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ABSTRACT

France and the United Kingdom represent two contrasting institutional models for the 

integration of employment and motherhood, respectively the ‘universalistic’ regime type 

that offers subsidized child-care and maternity-leave benefits to women at all income 

levels, and the ‘means-testing’ regime type that offers predominantly income-tested 

benefits for single mothers.  Using the two countries as comparative case studies, we 

develop and test the hypothesis that the socio-economic gradient of fertility timing has 

become increasingly mediated by family policy.  We hypothesize and find increasing 

polarization in age at first birth by pre-childbearing occupation between the 1980s and 

1990s in the U.K. but not in France.  Early first childbearing persisted in the U.K. only 

among women in low-skill occupations, while shifts towards increasingly late first births 

occurred in clerical/secretarial occupations and above.  Increases in age at first birth 

occurred across all occupations in France, but this was still much earlier on average than 

for all but low-skill British mothers.  
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INTRODUCTION

The integration of women’s employment and childbearing trajectories is increasingly 

seen as an important determinant of fertility in developed countries (Brewster and 

Rindfuss 2000).  There has been a corresponding growth of interest in the questions of 

whether and by how much family policy designed to reconcile employment and 

motherhood roles increases fertility.  A paradox raised in this literature is that countries 

with opposite approaches have the highest levels of fertility among industrialized 

countries: The highly interventionist, ‘universalistic’ family-policy regimes of Northern 

Europe, incorporating extensive publicly-subsidized childcare and strong maternity-leave 

provisions; and the minimally-interventionist regimes exemplified by the U.S., in which 

‘means-testing’ family-policy is mixed with market-provided childcare and weaker 

maternity leave (Pampel 2001; Rindfuss, Guzzo, and Morgan 2003; Adsera 2004).  Most 

cross-national analyses addressing changes in the relationship between family-policy 

regime, maternal employment, and fertility, however, have been limited by their use of 

highly aggregated variables such as the total fertility rate and overall female labor-force 

participation rates (e.g., Blanchet and Ekert-Jaffé 1994; Gauthier and Hatzius 1997; 

Castles 2003; Engelhardt and Prskawetz 2004).  In the present study, we use a more 

disaggregated approach that incorporates age, parity, and pre-motherhood occupation.  

This allows us to ask whether the distribution of fertility may be strongly influenced by 

family-policy regime even when the overall level of fertility is not.  Specifically, we 

consider effects of family-policy regime on socioeconomic polarization in the timing of 

first birth.
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We use a comparative case-study approach that takes France and the U.K. as 

examples of the ‘universalistic’ and ‘means-testing’ family-policy regime types.  The 

focus of our quantitative analysis is the use of linked census and birth registration 

microdata to compare change in French and British women’s ages at first birth by their 

pre-childbearing occupation or employment status.  Our main hypothesis, derived from 

“reproductive polarization” theory, is that in the social context of secular trends towards 

greater salience of women’s employment, ‘universalistic’ work-family reconciliation 

regimes such as France’s produce uniform shifts towards later first birth, while ‘means-

testing’ family-policy regimes such as the U.K.’s produce increasingly polarized ages at 

first birth, with women’s labor-market opportunities forming the axis of this polarization.  

The aim of our research is not only to identify whether such a polarization occurs, but 

also to identify where in the socioeconomic distribution the cleavage between earlier and 

later mothers occurs. 

To anticipate our main results, we find strong support for the reproductive-

polarization hypothesis in our comparisons of cohort change in the occupational 

distribution of ages at first birth in the two countries.  British women in low-skill and 

jobless statuses continued to enter motherhood at young ages.  A strong shift towards 

later first births occurred among women in clerical/secretarial occupations and above.  In 

France, a shift towards later childbearing occurred from all pre-childbearing occupations.  

Ages at first birth in France, however, were still substantially younger than for British 

women in clerical/secretarial occupations and above.  Our analysis of occupational 

trajectories between women’s 20s and 30s in the two countries points to differences in 
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both employment continuity and in occupational mobility as reasons for British women’s 

later entry to motherhood from all but low-skill occupations.  

The organization of our article is as follows.  We first review the development of 

theory on “reproductive polarization” and its links to family policy.  We next describe the 

family-policy regimes of France and Britain and review prior empirical findings on 

family formation and employment in those countries.  We integrate into this review 

evidence showing that while France and the U.K.’s overall levels and patterns of change 

in fertility and labor force participation are similar, their age-disaggregated rates are 

starkly contrasting in ways consistent with their respective family-policy regimes.  This 

is followed by our main empirical analyses comparing age at first birth by pre-

childbearing occupation across cohorts in the two countries. Summary and conclusions 

end the paper. 

WELFARE REGIMES AND THE “REPRODUCTIVE POLARIZATION” 

Because of the interacting nature of family policies, they may be best understood by 

viewing them together as a “regime.”  For example, the effectiveness of maternity-leave 

provisions in allowing women to return to the same job after a birth may depend on 

availability of subsidized child-care (Brewster and Rindfuss 2000). Two contrasting 

regime types are the focus of our study: (1) ‘means-testing’ regimes that offer 

predominantly income-tested benefits for single mothers; and (2) ‘universalistic’ regimes 

that offer subsidized child-care and maternity-leave benefits to women at all income 

levels to facilitate the combining of motherhood with employment continuity.  The cross-

national evidence for the effectiveness of ‘universalistic’ regimes in facilitating 
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continuity of employment with motherhood is strong (Gornick, Meyers, and Ross 1998; 

Ruhm 1998; Stier, Lewis-Epstein, and Braun 2001).  The evidence for whether they 

increase fertility, however, is much weaker (Gauthier 1996, 2005; but see also McDonald 

2006).  This may be because, as Gauthier and Hatzius (1997) note in discussing the 

limitations of the total fertility rate, family policies differentially influence the fertility of 

women with different labor-market opportunities (see also Milligan 2005).  If so, the 

distributional effects of family policy on fertility may be greater than the quantity effects.  

Arguments for differential impacts of family-policy regime on fertility have been 

given a strong foundation in the “reproductive polarization” analysis of Shulze and Tyrell 

(2002).  They critique Lesthaege’s (1995) view of the enormous social changes in 

women’s family-economic and family-demographic roles he describes as “the second 

demographic transition” as representing growth in individual choice in family formation.  

Instead, Shulze and Tyrell argue that increasing heterogeneity in family formation is 

highly structured along socioeconomic lines.  They argue that this structuring is greater, 

and serves to reinforce socioeconomic inequality across generations much more, under 

family-policy regimes that do not facilitate the reconciling of employment with 

motherhood.  Writing in the context of very high proportions of women remaining 

childless in Germany, they argue that compared with ‘universalistic’ family-policy 

regimes, ‘conservative’ regimes such as Germany’s, whose forms of assistance to 

mothers are largely associated with their remaining out of the labor force, increase 

childlessness selectively among women with the highest opportunity costs of 

childbearing.  As consequence, ‘conservative’ family-policy regimes increase the 

4



proportion of all childbearing by women with poor labor-market prospects and the fewest 

economic resources.   

We extend these “reproductive polarization” arguments to contrast the 

distributions of fertility in ‘means-testing’ and ‘universalistic’ regimes.  We begin from 

McLanahan’s (2004) contention that the polarizing effects of the second demographic 

transition in the U.S. pivot not on childlessness and family size, but on fertility timing.  

McLanahan draws a sharp distinction between those women who have taken economic 

advantage of the second demographic transition (the later mothers) and those who have 

been left increasingly far behind by it (the early mothers).  She argues that women with 

better socioeconomic opportunities in the U.S. have been better able to time their family 

formation optimally, resulting in entry to motherhood at a time that is advantageous for 

their own and particularly their children’s social and economic well-being.  Meanwhile, 

women with poorer socioeconomic opportunities have continued to have children early, 

at a time when they have few economic resources other than those provided by the U.S.’s 

means-tested income support programs.   

While Schulze and Tyrell put family-policy regime at center-stage in their 

analysis of reproductive polarization, for McLanahan it is only one of many forces 

operating.  A strong micro-economic foundation for linking family policy to 

socioeconomic polarization in the timing of fertility, however, is found in work seeking 

to explain differences in women’s ages at first birth within and across countries in Europe 

and in the U.S.  Gustaffson and colleagues (Gustaffson 2001; Gustaffson and Wetzels 

2000) argue with a mix of theory and empirical evidence that more homogeneous timing 

of first birth is promoted by ‘universalistic’ family-policy regimes.  Extensive child-care 
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subsidies and strong maternity-leave provisions are argued to give women at all 

educational and occupational levels strong incentives to delay childbearing until they 

have stable employment, but also to allow them to proceed more quickly with 

childbearing once they have such employment.   

Ermisch and colleagues provide theory and evidence from the U.K. for 

heterogeneous timing of childbearing in regimes without subsidized child-care and strong 

maternity-leave provisions to support employment continuity.  Cigno and Ermisch (1989) 

argue that women with better earnings prospects have a greater incentive for later entry to 

motherhood when motherhood is associated with labor-force withdrawal.  Ermisch 

(1989) argues that the price of childcare is critical to the fertility-employment choice, 

with higher earnings needed to continue employment when childcare must be purchased 

at market rates.  Not only a woman’s current earnings, but also the degree of upward 

slope in her prospective earnings, are important in their modeling of the fertility-

employment decision.  This consideration is invoked by Cigno and Ermisch to support 

their use of occupation as the key explanatory variable of their empirical analyses of birth 

timing.   

Fertility timing decisions for low-skill women in ‘means-testing’ regimes are 

analyzed by Rosenzweig (1999), both theoretically and with evidence from the U.S.  He 

shows that means-tested benefits provided to women with dependent-aged children may 

increase early entry to motherhood, but that this will only occur among women with 

otherwise poor economic prospects.  Hoffman and Foster (2000) provide further 

empirical evidence in support of this.  Moffitt (1992), however, reviews earlier literature 

showing much weaker effects of U.S. means-tested programs on family formation.   

6



While the above literature predicts earlier childbearing among the least skilled 

women and later childbearing among the most skilled women in ‘means-testing’ regimes, 

predictions of fertility timing for women whose earnings are not high enough to purchase 

child care at market rates, but whose total family income makes them ineligible for 

means-tested benefits, are less clear.  One possibility is that these women will have an 

upward earnings trajectory that will allow them to purchase childcare and maintain 

employment continuity later in their careers.  Such a trajectory could cause childbearing 

to be postponed longer for such women in a ‘means-testing’ regime in which childcare 

must otherwise be purchased at market rates than in a ‘universalistic’ family-policy 

regime in which subsidized childcare is available.  Other possibilities, however, include 

relatively early childbearing combined with weak attachment to the labor force during 

children’s early years.  In this case, it is not clear whether lower-middle and middle-

income women in a ‘means-testing’ regime will have children earlier or later than they 

would in a ‘universalistic’ regime.  The present study’s estimates of first birth by age, 

differentiated additionally by occupation, allows for an empirical answer to this question 

for British versus French women. 

The theory of reproductive polarization associated with family-policy regime type 

has as yet received little empirical testing.  Neither the study of Schulze and Tyrrell nor 

that of McLanahan has done more than begin to sketch out relevant empirical evidence.  

Schulze and Tyrell’s evidence consists of correlations between coarse demographic and 

economic aggregates and family policy regime type.  When these provide only limited 

support for their predictions, they suggest this may be due to measurement problems.  

McLanahan shows that the median age at motherhood in the U.S. hardly changed over 
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the four decades since 1960 among women in the lowest education quartile, while it 

increased markedly for all other education groups.  Sullivan’s (2005) analyses of changes 

in the timing of first births over the 1990s similarly show no change for women with no 

more than a high school education, but increasing late first births among women with a 

college degree.  Regarding cross-national comparisons, in which different family-policy 

regime types can be compared, McLanahan’s evidence is at a single point in time only 

and shows a mixed and inconclusive pattern of differences in ages at motherhood by 

education across countries with different family-policy regimes.   

Some evidence in support of the timing version of reproductive polarization 

theory is seen in contrasting age and age-by-education profiles of fertility between 

‘universalistic’ and ‘means-testing’ countries.  Compared with the ‘universalistic’ 

countries of continental Europe, the age-specific fertility-rate schedules in the ‘means-

testing’ regimes of English-speaking Europe and the New World have a lower and 

generally later peak, and have an early fertility “hump” that has grown more pronounced 

over recent decades (Chandola, Coleman and Hiorns 1999; 2002).  Rendall et al (2005) 

show that growth over time in this “hump” in the U.K. is due to a combination of 

unchanged early first births among low-education women and increasingly later first 

childbearing of women with medium and higher education levels, and that disappearance 

of a similar hump in Norway is due to a contemporaneous shift out of early childbearing 

by low-education women in Norway.  Rendall et al also show a shift towards later first 

births among women at all education levels in France.   

Education, however, is no more than a proxy for the differences in employment 

opportunities that underlie “reproductive polarization” and related theory on the effects 
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of family policy on fertility.  Increases in women’s employment and earnings 

opportunities, and in their need for income independent of that provided by the children’s 

father, are considered to be the underlying drivers of the increased role of family-policy 

regime in the post-second demographic transition world.  Contrasting the changes in 

timing of childbearing by mother’s education across regime types is therefore only a first 

step towards a fuller test of this theory.  An important next step is to relate family-policy 

regime type to changes in age at first birth associated with women’s employment 

trajectories.

FAMILY POLICY AND SOCIO-DEMOGRAPHIC OUTCOMES IN FRANCE AND 

THE U.K. 

We turn now to comparative analysis of France and the U.K., beginning with their 

respective family policies.  France is, and has been for some decades now (Gauthier 

1996), home to the world’s largest family policy “experiment” at universalistic public 

intervention aimed at facilitating the combining of women’s employment and 

childbearing. The U.K. is, after the United States, the largest site of a predominantly 

means-testing family-policy regime.  We describe the family policies of France and the 

U.K. up to the last year for which we have data in our empirical study ---- 1995 in France 

and 1998 in the U.K.  The late 1990s saw a major increase in the provision of childcare in 

the U.K. which may have had substantial effects on fertility timing and levels especially 

among lower-income women (Francesconi and van der Klaauw 2007).  While their 

findings strengthen the argument for the importance of family policy for shaping the 

socioeconomic profile of fertility, the policy change itself was too recent to be relevant to 
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the empirical analyses of the present study.  Instead our study benefits from a reasonably 

stable contrast in family-policy regimes over the period under review. 

Many studies have drawn strong contrasts between the family policies of France 

and the U.K. in this period (e.g., Hantrais 1994; Gregory and Windebank 2000), often in 

the context of comparisons of family policy regimes across developed countries 

(Bradshaw et at 1996; Gauthier, 1996; Gornick, Meyers, and Ross 1997; Kamerman and 

Kahn 1997; Boje and Amqvist 2000; Pampel 2001; Castles 2003; and Henderson and 

White 2004). We also draw on reviews of family policies in France by Thelot and Villac 

(1998) and Algava and Avenel (2001).  It is clear that neither France nor the U.K. 

represents the purest form of their respective regime types.  Both countries have 

‘universalistic’ and ‘means-testing’ components in their family policies.  France’s 

‘universalistic’ provisions, however, are both more extensive and more strongly linked to 

women’s employment continuity than are the U.K.’s.  France’s ‘means-testing’ 

provisions, moreover, distinguish much less between partnered and unpartnered mothers 

than do the U.K.’s.  Accordingly, Gornick et al (1997) and Pampel (2001) rank France 

with the Nordic countries, and indeed at the head of them, on their respective 

“employment support for mothers” and “women-friendliness” scales, at 1st place in their 

respective scales.  They rank the U.K. at the head of this English-speaking group of 

countries with the “least family friendly” policies, at 12th and 11thplaces on their 

respective scales.

France’s family policies are notable for their structural integration between 

childcare provision and maternity-leave benefits.  Leave provisions are built around two 

modes of employment break for motherhood: “short” (less than a year) and “long” (up to 
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three years).  The universal program for providing this leave is called APJE (Allocation

Pour Jeune Enfant).  Short-APJE provides for 16 weeks of maternity leave following a 

birth, with the government compensating women during this leave at a rate of over 80 

percent of their regular earnings.  Eligibility extends to any woman who has worked more 

than 200 hours for her employer in the three months before conception.  Women with 

more than one year working for the same employer are eligible for additional “parental 

leave” until the child attains age three.  Alternatively, the mother is entitled to request 

part-time hours of employment in her regular job (or one of an equivalent level) during 

the period of her eligibility for parental leave.  Payment for parental leave was given only 

for a third child in the period of observation, though this was subsequently extended to 

payment also for a second child. 

The short-APJE and long-APJE programs are available equally to partnered and 

unpartnered mothers.  For unpartnered mothers without employment-based eligibility for 

APJE, the API (Allocation Parental Isolé) program provides income support up to the 

youngest child’s third birthday, or for up to one year for a woman who becomes a single 

mother by partnership dissolution when the child is over three years old. For partnered 

and unpartnered mothers who return to work before the youngest child is aged three, 

publicly provided day-care facilities (crèches) are widely available, and charge families 

approximately one-third of the real cost are available for children.  Their cost to the state 

is approximately twice that of the APJE and API programs combined (Thelot and Villac, 

p.48).  To be eligible to use this crèche care, the mother must be either employed or 

studying.  Further options for child-care for mothers of children under three who are 

employed or in full-time studies have been introduced over the period of observation, 
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including subsidies to parents (at all income levels) who send their children to child-

minders or who pay a child-minder in their home, and subsidies to private employers for 

provision of child-care facilities for their employees.  From the age of three, almost all 

French children attend free public pre-schools (écoles maternelles).  The main other 

universal provisions in France are per-child cash benefits.  These, however, were paid 

only for a third or later child until an extension in the 1990s to cover also second 

children. No cash benefit is paid for a first child. 

Means-tested benefits in France for parents who qualify for neither the APJE nor 

API programs of maternity leave and short-term single-mother assistance are provided 

under the general means-tested income-support program RMI (Revenu Minimum 

d’Insertion).  Algava and Avenel (2001) report findings that one third of French single 

mothers move onto RMI assistance after their period of eligibility for API expires.  

Thelot and Villac (p.139) observe that API is perceived more favorably as 

complementing France’s other ‘universalistic’ programs of assistance for family and 

parenting, as opposed to the more stigmatizing RMI.  The RMI program maintains a 

basic income level depending on family size and number of dependent children, with the 

recipient working-age adults expected to be available for employment.  Recipients are 

assessed periodically for other sources of income and their availability for employment.  

Public housing is available to API and RMI recipients at a price estimated for a single 

mother family at approximately one quarter of market rates. 

Turning to the U.K.’s family policies, its main universalistic family-policy 

provisions consisted of per-child cash benefits and maternity leave.  The U.K.’s ranking 

above the other English-speaking countries on employment-motherhood compatibility, as 
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we noted above, is due to its more substantial maternity-leave provisions.  They are 

weaker and have been slower to emerge, however, than those in France.  Paid maternity-

leave entitlement in the U.K. throughout the 1980s was 18 weeks, of which 11 were paid 

by the government at a low flat rate (30 percent of the full-time manufacturing wage).  

From 1994, the first six weeks of maternity leave has been paid at 90 percent of the 

woman’s regular earnings, followed by a low flat rate (equal to that of a government 

sickness benefit) for the remaining 12 weeks.  Entitlement to unpaid leave beyond the 18-

week paid maternity-leave period extended the total leave period to 29 weeks.  Eligibility 

for maternity leave throughout the 1980s was restricted to women with two years full-

time work tenure with the same employer, or five years for those currently working part-

time.  Following a European Union directive, from 1992 onwards all women with at least 

six months’ tenure have been eligible.  Full-time workers had no right to job 

reinstatement at part-time hours in the 1980s and 1990s.  The U.K. also has a universal 

per-child cash benefit, at a similar level to that of France (ranked ‘medium’ by Gauthier 

1996).  In contrast to France, however, this benefit is paid for children at all birth orders. 

The largest contrast between the U.K. and France in terms of family policy aimed 

at combining employment and childbearing is in child-care.  In the U.K., publicly 

subsidized child-care for mothers with young children covered only between 2 and 6 

percent of all children under three or four in the 1980s and most of the 1990s (Boje and 

Amqvist, Table 2.3; Gauthier, 1996, p.184).  Substantial increases in child-care provision 

occurred in the late 1990s as the child-care ‘regime’ was transformed by the National 

Child Care Strategy of 1997.  This included a means-tested subsidy through the tax 

system for formal child-care expenses.   
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The U.K.’s means-tested benefits to families with children in the 1980s and 1990s 

were similar to those of the U.S. and other English-speaking countries (Canada, 

Australia, and New Zealand) in that period (Kamerman and Kahn; Bradshaw et al).  

Single mothers received cash benefits (“income support”) contingent on their unpartnered 

status.  Full rent subsidies for public housing and exemption from local taxes were 

provided for single mothers on income support.  Throughout the period of observation, 

single mothers in the U.K. were eligible to receive these benefits with no expectation of 

being available for employment until the youngest child attains age 16.  

Demographic and economic outcomes in France and the U.K. 

 [Table 1 about here] 

At first glance, France and the U.K. achieve similar aggregate outcomes in fertility and 

women’s labor-force participation, and have done so now for the last 25 years. This is 

illustrated in Table 1.  In both countries, the TFR has been more or less stable around 1.8, 

while the labor-force participation rate (LFPR) of 25 to 54 year old women has increased 

from around 60% in 1980 to around 80% in 2005.  These are moderate-to-high rates by 

the standards of industrialized countries over the past two or three decades.  Thus based 

on these aggregate measures, the ‘universalistic’ French and ‘means-testing’ British cases 

illustrate the paradox noted earlier that contrasting regime types may result in similar 

fertility.  The comparable labor-force participation levels and trends between the two 

countries further suggest a limited effect of family-policy regime on maternal 
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employment.  A breakdown of fertility and labor-force participation by age alone, 

however, is sufficient to question both conclusions.  We show this first with age-specific 

fertility rate profiles in the U.K. and France around 1980 and around 2000 (see Figures 

1a and 1b).  These show a sharply heightened contrast in fertility patterns between the 

two countries.  Around 1980, the French age-specific fertility schedule was already 

sharper in its peak than was the U.K. schedule, implying a more homogeneous 

distribution of ages at motherhood.  The change in age-specific fertility profiles between 

1980 and 2000, however, was dramatically different between the two countries.  While in 

France, the profile shifted rightwards with little change to its sharply peaked and 

symmetric shape, the U.K. profile stretched out leaving an early childbearing hump and a 

substantially reduced fertility rate at all later ages. 

[Figures 1a and 1b about here] 

Disaggregating labor force participation by age suggests much greater 

compatibility of employment and motherhood in France than in the U.K.  We present 

results for the years around 1980 and 1990 in Figures 2a and 2b.  The peak reproductive 

ages of 25 to 34 have the highest labor force participation rates in France but the lowest 

in the U.K.  Labor force participation rates are substantially lower for French than British 

women at ages 20 to 24 and at ages 45 to 54.  The drop in labor force participation from 

ages 20 to 24 to ages of 25 to 34 in the U.K. was much less pronounced in 1991 than it 

was in 1981, and has become still less pronounced since then (OECD 2003).  Some of 

this change will be through more British women combining motherhood and 
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employment.  Deferring childbearing, however, will also have played a role in their 

greater likelihood of remaining in the labor force through these peak reproductive and 

working ages.

[Figures 2a and 2b about here] 

The literature comparing employment and motherhood between France and the 

U.K. gives additional insights into these age-specific labor-force participation rate 

contrasts.  Much higher rates of return to the same job after maternity are seen in France 

than in Britain, along with higher use of formal (paid) child-care (Hantrais 1994; Gregory 

and Windebank 2000). Part-time work is more common in Britain than in France, while

part-timers work longer hours than British part-timers.  French part-timers were also 

better protected during the period of study in terms of being able to retain full 

employment rights such as pension entitlements (Boje and Amqvist 2000).  Thus in all 

these respects, French women on average entered motherhood at lower cost to their 

employment trajectories than did British women. 

Evidence that French women who are disadvantaged in the labor market continue 

to respond to incentives in the family-policy regime for first obtaining stable employment 

before beginning a family is seen in Menon and Widmer’s (2002) study of timing of first 

births among women in couples.  They find that while women at all levels of education 

delayed first births in response to unemployment or unstable employment, this delay was 

greatest among women in the lowest education group. Ekert-Jaffé and Solaz (2001) find 

that couple formation in France was delayed in this same period by poorer individual 
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economic circumstances.  In contrast, Dex et al (2005) find early childbearing to be 

positively associated with unemployment in the U.K.  Additionally, Bradshaw et al 

(1996) find that compared with single mothers in France, single mothers in Britain in the 

early 1990s were almost twice as numerous as a proportion of all families, were younger 

and more likely to be never married, were twice as likely to be in receipt of income-

tested assistance and half as likely to be employed. 

An earlier comparative study of occupation and motherhood before 1980 (Dex, 

Walters, and Alden 1993) found that British were more likely to experience downward 

occupational mobility on becoming mothers than were French women.  More recent 

studies of Britain suggest that downward occupational mobility after childbearing has 

decreased over time.  Davies, Joshi, and Peronaci (2000) find the opportunity costs of 

childbearing to have fallen among more recent cohorts of higher-earning women.  This is 

partly because the higher paid are better able to afford the child-care needed to continue 

employment after short maternity leaves.  The growth in opportunities for occupational 

progress outside of the traditional, gender-segregated occupations underlies this 

transformation (Glover and Arber 1995).  

CHANGES IN AGES AT FIRST BIRTH BY PRE-CHILDBEARING OCCUPATION 

AND EMPLOYMENT STATUS 

Investigating heterogeneity in fertility profiles simultaneously by cohort, parity, age, 

employment trajectory, and country places heavy demands on the data.  They need to be 

longitudinal to capture fertility over a reproductive lifetime, they need to include labor-

market variables in addition to demographic variables, and the sample sizes need to be 
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large enough to permit exploration of the patterns of fertility at less common ages of 

childbearing simultaneously across a range of employment and occupational trajectories.  

Finally, they need to be comparable across the countries studied.  We meet these 

challenges by using special compilations of linked census and birth registration data 

found in both France and Britain (specifically, England and Wales1).  The datasets are 

respectively the ONS Longitudinal Study (LS, Hattersley and Creeser 1995) and French 

Demographic Panel (EDP, INSEE 1995).  The LS links census and birth records since 

1971 for a representative sample of 1 in 100 women in England and Wales, while the 

EDP does so since 1968 for a 1 in 200 sample in France.  Because the two countries’ 

populations are approximately the same size, the sample sizes are approximately twice as 

large in England and Wales as in France.  The large sample sizes of the datasets in both 

countries, however, make them only available for on-site “safe-setting” analysis to 

protect respondent confidentiality. Pooled analysis is therefore not possible. 

As “linked-record” datasets, the LS and EDP have the major advantage over 

regular panel surveys of very large sample sizes. Their main disadvantage is that fewer 

socio-economic variables are collected, and that these variables are collected only at the 

censuses (ten years apart in England and Wales, and between seven and nine years apart 

in France). Employment status and occupation are available for both countries at both 

their early-1980s and early-1990s censuses (1981 and 1991 in England and Wales, and 

1 Where we use the term “Britain” below, it is as an abbreviation for “England and Wales.” The mid-2002 

population of England and Wales was 52.5 million, of a total population of 59.2 million in the United 

Kingdom, which includes Scotland and Northern Ireland (see www.statistics.gov.uk). France’s year-end 

2002 population was 61.4 million (see www.insee.fr). 
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1982 and 1990 in France).  Occupation is consistently available across countries and 

censuses, however, only for women who were employed at census time. Socio-economic 

variables were less comparable between countries over time. In England and Wales, the 

only education data collected in the 1981 and 1991 censuses were post-secondary 

qualifications. In France, no family and household data (and so no partner characteristics) 

were coded for three-quarters of the EDP sample in the 1982 census. In neither country’s 

censuses was income collected.  

Given the weaknesses of having few socio-economic variables available for both 

countries, and the strengths of the very large samples of the EDP and LS, we focus our 

analyses on the estimation of first births by age, cohort, and woman’s employment status 

and occupation.  The use of these large, linked-record datasets means that we are able to 

obtain more precise estimates than would be possible from a survey data source, and that 

we are able to add a key socio-economic dimension to cross-national analyses of age- and 

parity-specific childbearing that have used aggregate population data.  Occupation is 

favored as a relatively stable indicator of an employment and earnings trajectory (Cigno 

and Ermisch 1989; Hauser and Warren 1997), and as a variable whose qualitative 

dimensions are relevant to the integration of employment and motherhood (Desai and 

Waite 1991). 

We observe pre-childbearing employment status and occupation from the 

censuses of the early 1980s (1982 and 1981 respectively for the EDP and LS) for the 

1950s cohorts, and of the early 1990s (1990 and 1991) for the 1960s cohorts.  Parity is 

determined from linked birth registration records going back to 1972 in the LS and back 

to 1969 in the EDP.  We analyze first births in the years following the early 1980s and 
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early 1990s Censuses, up to the latest years available for our analyses ---- 1995 in the 

EDP and 1998 in the LS.  As we described earlier, the family-policy regime contrast 

between France and the U.K. was reasonably stable over this period.

Our analysis is of lifetime distributions of first births by women’s pre-

childbearing occupation and employment status, as observed through their mid-20s.  

These analyses are targeted at women from the 1950s and 1960s birth cohorts in each 

country, specifically five-year birth cohorts centered around 1957 and 1965 in France, 

and centered around 1956 and 1966 in England and Wales.  These cohorts attained age 

25 in the census years 1982 and 1990 respectively in France and 1981 and 1991 in 

England and Wales.  For the 1950s cohorts, we are able to observe a woman’s 

occupations in both their mid-20s and early-to-mid 30s.  We use this information to view 

the occupation and employment-status mobility of women in France and Britain who 

respectively did and did not enter motherhood between the two censuses. 

We classify employed women in each country into four occupation groups.  In 

forming these groups, we emphasized obtaining the best possible cross-national 

comparability.  In practice, this meant forming groups based on the French two-digit 

level occupations, and matching to these the more detailed, three-digit British 

occupations (composition of the four occupation groups by two-digit and three-digit 

occupations is available in an appendix available on request [Appendix Tables 1a and 1b 

supplied for review]).  We follow Dex et al (1993) in separately classifying women in 

occupations with traditionally high concentrations of female workers: “nursing and 

teaching” and “clerical and secretarial” occupations.  These groupings align well with the 

findings of a detailed analysis by Grimshaw and Rubery (1997) of occupational 
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concentration across the 1980s and 1990s in seven OECD countries including the U.S., 

U.K. and (for the 1990s only) France.  Their study showed similar concentrations of just 

over 60 percent of women in both France and the UK in the 1990s in just ten specialized 

occupational groups, with secretarial and clerical workers, primary school teachers, and 

nurses prominent among them.  Both the nature of these occupations and their 

traditionally heavy reliance on female labor has led to their being considered as more 

“family friendly”; that is, compatible with family formation and either continued 

employment or re-entry to employment after a break.   

We divide the remaining occupations into either “intermediate and professional” 

or “low-skill” groups.  Our four groups are inclusive of all possible occupations.  Thus 

“Intermediate and professional” include associate professionals, technicians, and the self-

employed. “Nursing and teaching” also includes social welfare occupations.  The “low-

skill” group includes low-level sales, service, and manual occupations.  For women not 

employed at census time, we classified those whose main economic activity was 

“student” (regardless of level of studies) separately from those in other statuses ---- 

together categorized here as “jobless.”  Including these two non-working statuses gives a 

total of six categories of occupation and employment status.   

Women’s occupation and employment statuses at ages 20 to 25 

We compare the occupation and employment statuses of women in France and Britain 

who have yet to enter motherhood by ages 20, 22, and 25 (see Table 2).  Following the 

calendar-year structure of our data, age is defined throughout as years attained in the 

calendar year (the standard French definition).  This is on average half a year younger 
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than the “completed years at last birthday” definition. For example, births to “24 year-

old” women may have occurred before or after the woman’s 24th birthday, depending on 

whether her birthday or the birth of her child occurred first in that calendar year.  Up to 

age 24, pre-childbearing occupation is defined as that observed at single-year ages from 

16 to 24.  In the bottom row of Table 2 are the percentages still childless among all 

women attaining ages (see “Percentage [of birth cohort] at parity 0…”).  The greater 

shifts out of childbearing in the teens and early 20s in France than in Britain as seen 

above are reflected here in a much greater increase between the early 1980s and early 

1990s in the proportion childless among 20 year-old French women (up from 81.7 to 90.7 

percent) than among 20 year-old British women (up from 79.4 to 83.9 percent). This 

trend also extends to 22 year-olds, with the proportion of French women still childless 

increasing 13 percentage points (up from 64.8 to 77.4 percent) compared to only 3 

percentage points among 22 year-old British women (up from 64.9 to 67.8 percent).  By 

age 25 the patterns of childlessness are reversed between the countries, with fewer 

French than British 25 year-old women childless: 40.1 percent compared with 47.2 

percent in the early 1980s and 52.2 percent compared with 55.0 percent in the early 

1990s.

[Table 2 about here] 

The distributions of women by occupation and employment status by single-year 

age in the main part of Table 2 provide details of occupational shifts that add much to the 

picture from the usual aggregate measures of educational qualifications and labor force 
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participation rates. The two main phenomena we highlight from this table are: (1) overall 

similar occupational distributions and cross-decade moves away from female-dominated 

occupations between France and Britain; and (2) a greater shift towards prolonged studies 

and later entry to employment in France than in Britain.  Additional, longitudinal 

evidence for a much stronger relationship between remaining childless and employment 

and occupational achievement in Britain than in France follows in Table 3. 

Britain and France both experienced large shifts out of female-dominated 

occupations from the early 1980s to the early 1990s.  Recalling that nursing, teaching, 

and secretarial occupations were identified as the most female-concentrated occupations, 

we consider the shifts out of both the “nursing, teaching, and social welfare” and “clerical 

and secretarial” occupational groups as evidence of this occupational transformation.  

Using a different data source from that of the present study, and aggregating across all 

ages and family statuses, Grimshaw and Rubery (1997) found, as we do here, substantial 

declines in proportions of all British women in these two occupational groups between 

the mid-1980s and mid-1990s.  

For the 1950s cohorts, the clerical/secretarial group of each country constituted 

the largest single occupational category among childless women at ages 22 and 25 in 

both France and Britain, and additionally at age 20 in Britain.  Between one-third and 

one-half of all employed childless women in their early-to-mid 20s in both countries and 

both census years were in clerical or secretarial occupations.  These declined similarly in 

Britain and France.  For example, the clerical/secretarial proportion of childless 25 year-

old women declined from 36.6 to 30.9 in Britain and from 35.9 to 27.7 percent in France.  

The nursing, teaching, and social welfare occupation group experienced a cross-cohort 
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decline of around a quarter to a third of the childless members of the cohorts between the 

early 1980s and early 1990s in both Britain and France.  Among childless women at age 

25, for example, the decline was from 17.1 to 10.4 percent in France and from 16.3 to 

12.2 percent in Britain.

There were offsetting increases in the proportions of women in the intermediate 

and professional category in both countries between the early 1980s and early 1990s. The 

proportion of childless 25 year-old women in the intermediate and professional group 

increased from 10.5 to 17.0 percent in France and from 13.8 to 24.0 percent in Britain 

over this period. The low-skill occupational category was, in general, the second largest 

occupational group among childless women in their early to mid-20s. Its numerical 

importance changed relatively little in absolute terms, increasing in Britain 

approximately in proportion with its increases in childless women employed in the early 

to mid-20s, and decreasing in France approximately in proportion with that country’s 

decreases in women employed at these same ages among those childless.  

The sizes of the intermediate and professional and low-skill pre-childbearing 

occupational categories, therefore, grew in both countries relative to the sizes of the 

clerical/secretarial and nursing/teaching groups. The significance of these compositional 

shifts in occupation is that they may be interpreted as shifts towards greater occupational 

polarization. While this implies a potential for associated increases in demographic 

polarization in both countries, we see below that this potential was realized only in 

Britain.

The occupational distributions and shifts in these distributions were overall 

similar between employed women in France and Britain.  However, women’s rates of 
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employment and shifts in these rates over time were not.  Employment rates fell among 

French women both with and without children in their early to mid-20s between 1982 

and 1990.  The falls were especially large in women’s early 20s, and were associated 

with increases both in full-time students and jobless women.  In France, one third of 

childless women aged 20 in 1982 and one fifth of those aged 22 in 1982 were still in full-

time studies. By 1990, as many as two-thirds of childless 20 year-old French women 

were students, as were more than one third of those aged 22.  In Britain, fewer than 15 

percent of childless 20 year-olds in both 1981 and 1991 were students, as were fewer 

than 10 percent of childless 22 year-olds. 

The age patterns, levels, and changes over time in joblessness by age also differed 

between the countries.  These resulted in larger cross-country contrasts for women in 

their early 20s than in their mid-20s, and in the early 1990s than in the early 1980s. In 

France, the jobless percentage at age 22 increased from 9.6 percent in 1982 to 17.5 

percent in 1990, and at age 25 from 7.7 percent in 1982 to 15.9 percent in 1990.  This is 

consistent with other evidence of worsening macroeconomic conditions in France over 

this period (e.g., Ekert-Jaffé and Solaz 2001).  In Britain, the jobless percentage 

decreased from 13.1 percent to 10.5 percent at age 22, and from 13.5 percent to 10.0 

percent at age 25. 

Together, these cross-country differences and trends in prolonged studies and 

joblessness implied continued early entry to employment over the decade among British 

women, contrasted with increasing later entry to employment among French women.  

Almost three-quarters of childless British 20 year-old women in both 1981 and 1991 

were employed; in France, only half of those who turned 20 in the 1982, and only 28.8 
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percent of those who turned 20 in 1990, were employed. Further, while the percentages 

of childless 25 year-old women in employment were identical between France and 

Britain in the early 1980s censuses (84.8 percent), they were much higher in Britain than 

in France in the early 1990s (88.0 percent versus 73.0 percent).

Women’s occupation and employment status mobility and its associations with entry to 

motherhood

In Table 3, additional, longitudinal evidence is presented in the form of occupational 

change between censuses among women from the 1950s birth cohorts.  These women are 

observed both in their mid-20s at the census of the early 1980s and again in their mid-30s 

at the census of the early 1990s, thereby allowing for a longitudinal view of occupation 

and how it is related to entry to motherhood.  Note, however, that only eight years 

intervene between the two French censuses, compared with ten years between the two 

British censuses.  Further, only for the French are there sufficient students in their mid-

20s to be able to analyze their occupational transitions.

[Table 3 about here] 

A much greater occupational and employment-status penalty for entering 

motherhood is seen in Britain than in France.  Entering motherhood in Britain is strongly 

associated with occupational exit and downward occupational mobility, while remaining 

childless is associated with relatively high prevalence of upward occupational mobility.  

In contrast, remaining childless in France is associated with only slightly greater upward 
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occupational mobility than that for women who enter motherhood between the two time 

points.

Regarding occupational exits, among the 91.1 percent of 23 to 27 year-old 

childless British women reporting an occupation in 1981, 41.2 percent of those who 

entered motherhood by 1991 reported no occupation in that year, while among the 82.5 

percent of 23 to 27 year-old childless French women reporting an occupation in 1982, 

only 16.3 percent of those who entered motherhood by 1990 reported no occupation in 

that year (see the “No Occupation” column for the “All Occupations” rows).  Only 6.4 

percent of British women who remained childless to 1991 reported no occupation and 

only 3.4 percent of French women who remained childless to 1990 reported no 

occupation.

The marginal distributions of reported occupations in the “all occupations” rows 

for France and Britain provide a useful comparative summary of the differences in 

outcomes between women who do or do not become mothers by their early-to-mid-30s in 

the two countries (by age 31 to 35 in France and by age 33 to 37 in Britain), especially 

when compared to the marginal distributions of women by occupation reported at age 23 

to 27 (see the “1982 %” and “1981 %” columns respectively for France and Britain).  In 

each country, just under two thirds entered motherhood by these ages among women still 

childless at ages 23 to 27, with the remaining third (36.4 percent in France and 36.0 

percent in Britain) remaining childless.  

The most striking contrast is that the marginal early-1990s occupational 

distributions do not differ nearly as much between mothers and childless women in 

France as they do in Britain.  The similarities between the “entered motherhood” and 
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“remained childless” rows in France give the appearance of proportionately similar losses 

to the “no occupation” category among women becoming mothers, while comparing the 

same rows gives the appearance instead of disproportionate losses from the “intermediate 

and professional” and “clerical/secretarial” occupations.  Looking at the transitions 

between occupation groups, however, women who entered motherhood from the 

“intermediate and professional” and “clerical/secretarial” occupations were also more 

likely to move down into the “low skill” occupation group in Britain than in France: 10.0 

percent and 12.7 percent respectively in Britain versus 4.4 and 4.1 percent in France.

Reinforcing the greater downward mobility among women entering motherhood 

in Britain than in France is a greater upward mobility among women remaining childless 

in Britain than in France.  In Britain, 33.4 percent of those in “clerical/secretarial” 

occupations and 18.8 percent of those in “low skill” occupations who remained childless 

moved up to an “intermediate/professional” occupation.  In France, only 21.7 percent and 

7.9 percent of  “clerical/secretarial” and “low skill” women remaining childless 

respectively made this upward occupational transition.  

Upward mobility in France is greatest for women reporting “no occupation” in 

1982, in large part due to the approximately three quarters of “students” in 1982 who 

advanced to “nursing/teaching” or “intermediate/professional” in 1990 (results not 

shown).  These proportions are substantially higher than those for British women 

reporting “no occupation” in 1981 (very few of whom were “students”), especially 

regarding British women who entered motherhood between the censuses.  Along with the 

upward mobility of students into the two higher occupation groups, however, is also the 

finding that only just over half of students and “no occupation” women in their mid-20s 
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became mothers by their early-mid 30s.  Thus the shifts to larger proportions both jobless 

and still in studies in France in the early 1990s is expected to have increased age at first 

birth in France more than in Britain.  

These occupational mobility analyses also show some important similarities 

between Britain and France.  In both countries, the “nursing, teaching, social welfare” 

group is the most stable across censuses.  Moreover, in both countries, but especially in 

Britain, this group also appears to be the most family-friendly, showing the least 

difference in occupational change between women who did and did not become mothers 

in the intercensal period.  The nursing and teaching group stands out from the other 

occupation groups more in Britain than in France, with 68.4 percent entering motherhood 

among this group as contrasted with 61.2 percent among the intermediate and 

professional group, while in France the respective proportions are 64.9 and 63.1 percent 

among these two groups.  Even the relative advantage of the nursing and teaching group, 

however, probably says more instead about the difficulties of employment-motherhood 

compatibility of other occupations, as other research shows that women in nursing 

occupations in Britain suffer considerable downward mobility within their occupation 

associated with moves to part-time employment after motherhood (Lane 2000).

First birth hazards by occupation among French and British women through their 20s 

Annual first-birth hazards are estimated from logisitic regression equations using data for 

women of ages 16 to 29 and exposed to the risk of first birth in the calendar years 1983 

and 1991 in France, and for women of ages 16 to 28 exposed to first birth in 1982 and 

1992 in England and Wales.  Age is capped at 28 in England and Wales and at 29 in 
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France because of the need to restrict the sample to women whose entire fertility histories 

can be assumed to have been observed.  Interactions by period were specified and tested 

separately for the French and British samples.  Those groups of interactions that were 

statistically significant in at least one country were retained for both countries.  In this 

way, we are able to use identical specifications for the two countries. 

The estimated coefficients and standard errors are presented in Table 4.  Dummies 

for single-years of age are used for the reference group of women in low-skill 

occupations in the 1980s year.  The intercept and age coefficients therefore provide the 

baseline first birth hazard for this low-skill group.  The major difference seen between 

the two countries here is the higher (less negative) intercept in England and Wales, 

reflecting a higher level of teenage fertility, and the higher age dummies in France, 

reflecting a steep upward slope into the 20s.  A spike at age 17 in England and Wales 

reflects a changing composition of women by employment status and occupation, as 

students change from being a heterogeneous group including soon-to-be teenage 

childbearers to being a group that is more selective of going onto (or already participating 

in) higher education.

[Table 4 about here] 

The coefficient estimates of central importance for the study are those for 

occupation and employment status, and their interactions with “1990s period.”  These 

coefficients are all relative to the reference group “low-skill occupation.”  As expected, 

the signs on the other occupations are negative, implying lower rates of fertility in 
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women’s teens and 20s for women in more skilled occupations.  For “jobless” women, in 

contrast, the coefficients are positive in both countries.  The overall patterns of the 

occupation coefficients are similar between France and Britain, with age-slope 

interactions typically offsetting differences of magnitudes in the main effects.  The 1990s 

period interactions, however, reveal a key contrast between French and British women’s 

first birth patterns for the “clerical/secretarial” group.  Whereas this coefficient is small 

and largely non-significant in France, it is negative, of substantial magnitude, and 

statistically significant in Britain.  The contrast between cross-cohort change represented 

by this coefficient is crucial for our study’s conclusions about the location in the 

occupational distribution of the developing cleavage in ages at first birth that we describe 

as “reproductive polarization.” 

[Figures 3a, 3b, and 3c about here] 

This key result is seen more clearly in graphs of the predicted probabilities of first 

birth by occupation, age, and period.  We show these probabilities in Figures 3a, 3b, and 

3c for the three largest occupation groups: low-skill, clerical/secretarial, and 

intermediate/professional occupations.  In these graphs, we combine the first-birth 

hazards derived from the regression coefficients presented in Table 4 above for ages up 

to 24 only, with first-birth hazards from age 25 and above derived from additional 

regressions estimated for women belonging to five-year 1950s and 1960s birth cohorts 

and observed through 1995 for France and through 1998 for Britain (Results available in 

an Appendix available on request [Appendix provided for review]).  This presentation of 
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the pre-25 year old and post-25 year old hazards anticipates our analyses in the next 

subsection, in which we estimate cohort lifetime distributions of first births by pre-

childbearing occupation by joining the pre-age 25 and post age-25 hazards.  The level of 

the pre-25 year old hazards, however, are seen in Figures 3a to 3c to be clearly lower at 

the connect point of age-24 to age-25 for all but low-skill women of the 1960s cohort for 

Britain.  This is due to the slightly younger cohorts entering the pre-24 hazard regression, 

in a period of falling first-birth hazards at these younger ages.  The exception of the low-

skill women of the 1960s cohort for Britain (see Figure 3a), for whom the pre-25 and 

post-25 hazards connect well, is important, as this result is again consistent with 

continued early entry to motherhood for women in this labor-market-disadvantaged 

group in Britain but not in France.

Women in their 20s in France have first-birth hazards that are generally much 

higher than those of British employed women in the same occupation group.  This pattern 

is seen most clearly for women in the largest occupation group in both countries, that of 

clerical/secretarial occupations (see Figure 3b).  In France, the first-birth hazards are 

approximately double those in Britain at most ages of the early to mid 20s.  The hazard 

rises rapidly with age in both countries, to .12 and .10 for the 1950s and 1960s cohorts of 

24 year-olds in clerical/secretarial occupations in France, and to .08 and .06 for the 

corresponding cohorts in Britain.  In contrast, among women in low-skill occupations, 

first-birth hazards are very high in both countries.  The hazards for low-skill women start 

lower and rise more steeply in France, however, than they do in Britain.  In France, they 

rise to .14 and .12 respectively for the 1950s and 1960s cohorts of 24 year-olds, while in 

Britain they rise to .11 and .10.
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For women in intermediate and professional occupations, of stronger shift in the 

first-birth hazards occurs in France than in Britain (see Figure 3c).  In part, these changes 

in the hazards may be due to changes in the distribution of specific occupations within 

this broad occupational group.  Such within-group composition change would mirror 

women’s shifts in both countries out of clerical/secretarial occupations into intermediate 

and professional occupations.  It is worth recalling here, however, that the latter shift 

appears to have been larger in Britain than in France between the 1950s and 1960s 

cohorts.  The level of the first-birth hazard for intermediate/professional women of the 

French 1960s cohort, however, remains well above that for the British 1960s cohort.  

This implies an earlier and more homogeneous pattern of first births for women in higher 

occupations in France than in Britain.  We see this now when analyzing the lifetime 

distributions of age at first birth in the two countries. 

Lifetime distributions of first births by age and pre-childbearing occupation 

We apply a combination of synthetic-cohort (“period”) and real-cohort life table methods 

(e.g., Chiang 1984) to derive lifetime distributional estimates of first births jointly 

distributed by age and pre-childbearing occupation.  The joint-distribution approach 

means that we are able to take into account both the earlier entry to occupations among 

British than French women, especially in the 1960s cohorts, and the faster entry to 

motherhood from a given occupation among employed women in France.  Pre-

childbearing occupation in this lifetime distribution is derived as the occupation in the 

year before first births up to age 24, and the occupation in a woman’s mid-20s (before the 

first birth) for first births age 25 onwards.  This allows for real-cohort estimation after 
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age 25, using exposure to first birth in the years following the census up to the latest year 

in the data. 

The essence of the life table method is that a distribution of the timing of some 

key event over a lifetime (death, first marriage, first birth, etc.) for a cohort is derived 

from a set of age-specific probabilities (hazards) of experiencing that event.  The 

complete the first-birth hazards up to the end of the reproductive ages of the 1960s 

cohorts, identical age patterns were imposed from the 1950s cohort estimates, but with a 

“level” shift derived from the ratio of the 1960s to 1950s hazards in the women’s mid-

30s.  We similarly apply a level shift to raise the pre-age 25 hazards to meet the post-age 

25 series based on the proportions childless by occupation at age 25.  Full details of the 

regressions and life tables are available on request [Appendix provided for review]. 

The lifetime estimates results are presented in Table 5.  Because a large 

proportion of childbearing after age 25 occurs in the 25 to 29 year-old age group, we 

therefore divide the complete life course into ages 16 to 24, 25 to 29, and 30 to 44. We 

refer to these as early, middle, and late first-time mothers.  The bottom row of Table 5 

gives the overall distribution of ages at first birth and percentage of eventual first births 

in each cohort.  The latter is given in the column “ages 16-44.” This allows for a check to 

other authors’ estimates and projections of childlessness, and so also a check on the LS 

and EDP data and our methods for their adjustment. Our estimates of the 1950s cohorts’ 

eventual childless proportions (10.5 percent for France and 15.1 percent for England and 

Wales) are very close to those estimated by others for both France (Toulemon and Mazuy 

2001a) and for England and Wales (Smallwood 2003). Our projections of the 1960s 

cohorts’ eventual childlessness proportions in France (15.4 percent) are above Toulemon 
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and Mazuy’s upper projection of 12 percent, while our projections of the 1960s cohorts’ 

eventual childlessness proportions in England and Wales (18.2 percent) are slightly 

below the 20 percent estimated by Smallwood.  This suggests that our projected 

completed fertility assumptions may understate French-British gaps in eventual 

childlessness.

Much greater contrasts are seen in the age distributions of first births between the 

two countries (see again bottom row of Table 5). First childbearing in the middle, 25 to 

29 year-old age group increased substantially in France (from 23.4 percent to 27.5 

percent) as fewer women began childbearing in the 20 to 24 age group.  In Britain, 

however, it decreased slightly (from 23.2 percent to 21.6 percent) as there was 

insufficient transfer of early childbearing into the 25 to 29 year-old age group to offset 

the shifts into more first childbearing after age 30.  While first births before age 25 

decreased much more in France than in Britain, substantial increases in first births after 

age 30 were seen in both countries.  Both early and later first-time mothers made up 

larger proportions of the British than French first-time mothers for both the 1950s and 

1960s cohorts. Almost as many British women in the 1960s cohort will enter motherhood 

at ages 30 and over (19.6 percent) as at ages 25 to 29 (21.6 percent). In France, 

meanwhile, the shift out of childbearing before age 25 resulted in large increases in the 

proportion of French women of the 1960s cohort having their first child both at ages 25 

to 29 (27.5 percent) and at ages 30 and over (16.7 percent).

[Table 5 about here] 
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The results of most interest, though, are those by occupation and employment 

status.  The main finding is of a large increase in occupational polarization of ages at first 

childbearing in Britain but not in France. As was seen in the above sections, a continued 

high rate of earlier first childbearing by British women in low-skill occupations was 

coupled with increasingly late first childbearing among women in other than low-skill 

occupations. In France, in contrast, the age distributions of first childbearing increased 

very similarly across all occupational groups.  

In Britain, just over two-thirds of all low-skill mothers had their first child 

between ages 16 and 24 in both cohorts (14.0 percent out of 21.8 percent of the 1950s 

cohort, and 16.9 percent out of 25.5 percent of the 1950s cohort).  In France, however, 

while almost three-quarters of all low-skill mothers had their first child between ages 16 

and 24 in the 1950s cohorts (18.2 percent out of 25.3 percent), barely more than half of 

first births to women in low-skill occupations occurred at ages 16 to 24 in the 1960s 

cohort (10.9 percent out of 19.2 percent of the 1960s cohort).

The other substantial group of earlier first-time mothers in Britain was jobless 

women (8.9 percent of the 1960s cohort).  First births among either low-skill or jobless 

British women before age 25 occurred for a similar 26.2 percent of the 1950s cohort and 

25.8 percent of the 1960s cohort. The latter figure accounts for just under one third of all 

first births in the 1960s cohort.  At the same time, the halving of the cohort proportion 

having their first child from clerical/secretarial occupations before age 25 meant that 

early first-time mothers in Britain became a much more negatively-selected group 

between the 1950s and 1960s cohorts.  The 5.2 percentage point decline in first births 

between the ages 16 and 24 (from 46.2 percent of the 1950s cohort to 40.6 percent of the 
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1960s cohort) in Britain was entirely accounted for by women in clerical/secretarial 

occupations reducing their contribution to early first births from 12.0 percent of the 1954-

58 cohort to only 6.6 percent of the 1964-68 cohort.

The second cause of the increasing demographic isolation of low-skill early 

mothers in Britain was women moving out of traditionally female occupations and into 

the intermediate and professional occupation group.  The occupational shifts in Britain 

saw the intermediate and professional occupation group almost double its contribution to 

all first births in the cohort, from 7.4 percent of the 1950s cohort to 13.4 percent of the 

1960s cohort.  When the later first births among the 1960s cohort’s middle-level female-

dominant occupation groups (clerical/secretarial and nursing/teaching) are also taken into 

account, 14.4 percent of the cohort, and so about one-fifth of the 1960s cohort’s first-time 

mothers are projected to be women in middle-to-high level occupations having a child 

after age 30, equal to the number of first-time mothers at ages 25 to 29 in these three 

groups (14.5 percent).

In France, meanwhile, declines in births before age 25 occurred similarly for 

women employed in both clerical/secretarial and low-skill occupations.  The contribution 

of first births of clerical/secretarial occupations before age 25 fell from 16.9 percent of 

the 1950s cohort to 9.6 percent of the 1960s cohort, and the contribution of low-skill 

women fell from 18.2 percent of the 1950s cohort to 10.9 percent of the 1960s cohort.  

Further, despite the large rise in France’s jobless women in their early 20s, the combined 

contribution of early first childbearing by low-skill and jobless women in France fell 

from 26.2 percent of the 1950s cohort to 20.0 percent of the 1960s cohort.  At the upper 

end of the age distribution, while first childbearing among French women in the three 
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middle-to-high occupation groups increased after age 30 to 9.9 percent of the 1960s 

cohort, this was still much less than the 16.3 percent contributed by these occupation 

groups at ages 25 to 29. 

The results of Table 5 also allow us to consider cross-country differences and 

cross-cohort changes in the occupational structure of all women having their first child. 

Here, the similarities between the two countries are greater than the contrasts.  Large all-

ages shifts out of traditionally female occupations were seen in both countries.  In France 

the nursing/teaching occupation group saw their total contributions to first-childbearing 

decline from 8.6 percent of the 1950s cohort to 6.1 percent of the 1960s cohort, while that 

of the clerical/secretarial group declined from 29.5 percent of the 1950s cohort to 22.3 

percent of the 1960s cohort.  In Britain declines in first births from the traditionally 

female occupations were from 9.6 percent to 7.0 percent for the nursing/teaching and 

from 26.4 percent to 19.6 percent for the clerical/secretarial group.  The intermediate and 

professional occupation group, meanwhile nearly doubled its contribution to first 

childbearing at all ages from 7.4 percent of the 1950s cohort to 13.4 percent of the 1960s 

cohort, while in France it increased from 5.9 percent to 9.8 percent. Increases in France 

also occurred in first-time mothers who were students into their mid-20s, up to 4.2 

percent of the 1960s cohort.  The longitudinal results presented in Table 3 on the women 

from the 1950s cohorts who were students in their mid-20s in France indicated that a 

large majority of these women will have gained employment in higher-qualified 

occupations before beginning childbearing.

Women entering motherhood from the low-skill and jobless pre-childbearing 

groups continued to figure prominently in the composition of the 1960s cohorts of both 
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countries.  In Britain they made up 37 percent of the cohort and therefore approximately 

two-fifths of all who had a first birth.  In France they were 34 percent of the cohort, and 

thus a little over one third of all first-time mothers.  It is notable, then, that the 

substantially different shifts in Britain compared to France in the age-by-occupation 

patterns of first childbearing occurred over a period in which structural shifts in 

occupational composition of first-time mothers were similar between the two countries. 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Researchers have previously investigated effects of family-policy on fertility levels (e.g., 

Gauthier and Hatzius 1997), and on employment and income (e.g., Gornick et al 1998; 

Stier et al 2001; DiPrete 2002).  Our study breaks new ground by integrating analysis of 

fertility and occupation, and by considering family-policy regime effects on fertility 

timing rather than on fertility levels.  We developed and tested a variant of the 

“reproductive polarization” thesis of Schulze and Tyrell (2002).  This variant, developed 

from McLanahan (2004), views age at first birth as the pivotal dimension differentiating 

economically disadvantaged and advantaged women.  Our hypothesis was that with 

increasing social and economic salience of women’s employment, regimes of 

predominantly means-tested assistance increase the link between fertility and economic 

disadvantage, while ‘universalistic’ regimes with policies that facilitate the combining of 

employment and motherhood mitigate these unfavorable, polarizing linkages.  

We tested this thesis with evidence on first births by age and occupation from 

cohorts 10 years apart in the U.K. and France, after first comparing the two countries’ 

family policies over this period.  The U.K. and France respectively represented the 
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‘means-testing’ regime type seen also in the U.S. and other English-speaking countries, 

and the ‘universalistic’ regime type seen also in Northern Europe.  We also showed that 

while France and the U.K.’s overall levels and patterns of change in fertility and labor 

force participation have tracked each other closely, suggesting a minor role for family 

policy, the age-disaggregated rates in the two countries were starkly contrasting in ways 

consistent with their respective family-policy regimes.   

In our main empirical analyses, we found contrasting first-birth by occupation 

trajectories in Britain and France that strongly support the hypothesis that “reproductive 

polarization” is linked to their respective of family-policy regime types.  First, pre-

childbearing occupation differentiated age at first birth in Britain much more than it did 

in France. In both 1950s and 1960s birth cohorts, in the lower-skill occupations British 

women had first births earlier than did French women, while in medium- and higher-

skilled occupations British women had first births later than did French women.  

Second, occupational differentiation in age at first birth has increased over time in 

Britain compared to in France.  In Britain, women in low-skill occupations or who were 

jobless continued to have first births primarily in their late teens and early 20s, while 

women in all other occupations had first births increasingly later.  The importance of this 

cleavage for socio-demographic inequality was seen in low-skill and jobless early 

mothers (ages 16 to 24 at first birth) accounting for approximately one-third of all first 

births in Britain.  The other occupational group to exhibit substantial first childbearing at 

these ages in the 1950s birth cohorts was the clerical/secretarial group.  In the 1960s 

cohort, substantial proportions of British women had either shifted out of this occupation 

group to occupations with later first births (especially intermediate and professional 
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occupations), or delayed entry to motherhood until after age 25 if still in the 

clerical/secretarial group.

The persistence of early childbearing among the low-skill and jobless group in 

Britain but not in France is consistent with the differences in the two countries’ 

incentives for childbearing without a partner and without significant own earnings.  It 

seems unlikely, however, that those differences alone would be able to account for such a 

large difference in economic-demographic outcomes.  We drew on the work of 

Gustaffson and colleagues (Gustaffson and Wetzels 2000; Gustaffson 2001) and Ermisch 

and colleagues (Cigno and Ermisch 1989; Ermisch 1989) to argue that the power of 

family-policy regime differences like those between France and the U.K. to explain the 

large shift out of early childbearing in France but not in the U.K. instead derives also 

from the former’s combination of publicly subsidized childcare and maternity leave.  

These together provide a substantially greater incentive to women of all occupational 

trajectories in France than in the U.K. for obtaining permanent employment before 

entering motherhood.  The key feature of these provisions is that they apply to, and are 

taken up by, women at all levels of potential earnings.  Thus we cited Menon and 

Widmer’s (2002) finding that low-qualified women in France delayed entry to 

motherhood as much or more than did higher-qualified women under conditions of 

increased difficulty in securing permanent employment.  

Our comparative case-study approach, in which the observed correspondence 

between the occupational-demographic profiles of entrants to motherhood in Britain and 

France over time with the predictions derived from the reproductive polarization thesis 

does not, of course, prove that these profiles were caused by family-policy regime 
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differences.  Nor does it prove that these findings are general across regimes of the 

‘universalistic’ and ‘means-testing’ types.  We nevertheless argue that the plausibility of 

regime differences as the main causal explanation for our findings is high for two 

reasons.  The first is that the cross-national comparability of the data we used (the linked 

census and birth registration datasets of the EDP of France and the LS of England and 

Wales) allowed us to apply identical methods between Britain and France to estimate the 

relationship between pre-childbearing occupation and age at first birth across the 

reproductive life courses of the two cohorts.  The very large sizes of the panel-structured 

datasets in the two countries and comparable opportunities to observe occupation in two 

census years and birth registrations in all other years allowed the kind of distributional 

estimates that are not possible from sample survey data sources.  In addition, while our 

main analyses were of first births observed following observation of occupation up to a 

maximum age of 25 years old, the panel feature of the occupational and birth data also 

allowed us to conduct supplementary analyses for the 1950s birth cohorts that showed 

how these occupational trajectories carried through into women’s early-to-mid 30s.  The 

findings from these life-course occupational mobility analyses also reinforce the regime-

effect argument by showing that these occupational trajectories were much more highly 

conditioned in Britain than in the U.K. on whether the woman entered motherhood or 

remained childless.  

The second reason for the plausibility of family-policy regime differences as the 

main causal explanation is the similarity of the two countries’ other aggregate 

characteristics.  These are most notably their time paths of overall fertility rates and 

labor-force participation rates, as we showed in table form.  Other similarities are seen in 

42



the two countries’ geo-political contexts as equal-sized (demographically and 

economically) neighbors in Europe and co-members of the European Union.  In 

searching for alternative explanations, among the associated individual-level variables 

omitted from our analyses are incomes of the fathers as potential or actual partners in the 

two countries.  The income effects of the earnings of a woman’s husband or partner 

figure prominently in theoretical analyses (e.g., Cigno and Ermisch 1989).  Their 

empirical effects, however, have been found to be either weaker than those found for the 

women’s wage (Merrigan and St. Pierre 1998) or not present at all (Gustaffson and 

Wetzels 2000).  Men’s unemployment may be more a more important factor (Adsera 

2004).  Unemployment was marginally higher in Britain than in France in the early 

1980s, marginally lower in Britain in the late 1980s to early 1990s (Bean 1994), and 

substantially lower in Britain in the late 1990s (European Commission 2003).  While 

further disaggregation of these differing trends in unemployment would allow more 

definitive conclusions, Britain’s reduction in unemployment between the 1980s and 

1990s works against an explanation of male unemployment as a cause of the increase in 

its reproductive polarization over this period.  Instead the evidence of a positive 

association of unemployment with early fertility in the U.K. but a negative association in 

France, suggests that the effect of unemployment is itself regime-dependent.  An 

additional macro-economic contrast between the two countries over this period was the 

increasing overall income inequality in the U.K. and decreasing inequality in France 

(Forster and Vleminckx 2004).  It is unclear, however, whether this should be considered 

as a cause or effect of the growing reproductive polarization in the U.K. that we have 

documented in this study.  While we found that the proportions of women in the lowest 
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and highest-level occupation groups grew relative to the proportions in the two middle 

(and “family friendly”) occupation groups in both countries between the 1950s and 1960s 

cohorts, only for the U.K. did we find that this increased demographic polarization 

associated with occupation. 

Our analysis has considered the family-policy “regime” effects on a single 

economic-demographic feature of the broader reproductive polarization process, that of 

the lifetime distribution of ages at first birth by women’s pre-childbearing occupations.  

Following McLanahan (2004), we consider this feature as an entry point to a set of 

process whose outcomes strongly differentiate the resources and life chances of both 

mother and child.  Increasingly late first births, however, also lead to the possibility of 

lower completed fertility and unrealized desired family sizes.  While the evidence so far 

is that this point has generally yet to be reached at an overall societal level (Toulemon 

and Mazuy 2001b, Kohler and Ortega 2002; Sobotka 2004), it may have already been 

reached among women in those occupations associated with the latest first births (our 

intermediate and professional occupational category).  In this case, Schulze and Tyrell’s 

(2002) conceptualization of the reproductive polarization process as operating through 

differential family sizes instead of (or possibly in addition to) differential fertility timing, 

may apply.  Further work might usefully extend investigation of the process of 

“reproductive polarization” to higher parities (e.g., Ekert-Jaffé et al 2002) and to family-

size distributions.
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APPENDIX [To be made available on request] 

Coding pre-childbearing occupation

Pre-childbearing employment status and occupational group are estimated for women 

who had no children by the end of a given census year, from age 16 to 25. Employment 

status is available in both the French Demographic Panel (EDP) and in the Longitudinal 

Study (LS) in both census years sufficient to code whether a woman was in employment, 

a full-time student, or in various other non-employed categories that vary by country and 

census year.  Whether employment is in the public sector is not available in the census 

classifications for England and Wales. 

In both countries’ censuses, occupation is available for all currently employed 

women.  Most recent occupation is additionally available for some women not currently 

working, especially in the early 1990s censuses of the two countries.  Because occupation 

is only consistently available between countries and census years for employed women, 

the main analyses code “no occupation” for all women not currently employed. The 

occupational mobility analysis, however, takes advantage of reported occupation 

wherever it is available.

Specifically on the data from the censuses available in our datasets, for the French 

EDP, only a two-digit level classification of occupation is available for 1982, though a 

four-digit level classification is available for 1990.  A three-digit classification level of 

occupation is available in the LS for both 1981 and 1991.  In classifying employed 

women in each country into four occupation groups, it was necessary to allocate detailed 

occupations (different between the two countries) to occupation groups defined on the 

substantive grounds described in the main text. In doing so, however, we emphasized 
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obtaining the best possible cross-national comparability.  In practice, this meant forming 

the broad groups based on the French two-digit level occupations, and matching to these 

the more detailed, three-digit British occupations.  In Appendix Tables 1a and 1b, we 

show the composition of the four occupation groups by detailed occupation in the early 

1990s census of each country. 

[Appendix Tables 1a and 1b about here] 

The EDP sample dates are not spaced throughout the year as are the LS dates, but 

are instead concentrated three-quarters of the way into the year.  We adjust for this when 

estimating birth probabilities by age, though not when estimating the distribution of 

women by age and occupation and employment status. The observed differences in 

employment statuses and occupation by age between countries, however, are much larger 

than could be attributed to this part-year offset in sample dates between the EDP and LS.

Lifetime distributional estimates of age at first birth by pre-childbearing occupation 

The lifetime distributional estimates of age at first birth and pre-childbearing occupation 

are derived as follows.  Formally, we define the proportion of childless women aged x in 

pre-childbearing occupation o from ages x=16 to 24 as o(x,t), where t=1982 or 1990 in 

France and 1981 or 1991 in Britain. From age x=25 to 44, we define the proportion of 

childless women by pre-childbearing occupation as o(25,c), where cohort c=1955-59 or 

1963-67 in France and c=1954-58 or 1964-68 in Britain.  The possibility to link these 

period-defined and cohort-defined distributions comes from defining the 1950s and 
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1960s cohorts of each country so that on overage they are aged 25 respectively at the 

early 1980s and early 1990s censuses.

 Using modified life table notation, define by d(x,o|t) the proportion of all women 

in the period-t synthetic cohort having a first birth at age x between 16 and 24 with pre-

childbearing occupation o. These proportions together add to the proportion of women 

having a first birth by age 24, given by 1 minus the proportion who on entering age 25 

are still childless, 1 - l(25|t). The proportions d(x,o|t) are presented summed over ages 16 

to 24 for each occupation in Table 5 of the Results. Their derivation is as follows. Define 

by q(x|o,t) the first-birth probability (hazard), conditional on being still childless entering 

age x in occupation o. Then:

d(x,o|t) = q(x|o,t) o(x,t)       (1)

The set of d(x,o|t) from ages 16 to 24 gives a joint distribution of women’s ages at first 

birth and their occupations immediately before having that birth.  It does not give a 

distribution of ages at first birth by (that is, conditional on) a fixed pre-childbearing 

occupation.  Such a conditional distribution cannot be defined meaningfully over a period 

of the life course in which the process of entry to occupation is occurring for all women. 

Age 25, in contrast, is taken as the point at which the lifetime occupational 

trajectory has taken sufficient shape as to be a point against which to anchor the 

distribution of remaining ages of entry to motherhood, as we show for the 1950s cohorts 

of the two countries in Table 3 of the Results.  In this case, a meaningful conditional 

distribution of age at motherhood by pre-childbearing occupation (as observed at age 25) 

can be defined and estimated.  Again using standard life table notation, define the 

probability of being still childless at age x given pre-childbearing occupation at age 25 as 
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l(x|o,c). This probability may be interpreted as a “survivorship” (in the childless state) 

proportion. It is calculated by l(x|o,c)=� [1- q(a|o,c)] over ages a=25 to x-1, where 

q(x|o,c) is the first-birth probability (hazard), conditional on being still childless at age x

and in pre-childbearing occupation o. From the series of conditional survivorship 

proportions l(x|o,c) can be calculated the set of proportions of a woman having a child 

between ages 25 and 29, 30 and 34, etc.  For example, l(30|o,c) - l(35|o,c) gives the 

proportion having a first birth between ages 30 and 34 among women from cohort c who 

were childless in occupation o at age 25.

 The final task is to bring together the joint distribution of ages and pre-

childbearing occupations at first birth before age 25 and the conditional distribution of 

age at first birth after age 25.  The first step to achieve this is to transform the conditional 

survivorship proportions after age 25 into joint distributions of age at first birth and pre-

childbearing occupation.  This is done as follows.  Define by d(x,o|c) the proportion of all 

women in cohort c having a first birth at age x between 25 and 44 with pre-childbearing 

occupation o.  This joint probability d(x,o|c) is derived by weighting the life-table 

conditional distribution derived from q(x|o,c)l(x|o,c) by the proportion of women still 

childless at age 25 and in occupation o, o(25,c), as follows: 

d(x,o|c) = q(x|o,c) l(x|o,c) o(25,c)      (2) 

The sum of the o(25,c) over the six occupation categories equals the cohort proportion of 

women who have not yet had a first birth as they enter age 25, l(25,c).

The second step is to scale the synthetic-cohort distribution of ages and 

occupations at first birth before age 25 to the overall real-cohort proportion of women 

still childless entering age 25.  A ratio of real-cohort to synthetic-cohort childlessness at 
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age 25, l(25|c) / l(25|t), is applied to achieve this.  The cohort childlessness proportion at 

age 25 l(25|c) is estimated directly from data at the end of the calendar year they attained 

age 24: l(25|c)=N0(24,t) / N(24,t), where N0(24,t) is the number of childless women at the 

end of the year they attained age 24 (and thus began the year of their age 25) and N(24,t)

is all women at the end of the year in which they attained age 24.  The period 

childlessness proportion at age 25 l(25|t) is estimated by l(25|o,t)*o(25,t), where 

l(25|o,t)=1-� d(a|o,t) over ages a=16 to 24 and d(a|o,t) is from equation (1). The age 16 

to 24 period distribution of first childbearing can then be translated into a cohort 

distribution d(x,o|c') using: 

d(x,o|c') = d(x,o|t) * [l(25|c) / l(25|t)]     (3)

The lifetime joint distribution of age at entry to motherhood and pre-childbearing 

occupation of women of cohort c is then given by the concatenation of vectors d(x,o|c') 

from age 16 to 24 and d(x,o|c) from age 25 to 44. These distributions are presented in 

Table 6 of the Results section. 

Interpretation of results from this translation of period into cohort before age 25 

depends on an understanding of the direction and rapidity of change in the first birth 

probabilities before age 25.  In an era of increasing age at first birth, the ratio l(25|c) / 

l(25|t) will be less than one, as the real-cohort value incorporates first-childbearing 

probabilities from periods before t.  The translation of d(x,o|t) into d(x,o|c') at ages 16 to 

24, moreover, necessarily assumes uniformity of the ratio of childlessness in the cohort 

and the period across occupations. This assumption will not hold when the patterns of 

childbearing delay differ by occupation, as we later find they do in Britain. However, 

since most of the synthetic cohort’s childbearing between ages 16 and 24 will have 
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occurred between ages 20 and 24 (and so at ages attained in periods close to t), the 

substantive importance of deviations from this assumption will be relatively small.  We 

checked graphically the match between the levels and patterns of the predicted first birth 

hazards before and after age 25 (see, for example, Figures 3a, 3b, and 3c).  These results 

showed generally lower levels of the hazards up to age 24 than those beginning at age 25 

in both countries, consistent with period trends towards later first births.  The 

occupational, country, and cohort differentials were, however, preserved between the 

hazards before and after age 25. 

All the above calculations of the distributions in equations (1), (2), and (3) that 

are the main results of our study are derived from estimates of the occupational 

distributions, o(x,t) and o(25,c), and of the age-specific probabilities (hazards) of first 

birth, q(x|o,t) and q(x|o,c). The occupational distributions are estimated directly from the 

data for each country, as proportions childless and in the given occupation at the given 

age. The first birth hazards are estimated by logistic regression, with adjustment of the 

predicted probabilities after age 25 to match national age-specific fertility rates.  These 

logistic regression equation specifications and coefficient values are shown in Appendix 

tables 2a, 2b, and 2c.

 [Appendix Tables 2a, 2b, and 2c about here] 

From age 35 onwards, first-birth probabilities for the 1960s cohorts are 

forecasted. This is done by applying to the respective countries’ 1950s cohort first-birth 

probabilities at ages 35 to 44, the ratio to the values of the respective countries’ 1950s 
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cohort first-birth probabilities at age 34.  This ratio is generally greater than one, 

reflecting a shifting of the first birth hazard towards later ages.  Assuming an equal ratio 

after age 35 makes the conservative assumption of a similar pattern of subsequent decline 

in first-birth probabilities by age in the two cohorts after age 34.  If this assumption is too 

conservative, the effect will be to underestimate the eventual proportions having a first 

birth. Because first childbearing after age 35 makes up a small proportion of all first 

childbearing, the sensitivity of the results to this assumption is unlikely to be great. 
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Table 1  Total Fertility Rate and Female Labor Force Participation Rate in France and United Kingdom

France UK France UK France UK France UK
1982 1981 1990 1991 1999 2001 2005 2006

Total Fertility Rate 1.91 1.82 1.78 1.82 1.79 1.63 1.92 1.84

Labor Force Participation Rate 61.7 61.2 72.9 72.7 78.5 75.9 80.7 77.9
  (25 to 54 year old women)

Sources:  Total Fertility Rates:Council of Europe (2002) "Recent demographic developments in Europe" Strassbourg;
Office for National Statistics (UK); Institut National de la Statistique et des Etudes Economiques. 
Labor Force Participation Rates:  1999 and 2001, OECD (2002) "Employment Outlook" www.oecd.org
1981 to 1991, ILO (various years) "Year Book of Labour Statistics" Geneva.

http://www.oecd.org


Table 2  Distributions of childless women by occupation and employment status at ages 20 to 25

France England and Wales

Census year: 1982 1990 1981 1991
Birth cohort: 1962 1960 1957 1970 1968 1965 1962 1959 1956 1972 1969 1966
age: 20 22 25 20 22 25 20 22 25 20 22 25

Occupation

intermediate and professional 1.8 5.1 10.5 1.9 4.5 17.0 4.2 7.9 13.8 9.0 15.0 24.0

nurses, teachers, social welfare 1.6 6.9 17.1 0.9 3.3 10.4 7.5 9.4 16.3 4.0 6.7 12.2

clerical and secretarial 22.1 34.2 35.9 10.3 21.0 27.7 33.8 38.3 36.6 32.5 36.1 30.9

low-skill 25.4 23.4 21.4 15.7 17.1 18.0 26.4 22.1 18.2 28.1 23.7 20.9

Total employed 51.0 69.5 84.8 28.8 45.8 73.0 72.0 77.7 84.8 73.7 81.4 88.0

jobless 13.3 9.6 7.7 4.4 17.5 15.9 14.0 13.1 13.5 13.2 10.5 10.0

student 35.8 20.9 7.5 66.8 36.7 11.1 14.0 9.2 1.7 13.1 8.0 2.0

All childless women 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Number of cases 1,530 1,254  744   1,455   1,497  1,102  2,848  2,122  1,553 2,332 2,371 2,010

Percent at parity 0 at end of year: 81.7 64.8 40.1 90.7 77.4 52.2 79.4 64.9 47.2   83.9 67.8 55.0

Sources: ONS Longitudinal Study (LS) and French Demographic Panel (EDP)



Table 3  Occupational mobility by whether had a child between censuses, 1950s cohorts childless at age 23 to 27

France Occupation in 1990

1982 1990 Intermediate/ Nurses/ Clerical/ Low No
Occupation in 1982 % % Professional Teachers Secretarial Skill Occupation

intermediate and professional 9.6 entered motherhood 63.1 59.5 5.7 15.9 4.4 14.5
remained childless 36.9 64.7 10.5 12.8 10.5 1.5

nurses, teachers, social welfare 14.6 entered motherhood 64.9 7.9 76.1 3.9 1.7 10.4
remained childless 35.1 7.9 82.7 5.2 1.0 3.1

clerical and secretarial 35.8 entered motherhood 63.9 15.0 2.0 64.7 4.1 14.3
remained childless 36.1 21.7 3.3 66.7 6.0 2.3

low-skill 22.4 entered motherhood 62.4 8.0 1.5 10.5 55.4 24.5
remained childless 37.6 7.9 3.5 17.8 64.8 6.0

all occupations 82.5 entered motherhood 63.0 17.0 15.7 33.6 17.3 16.3
remained childless 36.4 20.6 17.7 36.1 22.2 3.4

no occupation 17.5 entered motherhood 51.5 25.8 27.0 13.6 7.1 26.4
remained childless 48.5 26.2 23.3 14.2 13.6 22.7

Total % 100.0
Total sample N 3,738 

no occupation, student 9.4 entered motherhood 53.7 34.6 39.9 5.3 0.5 19.7
remained childless 46.3 37.0 35.8 7.4 4.3 15.4



Table 3 (Cont.)

England and Wales Occupation in 1991

1981 1991 Intermediate/ Nurses/ Clerical/ Low No
Occupation in 1981 % % Professional Teachers Secretarial Skill Occupation

intermediate and professional 15.6 entered motherhood 61.2 30.9 6.2 13.3 10.0 39.5
remained childless 38.8 71.1 4.6 15.0 6.1 3.3

nurses, teachers, social welfare 16.2 entered motherhood 68.4 6.2 60.3 3.2 3.3 27.0
remained childless 31.6 10.5 77.9 4.4 2.6 4.6

clerical and secretarial 39.3 entered motherhood 64.7 11.5 2.1 31.0 12.7 42.7
remained childless 35.3 33.4 2.7 55.8 4.1 4.0

low-skill 20.0 entered motherhood 61.3 6.6 2.0 5.0 34.0 52.3
remained childless 38.7 18.8 4.4 8.1 54.3 14.4

all occupations 91.1 entered motherhood 64.0 12.7 13.8 17.4 15.0 41.2
remained childless 36.0 33.3 15.2 29.0 16.1 6.4

no occupation 8.9 entered motherhood 53.5 12.4 13.8 7.7 11.8 54.3
remained childless 46.5 24.7 11.1 7.0 15.8 41.5

Total % 191.1
Total sample N 7,625  

Sources: ONS Longitudinal Study (LS) and French Demographic Panel (EDP)



Table 4  Early 1980s and 1990s period regressions of 1st births among women aged 16 to 29

France England and Wales

Standard Standard
Estimate Error Estimate Error

Intercept -3.459 *** 0.455 -3.140 *** 0.279
Age (reference 16)
age 17 0.231 0.439 0.984 *** 0.191
age 18 0.243 0.433 0.240 0.254
age 19 0.707 * 0.429 0.354 0.265
age 20 1.245 *** 0.435 0.434 0.272
age 21 1.248 *** 0.445 0.724 *** 0.276
age 22 1.479 *** 0.451 0.678 *** 0.282
age 23 1.659 *** 0.458 0.926 *** 0.287
age 24 1.678 *** 0.466 1.080 *** 0.292
age 25 1.730 *** 0.474 1.119 *** 0.298
age 26 1.875 *** 0.483 1.204 *** 0.306
age 27 1.778 *** 0.494 1.287 *** 0.316
age 28 1.546 *** 0.510 1.163 *** 0.326
age 29 1.461 *** 0.523 - -
Occupation (reference low-skill)
intermediate and professional -0.773 0.593 -0.428 0.401
nursing, teaching, and social welfare -1.363 ** 0.582 -0.975 *** 0.357
clerical and secretarial -0.534 * 0.284 -1.157 *** 0.190
not employed, jobless 0.154 0.297 1.014 *** 0.175
not employed, student -1.998 *** 0.306 -1.915 *** 0.255
(age-16) * int./prof. 0.072 0.062 -0.021 0.046
(age-16) * nursing/teaching 0.111 * 0.060 0.062 0.041
(age-16) * clerical/secr. 0.044 0.035 0.101 *** 0.025
(age-16) * not employed, jobless -0.042 0.042 -0.113 *** 0.026
(age-16) * not employed, student 0.074 0.050 -0.056 0.063
1990 Period (reference 1980)
1990s period -0.489 0.304 0.367 ** 0.171
1990s * int./prof. 0.049 0.861 -1.085 ** 0.527
1990s * nursing/teaching -1.620 * 0.973 0.102 0.537
1990s * clerical/secr. 0.153 0.458 -0.661 ** 0.295
1990s * not employed, jobless 0.390 0.466 -0.301 0.263
1990s * not employed, student 0.521 0.434 -0.038 0.244
1990s * (age-16) 0.032 0.037 -0.060 ** 0.024
1990s * (age-16) * int./prof. -0.035 0.087 0.133 ** 0.059
1990s * (age-16) * nursing/teaching 0.161 * 0.095 -0.003 0.060
1990s * (age-16) * clerical/secr. -0.012 0.053 0.051 0.036
1990s * (age-16) * not employed, jobless -0.048 0.060 0.036 0.038
1990s * (age-16) * not employed, student -0.141 ** 0.068 0.108 * 0.065



-2 Log L 12,947       *** 23,831     ***

Sample N (person years) 34,111       62,190

Notes: * p < .10, ** p < .05, *** p < .01

Sources: French Demographic Panel (EDP) and ONS Longitudinal Study (LS)



Table 5  First births by age and pre-childbearing occupation across all ages, 16 to 44

France

Birth cohort              1955-59              1963-67

Age at end of calendar year Age at end of calendar year
Occupation in year before birth or at age 25

16-24 25-29 30-44 16-44 16-24 25-29 30-44* 16-44*
intermediate and professional
   percent of birth cohort 2.3 2.5 1.1 5.9 1.7 4.5 3.6 9.8

nurses, teachers, social welfare
   percent of birth cohort 2.3 3.9 2.3 8.6 0.9 3.2 2.0 6.1

clerical and secretarial
   percent of birth cohort 16.9 8.9 3.8 29.5 9.6 8.4 4.3 22.3

low-skill
   percent of birth cohort 18.2 5.2 1.8 25.3 10.9 5.6 2.7 19.2

jobless
   percent of birth cohort 8.0 1.5 0.6 10.1 9.1 3.9 1.9 14.9

student
   percent of birth cohort 7.6 1.3 1.1 10.1 8.2 2.0 2.2 12.4

All women in the birth cohort 55.4 23.4 10.8 89.5 40.4 27.5 16.7 84.6



Table 5   First births by age and pre-childbearing occupation across all ages, 16 to 44
(Cont.)

England & Wales

Birth cohort              1954-58              1964-68

Age at end of calendar year Age at end of calendar year
Occupation in year before birth or at age 25

16-24 25-29 30-44 16-44 16-24 25-29 30-44* 16-44*
intermediate and professional
   percent of birth cohort 2.0 2.8 2.6 7.4 3.0 4.7 5.8 13.4

nurses, teachers, social welfare
   percent of birth cohort 2.7 3.9 3.0 9.6 1.6 2.9 2.5 7.0

clerical and secretarial
   percent of birth cohort 12.0 8.8 5.6 26.4 6.6 6.9 6.1 19.6

low-skill
   percent of birth cohort 14.9 4.6 2.3 21.8 16.9 5.2 3.4 25.5

jobless
   percent of birth cohort 11.3 2.9 1.6 15.8 8.9 1.7 1.3 11.9

student
   percent of birth cohort 3.2 0.2 0.4 3.8 3.6 0.2 0.5 4.4

All women in the birth cohort 46.2 23.2 15.5 84.9 40.6 21.6 19.6 81.8

Notes: * projected 
Source: Authors' estimates from EDP and LS data



Figure 1a  Age-specific fertility rates around 1980, France and U.K.
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Figure 1b  Age-specific fertility rates around 2000, France and U.K.
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Figure 2  Labor force participation rates by age, France and U.K.
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Figure 3a. Low-skill Occupations 

0.00

0.02

0.04

0.06

0.08

0.10

0.12

0.14

0.16

0.18

0.20

19 24 29 34 39

age

an
nu

al
 fi

rs
t-b

irt
h

pr
ob

ab
ili

ty

England & Wales 1954-58
cohort
England & Wales 1964-68
cohort



Figure 3b. Clerical and Secretarial 
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Figure 3c. Intermediate and Professional 
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Appendix Table 1a  Largest 3-digit occupations within each occupational group
 England and Wales 1964-68 cohort in 1991

percent of
occupation occupation
to three digits       count grouping title of occupation 

Intermediate and Professional

1 52 1.7 Judges, barristers, advocates, solicitors
2 52 1.7 Accountants, valuers, finance specialists
7 60 2.0 Underwriters, brokers, investment analysts
9 115 3.8 Personnel and industrial relations officers

12 75 2.5 Systems analysts, computer programmers
13 233 7.6 Marketing and sales managers and executives
34 51 1.7 Vocational and industrial trainers
54 51 1.7 Authors, writers, journalists
64 46 1.5 Literary, artistic and sports workers n.e.c.
80 77 2.5 Laboratory technicians 
91 71 2.3 Production, works and maintenance managers, works foremen
98 51 1.7 Credit controllers
99 253 8.3 Office managers n.e.c.

103 358 11.7 Other proprietors and managers (sales)
106 92 3.0 Restauranteurs
117 168 5.5 Hairdressers' and barbers' managers and proprietors
118 85 2.8 Managers n.e.c.
119 53 1.7 Civil service executive officers
153 78 2.5 Sales representatives
154 74 2.4 Sales representatives (property and services), other agents

subtotal 2,095 68.5 Occupations with at least 1.5% of occupational group total

Teachers, Nurses, Social Wefare

32 Teachers in establishments for further and higher education
33 265 16.5 Teachers n.e.c.
39 105 6.5 Welfare occupations n.e.c.
43 797 49.6 Nurse administrators, nurses
49 38 2.4 Therapists n.e.c.
50 Medical technicians, dental auxiliaries
53 52 3.2 Professional and related in education, welfare and health n.e.c.
67 Physical and geological scientists, mathematicians

186 115 7.2 Nursery nurses

subtotal 1,372 85.3 Occupations with at least 2% of occupational group total

Clerical and Secretarial

122 129 2.6 Supervisors of other clerks and cashiers (not retail)
126 2,829 56.9 Other clerks and cashiers (not retail)
132 249 5.0 Receptionists



133 1,223 24.6 Typists, shorthand writers, secretaries
134 213 4.3 Office machine operators

subtotal 4,643 93.5 Occupations with at least 2% of occupational group total

Low-skill Occupations

127 169 2.9 Retail shop cashiers, check-out and cash and wrap operators
145 1,091 19.0 Shop sales persons and assistants
173 144 2.5 Chefs, cooks
174 145 2.5 Waiters, waitresses
175 225 3.9 Barmen, barmaids
176 177 3.1 Counter hands, assistants
187 266 4.6 Other domestic and school helpers 
192 385 6.7 Hospital, ward orderlies
198 262 4.6 Cleaners, window cleaners, chimney sweeps, road sweepers
200 222 3.9 Hairdressers, barbers
206 115 2.0 Service workers n.e.c.
306 265 4.6 Sewers, embroiderers
436 127 2.2 Assemblers (electrical,electronic)
451 354 6.2 Packers, bottlers, canners, fillers 

subtotal 3,947 68.7 Occupations with at least 2% of occupational group total



Appendix Table 1b  Largest profession or categorie socio-professionnelle within each occupational group
 France 1963-67 cohort in 1990

"profession" percent of
to two or occupation title of categorie socio-professionnelle
four digits       count grouping or profession

Intermediate and Professional

11 23 2.0 Agriculteurs sur petite exploitation
12 16 1.4 Agriculteurs sur moyenne exploitation
13 22 1.9 Agriculteurs sur grande exploitation
21 59 5.1 Artisans (i.e., self-employed trades people)

2190 24 2.1 Aides familiaux non salaries ou associes d'artisans effectuant un travail
  administratif ou commercial

22 74 6.4 Commercants et assimiles (shop, bar, or café owners, owners of small 
    service enterprises)

31 18 1.6 Professions liberales (i.e., doctors, lawyers, etc.)
33 27 2.3 Cadres de la fonction publique (Senior managers in government)
35 36 3.1 Professions de l'information, des arts et des spectacles
37 99 8.5 Cadres administratifs et commerciaux d'enterprise (Senior private-sector

    managers)
3727 18 1.6 Cadres administratifs ou financiers des P.M.E.

38 56 4.8 Ingenieurs, cadres techniques d'enterprise
3828 25 2.2 Ingenieurs et cadres specialistes de l'informatique (sauf techno-commerciaux)

45 59 5.1 Professions intermediaires administratives de la fonction publique
4511 22 1.9 Controleurs des PTT et assimiles

46 501 43.2 Professions intermediaires administratives et commerciales des enterprises
4600 51 4.4 Professions intermediaires administratives et commerciales des enterprises
4611 47 4.1 Maitrise et techniciens des services comptables ou financiers; comptables
4612 46 4.0 Maitrise et techniciens administratifs (autres que financiers et comptables)
4615 68 5.9 Personnels de secretariat de niveau superieur, secretaires de direction

    (non cadres)
4624 27 2.3 Representantes en biens d'equipment, biens intermediaires, commerce 

     interindustriel 
4625 36 3.1 Representantes en biens du consommation aupres d'entreprises 
4626 43 3.7 Representantes en services aupres d'entreprises ou de professionnels
4627 38 3.3 Representantes aupres des particuliers 

47 118 10.2 Techniciens
4751 25 2.2 Techniciens chimistes, biologistes
4792 28 2.4 Programmeurs, preparateurs de travaux en informatique (hors fonction publique)

48 19 1.6 Contremaitres, agents de maitrise
53 31 2.7 Policiers et militaires

subtotal 1,158 498 99.8 43.2 percentage of occupational group accounted for by above-listed occupations

Teachers, Nurses, Social Wefare

34 89 11.2 Professeurs, professions scientifiques
3411 50 6.3 Professeurs agreges, certifies

42 259 32.7 Instituteurs et assimiles



4211 102 12.9 Instituteurs
4227 74 9.4 Conseillers d'education et surveillants
4232 22 2.8 Formateurs et animateurs de formation continue

43 442 55.7 Professions intermediaires de la sante et du travail social
4300 33 4.2 Professions intermediaires de la sante et du travail social
4312 17 2.2 Infirmiers psychiatriques
4314 16 2.0 Infirmiers specialistes (autre que puericultrices)
4315 141 17.9 Infirmiers en soins generaux salaries
4323 17 2.2 Specialistes de la reeducation et pedicures, liberaux
4324 40 5.1 Techniciens medicaux
4327 32 4.1 Preparateurs en pharmacie
4331 19 2.4 Assistantes sociales
4332 39 4.9 Educateurs socioculturels et de loisirs
4333 34 4.3 Animateurs socioculturels et de loisirs

subtotal 790 636 99.6 80.6 percentage of occupational group accounted for by above-listed occupations

Clerical and Secretarial

52 930 34.1 Employes civils, agents de service de la fonction publique
5200 81 3.0 Employes civils, agents de service de la fonction publique
5214 127 4.7 Commis, agents administratifs, de la fonction publique
5215 189 7.0 Agents de bureau de la fonction publique
5216 81 3.0 Agents de service des etablissements d'enseignement
5217 68 2.5 Agents de service  de la fonction publique (sauf ecoles, hopitaux)
5221 174 6.4 Aides-soignants (du public ou de prive)
5222 151 5.6 Agents de service hopitaliers

54 1,795 65.9 Employes administratifs d'enterprise
5400 339 12.5 Employes administratifs d'enterprise
5411 668 24.6 Secretaires
5415 60 2.2 Operatrices de saisie en informatique
5421 284 10.5 Employes de services comptables ou financiers
5424 122 4.5 Employes administratifs divers d'entreprise
5431 96 3.5 Employes des services techniques de la banque, guichetiers
5434 58 2.1 Employes des services techniques des assurances

subtotal 2,725 2,498 100.0 92.1 percentage of occupational group accounted for by above-listed occupations

Low-skill Occupations

55 784 32.9 Employes de commerce
5500 185 7.8 Employes de commerce
5512 140 5.9 Vendeurs en alimentation
5514 89 3.8 Vendeurs en equipement de la personne, articles de sport
5516 62 2.6 Vendeurs en articles de luxe
5518 75 3.2 Employes de libre-service
5519 166 7.0 Caissiers de magasin

56 612 25.7 Personnels des services directs aux particuliers
5600 178 7.5 Personnels des services directs aux particuliers
5611 137 5.8 Serveurs et commis de restaurant ou de café
5622 87 3.7 Coiffeurs, salaries



5631 84 3.5 Assistantes maternelles, gardiennes d'enfants, travailleuses familiales
5632 62 2.6 Employes de maison et femmes de menage chez des particuliers

62 123 5.2 Ouvriers qualifies de type industriel
63 75 3.1 Ouvriers qualifies de type artisinal
67 593 24.9 Ouvriers non qualifies de type industriel

6700 160 6.8 Ouvriers non qualifies de type industriel
6723 54 2.3 Ouvriers non qualifies de montage, de controle, etc., en mecanique
6772 58 2.4 Ouvriers non qualifies de la confection
6792 55 2.3 Manutentionnaires, agents non qualifies des services d'exploitation des

    transports
6793 62 2.6 Ouvriers non qualifies de la confection

68 118 5.0 Ouvriers non qualifies de type artisinal, divers
6891 79 3.3 Nettoyeurs

69 49 2.1 Ouvriers agricoles

subtotal 2,354 1,733 98.9 73.1 percentage of occupational group accounted for by above-listed occupations



Appendix Table 2a  1950s and 1960s cohort regressions of 1st and later births among women aged 25 to 34

France 1950s France 1960s England and Wales 1950s England and Wales 1960s

(reference group: age 25, parity 1+, Standard Standard Standard Standard
low-skill occupation) Estimate Error Estimate Error Estimate Error Estimate Error

Intercept -2.084 *** 0.055 -2.160 *** 0.048 -1.935 *** 0.043 -2.084 *** 0.046
Parity 0 0.378 *** 0.087 0.255 *** 0.071 -0.042 0.064 -0.159 ** 0.064
age 26 0.078 0.054 0.065 0.042 -0.021 0.042 0.022 0.044
age 27 0.011 0.053 0.013 0.044 -0.088 ** 0.041 -0.012 0.043
age 28 -0.086 0.056 -0.022 0.048 -0.148 *** 0.041 -0.039 0.043
age 29 -0.097 * 0.057 -0.088 * 0.050 -0.293 *** 0.042 -0.106 ** 0.044
age 30 -0.252 *** 0.060 -0.248 *** 0.053 -0.390 *** 0.044 -0.218 *** 0.047
age 31 -0.383 *** 0.062 -0.356 *** 0.058 -0.507 *** 0.045 -0.288 *** 0.050
age 32 -0.509 *** 0.064 -0.495 *** 0.066 -0.653 *** 0.047 -0.486 *** 0.056
age 33 -0.755 *** 0.068 -0.644 *** 0.070 -0.919 *** 0.050 -0.565 *** 0.063
age 34 -0.877 *** 0.071 -0.799 *** 0.085 -1.038 *** 0.051 -0.720 *** 0.082
(age-25) * parity 0 -0.050 ** 0.021 0.003 0.019 0.017 0.013 0.021 0.015
intermediate and professional -0.007 0.067 0.180 *** 0.056 0.386 *** 0.050 0.169 *** 0.046
nursing, teaching, and social welfare 0.369 *** 0.056 0.352 *** 0.059 0.370 *** 0.044 0.221 *** 0.051
clerical and secretarial 0.054 0.043 0.012 0.046 0.245 *** 0.035 0.103 *** 0.038
not employed -0.017 0.041 0.037 0.042 -0.188 *** 0.031 -0.059 * 0.032
parity 0 * int./prof. -0.124 0.162 -0.637 *** 0.110 -0.917 *** 0.108 -0.710 *** 0.094
parity 0 * nursing/teaching -0.704 *** 0.137 -0.494 *** 0.115 -0.656 *** 0.097 -0.428 *** 0.111
parity 0 * clerical/secr. -0.126 0.106 -0.053 0.088 -0.442 *** 0.076 -0.384 *** 0.080
parity 0 * not employed -0.460 *** 0.110 -0.525 *** 0.089 -0.328 *** 0.092 -0.631 *** 0.103
(age-25) * parity 0 * int./prof. 0.057 0.035 0.099 *** 0.025 0.113 *** 0.020 0.111 *** 0.020
(age-25) * parity 0 * nursing/teaching 0.123 *** 0.030 0.051 * 0.028 0.105 *** 0.019 0.071 *** 0.024
(age-25) * parity 0 * clerical/secr. 0.046 * 0.025 -0.003 0.023 0.061 *** 0.015 0.069 *** 0.018
(age-25) * parity 0 * not employed 0.075 *** 0.026 0.024 0.026 0.054 *** 0.019 0.035 0.025

-2 Log L 51,280.96 *** 56,271.55  *** 103,269.04 *** 87,264.46 ***

Sample N (person years) 82,750 88,408       174,451 144,651

Notes: * p < .10, ** p < .05, *** p < .01

Sources: French Demographic Panel (EDP) and ONS Longitudinal Study (LS)



Appendix Table 2b  1950s cohort regressions of 1st and later births among women aged 34 to 43

France 1950s England and Wales 1950s

(reference group: age 34, parity 1+, Standard Parameter Standard
low-skill occupation) Estimate Error Estimate Error

Intercept -3.061 *** 0.083 -2.956 *** 0.061
Parity 0 0.103 0.234 0.019 0.142
age 35 -0.195 *** 0.073 -0.226 *** 0.053
age 36 -0.552 *** 0.081 -0.344 *** 0.055
age 37 -0.753 *** 0.087 -0.629 *** 0.060
age 38 -1.149 *** 0.101 -0.828 *** 0.065
age 39 -1.462 *** 0.115 -1.129 *** 0.073
age 40 -1.688 *** 0.137 -1.329 *** 0.079
age 41 -2.417 *** 0.211 -1.883 *** 0.108
age 42 -3.038 *** 0.342 -2.229 *** 0.143
age 43 -3.461 *** 0.584 -2.940 *** 0.243
(age-34) * parity 0 0.004 0.087 0.044 0.041
intermediate and professional 0.154 0.123 0.560 *** 0.079
nursing, teaching, and social welfare 0.630 *** 0.101 0.531 *** 0.073
clerical and secretarial 0.164 * 0.088 0.369 *** 0.064
not employed 0.069 0.087 -0.291 *** 0.062
parity 0 * int./prof. 0.184 0.372 -0.287 0.200
parity 0 * nursing/teaching -0.258 0.321 0.158 0.189
parity 0 * clerical/secr. 0.099 0.281 -0.104 0.168
parity 0 * not employed 0.083 0.292 0.220 0.196
(age-34) * parity 0 * int./prof. 0.013 0.126 0.064 0.053
(age-34) * parity 0 * nursing/teaching 0.158 0.107 -0.043 0.054
(age-34) * parity 0 * clerical/secr. 0.068 0.100 -0.030 0.048
(age-34) * parity 0 * not employed 0.015 0.111 0.009 0.056

-2 Log L 14,384.25 *** 32,112.02 ***

Sample N (person years) 63,225 131,008

Notes: * p < .10, ** p < .05, *** p < .01

Sources: French Demographic Panel (EDP) and ONS Longitudinal Study (LS)



Appendix Table 2c  1950s and 1960s pooled cohort regressions of 1st and later births among women aged 25 to 43

France England and Wales

(reference group: age 25, parity 1+, Standard Standard
low-skill occupation, 1960s cohort) Estimate Error Estimate Error

Intercept -2.161 *** 0.062 -2.057 *** 0.045
Parity 0 0.339 *** 0.071 -0.141 *** 0.051
age 26 0.077 0.062 0.046 0.047
age 27 0.099 * 0.059 -0.040 0.045
age 28 0.042 0.059 -0.082 * 0.043
age 29 -0.017 0.063 -0.132 *** 0.044
age 30 -0.173 ** 0.069 -0.256 *** 0.045
age 31 -0.272 *** 0.078 -0.321 *** 0.048
age 32 -0.408 *** 0.073 -0.512 *** 0.053
age 33 -0.588 *** 0.086 -0.581 *** 0.059
age 34 -0.735 *** 0.117 -0.725 *** 0.078
intermediate and professional 0.155 ** 0.066 0.162 *** 0.048
nursing, teaching, and social welfare 0.287 *** 0.071 0.239 *** 0.053
clerical and secretarial -0.036 0.054 0.110 *** 0.040
not employed, jobless -0.116 ** 0.052 -0.066 * 0.034
not employed, student 0.069 0.099 0.098 0.140
parity 0 * int./prof. -0.493 *** 0.118 -0.661 *** 0.078
parity 0 * nursing/teaching -0.565 *** 0.118 -0.459 *** 0.087
parity 0 * clerical/secr. -0.166 * 0.093 -0.285 *** 0.066
parity 0 * not employed, jobless -0.299 *** 0.116 -0.422 *** 0.084
parity 0 * not employed, student -1.097 *** 0.144 -1.556 *** 0.201
(age-25) * parity 0 * int./prof. 0.066 *** 0.020 0.104 *** 0.012
(age-25) * parity 0 * nursing/teaching 0.086 *** 0.018 0.081 *** 0.012
(age-25) * parity 0 * clerical/secr. 0.033 ** 0.015 0.052 *** 0.010
(age-25) * parity 0 * not employed, jobless -0.017 0.020 -0.008 0.013
(age-25) * parity 0 * not employed, student 0.145 *** 0.020 0.223 *** 0.025
(age-25) * parity 0 -0.031 ** 0.013 0.021 *** 0.008
(age-30)2 * parity 0 * int./prof. -0.003 0.004 -0.005 *** 0.002
(age-30)2 * parity 0 * nursing/teaching 0.003 0.003 -0.006 *** 0.002
(age-30)2 * parity 0 * clerical/secr. 0.002 0.002 -0.007 *** 0.001
(age-30)2 * parity 0 * not employed, jobless 0.004 0.004 0.000 0.002
(age-30)2 * parity 0 * not employed, student -0.010 ** 0.004 -0.017 *** 0.004
1950s cohort 0.066 0.078 0.121 ** 0.060
1950s cohort * age 26 -0.029 0.084 -0.096 0.065
1950s cohort * age 27 -0.123 0.079 -0.076 0.061
1950s cohort * age 28 -0.146 * 0.077 -0.127 ** 0.059
1950s cohort * age 29 -0.105 0.079 -0.211 *** 0.059
1950s cohort * age 30 -0.107 0.084 -0.202 *** 0.060
1950s cohort * age 31 -0.146 0.093 -0.272 *** 0.062
1950s cohort * age 32 -0.138 0.090 -0.202 *** 0.067
1950s cohort * age 33 -0.206 ** 0.103 -0.406 *** 0.074
1950s cohort * age 34 -0.184 0.127 -0.342 *** 0.090
1950s cohort * age 35 -1.105 *** 0.072 -1.291 *** 0.054
1950s cohort * age 36 -1.456 *** 0.079 -1.403 *** 0.055



s

1950s cohort * age 37 -1.635 *** 0.084 -1.681 *** 0.060
1950s cohort * age 38 -2.018 *** 0.097 -1.870 *** 0.064
1950s cohort * age 39 -2.320 *** 0.110 -2.159 *** 0.071
1950s cohort * age 40 -2.538 *** 0.133 -2.345 *** 0.076
1950s cohort * age 41 -3.256 *** 0.207 -2.878 *** 0.104
1950s cohort * age 42 -3.868 *** 0.338 -3.207 *** 0.140
1950s cohort * age 43 -4.280 *** 0.581 -3.897 *** 0.240
1950s cohort * Parity 0 0.033 0.086 0.100 0.063
1950s cohort * int./prof. -0.114 0.089 0.306 *** 0.068
1950s cohort * nursing/teaching 0.162 * 0.087 0.210 *** 0.068
1950s cohort * clerical/secr. 0.126 * 0.067 0.204 *** 0.053
1950s cohort * not employed, jobless 0.022 0.066 -0.110 ** 0.046
1950s cohort * not employed, student 0.470 *** 0.115 0.643 *** 0.165
parity 0 * 1950s cohort * int./prof. 0.280 * 0.146 -0.269 *** 0.099
parity 0 * 1950s cohort * nursing/teaching -0.140 0.140 -0.101 0.101
parity 0 * 1950s cohort * clerical/secr. 0.003 0.111 -0.109 0.081
parity 0 * 1950s cohort * not employed, jobles 0.153 0.134 0.424 *** 0.099
parity 0 * 1950s cohort * not employed, studen -0.075 0.164 -0.411 * 0.226

-2 Log L 99,543.96 189,198.15

Sample N (person years) 200,890 391,081

Notes: * p < .10, ** p < .05, *** p < .01

Sources: French Demographic Panel (EDP) and ONS Longitudinal Study (LS)
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