2 3 1 2 3 
Constant  -6.107*** -5.920*** -6.019*** -2.415*** -4.178*** -4.229*** 
At risk  
(ref: 20 - 24) 

      

age 16 – 19 -0.083 -0.081 -0.092 -0.419*** -0.440*** -0.447*** 
age 25 – 29 -0.602*** -0.603*** -0.594*** -1.282*** -1.281*** -1.273*** 
age 30 – 34  -1.080*** -1.081*** -1.052*** -2.671*** -2.656*** -2.628*** 
age 35 – -2.266*** -2.261*** -2.204*** -3.747*** -3.695*** -3.576*** 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951 - 1960) 

      

1941 – 1950 -0.149 -0.162 -0.175 -0.539*** -0.410** -0.420** 
1961 – 1970 0.167** 0.166** 0.164** -0.479*** -0.475*** -0.478*** 
1971 – 1980 0.112 0.101 0.152 -1.606*** -1.400*** -1.276*** 
1981 –  0.588** 0.598** 0.673*** -0.643 -0.590 -0.327 
Years of education 0.079*** 0.079*** 0.079*** 0.114*** 0.114*** 0.114*** 
In education -1.550*** -1.549*** -1.548*** -1.101*** -1.103*** -1.102*** 
Housing policy 
(macro) 

      

Homeowner (%) 0.018 0.011 0.015 -0.135*** -0.067*** -0.065** 
Savings (ref: t1)       
t2: Restricted access to 
Home ownership 

 -0.031 -0.041  0.289 0.283 

t3: Bau. increase  0.028 0.345  -0.423* 0.271 
RC & TS (ref: t1)       
t2: RC set free + TS 
abolished 

  -0.441***   -0.986*** 

Subjects 3453 3453 3453 3453 3453 3453 
Failures 1330 1330 1330 1324 1324 1324 
Observations 13740 14172 15096 13740 14172 15096 
Log likelihood -2737.32*** -2737.17*** -2733.45*** -2461.28*** -2450.46*** -2444.19*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 

Housing policy GDR - Entry into first consensual union and marriage (Men) 

 First  entry into consensual union First  entry into marriage 
Variable 1 2 3 1 2 3 
Constant  -5.960*** -6.833*** -6.953*** -3.767*** -5.703*** -5.749*** 
At risk  
(ref: 20 - 24) 

      

age 16 – 19 -0.715*** -0.708*** -0.714*** -1.309*** -1.351*** -1.353*** 
age 25 – 29 0.056 0.051 0.061 -0.423*** -0.408*** -0.405*** 
age 30 – 34  -0.862*** -0.892*** -0.868*** -1.716*** -1.656*** -1.648*** 
age 35 – -1.602*** -1.686*** -1.636*** -2.845*** -2.663*** -2.617*** 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951 - 1960) 

      

1941 – 1950 -0.270** -0.125 -0.135 -0.050 -0.137 -0.141 
1961 – 1970 0.120 0.112 0.110 -0.685*** -0.663*** -0.665*** 
1971 – 1980 0.048 0.025 0.079 -1.840*** -1.600*** -1.527*** 
1981 –  0.373 0.286 0.347 -14.495 -14.418 -14.325 
Years of education 0.075*** 0.074*** 0.074*** 0.126*** 0.126*** 0.126*** 
In education -1.385*** -1.380*** -1.376*** -0.688*** -0.699*** -0.698*** 
Housing policy 
(macro) 

      

Homeowner (%) -0.001 0.024 0.030 -0.107*** -0.018 -0.016 
Savings (ref: t1)       
t2: Restricted access to 
Home ownership 

 0.341 0.334  0.004 0.002 

t3: Bau.increase  0.167 0.504  -0.903*** -0.515 
RC & TS (ref: t1)       
t2: RC set free + TS 
abolished 

  -0.451**   -0.501 

Subjects 2443 2443 2443 2443 2443 2443 
Failures 883 883 883 752 752 752 
Observations 11667 12047 12887 11667 12047 12887 
Log likelihood -1735.60*** -1733.81*** -1731.42*** -1419.37*** -1409.96*** -1409.18*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 
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Appendix C: Entry into marriage and separation 

Entry into marriage and separation (education) 

France - Entry into marriage or separation (Women) 

 Entry into marriage Entry into separation 
Variable 1 2 3 1 2 3 
Constant  -4.191*** -4.677*** -4.346*** -5.509*** -5.617*** -5.988*** 
At risk  
(ref: 20 – 24) 

      

age 16 – 19 0.157** 0.292*** 0.115 -0.478*** -0.458*** -0.293** 
age 25 – 29 -0.298*** -0.510*** -0.268*** 0.081 0.062 -0.060 
age 30 – 34  -0.853*** -1.073*** -0.709*** 0.087 0.068 -0.112 
age 35 – -1.777*** -2.010**** -1.591*** 0.189** 0.169* -0.054 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951-60) 

      

1941 – 1950 0.418*** 0.430*** 0.373*** 0.113 0.118 0.166 
1961 – 1970 -0.373*** -0.392*** -0.389*** 0.195*** 0.193*** 0.193*** 
1971 – 1980 -0.506*** -0.545*** -0.551*** 0.564*** 0.558*** 0.560*** 
1981 –  -1.129*** -1.164*** -1.190*** 1.402*** 1.398*** 1.430*** 
Years of education    0.056*** 0.045***  0.010 0.012 
In education  -0.593*** -0.605***  -0.024 0.000 
Pre. Union   -0.303***   0.308*** 
Total months 
cohabitation 

  0.003**   -0.001 

Duration  
(ref 1 – 12) 

      

13 – 36   -0.057   0.369*** 
37 -    -0.715***   0.503*** 
Subjects 4571 4571 4571 4571 4571 4571 
Failures 2104 2104 2104 1294 1294 1294 
Observations 8144 9073 14598 8144 9073 14598 
Log likelihood -5558.06*** -5498.38*** -5412.61*** -3309.53*** -3309.15*** -3287.68*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 

France - Entry into marriage or separation (Men)  

 Entry into marriage Entry into separation 
Variable 1 2 3 1 2 3 
Constant  -4.075*** -4.702*** -4.510*** -5.003*** -5.500*** -5.768*** 
At risk  
(ref: 20 – 24) 

      

age 16 – 19 -0.581*** -0.417*** -0.512*** -0.034 0.032 0.132 
age 25 – 29 -0.203*** -0.345*** -0.154** -0.152* -0.192** -0.271*** 
age 30 – 34  -0.678*** -0.834*** -0.484*** -0.127 -0.170* -0.311*** 
age 35 – -1.372*** -1.522*** -1.052*** -0.078 -0.104 -0.324*** 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951-60) 

      

1941 – 1950 0.501*** 0.499*** 0. 459*** -0.272** -0.274** -0.220* 
1961 – 1970 -0.395*** -0.411*** -0.388*** 0.002 0.000 0.009 
1971 – 1980 -0.648*** -0.707*** -0.669*** 0.222** 0.205** 0.209** 
1981 –  -2.189*** -2.219*** -2.243*** 1.166*** 1.176*** 1.216*** 
Years of education    0.063*** 0.054***  0.043*** 0.043*** 
In education  -0.449*** -0.423***  -0.016 -0.007 
Pre. Union   -0.278***   0.344*** 
Total months 
cohabitation 

  0.002   0.000 

Duration  
(ref 1 – 12) 

      

13 – 36   0.000   0.381*** 
37 -    -0.631***   0.291*** 
Subjects 3510 3510 3510 3510 3510 3510 
Failures 1597 1597 1597 1088 1088 1088 
Observations 5870 6200 10323 5870 6200 10323 
Log likelihood -4079.60*** -4049.21*** -3991.67*** -2874.90*** -2869.74*** -2840.43*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 
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Norway - Entry into marriage or separation (women)  

 Entry into marriage Entry into separation 
Variable 1 2 3 1 2 3 
Constant  -3.957*** -4.379*** -4.298*** -5.009*** -5.112*** -5.609*** 
At risk  
(ref: 20 – 24) 

      

age 16 – 19 -0.147** 0.034 -0.020 -0.033 -0.035 0.140 
age 25 – 29 -0.084** -0.192*** -0.089** -0.175*** -0.166*** -0.220*** 
age 30 – 34  -0.630*** -0.728*** -0.531*** -0.469*** -0.460*** -0.528*** 
age 35 – -1.433*** -1.512*** -1.228*** -0.681*** -0.672*** -0.748*** 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951-60) 

      

1941 – 1950 0.681*** 0.695*** 0.663*** -0.014 -0.013 0.045 
1961 – 1970 -0.498*** -0.491*** -0.468*** 0.024 0.023 -0.003 
1971 – 1980 -0.922*** -0.908*** -0.874*** 0.185*** 0.178*** 0.134** 
1981 –  -2.380*** -2.349*** -2.327*** 0.704*** 0.701*** 0.658*** 
Years of education    0.040*** 0.034***  0.007 0.010 
In education  -0.505*** -0.534***  0.075 0.142** 
Pre. Union   0.032   0.150* 
Total months 
cohabitation 

  -0.004**   -0.004* 

Duration  
(ref 1 – 12) 

      

13 – 36   0.110**   0.669*** 
37 -    -0.279***   0.575*** 
Subjects 6727 6727 6727 6727 6727 6727 
Failures 3312 3312 3312 1866 1866 1866 
Observations 11329 12606 20307 11329 12606 20307 
Log likelihood -7548.64*** -7507.03*** -7467.79*** -5091.46*** -5090.73*** -5034.32*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 

Norway - Entry into marriage or separation (men)  

 Entry into marriage Entry into separation 
Variable 1 2 3 1 2 3 
Constant  -4.107*** -4.868*** -4.843*** -5.195*** -4.965*** -5.653*** 
At risk  
(ref: 20- 24) 

      

age 16 – 19 -0.557*** -0.409** -0.426** 0.070 0.072 0.286* 
age 25 – 29 0.021 -0.025 0.042 -0.113*** -0.118* -0.219*** 
age 30 – 34  -0.247*** -0.288*** -0.151** -0.224*** -0.230*** -0.376*** 
age 35 – -1.190*** -1.225*** -1.027*** -0.462*** -0.468*** -0.654*** 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951-60) 

      

1941 – 1950 0.563*** 0.570*** 0.546*** -0.152 -0.156 -0.098 
1961 – 1970 -0.526*** -0.526*** -0.507*** 0.026 0.026 -0.003 
1971 – 1980 -0.996*** -1.014*** -0.988*** 0.286*** 0.294*** 0.252*** 
1981 -  -2.489*** -2.461*** -2.458*** 0.998*** 0.989*** 0.965*** 
Years of education    0.063*** 0.058***  -0.018 -0.014 
In education  -0.106 -0.112  -0.162 -0.047 
Pre. union   -0.202**   0.115 
Total months 
cohabitation 

  0.002   -0.001 

Duration  
(ref 1 – 12) 

      

13 – 36   0.148***   0.933*** 
37 -    -0.170***   0.816*** 
Subjects 5025 5025 5025 5025 5025 5025 
Failures 2559 2559 2559 1374 1374 1374 
Observations 8596 9055 15386 8596 9055 15386 
Log likelihood -5771.26*** -5749.04*** -5726.43*** -3792.99*** -3791.39*** -3725.29*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 
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FRG - Entry into marriage or separation (women)  

 Entry into marriage Entry into separation 
Variable 1 2 3 1 2 3 
Constant  -3.740*** -3.354*** -3.240*** -5.035*** -4.531*** -5.256*** 
At risk  
(ref: 20- 24) 

      

age 16 – 19 0.098 0.194** 0.121 -0.297** -0.364** -0.102 
age 25 – 29 -0.063 -0.094* 0.014 -0.027 0.001 -0.159 
age 30 – 34  -0.205** -0.231*** -0.044 -0.287* -0.244 -0.493*** 
age 35 – -0.972*** -1.000*** -0.736*** -0.672*** -0.622*** -0.941*** 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951-60) 

      

1941 – 1950 0.455*** 0.486*** 0.455*** -1.043*** -1.033*** -0.946*** 
1961 – 1970 -0.107** -0.122** -0.131** -0.011 -0.007 0.004 
1971 – 1980 -0.286*** -0.291*** -0.299*** -0.050 -0.037 -0.029 
1981 –  -0.662*** -0.556** -0.576** 0.512*** 0.517* 0.537* 
Years of education    -0.028** -0.030**  -0.043* -0.042* 
In education  -0.741*** -0.749***  -0.037 0.005 
Pre. Union   -0.213**   0.304* 
Total months 
cohabitation 

  -0.001   -0.001 

Duration  
(ref 1 – 12) 

      

13 – 36   -0.008   0.932*** 
37 -    -0.400***   1.024*** 
Subjects 2706 2706 2706 2706 2706 2706 
Failures 1787 1787 1787 505 505 505 
Observations 4108 4401 7087 4108 4401 7087 
Log likelihood -3804.95*** -3777.86*** -3751.01*** -1432.81*** -1431.18*** -1393.71*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 

FRG - Entry into marriage or separation (men)  

 Entry into marriage Entry into separation 
Variable 1 2 3 1 2 3 
Constant  -3.734*** -3.839*** -3.670*** -4.957*** -4.443*** -5.252*** 
At risk  
(ref: 20 – 24) 

      

age 16 – 19 -0.728*** -0.627*** -0.701*** 0.044 0.016 0.306 
age 25 – 29 -0.004 -0.058 0.058 -0.152 -0.141 -0.368*** 
age 30 – 34  -0.311*** -0.367*** -0.125 -0.237 -0.209 -0.584*** 
age 35 – -0.658*** -0.713*** -0.339*** -0.671*** -0.645*** -1.216*** 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951-60) 

      

1941 – 1950 0.338*** 0.344*** 0.290*** -0.622** -0.595*** -0.455* 
1961 – 1970 -0.303*** -0.313*** -0.322*** 0.129 0.119 0.136 
1971 – 1980 -0.640*** -0.630*** -0.626*** 0.296** 0.304** 0.285* 
1981 –  -1.934*** -1.939*** -1.970*** 0.982*** 0.955*** 0.964*** 
Years of education    0.013 0.007  -0.041 -0.036 
In education  -0.372** -0.384***  -0.185 -0.146 
Pre. Union   0.067   0.567*** 
Total months 
cohabitation 

  -0.012***   0.001 

Duration  
(ref 1 – 12) 

      

13 – 36   -0.056   0.980*** 
37 -    -0.507***   1.110*** 
Subjects 1815 1815 1815 1815 1815 1815 
Failures 1106 1106 1106 404 404 404 
Observations 2731 2859 4713 2731 2859 4713 
Log likelihood -2430.96*** -2426.96*** -2394.98*** -1081.72*** -1079.99*** -1034.98*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 
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GDR - Entry into marriage or separation (women)  

 Entry into marriage Entry into separation 
Variable 1 2 3 1 2 3 
Constant  -3.331*** -3.030*** -2.789*** -4.753*** -4.697*** -5.062*** 
At risk  
(ref: 20 – 24) 

      

age 16 – 19 -0.068 -0.069 -0.190* -0.343*** -0.228 -0.070 
age 25 – 29 -0.628*** -0.629*** -0.454*** -0.443*** -0.485*** -0.574*** 
age 30 – 34  -1.145*** -1.152*** -0.872*** -0.523*** -0.573*** -0.723*** 
age 35 – -2.083*** -2.087*** -1.730*** -0.986*** -1.033*** -1.130*** 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951-60) 

      

1941 – 1950 0.440*** 0.431*** 0.403*** -0.759* -0.779* -0.749* 
1961 – 1970 -0.416*** -0.427*** -0.427*** 0.142 0.119 0.102 
1971 – 1980 -1.139*** -1.156*** -1.090*** -0.141 -0.170 -0.211 
1981 -  -2.449*** -2.438*** -2.396*** 0.685** 0.735** 0.661** 
Years of education    -0.023 -0.026  0.001 -0.004 
In education  -0.179 -0.235**  -0.533** -0.436** 
Pre. Union    0.054   0.719*** 
Total months 
cohabitation 

  -0.015**   -0.011 

Duration  
(ref 1 – 12) 

      

13 – 36   -0.228***   0.561*** 
37 -    -0.539***   0.445** 
Subjects 1495 1495 1495 1495 1495 1495 
Failures 854 854 854 320 320 320 
Observations 2207 2451 3764 2207 2451 3764 
Log likelihood -1920.74*** -1918.99*** -1900.94*** -908.10*** -904.77*** -886.13*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 

GDR - Entry into marriage or separation (men)  

 Entry into marriage Entry into separation 
Variable 1 2 3 1 2 3 
Constant  -3.293*** -3.566*** -3.216*** -4.786*** -5.257*** -5.567*** 
At risk  
(ref: 20 – 24) 

      

age 16 – 19 -0.163 -0.205 -0.338* -0.037 -0.020 0.140 
age 25 – 29 -0.414*** -0.405*** -0.255** -0.153 -0.167 -0.338** 
age 30 – 34  -1.125*** -1.119*** -0.776*** -0.552** -0.575** -0.894*** 
age 35 – -1.855*** -1.845*** -1.380*** -0.389 -0.408 -0.707** 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951-60) 

      

1941 – 1950 0.358** 0.340** 0.257 -0.386 -0.411 -0.293 
1961 – 1970 -0.483*** -0.470*** -0.475*** 0.094 0.103 0.133 
1971 – 1980 -1.621*** -1.604*** -1.547*** -0.172 -0.155 -0.142 
1981 –  -2.726*** -2.736*** -2.736*** 0.816** 0.815** 0.861*** 
Years of education    0.021 0.014  0.038 0.027 
In education  0.222 0.146  0.138 0.222 
Pre. Union   -0.186   0.820*** 
Total months 
cohabitation 

  -0.004   -0.010 

Duration  
(ref 1 – 12) 

      

13 – 36   -0.484***   0.553*** 
37 -    -0.724***   0.712*** 
Subjects 994 994 994 994 994 994 
Failures 541 541 541 215 215 215 
Observations 1446 1511 2363 1446 1511 2363 
Log likelihood -1286.68*** -1285.64*** -1264.10*** -592.40** -591.91* -576.76*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 
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Entry into marriage and separation (family policy) 

Family policy France - Entry into marriage or separation (women)  

 Entry into marriage Entry into separation 
Variable 1 2 3 1 2 3 
Constant  -1.242 -1.034 -1.217 -5.815*** -5.816*** -5.082*** 
At risk  
(ref: 20 – 24) 

      

age 16 – 19 -0.014 -0.044 -0.054 -0.288** -0.289** -0.275** 
age 25 – 29 -0.158** -0.124** -0.116* -0.065 -0.065 -0.071 
age 30 – 34  -0.449*** -0.376*** -0.361*** -0.124 -0.124 -0.136 
age 35 – -1.116*** -0.969*** -0.947*** -0.078 -0.078 -0.097 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951-60) 

      

1941 – 1950 -0.097 -0.104 -0.167* 0.184 0.184 0.233* 
1961 – 1970 -0.044 0.130* 0.132* 0.176** 0.176* 0.181** 
1971 – 1980 -0.136 0.076 0.074 0.536*** 0.536*** 0.539*** 
1981 -  -0.692*** -0.455*** -0.432*** 1.402*** 1.401*** 1.354*** 
Years of 
education   

0.049*** 0.050*** 0.051*** 0.012 0.012 0.012 

In education -0.599*** -0.599*** -0.597*** -0.001 -0.001 -0.002 
Pre. Union -0.302*** -0.297*** -0.298*** 0.308*** 0.309*** 0.311*** 
Total months 
cohabitation 

 
0.004*** 

 
0.004** 

 
0.004** 

 
-0.001 

 
-0.001 

 
-0.001 

Duration  
(ref 1 – 12) 

      

13 – 36 -0.036 -0.036 -0.034 0.368*** 0.368*** 0.366*** 
37 -  -0.680*** -0.666*** -0.665*** 0.501*** 0.501*** 0.499*** 
Family policy 
(macro) 

      

Maternity leave 
(weeks) 

 
-0.187*** 

 
-0.205*** 

 
-0.171*** 

 
-0.015 

 
-0.015 

 
-0.113 

Parental leave 
(weeks) 

 
-0.004*** 

 
-0.002** 

 
-0.002* 

 
0.001 

 
0.001 

‘ 
-0.000 

Remuneration  -0.405*** -0.442***  0.001 0.052 
Childcare   -0.012*   0.026** 
Subjects 4571 4571 4571 4571 4571 4571 
Failures 2104 2104 2104 1294 1294 1294 
Observations 15805 16360 18392 15805 16360 18392 
Log likelihood -5371.34*** -5359.90*** -5358.46*** -3287.60*** -3287.60*** -3285.38*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 
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Family policy France - Entry into marriage or separation (men)  

 Entry into marriage Entry into separation 
Variable 1 2 3 1 2 3 
Constant  0.645 0.518 0.184 -5.171*** -5.044*** -4.136*** 
At risk  
(ref: 20- 24) 

      

age 16 – 19 -0.751*** -0.768*** -0.805*** 0.146 0.136 0.173 
age 25 – 29 0.005 0.037 0.052 -0.281*** -0.264*** -0.270*** 
age 30 – 34  -0.164* -0.091 -0.065 -0.333*** -0.296*** -0.308*** 
age 35 – -0.413*** -0.273** -0.239* -0.364*** -0.298** -0.322** 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951-60) 

      

1941 – 1950 -0.200** -0.205*** -0.292*** -0.193 -0.191 -0.122 
1961 – 1970 -0.029 0.134 0.128 -0.019 0.050 0.056 
1971 – 1980 -0.226** -0.038 -0.044 0.167 0.249** 0.248** 
1981 -  -1.670*** -1.456** -1.412** 1.164*** 1.260*** 1.179*** 
Years of 
education   

0.057*** 0.057*** 0.057*** 0.042*** 0.042*** 0.042*** 

In education -0.406*** -0.399*** -0.398*** -0.009 -0.006 -0.005 
Pre. Union -0.264*** -0.260*** -0.259*** 0.343*** 0.342*** 0.345*** 
Total months 
cohabitation 

 
0.002 

 
0.002 

 
0.002 

 
0.000 

 
0.000 

 
0.000 

Duration  
(ref 1 – 12) 

      

13 – 36 0.030 0.030 0.033 0.379*** 0.378*** 0.375*** 
37 -  -0.583*** -0.573*** -0.574*** 0.287*** 0.290*** 0.287*** 
Family policy 
(macro) 

      

Maternity leave 
(weeks) 

 
-0.316*** 

 
-0.310*** 

 
-0.248*** 

 
-0.046 

 
-0.062 

 
-0.201* 

Parental leave 
(weeks) 

 
-0.005*** 

 
-0.003** 

 
-0.002 

 
0.001 

 
0.004* 

 
0.002 

Remuneration  -0.430*** -0.497***  -0.325** -0.236* 
Childcare   -0.022***   0.042*** 
Subjects 3510 3510 3510 3510 3510 3510 
Failures 1597 1597 1597 1088 1088 1088 
Observations 11070 11402 12753 11070 11402 12753 
Log likelihood -3933.20*** -3924.12*** -3920.64*** -2840.12*** -2837.43*** -2833.31*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 

  



267 
 

Family policy Norway - Entry into marriage or separation (Women)  

 Entry into marriage Entry into separation 
Variable 1 2 3 1 2 3 
Constant  -4.424*** -3.814*** -3.808*** -5.435*** -6.019*** -6.019*** 
At risk  
(ref: 20 – 24) 

      

age 16 – 19 -0.150** -0.152** -0.156** 0.143 0.144 0.144 
age 25 – 29 0.057 0.055 0.064 -0.214*** -0.218*** -0.219*** 
age 30 – 34  -0.274*** -0.278*** -0.254*** -0.511*** -0.517*** -0.520*** 
age 35 – -0.766*** -0.761*** -0.710*** -0.708*** -0.719*** -0.724*** 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951-60) 

      

1941 – 1950 0.053 0.049 0.034 0.245* 0.257** 0.259** 
1961 – 1970 -0.218*** -0.199*** -0.186*** 0.011 0.005 0.004 
1971 – 1980 -0.483*** -0.494*** -0.443*** 0.228** 0.211* 0.207* 
1981 -  -1.766*** -1.695*** -1.592*** 0.786*** 0.779*** 0.770*** 
Years of 
education   

 
0.039*** 

 
0.039*** 

 
0.039*** 

 
0.010 

 
0.010 

 
0.010 

In education -0.528*** -0.525*** -0.528*** 0.131* 0.130* 0.130* 
Pre. Union 0.054 0.053 0.055 0.156* 0.156* 0.156* 
Total months 
cohabitation 

 
-0.004** 

 
-0.004** 

 
-0.004*** 

 
-0.004* 

 
-0.004* 

 
-0.004* 

Duration  
(ref 1 – 12) 

      

13 – 36 0.155*** 0.157*** 0.157*** 0.656*** 0.656*** 0.656*** 
37 -  -0.204*** -0.199*** -0.197*** 0.566*** 0.565*** 0.565*** 
Family policy 
(macro) 

      

Maternity leave 
(weeks) 

 
0.064*** 

 
0.014 

 
0.016 

 
-0.051*** 

 
-0.002 

 
-0.002 

Parental leave 
(weeks) 

 
-0.011*** 

 
-0.037*** 

 
-0.036*** 

 
-0.006 

 
-0.011 

 
-0.011 

Remuneration  -0.122 -0.129  0.678 0.679 
Earmarked 
leave 

  
0.631*** 

 
0.635*** 

  
0.118 

 
0.119 

Childcare   -0.005   0.000 
Subjects 6727 6727 6727 6727 6727 6727 
Failures 3312 3312 3312 1866 1866 1866 
Observations 26598 26888 29166 26598 26888 29166 
Log likelihood -7367.25*** -7358.14*** -7357.54*** -5025.63*** -5024.48*** -5024.48*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1%  
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Family policy Norway - Entry into marriage or separation (Men)  

 Entry into marriage Entry into separation 
Variable 1 2 3 1 2 3 
Constant  -4.872*** -4.537*** -4.536*** -5.620*** -4.917*** -4.938*** 
At risk  
(ref: 20 – 24) 

      

age 16 – 19 -0.552*** -0.566*** -0.564*** 0.294* 0.296* 0.290* 
age 25 – 29 0.122** 0.110** 0.103* -0.223*** -0.214*** -0.203*** 
age 30 – 34  0.041 0.036 0.020 -0.382*** -0.374*** -0.349*** 
age 35 – -0.607*** -0.599*** -0.632*** -0.674*** -0.652*** -0.607*** 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951-60) 

      

1941 – 1950 -0.014 -0.017 -0.004 -0.017 -0.042 -0.063 
1961 – 1970 -0.365*** -0.345*** -0.353*** -0.002 0.012 0.020 
1971 – 1980 -0.740*** -0.741*** -0.779*** 0.257** 0.290** 0.334** 
1981 -  -2.089*** -1.994*** -2.063*** 0.969*** 0.969*** 1.052*** 
Years of 
education   

0.059*** 0.059*** 0.058*** -0.013 -0.013 -0.012 

In education -0.132 -0.130 -0.129 -0.046 -0.041 -0.044 
Pre. Union -0.193*** -0.196** -0.198** 0.115 0.115 0.117 
Total months 
cohabitation 

0.002 0.002 0.002 -0.001 -0.001 -0.001 

Duration  
(ref 1 – 12) 

      

13 – 36 0.175*** 0.176*** 0.177*** 0.929*** 0.931*** 0.931*** 
37 -  -0.131** -0.130** -0.132** 0.812*** 0.815*** 0.818*** 
Family policy 
(macro) 

      

Maternity leave 
(weeks) 

 
0.057*** 

 
0.031 

 
0.029 

 
-0.017 

 
-0.075** 

 
-0.071** 

Parental leave 
(weeks) 

 
-0.008** 

 
-0.036*** 

 
-0.037*** 

 
-0.001 

 
0.010 

 
0.012 

Remuneration  0.221 0.226  -0.934** -0.947** 
Earmarked 
leave 

  
0.674*** 

 
0.674*** 

  
-0.289** 

 
-0.309* 

Childcare   0.003   -0.004 
Subjects 5025 5025 5025 5025 5025 5025 
Failures 2559 2559 2559 1374 1374 1374 
Observations 20920 21116 23295 20920 21116 23295 
Log likelihood -5676.63*** -5667.35*** -5667.06*** -3724.59*** -3720.80*** -3720.49*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1%  
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Family policy FRG - Entry into marriage or separation (women)  

 Entry into marriage Entry into separation 
Variable 1 2 3 1 2 3 
Constant  1.951 1.999 1.729 -5.301*** -5.382*** -5.524*** 
At risk (ref: age 
20- 24) 

      

age 16 - 19 0.106 0.082 0.064 -0.125 -0.101 -0.095 
age 25 – 29 0.028 0.049 0.062 -0.110 -0.138 -0.149 
age 30 – 34  -0.020 0.014 0.026 -0.383** -0.430** -0.447** 
age 35 – -0.654*** -0.629*** -0.631*** -0.748*** -0.763*** -0.758*** 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951-60) 

      

1941 – 1950 0.198 0.161 0.136 -0.974*** -0.932*** -0.903*** 
1961 – 1970 -0.130* -0.056 -0.007 0.107 0.016 -0.023 
1971 – 1980 -0.303** -0.288** -0.295** 0.196 0.184 0.193 
1981 -  -0.568*** -0.539** -0.572** 0.805*** 0.776** 0.811** 
Years of 
education   

 
-0.030** 

 
-0.031** 

 
-0.031** 

 
-0.039 

 
-0.038 

 
-0.038 

In education -0.751*** -0.759*** -0.768*** 0.000 0.012 0.021 
Pre. Union -0.217* -0.223* -0.216* 0.301* 0.310* 0.307* 
Total months 
cohabitation 

-0.002 -0.002 -0.002 -0.001 -0.001 -0.001 

Duration  
(ref 1 – 12) 

      

13 – 36 -0.003 -0.001- -0.001 0.935*** 0.933*** 0.934*** 
37 -  -0.393*** -0.387*** -0.386*** 1.028*** 1.022*** 1.023*** 
Family policy 
(macro) 

      

Maternity leave 
(weeks) 

 
-0.372*** 

 
-0.371*** 

 
-0.340*** 

   

Parental leave 
(weeks) 

 
0.000 

 
0.002** 

 
0.003*** 

 
-0.002 

 
-0.004** 

 
-0.004*** 

Remuneration  -0.330*** -0.120  0.383** 0.228 
Childcare   -0.035***   0.028 
Subjects 2706 2706 2706 2706 2706 2706 
Failures 1787 1787 1787 505 505 505 
Observations 8865 8865 9716 8849 8849 9716 
Log likelihood -3744.46*** -3738.02*** -3732.87*** -1392.94*** -1390.32*** -1389.31*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1%  
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Family policy FRG - Entry into marriage or separation (men)  

 Entry into marriage Entry into separation 
Variable 1 2 3 1 2 3 
Constant  2.142 2.242* 2.199* -5.310*** -5.327*** -5.225*** 
At risk  
(ref: 20 – 24) 

      

age 16 – 19 -0.765*** -0.789*** -0.793*** 0.238 0.243 0.245 
age 25 – 29 0.119 0.145* 0.149* -0.280** -0.284** -0.279** 
age 30 – 34  -0.028 0.009 0.012 -0.367** -0.371** -0.369** 
age 35 – -0.184 -0.140 -0.139 -0.825*** -0.829*** -0.834*** 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951-60) 

      

1941 – 1950 0.115 0.063 0.053 -0.553** -0.543** -0.565** 
1961 – 1970 -0.272*** -0.199** -0.190* 0.381** 0.367** 0.384** 
1971 – 1980 -0.522*** -0.506*** -0.515*** 0.782*** 0.778*** 0.764*** 
1981 -  -1.819*** -1.791** -1.804** 1.543*** 1.538*** 1.509*** 
Years of 
education   

 
0.007 

 
0.005 

 
0.005 

 
-0.033 

 
-0.032 

 
-0.033 

In education -0.433*** -0.451*** -0.455*** -0.140 -0.136 -0.144 
Pre. Union 0.070 0.081 0.081 0.568*** 0.566*** 0.563*** 
Total months 
cohabitation 

 
-0.012*** 

 
-0.012*** 

 
-0.012*** 

 
0.002 

 
0.002 

 
0.002 

Duration  
(ref 1 – 12) 

      

13 – 36 -0.047 -0.045 -0.046 0.990*** 0.990*** 0.988*** 
37 -  -0.499*** -0.499*** -0.499*** 1.134*** 1.134*** 1.135*** 
Family policy 
(macro) 

      

Maternity leave 
(weeks) 

 
-0.418*** 

 
-0.420*** 

 
-0.413*** 

   

Parental leave 
(weeks) 

 
-0.001 

 
0.001 

 
0.001 

 
-0.003** 

 
-0.004** 

 
-0.003* 

Remuneration  -0.368*** -0.309***  0.065 0.176 
Childcare   -0.009   -0.018 
Subjects 1815 1815 1815 1815 1815 1815 
Failures 1106 1106 1106 404 404 404 
Observations 5869 5869 6475 5856 5856 6475 
Log likelihood -2386.28*** -2381.65*** -2381.43*** -1032.00*** -1031.94*** -1031.64*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1%  
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Family policy GDR - Entry into marriage or separation (women)  

 Entry into marriage Entry into separation 
Variable 1 2 3 1 2 3 
Constant  -3.523*** -3.464*** -2.929*** -5.179*** -5.317*** -6.827*** 
At risk  
(ref: 20 – 24) 

      

age 16 – 19 -0.269** -0.281** -0.308*** -0.045 -0.019 -0.033 
age 25 – 29 -0.351*** -0.332*** -0.323*** -0.600*** -0.636*** -0.582*** 
age 30 – 34  -0.633*** -0.590*** -0.611*** -0.782*** -0.866*** -0.685*** 
age 35 – -1.246*** -1.208*** -1.259*** -1.233*** -1.307*** -1.018*** 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951-60) 

      

1941 – 1950 0.438*** 0.417** 0.239 -0.667 -0.612 -0.343 
1961 – 1970 -0.162* -0.106 -0.055 0.041 -0.089 -0.050 
1971 – 1980 -0.339 -0.281 -0.427* -0.353 -0.489 -0.079 
1981 -  -1.527** -1.467** -1.677*** 0.486 0.334 0.948** 
Years of 
education   

 
-0.022 

 
-0.021 

 
-0.019 

 
-0.006 

 
-0.008 

 
-0.006 

In education -0.263*** -0.270*** -0.285*** -0.432** -0.411* -0.375* 
Pre. Union 0.053 0.057 0.062 0.724*** 0.703*** 0.666*** 
Total months 
cohabitation 

-0.014* -0.014* -0.014* -0.012 -0.011 -0.010 

Duration  
(ref 1 – 12) 

      

13 – 36 -0.223*** -0.224*** -0.219*** 0.557*** 0.560*** 0.543*** 
37 -  -0.514*** -0.512*** -0.515*** 0.432** 0.432** 0.450** 
Family policy 
(macro) 

      

Maternity leave 
(weeks) 

 
0.033*** 

 
0.031*** 

 
0.029*** 

 
0.003 

 
0.008 

 
0.025* 

Parental leave 
(weeks) 

 
-0.004** 

 
-0.004** 

 
-0.004** 

 
0.002 

 
0.001 

 
0.003 

Remuneration  -0.125 -0.030  0.283 0.045 
Childcare   -0.009***   0.017*** 
Subjects 1495 1495 1495 1495 1495 1495 
Failures 854 854 854 320 320 320 
Observations 4457 4608 5005 4457 4608 5005 
Log likelihood -1886.12*** -1885.44*** -1880.15*** -885.87*** -884.69*** -876.64*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 
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Family policy GDR - Entry into marriage or separation (men)  

 Entry into marriage Entry into separation 
Variable 1 2 3 1 2 3 
Constant  -3.705*** -3.719*** -2.946*** -5.747*** -5.787*** -6.141*** 
At risk  
(ref: 20 – 24) 

     
 

 

age 16 – 19 -0.452** -0.447** -0.476** 0.100 0.112 0.109 
age 25 – 29 -0.128 -0.133 -0.107 -0.300* -0.312* -0.310* 
age 30 – 34  -0.427** -0.438** -0.462** -0.783*** -0.804*** -0.775*** 
age 35 – -0.712** -0.730** -0.818*** -0.517 -0.550 -0.486 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951-60) 

      

1941 – 1950 0.131 0.137 -0.018 -0.310 -0.303 -0.270 
1961 – 1970 -0.111 -0.128 -0.092 0.245 0.207 0.215 
1971 – 1980 -0.634** -0.649** -0.958*** 0.115 0.078 0.184 
1981 -  -1.677 -1.696 -2.017** 1.165** 1.118** 1.239** 
Years of 
education   

 
0.021 

 
0.021 

 
0.019 

 
0.030 

 
0.030 

 
0.032 

In education 0.096 0.099 0.044 0.209 0.222 0.240 
Pre. Union -0.169 -0.172 -0.142 0.822*** 0.811*** 0.802*** 
Total months 
cohabitation 

-0.003 -0.003 -0.004 -0.010 -0.010 -0.009 

Duration  
(ref 1 – 12) 

      

13 – 36 -0.479*** -0.479*** -0.470*** 0.556*** 0.555*** 0.551*** 
37 -  -0.691*** -0.690*** -0.706*** 0.722*** 0.723*** 0.725*** 
Family policy 
(macro) 

      

Maternity leave 
(weeks) 

 
0.026** 

 
0.026** 

 
0.023** 

 
0.008 

 
0.009 

 
0.013 

Parental leave 
(weeks) 

 
-0.006*** 

 
-0.006*** 

 
-0.007*** 

 
-0.002 

 
-0.002 

 
-0.001 

Remuneration  0.033 0.154  0.084 0.028 
Childcare   -0.012***   0.004 
Subjects 994 994 994 994 994 994 
Failures 541 541 541 215 215 215 
Observations 2,791 2901 3171 2,791 2901 3171 
Log likelihood -1253.77*** -1253.74*** -1248.88*** -576.33*** -576.26*** -576.00*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 
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Entry into marriage and separation (housing policy) 

Housing policy France - Entry into marriage and separation (Women) 

 Entry into marriage Entry into separation 
Variable 1 2 3 1 2 3 
Constant  -4.247*** -2.722*** -3.822*** -6.410*** -6.567*** -6.576*** 
At risk  
(ref: 20 – 24) 

      

age 16 – 19 0.114 0.064 0.049 -0.282** -0.278** -0.278** 
age 25 – 29 -0.266*** -0.266*** -0.252*** -0.070 -0.072 -0.072 
age 30 – 34  -0.703*** -0.694*** -0.664*** -0.135 -0.141 -0.140 
age 35 – -1.580*** -1.588*** -1.534*** -0.100 -0.112 -0.111 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 51 - 1960) 

      

1941 – 1950 0.372*** 0.097 0.066 0.182 0.216* 0.216* 
1961 – 1970 -0.380*** -0.280*** -0.241*** 0.161* 0.152 0.153 
1971 – 1980 -0.536*** -0.722*** -0.654*** 0.504*** 0.506*** 0. 507*** 
1981 – onwards -1.170*** -1.398*** -1.355*** 1.349*** 1.351*** 1.352*** 
Years of education 0.045*** 0.044*** 0.045*** 0.012 0.012 0.012 
In education -0.605*** -0.592*** -0.590*** -0.001 -0.002 -0.002 
Pre. Union -0.303*** -0.290*** -0.289*** 0.310*** 0.309*** 0.309*** 
Total months 
cohabitation 

 
0.003** 

 
0.003** 

 
0.003*** 

 
-0.001 

 
-0.001 

 
-0.001 

Duration  
(ref 1 – 12) 

      

13 – 36 -0.057 -0.042 -0.041 0.369*** 0.367*** 0.367*** 
37 -  -0.715*** -0.703*** -0.700*** 0.500*** 0.498*** 0.498*** 
Housing policy 
(macro) 

    
 

  

Homeowner (%) -0.002 -0.025** -0.002 0.009 0.010 0.010 
Savings (ref: t1)       
t2: Scheme - PAP  -0.512*** -0.530***  0.112 0.112 
t3: Scheme - PTZ  0.031 0.016  0.084 0.084 
Rent control and 
Tenure security (ref: 
t1) 

      

t2: RC +TS relaxed   -0.248***   -0.002 
Subjects 4571 4571 4571 4571 4571 4571 
Failures 2104 2104 2104 1294 1294 1294 
Observations 17232 17457 18299 17232 17457 18299 
Log likelihood -5412.59*** -5367.39*** -5363.66*** -3287.48*** -3287.16*** -3287.16*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 
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Housing policy France - Entry into marriage and separation (men) 

 Entry into marriage Entry into separation 
Variable 1 2 3 1 2 3 
Constant  -2.529*** -0.615 -2.066*** -6.691*** -6.834*** -6.128*** 
At risk  
(ref: 20 – 24) 

      

age 16 – 19 -0.533*** -0.662*** -0.685*** 0.156 0.180 0.184 
age 25 – 29 -0.107 -0.077 -0.060 -0.294*** -0.306*** -0.316*** 
age 30 – 34  -0.371*** -0.350*** -0.318*** -0.364*** -0.389*** -0.412*** 
age 35 – -0.832*** -0.761*** -0.709*** -0.422*** -0.472*** -0.511*** 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 51 - 1960) 

      

1941 – 1950 0.401*** 0.015 -0.009 -0.188 -0.125 -0.110 
1961 – 1970 -0.219*** -0.155* -0.115 -0.059 -0.082 -0.111 
1971 – 1980 -0.394*** -0.629*** -0.572*** 0.090 0.048 0. 003 
1981 – onwards -1.860*** -2.081*** -2.055*** 1.042*** 0.984*** 0.957*** 
Years of education 0.054*** 0.055*** 0.055*** 0.042*** 0.042*** 0.042*** 
In education -0.419*** -0.383*** -0.382*** -0.007 -0.006 -0.008 
Pre. Union -0.269*** -0.259*** -0.256*** 0.343*** 0.343*** 0.341*** 
Total months 
cohabitation 

 
0.002 

 
0.002 

 
0.002 

 
0.000 

 
0.000 

 
0.000 

Duration  
(ref 1 – 12) 

      

13 – 36 0.002 0.027 0.028 0.379*** 0.376*** 0.376*** 
37 -  -0.613*** -0.602*** -0.599*** 0.282*** 0.278*** 0.276*** 
Housing policy 
(macro) 

      

Homeowner (%) -0.042*** -0.069*** -0.039*** 0.019 0.019 0.004 
Savings (ref: t1)       
t2: Scheme - PAP  -0.717*** -0.737***  0.194 0.193 
t3: Scheme - PTZ  -0.125 -0.138  0.217 0.225 
Rent control and 
Tenure security (ref: 
t1) 

      

t2: RC +TS relaxed   -0.304***   0.166 
Subjects 3510 3510 3510 3510 3510 3510 
Failures 1597 1597 1597 1088 1088 1088 
Observations 12177 12314 12865 12177 12314 12865 
Log likelihood -3986.71*** -3931.27*** -3927.27*** -2839.64*** -2839.10*** -2838.13*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1%  

  



275 
 

Housing policy Norway - Entry into marriage and separation (Women) 

 Entry into marriage Entry into separation 
Variable 1 2 3 1 2 3 
Constant  0.575* 0.525 0.261 -7.583*** -7.699*** -7.232*** 
At risk  
(ref: 20 - 24) 

      

age 16 – 19 -0.288*** -0.284*** -0.285*** 0.210*** 0.203** 0.197** 
age 25 – 29 0.190*** 0.182*** 0.190*** -0.300*** -0.292*** -0.283*** 
age 30 – 34  -0.080 -0.100 -0.077 -0.663*** -0.647*** -0.624*** 
age 35 – -0.403*** -0.440*** -0.387*** -1.024*** -0.988*** -0.951*** 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 51 - 1960) 

      

1941 – 1950 -0.102 -0.091 -0.103 0.322** 0.325** 0.327** 
1961 – 1970 0.172*** 0.159** 0.190*** -0.225** -0.203** -0.208** 
1971 – 1980 -0.042 -0.087 -0.019 -0.174* -0.117 -0.094 
1981 – onwards -1.128*** -1.188*** -1.085*** 0.235* 0.291 0.364* 
Years of education 0.041*** 0.041*** 0.041*** 0.009 0.009 0.009 
In education -0.532*** -0.530*** -0.533*** 0.145** 0.146** 0.142** 
Pre. Union 0.068 0.066 0.069 0.145* 0.147* 0.147* 
Total months 
cohabitation 

 
-0.004** 

 
-0.004** 

 
-0.004** 

 
-0.004* 

 
-0.004* 

 
-0.004* 

Duration  
(ref 1 – 12) 

      

13 – 36 0.146*** 0.146*** 0.147*** 0.657*** 0.657*** 0.654*** 
37 -  -0.201*** -0.203*** -0.196*** 0.548*** 0.551*** 0.546*** 
Housing policy 
(macro) 

      

Homeowner (%) -0.078*** -0.077*** -0.072*** 0.030*** 0.032*** 0.023*** 
Savings (ref: t1)       
t2: no interest 
subsidies  

 0.059 0. 126  0.042 0.089 

Taxation (ref: t1)       
t2: reduction in tax 
subsidies 

 -0.015 -0.049  -0.116 -0.099 

Rent control and 
Tenure security (ref: 
t1) 

      

t2: RC relaxed    -0.124*   0.188 
t3: RC set free + 
limit on contracts 

  -0.253**   0.094 

Subjects 6727 6727 6727 6727 6727 6727 
Failures 3312 3312 3312 1866 1866 1866 
Observations 24822 26312 27718 24822 26312 27718 
Log likelihood -7336.31*** -7336.05*** -7333.46*** -5024.88*** -5024.04*** -5022.16*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 
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Housing policy Norway - Entry into marriage and separation (men) 

 Entry into marriage Entry into separation 
Variable 1 2 3 1 2 3 
Constant  -0.648* -0.679* -1.157*** -6.746*** -6.965*** -6.506*** 
At risk  
(ref: 20 – 24) 

      

age 16 – 19 -0.653*** -0.649*** -0.661*** 0.327** 0.325** 0.330** 
age 25 – 29 0.250*** 0.241*** 0.241*** -0.259*** -0.259*** -0.253*** 
age 30 – 34  0.210*** 0.185** 0.179** -0.441*** -0.436*** -0.415*** 
age 35 – -0.274*** -0.328*** -0.329*** -0.800*** -0.786*** -0.757*** 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 51 - 1960) 

      

1941 – 1950 -0.198** -0.183** -0.189** 0.050 0.065 0.078 
1961 – 1970 -0.098 -0.133* -0.127* -0.098 -0.063 0.056 
1971 – 1980 -0.426*** -0.503*** -0.497*** 0.117 0.156 0.189 
1981 – onwards -1.571*** -1.665*** -1.671*** 0.759*** 0.787*** 0.860*** 
Years of education 0.059*** 0.059*** 0.059*** -0.014 -0.013 -0.013 
In education -0.150 -0.149 -0.154 -0.038 -0.035 -0.035 
Pre. Union -0.195** -0.196** -0.195** 0.116 0.113 0.113 
Total months 
cohabitation 

 
0.002 

 
0.002 

 
0.002 

 
-0.001 

 
-0.001 

 
-0.001 

Duration  
(ref 1 – 12) 

      

13 – 36 0.179*** 0.179*** 0.182*** 0.926*** 0.927*** 0.925*** 
37 -  -0.115** -0.118** -0.113** 0.803*** 0.805*** 0.803*** 
Housing policy 
(macro) 

      

Homeowner (%) -0.064*** -0.064*** -0.055*** 0.016** 0.020** 0.011 
Savings (ref: t1)       
t2: no interest 
subsidies  

 0.062 0.080  0.088 0.120 

Taxation (ref: t1)       
t2: reduction in tax 
subsidies 

 0.019 -0.009  -0.163 -0.150 

Rent control and 
Tenure security (ref: 
t1) 

   
 

   

t2: RC relaxed    -0.182**   0.214 
t3: RC set free + 
limit on contracts 

  -0.203*   0.147 

Subjects 5025 5025 5025 5025 5025 5025 
Failures 2559 2559 2559 1374 1374 1374 
Observations 19297 20677 21909 19297 20677 21909 
Log likelihood -5643.84*** -5643.37*** -5641.24*** -3723.03*** -3721.85*** -3720.59*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 
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Housing policy FRG - Entry into marriage and separation (Women) 

 Entry into marriage Entry into separation 
Variable 1 2 3 1 2 
Constant  0.448 -0.673 -0.720 -5.213*** -4.488*** 
At risk  
(ref: 20 – 24) 

     

age 16 – 19 -0.033 -0.043 -0.048 -0.104 -0.083 
age 25 – 29 0.174*** 0.164** 0.166** -0.158 -0.185 
age 30 – 34  0.293*** 0.253** 0.255** -0.489** -0.537*** 
age 35 – -0.037 -0.131 -0.121 -0.933*** -0.962*** 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 51 - 1960) 

     

1941 – 1950 -0.006 -0.005 -0.172 -0.950** -0.932** 
1961 – 1970 0.204*** 0.209** 0.200** 0.007 -0.076 
1971 – 1980 0.380*** 0.271** 0.233* -0.021 -0.058 
1981 – onwards 0.459* 0.284 0.220 0.549 0.540 
Years of 
education 

-0.022* -0.022* -0.022* -0.042* -0.043* 

In education -0.780*** -0.789*** -0.788*** 0.005 0.013 
Pre Union -0.201* -0.184 -0.186 0.304* 0.307* 
Total months 
cohabitation 

 
-0.001 

 
-0.002 

 
-0.002 

 
-0.001 

 
-0.001 

Duration  
(ref 1 – 12) 

     

13 – 36 0.005 0.008 0.013 0.932*** 0.930*** 
37 -  -0.374*** -0.374*** -0.369*** 1.025*** 1.022*** 
Housing policy 
(macro) 

    
 

 

Homeowner (%) -0.101*** -0.066*** -0.051** -0.001 -0.024 
Savings (ref: t1)      
t2: Bausparkasse 
reduced 

  
-0.351*** 

 
-0.393*** 

  
0.169 

t3: Bausparkasse 
increase 

  
-0.350*** 

 
-0.420*** 

  
0.111 

Taxation (ref: t1)      
Tax allowances 
increase 

 0.006 -0.014  0.241 

RC and TS (ref: 
t1) 

     

t2: RC set free +  
TS abolished  

  -0.500**   

Subjects 2706 2706 2706 2706 2706 
Failures 1787 1787 1787 505 505 
Observations 8508 8835 8858 8508 8835 
Log likelihood -3728.13*** -3722.91*** -3719.65*** -1393.71*** -1392.17*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 
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Housing policy FRG – Entry into marriage and separation (men) 

 Entry into marriage Entry into separation 
Variable 1 2 3 1 2 
Constant  -1.131* -0.430 -0.904 -4.960*** -5.886*** 
At risk  
(ref: 20 – 24) 

     

age 16 – 19 -0.821*** -0.842*** -0.847*** 0.294 0.256 
age 25 – 29 0.166** 0.176** 0.188** -0.357*** -0.286** 
age 30 – 34  0.109 0.133 0.143 -0.560*** -0.423** 
age 35 – 0.108 0.159 0.147 -1.169*** -0.941*** 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 51 – 1960) 

     

1941 – 1950 0.001 0.011 -0.068 -0.486* -0.531* 
1961 – 1970 -0.108 -0.075 -0.090 0.161 0.375** 
1971 – 1980 -0.150 -0.068 -0.140 0.340 0.623** 
1981 – onwards -1.289*** -1.161 -1.271* 1.044** 1.323*** 
Years of education 0.007 0.007 0.007 -0.036 -0.037 
In education -0.418*** -0.410*** -0.437*** -0.146 -0.162 
Pre. Union 0.074 0.077 0.080 0.568*** 0.572*** 
Total months 
cohabitation 

 
-0.012*** 

 
-0.012*** 

 
-0.012*** 

 
0.001 

 
0.002 

Duration  
(ref 1 – 12) 

     

13 – 36 -0.048 -0.048 -0.039 0.981*** 0.990*** 
37 -  -0.491*** -0.492*** -0.485*** 1.112*** 1.128*** 
Housing policy 
(macro) 

     

Homeowner (%) -0.068*** -0.090*** -0.062*** -0.008 0.019 
Savings (ref: t1)      
t2: Bausparkasse 
reduced 

 0.236* 0.165  -0.081 

t3: Bausparkasse 
increase 

 0.360* 0.231  -0.232 

Taxation (ref: t1)      
Tax allowances 
increase 

 -0.143 -0.182  -0.369** 

RC and TS (ref: t1)      
t2: RC set free +  
TS abolished  

  -0.571***   

Subjects 1815 1815 1815 1815 1815 
Failures 1106 1106 1106 404 404 
Observations 5723 5914 5939 5723 5914 
Log likelihood -2387.51*** -2385.29*** -2381.09*** -1034.94*** -1031.09*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 
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Housing policy GDR - Entry into marriage and separation (Women) 

 Entry into marriage Entry into separation 
Variable 1 2 3 1 2 3 
Constant  -1.828*** -3.559*** -3.697*** -4.231*** -3.916*** -3.909*** 
At risk  
(ref: 20 - 24) 

      

age 16 – 19 -0.213** -0.255** -0.260** -0.105 -0.093 -0.092 
age 25 – 29 -0.409*** -0.381*** -0.375*** -0.523*** -0.536*** -0.537*** 
age 30 – 34  -0.755*** -0.722*** -0.711*** -0.587** -0.596** -0.597** 
age 35 – -1.503*** -1.350*** -1.289*** -0.893** -0.920** -0.923** 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951 - 1960) 

      

1941 – 1950 0.427*** 0.216 0.207 -0.755* -0.623 -0.623 
1961 – 1970 -0.322*** -0.268*** -0.268*** 0.214 0.185 0.185 
1971 – 1980 -0.783*** -0.592*** -0.511** 0.084 0.035 0.030 
1981 – onwards -1.931*** -1.965*** -1.877*** 1.096** 1.125** 1.120** 
Years of education -0.025 -0.021 -0.020 -0.001 -0.002 -0.002 
In education -0.240** -0.246** -0.244** -0.439** -0.432** -0.432** 
Pre. Union 0.060 0.074 0.080 0.711*** 0.708*** 0.708*** 
Total months 
cohabitation 

 
-0.014* 

 
-0.015* 

 
-0.015* 

 
-0.011 

 
-0.011 

 
-0.011 

Duration  
(ref 1 – 12) 

      

13 – 36 -0.226*** -0.210*** -0.206*** 0.561*** 0.552*** 0.552*** 
37 -  -0.522*** -0.530*** -0.525*** 0.462*** 0.463*** 0.462*** 
Housing policy 
(macro) 

      

Homeowner (%) -0.045** 0.043 0.049* -0.040 -0.071* -0.071* 
Savings (ref: t1)       
t2: Restricted access 
to Home ownership 

  
-0.257 

 
-0.266 

  
0.364 

 
0.365 

t3: Bausparkasse 
increase 

  
-1.075*** 

 
-0.614** 

  
0.631 

 
0.600 

Rent control and 
Tenure security (ref: 
t1) 

      

t2: RC set free + TC 
abolished 

  -0.612***   0.039 

Subjects 1495 1495 1495 1495 1495 1495 
Failures 854 854 854 320 320 320 
Observations 4355 4370 4597 4355 4370 4597 
Log likelihood -1898.70*** -1881.29*** -1877.97*** -885.40*** -884.38*** -884.37*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 
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Housing policy GDR - Entry into marriage and separation (men) 

 Entry into marriage Entry into separation 
Variable 1 2 3 1 2 3 
Constant  -1.859*** -2.508*** -2.608*** -4.298*** -4.572*** -4.658*** 
At risk  
(ref: 20 – 24) 

      

age 16 – 19 -0.385* -0.452** -0.453** 0.071 0.073 0.070 
age 25 – 29 -0.205* -0.136 -0.135 -0.272 -0.276 -0.276 
age 30 – 34  -0.620*** -0.478** -0.469** -0.699** -0.708** -0.695** 
age 35 – -1.036*** -0.697** -0.679** -0.334 -0.354 -0.337 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 51 - 1960) 

      

1941 – 1950 0.265 -0.259 -0.259 -0.300 -0.258 -0.259 
1961 – 1970 -0.296** -0.182 -0.183 0.321 0.315 0. 318 
1971 – 1980 -1.045*** -0.851** -0.808** 0.356 0.345 0.374 
1981 – onwards -2.069*** -1.954* -1.910* 1.533** 1.520** 1.548*** 
Years of education 0.016 0.020 0.020 0.032 0.031 0.032 
In education 0.143 0.039 0.043 0.219 0.226 0.230 
Pre. Union -0.177 -0.182 -0.189 0.831*** 0.830*** 0.822*** 
Total months 
cohabitation 

 
-0.003 

 
-0.004 

 
-0.004 

 
-0.010 

 
-0.010 

 
-0.010 

Duration  
(ref 1 – 12) 

      

13 – 36 -0.487*** -0.461*** -0.457*** 0.552*** 0.551*** 0.556*** 
37 -  -0.717*** -0.707*** -0.701*** 0.716*** 0. 715*** 0.720*** 
Housing policy 
(macro) 

      

Homeowner (%) -0.064** 0.019 0.023 -0.062 -0.063 -0.060 
Savings (ref: t1)       
t2: Restricted access 
to Home ownership 

  
-1.268*** 

 
-1.267*** 

  
0.311 

 
0.309 

t3: Bausparkasse 
increase 

  
-2.132*** 

 
-1.821*** 

  
0.333 

 
0.546 

Rent control and 
Tenure security (ref: 
t1) 

      

t2: RC set free + TC 
abolished 

  -0.390   -0.270 

Subjects 994 994 994 994 994 994 
Failures 541 541 541 215 215 215 
Observations 2770 2772 2917 2770 2772 2917 
Log likelihood -1261.50*** -1239.45*** -1238.65*** -575.61*** -575.56*** -575.30*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 
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Appendix D: Entry into divorce 

Entry into divorce (education) 

France – Entry into divorce (women)  

 Entry into divorce 
Variable  1 2 3 
Constant  -6.194*** -6.101*** -6.241*** 
At risk  
(ref: 25 – 29) 

   

age 16 – 24 -0.093 -0.161* 0.013 
age 30 – 39 0.096 0.112* 0.034 
age 40 – 49  0.028 0.062 0.022 
age 50 – 0.036 0.076 0.046 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951-60) 

   

1941 – 1950 -0.388*** -0.386*** -0.385*** 
1961 – 1970 0.051 0.076 0.100 
1971 – 1980 -0.162 -0.108 -0.019 
1981 -  0.959* 0.998* 1.095* 
Years of education    -0.012 -0.009 
In education  0.414*** 0.415*** 
Duration (years)  
(ref 1 – 5) 

   

0 – 1    -0.446*** 
5 – 10   0.171** 
10 – 15   0.229** 
15 – 20   0.143 
20 -    0.130 
Subjects 4431 4431 4431 
Failures 1575 1575 1575 
Observations 13687 14251 28445 
Log likelihood -4233.46*** -4221.65*** -4211.27*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 

France - Entry into divorce (men) 

 Entry into divorce 
Variable  1 2 3 
Constant  -6.455*** -6.680*** -6.692*** 
At risk  
(ref: 25 – 29) 

   

age 16 – 24 -0.379** -0.447*** -0.246 
age 30 – 39 0.122 0.137 0.067 
age 40 – 49  -0.038 0.002 0.089 
age 50 – -0.342** -0.284 -0.035 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951-60) 

   

1941 – 1950 -0.482*** -0.487*** -0.482*** 
1961 – 1970 0.023 0.043 0.064 
1971 – 1980 0. 072 0.115 0.213 
1981 -  -12.335 -11.385 -11.361 
Years of education    0.013 0.013 
In education  0.574*** 0.572*** 
Duration (years)  
(ref 1 – 5) 

   

0 – 1    -0.715*** 
5 – 10   0.130 
10 – 15   0.085 
15 – 20   0.067 
20 -    -0.270 
Subjects 3005 3005 3005 
Failures 760 760 760 
Observations 9485 9623 19347 
Log likelihood -2312.69*** -2302.52*** -2292.31*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 
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Norway - Entry into divorce (women) 

 Entry into divorce 
Variable  1 2 3 
Constant  -6.515*** -6.213*** -6.475*** 
At risk  
(ref: 25 – 29) 

   

age 16 – 24 0.190** 0.172** 0.445*** 
age 30 – 39 -0.084 -0.081 -0.306*** 
age 40 – 49  0.051 0.053 -0.402*** 
age 50 – -0.169 -0.168 -0.662*** 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951-60) 

   

1941 – 1950 -0.263*** -0.271*** -0.289*** 
1961 – 1970 0.064 0.068 0.139* 
1971 – 1980 0.170 0.187 0.334*** 
1981 -  -13.507 -12.995 -13.609 
Years of education    -0.024** -0.013 
In education  -0.011 0.171 
Duration (years)  
(ref 1 – 5) 

   

0 – 1    -0.997*** 
5 – 10   0.281*** 
10 – 15   0.339*** 
15 – 20   0.610*** 
20 -    0.645*** 
Subjects 6260 6260 6260 
Failures 1596 1596 1596 
Observations 18805 19770 39525 
Log likelihood -4813.78*** -4811.65*** -4765.16*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 

Norway - Entry into divorce (men)  

 Entry into divorce 
Variable  1 2 3 
Constant  -6.565*** -6.421*** -6.441*** 
At risk  
(ref: 25 – 29) 

   

age 16 – 24 -0.003 -0.061 0.214 
age 30 – 39 -0.140 -0.139 -0.324*** 
age 40 – 49  -0.106 -0.106 -0.391*** 
age 50 – -0.447*** -0.446*** -0.671*** 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951-60) 

   

1941 – 1950 -0.310*** -0.311*** -0.330*** 
1961 – 1970 -0.001 -0.003 0.050 
1971 – 1980 -0.035 -0.053 0.054 
1981 -  -12.665 -12.758 -14.300 
Years of education    -0.012 -0.009 
In education  0.534*** 0.611** 
Duration (years)  
(ref 1 – 5) 

   

0 – 1    -1.142*** 
5 – 10   0.201** 
10 – 15   0.175 
15 – 20   0.406*** 
20 -    0.216 
Subjects 4575 4575 4575 
Failures 998 998 998 
Observations 14405 14637 29835 
Log likelihood -3222.21*** -3219.98*** -3193.46*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 
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FRG - Entry into divorce (women)  

 Entry into divorce 
Variable  1 2 3 
Constant  -6.732*** -5.714*** -5.744*** 
At risk  
(ref: 25 – 29) 

   

age 16 – 24 0.265** 0.211* 0.358*** 
age 30 – 39 0.003 0.050 0.004 
age 40 – 49  -0.149 -0.050 0.141 
age 50 – -0.738** -0.674** -0.354 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951-60) 

   

1941 – 1950 -0.660*** -0.649*** -0.626*** 
1961 – 1970 0.011 0.062 0.074 
1971 – 1980 -0.010 0.055 0.082 
1981 -  0.444 0.443 0.535 
Years of education    -0.090*** -0.089*** 
In education  -0.355 -0.254 
Duration (years)  
(ref 1 – 5) 

   

0 – 1    -0.765*** 
5 – 10   0.079 
10 – 15   0.164 
15 – 20   -0.127 
20 -    -0.350 
Subjects 3284 3284 3284 
Failures 595 595 595 
Observations 9235 9520 19139 
Log likelihood -2061.67*** -2051.59*** -2039.77*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 

FRG - Entry into divorce (men)  

 Entry into divorce 
Variable  1 2 3 
Constant  -7.008*** -6.179*** -6.250*** 
At risk  
(ref: 25 – 29) 

   

age 16 – 24 0.385* 0.351* 0.616*** 
age 30 – 39 -0.140 -0.108 -0.260 
age 40 – 49  -0.189 -0.141 -0.219 
age 50 – -0.583** -0.551** -0.524 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951-60) 

   

1941 – 1950 -0.241* -0.212 -0.207 
1961 – 1970 -0.003 0.002 0.026 
1971 – 1980 0.088 0.099 0.127 
1981 -  1.211 1.144 1.328 
Years of education    -0.068** -0.064** 
In education  -0.183 -0.059 
Duration (years)  
(ref 1 – 5) 

   

0 – 1    -1.276*** 
5 – 10   0.255 
10 – 15   0.183 
15 – 20   0.146 
20 -    -0.050 
Subjects 2092 2092 2092 
Failures 296 296 296 
Observations 6230 6356 12945 
Log likelihood -1099.18** -1096.42*** -1085.43*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 
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GDR - Entry into divorce (women) 

 Entry into divorce 
Variable  1 2 3 
Constant  -6.198*** -5.085*** -4.865*** 
At risk  
(ref: 25 – 29) 

   

age 16 – 24 -0.366*** -0.366*** -0.341** 
age 30 – 39 -0.444*** -0.432*** -0.239 
age 40 – 49  -0.663*** -0.628*** 0.200 
age 50 – -1.614*** -1.590*** -0.511 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951-60) 

   

1941 – 1950 -0.771*** -0.761*** -0.753*** 
1961 – 1970 0.192* 0.200* 0.189* 
1971 – 1980 0.266 0.225 0.213 
1981 -  0.818 0.786 0.804 
Years of education    -0.090*** -0.097*** 
In education  -0.543* -0.355 
Duration (years)  
(ref 1 – 5) 

   

0 – 1    -0.879*** 
5 – 10   -0.146 
10 – 15   -0.369* 
15 – 20   -0.490* 
20 -    -1.339*** 
Subjects 2178 2178 2178 
Failures 461 461 461 
Observations 5609 6210 11874 
Log likelihood -1514.93*** -1507.70*** -1494.72*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 

GDR - Entry into divorce (men)  

 Entry into divorce 
Variable  1 2 3 
Constant  -6.715*** -6.064*** -5.985*** 
At risk  
(ref: 25 – 29) 

   

age 16 – 24 0.169 0.156 0.321 
age 30 – 39 0.109 0.119 0.145 
age 40 – 49  -0.183 -0.157 0.084 
age 50 – -1.543** -1.521** -0.909 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951-60) 

   

1941 – 1950 -0.751*** -0.731*** -0.724*** 
1961 – 1970 0.228 0.218 0.222 
1971 – 1980 0.777 0.729 0.790 
1981 -  -7.859 -7.879 -6.986 
Years of education    -0.051 -0.053 
In education  -0.110 0.020 
Duration (years)  
(ref 1 – 5) 

   

0 – 1    -0.991*** 
5 – 10   -0.010 
10 – 15   -0.230 
15 – 20   0.115 
20 -    -0.755 
Subjects 1293 1293 1293 
Failures 222 222 222 
Observations 3518 3694 7161 
Log likelihood -777.29*** -776.31*** -768.66*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 
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Entry into divorce (family policy) 

Family policy France - Entry into divorce (women)  

 Entry into divorce 
Variable  1 2 3 
Constant  -8.966*** -9.028*** -8.980*** 
At risk  
(ref: 25 – 29) 

   

age 16 – 24 0.230** 0.238** 0.272*** 
age 30 – 39 -0.150* -0.159* -0.189** 
age 40 – 49  -0.302** -0.325** -0.391*** 
age 50 – -0.394** -0.420** -0.521*** 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951-60) 

   

1941 – 1950 -0.065 -0.053 -0.003 
1961 – 1970 -0.149* -0.170** -0.220*** 
1971 – 1980 -0.373** -0.399** -0.483*** 
1981 -  0.511 0.477 0.357 
Years of education   -0.013 -0.013 -0.014 
In education 0.368*** 0.366*** 0.367*** 
Duration (years)  
(ref 1 – 5) 

   

0 – 1  -0.420*** -0.421*** -0.415*** 
5 – 10 0.156* 0.158* 0.156* 
10 – 15 0.152 0.150 0.145 
15 – 20 -0.020 -0.029 -0.044 
20 -  -0.071 -0.082 -0.109 
Family policy 
(macro) 

   

Maternity leave (weeks) 0.142** 0.147** 0.110* 
Parental leave (weeks) 0.005*** 0.005*** 0.004*** 
Remuneration  0.080 0.116 
Childcare   0.020** 
Subjects 4431 4431 4431 
Failures 1575 1575 1575 
Observations 34377 36688 43433 
Log likelihood -4176.76*** -4176.37*** -4174.14*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 
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Family policy France - Entry into divorce (men)  

 Entry into divorce 
Variable  1 2 3 
Constant  -10.156*** -10.123*** -10.114*** 
At risk  
(ref: 25 – 29) 

   

age 16 – 24 -0.071 -0.073 -0.062 
age 30 – 39 -0.081 -0.077 -0.088 
age 40 – 49  -0.148 -0.140 -0.162 
age 50 – -0.354 -0.344 -0.377 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951-60) 

   

1941 – 1950 -0.248** -0.253** -0.238** 
1961 – 1970 -0.063 -0.057 -0.074 
1971 – 1980 0.016 0.023 -0.002 
1981 -  -11.758 -11.748 -11.788 
Years of education   0.012 0.011 0.011 
In education 0.534*** 0.534*** 0.535*** 
Duration (years)  
(ref 1 – 5) 

   

0 – 1  -0.718*** -0.718*** -0.717*** 
5 – 10 0.118 0.118 0.117 
10 – 15 0.016 0.017 0.015 
15 – 20 -0.050 -0.047 -0.051 
20 -  -0.404** -0.401** -0.410** 
Family policy 
(macro) 

   

Maternity leave (weeks) 0.206** 0.203** 0.191** 
Parental leave (weeks) 0.003* 0.003 0.002 
Remuneration  0.135 -0.019 
Childcare   0.007 
Subjects 3005 3005 3005 
Failures 760 760 760 
Observations 23215 24750 29090 
Log likelihood -2282.87*** -2282.85*** -2282.73*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 
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Family policy Norway - Entry into divorce (women)  

 Entry into divorce 
Variable  1 2 3 
Constant  -6.292*** -6.322*** -6.328*** 
At risk  
(ref: 25 – 29) 

   

age 16 – 24 0.470*** 0.472*** 0.466*** 
age 30 – 39 -0.306*** -0.309*** -0.299*** 
age 40 – 49  -0.346** -0.354** -0.329** 
age 50 – -0.560*** -0.574*** -0.518** 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951-60) 

   

1941 – 1950 -0.261*** -0.256*** -0.271*** 
1961 – 1970 0.201** 0.198** 0.215** 
1971 – 1980 0.441*** 0.432*** 0.479*** 
1981 -  -13.242 -13.207 -13.129 
Years of education   -0.013 -0.013 -0.013 
In education 0.177 0.178 0.178 
Duration (years)  
(ref 1 – 5) 

   

0 – 1  -0.996*** -0.997*** -0.999*** 
5 – 10 0.275*** 0.275*** 0.277*** 
10 – 15 0.316*** 0.316*** 0.319*** 
15 – 20 0.580*** 0.582*** 0.586*** 
20 -  0.631*** 0.630*** 0.631*** 
Family policy 
(macro) 

   

Maternity leave (weeks) -0.029*** -0.027 -0.024 
Parental leave (weeks) -0.007 -0.017** -0.015* 
Remuneration  0.231 0.222 
Earmarked leave  0.268 0.260 
Childcare   -0.004 
Subjects 6260 6260 6260 
Failures 1596 1596 1596 
Observations 62685 65080 73064 
Log likelihood -4759.84*** -4758.58*** -4758.28*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 
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Family policy Norway - Entry into divorce (men)  

 Entry into divorce 
Variable  1 2 3 
Constant  -6.139*** -5.666*** -5.675*** 
At risk  
(ref: 25 – 29) 

   

age 16 – 24 0.279* 0.276* 0.261* 
age 30 – 39 -0.404*** -0.401*** -0.377*** 
age 40 – 49  -0.428*** -0.420*** -0.364** 
age 50 – -0.671*** -0.660*** -0.537** 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951-60) 

   

1941 – 1950 -0.253** -0.264*** -0.300*** 
1961 – 1970 0.119 0.124 0.169 
1971 – 1980 0.120 0.130 0.240 
1981 -  -12.665 -12.644 -13.095 
Years of education   -0.010 -0.010 -0.009 
In education 0.617** 0.616** 0.614** 
Duration (years)  
(ref 1 – 5) 

   

0 – 1  -1.152*** -1.151*** -1.155*** 
5 – 10 0.192* 0.191* 0.195* 
10 – 15 0.121 0.128 0.134 
15 – 20 0.340** 0.349** 0.351** 
20 -  0.178 0.186 0.191 
Family policy 
(macro) 

   

Maternity leave (weeks) -0.055*** -0.093*** -0.086*** 
Parental leave (weeks) -0.007 -0.009 -0.004 
Remuneration  -0.451 -0.474 
Earmarked leave  0.035 0.011 
Childcare   -0.009 
Subjects 4575 4575 4575 
Failures 998 998 998 
Observations 48797 50432 57518 
Log likelihood -3182.98*** -3182.19*** -3181.23*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 
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Family policy FRG - Entry into divorce (women)  

 Entry into divorce 
Variable  1 2 3 
Constant  -11.355*** -11.350*** -11.085*** 
At risk  
(ref: 25 – 29) 

   

age 16 – 24 0.312** 0.329** 0.352** 
age 30 – 39 0.117 0.106 0.106 
age 40 – 49  0.377 0.375 0.400* 
age 50 – -0.029 -0.031 0.013 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951-60) 

   

1941 – 1950 -0.693*** -0.675*** -0.665*** 
1961 – 1970 0.249** 0.234* 0.226* 
1971 – 1980 0.410* 0.408* 0.437* 
1981 -  0.928 0.916 0.960 
Years of education   -0.081*** -0.080*** -0.079*** 
In education -0.261 -0.254 -0.248 
Duration (years)  
(ref 1 – 5) 

   

0 – 1  -0.771*** -0.772*** -0.774*** 
5 – 10 0.077 0.078 0.081 
10 – 15 0.168 0.166 0.164 
15 – 20 -0.089 -0.095 -0.106 
20 -  -0.287 -0.298 -0.312 
Family policy 
(macro) 

   

Maternity leave (weeks) 0.399 0.395 0.362 
Parental leave (weeks) -0.003** -0.003*** -0.004*** 
Remuneration  0.149 -0.067 
Childcare   0.031* 
Subjects 3284 3284 3284 
Failures 595 595 595 
Observations 28595 28595 34463 
Log likelihood -2035.79*** -2035.33*** -2033.75*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 
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Family policy FRG - Entry into divorce (men)  

 Entry into divorce 
Variable  1 2 3 
Constant  -9.626*** -9.569*** -9.144*** 
At risk  
(ref: 25 – 29) 

   

age 16 – 24 0.577** 0.598*** 0.617*** 
age 30 – 39 -0.160 -0.172 -0.183 
age 40 – 49  0.020 0.004 0.003 
age 50 – -0.156 -0.160 -0.118 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951-60) 

   

1941 – 1950 -0.331* -0.306* -0.289 
1961 – 1970 0. 215 0.202 0.197 
1971 – 1980 0.456 0.457 0.506 
1981 -  1.713 1.700 1.777* 
Years of education   -0.058* -0.057* -0.056* 
In education -0.043 -0.034 -0.018 
Duration (years)  
(ref 1 – 5) 

   

0 – 1  -1.277*** -1.278*** -1.280*** 
5 – 10 0.255 0.256 0.261 
10 – 15 0.204 0.203 0.205 
15 – 20 0.181 0.169 0.161 
20 -  0.029 0.016 0.001 
Family policy 
(macro) 

   

Maternity leave (weeks) 0.243 0.234 0.183 
Parental leave (weeks) -0.003* -0.004* -0.005** 
Remuneration  0.217 -0.128 
Childcare   0.049** 
Subjects 2092 2092 2092 
Failures 296 296 296 
Observations 19111 19111 23303 
Log likelihood -1083.38*** -1082.91*** -1081.03*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 
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Family policy GDR - Entry into divorce (women)  

 Entry into divorce 
Variable  1 2 3 
Constant  -5.078*** -5.213*** -4.506*** 
At risk  
(ref: 25 – 29) 

   

age 16 – 24 -0.314** -0.257* -0.275* 
age 30 – 39 -0.284* -0.360** -0.397** 
age 40 – 49  0.070 -0.019 -0.181 
age 50 – -0.713 -0.848 -1.034 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951-60) 

   

1941 – 1950 -0.661*** -0.588** -0.643*** 
1961 – 1970 0.131 -0.003 -0.022 
1971 – 1980 0.061 -0.058 -0.297 
1981 -  0.616 0.440 0.212 
Years of education   -0.099*** -0.099*** -0.103*** 
In education -0.344 -0.312 -0.347 
Duration (years)  
(ref 1 – 5) 

   

0 – 1  -0.868*** -0.862*** -0.874*** 
5 – 10 -0.151 -0.154 -0.155 
10 – 15 -0.375* -0.398** -0.400** 
15 – 20 -0.511** -0.544** -0.547** 
20 -  -1.369*** -1.410*** -1.439*** 
Family policy 
(macro) 

   

Maternity leave (weeks) 0.004 0.008 0.002 
Parental leave (weeks) 0.002 0.002 0.001 
Remuneration  0.295** 0.414*** 
Childcare   -0.008** 
Subjects 2178 2178 2178 
Failures 461 461 461 
Observations 16776 18111 21327 
Log likelihood -1494.21*** -1492.03*** -1489.46*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 
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Family policy GDR - Entry into divorce (men)  

 Entry into divorce 
Variable  1 2 3 
Constant  -6.887*** -6.866*** -6.502*** 
At risk  
(ref: 25 – 29) 

   

age 16 – 24 0.243 0.236 0.228 
age 30 – 39 0.275 0.283 0.272 
age 40 – 49  0.369 0.378 0.317 
age 50 – -0.483 -0.469 -0.558 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951-60) 

   

1941 – 1950 -0.843*** -0.853*** -0.861*** 
1961 – 1970 0.446** 0.458** 0.440** 
1971 – 1980 1.224** 1.234** 1.129** 
1981 -  -6.424 -6.406 -6.508 
Years of education   -0.054 -0.054 -0.055 
In education 0.057 0.055 0.019 
Duration (years)  
(ref 1 – 5) 

   

0 – 1  -1.009*** -1.009*** -1.012*** 
5 – 10 -0.009 -0.009 -0.011 
10 – 15 -0.194 -0.191 -0.195 
15 – 20 0.239 0.243 0.239 
20 -  -0.611 -0.608 -0.623 
Family policy 
(macro) 

   

Maternity leave (weeks) 0.038** 0.038** 0.035** 
Parental leave (weeks) -0.001 -0.001 -0.001 
Remuneration  -0.032 0.033 
Childcare   -0.004 
Subjects 1293 1293 1293 
Failures 222 222 222 
Observations 10169 10943 12941 
Log likelihood -765.31*** -765.29*** -764.91*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 
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Entry into divorce (Housing policy) 

Housing policy France - Entry into divorce (women)  

 Entry into divorce 
Variable  1 2 3 
Constant  -6.524*** -8.488*** -7.319*** 
At risk  
(ref: 25 – 29) 

   

age 16 – 24 0.018 0.132 0.155 
age 30 – 39 0.023 0.010 -0.013 
age 40 – 49  -0.005 0.052 -0.003 
age 50 – 0.005 0.264 0.204 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951-60) 

   

1941 – 1950 -0.372*** -0.273*** -0.242*** 
1961 – 1970 0.077 0.118 0.071 
1971 – 1980 -0.057 0.171 0.116 
1981 -  1.040* 1.174* 1.142* 
Years of education   -0.009 -0.007 -0.008 
In education 0.416*** 0.325*** 0.325*** 
Duration (years)  
(ref 1 – 5) 

   

0 – 1  -0.447*** -0.434*** -0.432*** 
5 – 10 0.172** 0.163* 0.167* 
10 – 15 0.228** 0.166 0.169 
15 – 20 0.137 0. 032 0.022 
20 -  0.120 0.028 0.003 
Housing policy 
(macro) 

   

Homeowner (%) 0.006 0.035*** 0.010 
Savings (ref: t1)    
t2: Scheme - PAP  0.624*** 0.640*** 
t3: Scheme - PTZ  0.024 0.060 
Rent control and Tenure 
security (ref: t1) 

   

t2: RC +TS relaxed   0.264*** 
Subjects 4431 4431 4431 
Failures 1575 1575 1575 
Observations 37636 39280 41742 
Log likelihood -4211.15*** -4164.04*** -4160.34*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 
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Housing policy France - Entry into divorce (men)  

 Entry into divorce 
Variable  1 2 3 
Constant  -6.678*** -7.697*** -6.446*** 
At risk  
(ref: 25 – 29) 

   

age 16 – 24 -0.246 -0.157 -0.136 
age 30 – 39 0.068 0.035 0.013 
age 40 – 49  0.090 0.092 0.039 
age 50 – -0.033 0.044 -0.015 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951-60) 

   

1941 – 1950 -0.483*** -0.414*** -0.379*** 
1961 – 1970 0.065 0.116 0.067 
1971 – 1980 0.214 0.321 0.278 
1981 -  -11.358 -11.325 -11.370 
Years of education   0.013 0.013 0.013 
In education 0.572*** 0.523*** 0.523*** 
Duration (years)  
(ref 1 – 5) 

   

0 – 1  -0.715*** -0.718*** -0.719*** 
5 – 10 0.130 0.123 0.126 
10 – 15 0.086 0.049 0.047 
15 – 20 0.067 0.002 -0.012 
20 -  -0.269 -0.313 -0.346* 
Housing policy 
(macro) 

   

Homeowner (%) -0.001 0.013 -0.014 
Savings (ref: t1)    
t2: Scheme - PAP  0.430** 0.447** 
t3: Scheme - PTZ  0.153 0.187 
Rent control and Tenure 
security (ref: t1) 

   

t2: RC +TS relaxed   0.285** 
Subjects 3005 3005 3005 
Failures 760 760 760 
Observations 25850 26888 28600 
Log likelihood -2292.31*** -2285.51*** -2283.51*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 
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Housing policy Norway - Entry into divorce (women)  

 Entry into divorce 
Variable  1 2 3 
Constant  -7.875*** -7.936*** -7.725*** 
At risk  
(ref: 25 – 29) 

   

age 16 – 24 0.539*** 0.538*** 0.539*** 
age 30 – 39 -0.407*** -0.403*** -0.405*** 
age 40 – 49  -0.576*** -0.562*** -0.567*** 
age 50 – -0.923*** -0.906*** -0.914*** 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951-60) 

   

1941 – 1950 -0.129* -0.134 -0.128 
1961 – 1970 0.010 0.024 0.018 
1971 – 1980 0.122 0.139 0.129 
1981 -  -13.717 -13.702 -13.708 
Years of education   -0.016 -0.015 -0.016 
In education 0.178 0.178 0.181 
Duration (years)  
(ref 1 – 5) 

   

0 – 1  -0.994*** -0.994*** -0.993*** 
5 – 10 0.282*** 0.281*** 0.282*** 
10 – 15 0.315*** 0.313*** 0.310*** 
15 – 20 0.540*** 0.539*** 0.533*** 
20 -  0.550*** 0.556*** 0.550*** 
Housing policy 
(macro) 

   

Homeowner (%) 0.021*** 0.022*** 0.018*** 
Savings (ref: t1)    
t2: no interest subsidies   0.054 0.043 
Taxation (ref: t1)    
t2: reduction in tax 
subsidies 

 -0.090 -0.076 

Rent control and Tenure 
security (ref: t1) 

   

t2: RC relaxed    0.086 
t3: RC set free + limit on 
contracts 

  0.106 

Subjects 6260 6260 6260 
Failures 1596 1596 1596 
Observations 57180 61578 67092 
Log likelihood -4759.47*** -4759.08*** -4758.76*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 

  



296 
 

Housing policy Norway - Entry into divorce (men)  

 Entry into divorce 
Variable  1 2 3 
Constant  -8.755*** -8.657*** -8.066*** 
At risk  
(ref: 25 – 29) 

   

age 16 – 24 0.348** 0.334** 0.330** 
age 30 – 39 -0.504*** -0.456*** -0.443*** 
age 40 – 49  -0.721*** -0.607*** -0.591*** 
age 50 – -1.136*** -0.926*** -0.889*** 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951-60) 

   

1941 – 1950 -0.043 -0.124 -0.121 
1961 – 1970 -0.128 -0.021 -0.009 
1971 – 1980 -0.260 -0.090 -0.054 
1981 -  -13.248 -13.040 -12.964 
Years of education   -0.010 -0.010 -0.010 
In education 0.621** 0.614** 0.614** 
Duration (years)  
(ref 1 – 5) 

   

0 – 1  -1.149*** -1.151*** -1.152*** 
5 – 10 0.201** 0.202** 0.207** 
10 – 15 0.111 0.118 0.115 
15 – 20 0.297** 0.306** 0.291** 
20 -  0.066 0.112 0.105 
Housing policy 
(macro) 

   

Homeowner (%) 0.034*** 0.033*** 0.023** 
Savings (ref: t1)    
t2: no interest subsidies   -0.067 -0.021 
Taxation (ref: t1)    
t2: reduction in tax 
subsidies 

 -0.145 -0.121 

Rent control and Tenure 
security (ref: t1) 

   

t2: RC relaxed    0.225 
t3: RC set free + limit on 
contracts 

  0.155 

Subjects 4575 4575 4575 
Failures 998 998 998 
Observations 44062 48004 52279 
Log likelihood -3183.67*** -3182.20*** -3180.86*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 
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Housing policy FRG – Entry into divorce (women) 

 Entry into divorce 
Variable  1 2 3 
Constant  -4.100*** -3.576*** -3.958*** 
At risk  
(ref: 25 – 29) 

   

age 16 – 24 0.275** 0.307** 0.314** 
age 30 – 39 0.098 0.116 0.112 
age 40 – 49  0.356 0.416* 0.420* 
age 50 – 0.013 0.098 0.082 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951-60) 

   

1941 – 1950 -0.807*** -0.799*** -0.734*** 
1961 – 1970 0.223* 0.239* 0.246* 
1971 – 1980 0.383 0.457* 0.476* 
1981 -  0.991 1.083 1.116 
Years of education   -0.085*** -0.083*** -0.081*** 
In education -0.279 -0.272 -0.267 
Duration (years)  
(ref 1 – 5) 

   

0 – 1  -0.779*** -0.783*** -0.779*** 
5 – 10 0.088 0.090 0.088 
10 – 15 0.188 0.186 0.182 
15 – 20 -0.078 -0.080 -0.088 
20 -  -0.274 -0.276 -0.292 
Housing policy (macro)    
Homeowner (%) -0.043* -0.063** -0.074** 
Savings (ref: t1)    
t2: Bausparkasse reduced  0.225 0.224 
t3: Bausparkasse increase  0.131 0.163 
Taxation (ref: t1)  0.106 0.125 
Tax allowances increase    
RC and TS (ref: t1)    
t2: RC set free +  
TS abolished  

  0.820* 

Subjects 3284 3284 3284 
Failures 595 595 595 
Observations 28834 30493 30759 
Log likelihood -2038.20*** -2036.88*** -2035.12*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 

  



298 
 

Housing policy FRG – Entry into divorce (men) 

 Entry into divorce 
Variable  1 2 3 
Constant  -5.462*** -4.857*** -5.202*** 
At risk  
(ref: 25 – 29) 

   

age 16 – 24 0.579** 0.598*** 0.610*** 
age 30 – 39 -0.212 -0.169 -0.187 
age 40 – 49  -0.110 -0.005 -0.012 
age 50 – -0.346 -0.166 -0.169 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951-60) 

   

1941 – 1950 -0.293 -0.311 -0.283 
1961 – 1970 0.095 0.185 0.194 
1971 – 1980 0.271 0.451 0.469 
1981 -  1.550 1.782* 1.815* 
Years of education   -0.063** -0.058** -0.058** 
In education -0.078 -0.053 -0.017 
Duration (years)  
(ref 1 – 5) 

   

0 – 1  -1.280*** -1.284*** -1.273*** 
5 – 10 0.260 0.265 0.258 
10 – 15 0.200 0.204 0.200 
15 – 20 0.170 0.170 0.164 
20 -  -0.015 0.011 -0.001 
Housing policy (macro)    
Homeowner (%) -0.021 -0.044 -0.060 
Savings (ref: t1)    
t2: Bausparkasse reduced  0.399 0.378 
t3: Bausparkasse increase  0.258 0.285 
Taxation (ref: t1)  -0.014 0.011 
Tax allowances increase    
RC and TS (ref: t1)    
t2: RC set free +  
TS abolished  

  0.962 

Subjects 2092 2092 2092 
Failures 296 296 296 
Observations 19879 20958 21164 
Log likelihood -1085.23*** -1083.45*** -1081.93*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 
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Housing policy GDR - Entry into divorce (women)  

 Entry into divorce 
Variable  1 2 3 
Constant  -6.286*** -6.697*** -6.711*** 
At risk  
(ref: 25 – 29) 

   

age 16 – 24 -0.277** -0.300** -0.300** 
age 30 – 39 -0.389** -0.371** -0.369** 
age 40 – 49  -0.166 -0.148 -0.144 
age 50 – -1.054 -1.013 -1.007 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951-60) 

   

1941 – 1950 -0.645*** -0.721*** -0.722*** 
1961 – 1970 -0.013 0.025 0.026 
1971 – 1980 -0.330 -0.325 -0.319 
1981 -  0.102 0.092 0.098 
Years of education   -0.101*** -0.102*** -0.102*** 
In education -0.360 -0.373 -0.373 
Duration (years)  
(ref 1 – 5) 

   

0 – 1  -0.871*** -0.879*** -0.879*** 
5 – 10 -0.150 -0.150 -0.149 
10 – 15 -0.389** -0.388** -0.388** 
15 – 20 -0.570** -0.539** -0.537** 
20 -  -1.445*** -1.424*** -1.423*** 
Housing policy (macro)    
Homeowner (%) 0.066** 0.098*** 0.098*** 
Savings (ref: t1)    
t2: Restricted access to 
Home ownership 

 -0.273 -0.274 

t3: Bausparkasse increase  -0.564 -0.522 
Rent control and Tenure 
security (ref: t1) 

   

t2: RC set free + TC 
abolished 

  -0.053 

Subjects 2178 2178 2178 
Failures 461 461 461 
Observations 16565 16665 18240 
Log likelihood -1492.18*** -1490.51*** -1490.49*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 
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Housing policy GDR - Entry into divorce (men)  

 Entry into divorce 
Variable  1 2 3 
Constant  -6.126*** -9.589*** -9.684*** 
At risk  
(ref: 25 – 29) 

   

age 16 – 24 0.327 0.321 0.321 
age 30 – 39 0.131 0.108 0.111 
age 40 – 49  0.050 -0.078 -0.064 
age 50 – -0.961 -1.215 -1.195 
Birth cohorts 
(ref: 1951-60) 

   

1941 – 1950 -0.709** -0.617** -0.621** 
1961 – 1970 0.200 0.197 0.201 
1971 – 1980 0.741 0.579 0.600 
1981 -  -7.052 -7.314 -7.293 
Years of education   -0.053 -0.053 -0.052 
In education 0.016 0.024 0.026 
Duration (years)  
(ref 1 – 5) 

   

0 – 1  -0.990*** -1.007*** -1.009*** 
5 – 10 -0.011 -0.018 -0.017 
10 – 15 -0.234 -0.242 -0.242 
15 – 20 0.107 0.167 0.174 
20 -  -0.767 -0.750 -0.744 
Housing policy (macro)    
Homeowner (%) 0.006 0.113** 0.118** 
Savings (ref: t1)    
t2: Restricted access to 
Home ownership 

 1.123 1.118 

t3: Bausparkasse increase  0.311 0.530 
Rent control and Tenure 
security (ref: t1) 

   

t2: RC set free + TC 
abolished 

  -0.279 

Subjects 1293 1293 1293 
Failures 222 222 222 
Observations 10054 10135 11115 
Log likelihood -768.64*** -762.41*** -762.20*** 
*: significant at 10%, **: significant at 5%, ***: significant at 1% 

 

 

 




