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Abstract: Education provides opportunities for as well as barriers and alternatives to the 
formation of intimate unions.  In this study, we consider the several mechanisms through 
which educational attainment may delay or speed up union formation.  As do most other 
studies, we include both educational enrolment and attainment, the former viewed as a 
constraint on union formation, the latter facilitating the accumulation of resources that enable 
young couples to establish their own household.  A third component is the inclusion of the 
attitudes and values that are hypothesized to arise from tertiary educational experiences and 
may mediate effects of education on union formation.  We use data from the Swedish panel 
study “Family and Working Life in the 21st century”, selecting a sample of 658 single, 
childless adults age 22, 26, or 30 at the time of the first survey in 1999. The risk of union 
formation in the four years following the 1999 survey is estimated with Cox proportional 
hazard models.  Neither educational attainment nor ongoing enrolment significantly 
influenced the risk of forming a new partnership between the surveys. With one exception, 
union formation was also unrelated to attitudes towards family and work. Contrary to 
predictions from a work-family conflict perspective, women who placed high value on 
demanding careers were more likely to enter coresidential unions than were other women. An 
analysis of selection into our analytic sample shows substantial educational differences.  In 
the contemporary Swedish context, educational effects are found primarily in the very early 
years of adulthood and for the stronger life course commitments of marriage and parenthood.  
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Education, values and union formation in Sweden 
      
Education is a critical component of the transition to adulthood, intertwined with leaving the 
parental home, achieving economic independence, and forming a family of one’s own (Corijn 
2001).  Education enables youth to become economically independent, providing resources – 
employment, income, social networks, and problem-solving skills – to support the search for a 
partner and the maintenance of partner relationships.  On the other hand, education offers 
social and economic opportunities that reduce the “gains to trade” of intimate relationships. 
The competition between intimate partnerships and alternative uses of time and energy is 
usually greater for women than for men because women do a greater share of household work 
and relationship maintenance than do men.  
  
Where the public and private sectors develop policies and practices that facilitate the 
reconciliation of study, work and family life, and ideological shifts draw men into family and 
emotional work, resources can be expected to play a larger role than opportunity costs in 
union formation.  In addition, the impact of education should be more similar for women and 
men under these conditions. In this paper, we investigate the effects of education on union 
formation in a context where the state provides considerable support for young people to 
pursue higher education and where gender equality is relatively advanced, i.e. Sweden at the 
turn of the 21st century. We identify the ideological and structural basis of educational effects 
on union formation and test differences in the processes for young men and young women. 
 
 
Education in the transition to adulthood 
 
Until recent decades, most young adults -- particularly young men -- postponed entry into 
adult work and family roles until they had completed their education.  During the prosperous 
decades of the 1950s and 1960s in western Europe, family transitions occurred relatively 
quickly once education was completed (Liefbroer 1999).  More recently, many observers 
identify a ‘de-standardisation’ of the transition to adulthood such that the events in the 
transition are less clearly defined, more spread out in time, and their sequencing more varied 
(Buchmann 1989).  Cohabitation, and living independently without a partner before moving 
into a couple relationship, both constitute new stages in the life course, and can be seen as one 
component of many in a process through which individual behaviour is determined less by 
tradition and institutional arrangements and is more open to individual choice. 
  
Liefbroer (1999) has suggested that the occurrence and timing of family-life events can be 
conceptualized as the outcome of choice processes, meaning that young adults strive to 
balance the attainment of their family-life goals with their goals and opportunities in other life 
domains.  To understand the changing patterns of family formation in Europe, increasingly 
characterized by ‘postponement’ (Billari 2004a), it is necessary to take a life-course 
perspective, where choice processes are viewed as occurring in a dynamic, interdependent 
context. In the ‘choice framework’ developed by Liefbroer (1999) and others, young adults 
aspire to achieve certain goals, and the degree to which they are successful in this endeavour 
will depend on their resources and on the structural constraints that they face.  
    
Cook and Furstenberg (2002) point out, however, that the choice sets available to young 
adults in Europe and other wealthy countries differ considerably in terms of work and family 
institutions.  In particular, country differences are observed in the expansion of the 
educational system, the increased labour force participation of women, and the difficulty for 
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young people to establish themselves on the labour market with permanent jobs (Liefbroer 
1999).   The ‘latest-late’ transitions in Italy, for example (Billari (2004b), are consistent with a 
weak state, small business, extended schooling and parental support, contrasted with the 
Swedish model in which the state, industry and unions provide a safety net for early 
independence and experimentation (Cook and Furstenberg 2002).  
    
Young people also face different rates of cultural change in terms of decrease in normative 
controls, from the church and from the parents, and increased individualization, i.e. increased 
freedom for the individuals to decide for themselves how to organize their lives. The growing 
importance of individual autonomy as a central value in life is regarded as a crucial 
component of the so-called Second Demographic Transition, but is not evenly distributed 
across the European landscape.  Swedish society is often described as one of the forerunners 
in this process (Van de Kaa 1995, Lesthaeghe 1995), and cohabitation is prevalent, in 
particular among young people as very few marry directly without previous informal 
cohabitation (Oláh and Bernhardt, forthcoming). 
 
The formation of a cohabiting union among young adults in contemporary Sweden is in most 
cases the first step in the family formation process, to be followed by marriage and 
childbearing. Nevertheless, for many young couples starting a coresidential intimate 
relationship it is probably regarded more as an alternative to being single or a trial marriage 
(Rindfuss and VandenHeuvel 1990) and thus not taken so seriously as finding the right 
partner to marry or with whom to have a child. An analysis of three dimensions of 
commitment among young adults living with a partner in Norway and Sweden found that 
cohabitors overall were less serious, less satisfied, and more often considered splitting up 
from their current relationships than married respondents (Bernhardt, Noack and Wiik 2007). 
Cohabitation seems to be a less selective state than marriage, not requiring the “traditional” 
underpinnings for establishing an independent household, such as completed education, 
adequate income, and stable employment (Kravdal 1999). Sassler and Goldscheider (2004) 
argue, in a study of American men, that while minimum prerequisites necessary for marriage 
might be rising, there appear to be few such requirements for cohabitation. 
 
 
The relationship between education and union formation 

The centrality of education to the young adult life course is evidenced by the almost universal 
inclusion of educational attainment and/or enrolment in studies of family formation 
behaviour.  As noted above, education may produce interests and demands that compete with 
or resources that facilitate family formation.  Empirical studies generally show that enrolment, 
at least in full-time education, has a negative effect on union formation and childbearing, in 
particular the latter, indicating a substantial degree of incompatibility between the roles of 
partner or parent and the student role (Hoem 1986, Blossfeld and Huinink 1991, Baizan et al 
2002, Coppola 2003).  Because educational enrolment is a time-limited activity, the net effect 
is that of delaying family formation (Goldscheider and Waite 1986, Liefbroer and Corijn 
1999), rather than lowering the likelihood of an eventual transition from being single and 
childless to being a partner and parent.  
 
Educational attainment, on the other hand, improves labor market prospects and earnings 
potential.  In a society characterized by the traditional breadwinner-housewife system, the 
higher earnings potential of highly educated men make them better equipped to support a 
family and therefore more attractive as potential marriage partners.  Highly educated women, 
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however, face significant opportunity costs of marriage and childbearing and are therefore 
less likely to form unions and become parents.   
 
Liefbroer and Corijn (1999) have argued that such reasoning is based on an overly static view 
of the incompatibility of labour force participation and family life. They find that some 
family-building events, such as childbearing, are less compatible with labour force 
participation than others, such as union formation.  Oppenheimer (1988) goes further in 
arguing that considerable advantage is afforded to couples in which both partners contribute 
economically and in the household, i.e., in which each serves as back-up in the case of the 
other’s inability to contribute to one or the other essential activity.  In addition, the degree of 
compatibility between family responsibilities and labour force participation varies greatly 
across societies, depending on their gender structure (Bernhardt 1993) and the political and 
structural conditions facilitating (or obstructing) the combination of work and parenthood 
(motherhood). For example, Bracher and Santow (1998) find that in Sweden, often considered 
one of the most gender-equal societies in the world, the correlates of union formation for 
women (including educational attainment and enrolment) are largely indistinguishable from 
those for men. They model educational attainment as a time-varying covariate, and find that 
once women graduated from university, they moved into cohabiting unions (or transformed 
their cohabiting unions into marriage) at a higher rate than women with the same 
characteristics except educational level.  These results suggest that women’s as well as men’s 
educational attainment provides resources that facilitate the formation and maintenance of 
intimate partnerships. 
     
Goldscheider and Waite (1986), among others, have studied gender differentials in marriage. 
They found for the United States that educational attainment affects young men and women 
very similarly, increasing their probability to marry. For females, parental education seemed 
to reduce the probability of marriage by reinforcing alternatives to traditional family roles. 
Enrolment had a negative effect on marriage rates for young persons of both sexes. However, 
the effect was stronger for women, suggesting that school continuation is usually more 
difficult within marriage for women than for men. 
     
Liefbroer and Corijn (1999) likewise found that the impact of educational attainment on entry 
into first union is more or less the same for Dutch and Flemish men and women. Being in 
education, however, has a stronger (negative) effect for women than for men. Coppola (2003), 
comparing Italy and Spain, found that high educational levels improved men’s marriage 
chances more than women’s. Thus, in Holland education increases the likelihood of union 
formation, and in the US for marriage, similar for women and men. But in Spain/Italy, 
education has a bigger effect for men than for women. This seems consistent with the relative 
equality of women and men in the two sets of countries. The fact that enrolment has a 
stronger effect on women than on men in the US and Holland, suggests continuing inequality 
in the conflict between study and partnership. 
     
 
Education and family/work values 
      
In the process of acquiring education, individuals are exposed to alternative ideas and 
preferences to those acquired in their families of origin.   In particular, education may produce 
attitudes and values that place work, leisure or other activities above family life as a source of 
self-esteem and well-being.  As noted above, such new ideas and preferences are the focus of 
considerable theory and research on what is termed the ‘second demographic transition.’ 
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Lesthaeghe (1995), for example, makes reference to the interdependence of socio-economic, 
demographic and cultural changes since the 1960s and links individual autonomy in ethical, 
religious and political domains to family formation in Western nations. The key argument is 
that culture in general, and values or attitudes in particular, at least partially guide the choices 
people make regarding their family formation.   (See also Moors 1997; Lesthaeghe & Moors 
2002.) 
 
The values and preferences to which individuals are exposed through education may include 
very specific beliefs and evaluations about particular life course choices.  Such beliefs and 
evaluations produce “attitudes toward the act” that are central to the Theory of Planned 
Behavior (Fishbein and Ajzen 1975, Ajzen and Fishbein 1980, Ajzen and Madden 1986).   
For example, beliefs and evaluations about cohabitation produce an overall positive or 
negative disposition or attitude toward cohabitation.  In combination with perceived attitudes 
of others (subjective norms), and perceived ability to find a partner, attitudes toward 
cohabitation produce intentions or plans for cohabitation, and intentions/plans lead to 
cohabitation itself.   
 
Several scholars have argued that the Theory of Planned Behavior does not sufficiently 
highlight theoretically important influences of beliefs and evaluations about complementary 
or competing activities.  Barber (2001), for example, finds that positive attitudes toward 
careers and luxury goods reduced the risk of childbearing before marriage, net of attitudes 
toward children but did not have strong effects on marital childbearing.  Barber interprets 
these results in terms of the greater difficulty of combining single than married parenthood 
with work that produces a high income.  
      
Also Moors and Bernhardt (2006), in their study of the impact of attitudes on the transition to 
marriage or separation among cohabiting couples in Sweden (using the same data set as the 
current paper, and a similar research design), included other attitudinal scales than those 
which refer directly to reasons for or against marriage. Thus, a direct reference in the question 
wording of the attitude to the transition involved (in this case marriage) was not found to be a 
prerequisite for ideational factors to influence transitions. More general attitudes were also 
found to be important. For example, familistic attitudes and work related values of success 
proved to be predictors of the transition to either marriage or separation. Intentions only partly 
mediate the effect of attitudes, and effects appear to be stronger for female respondents. There 
was a significant, positive effect of high education for both transitions, but only for the male 
partner of the couple.3 
      
Thus, in the Theory of Planned Behavior, essential complementarities and conflicts are not 
distinguished from beliefs and evaluations about the relationship per se.   In order to 
understand pathways through which education may influence union formation, it is necessary 
to separate attitudes that represent such theoretically distinct mechanisms as work/family 
conflict or the importance of partnerships for parenthood.  
 
Previous studies of how individual attitudes affect union formation, or how they mediate the 
effect of education on union formation, are relatively rare. We know of no such study using 
empirical data from a Scandinavian or even European country. Clarkberg et al (1995) find 
support for the hypothesis that the choice between cohabitation and marriage is affected by 
attitudes and values toward work, family, use of leisure time, money and sex roles, as well as 
                                                 
3 Familistic attitudes as well as career ambitions seem to make women strongly inclined to transform their 
cohabiting relationships to marriage, while no significant effects were found for men. 
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values and attitudes toward marriage itself. They argue that cohabitation is attractive as a 
alternative to marriage, not only because it is tentative but because it accommodates a 
different style of life and allows for flexibility and freedom from traditional gender-specific 
marital roles.  Sassler and Schoen (1999) argue that research on factors influencing marriage 
has largely overlooked the role of attitudes. They find that persons expressing positive 
attitudes about marriage are significantly more likely to marry, and that such favourable 
assessments accentuate the positive effects of economic attributes (including education) on 
marriage odds. Finally, Sassler and Goldscheider (2004), in their analysis of trends over time 
in union formation among American men, find a decline in the importance of employment 
and an increased role of values, both those measured indirectly (race, region and childhood 
family structure) and direct measures of gender role attitudes. 
  
 
Modeling educational effects on union formation 
 
Figure 1 summarizes the potential pathways through which educational attainment and 
enrolment are hypothesized to influence union formation during the young adult years.  We 
expect direct negative effects of enrolment on the risk of entering a coresidential union 
because study limits material resources and time needed to develop and maintain a coresident 
partnership.  We consider as well, the possibility that enrolment provides better opportunities 
than work to meet new partners, and that the constrained economic circumstances of students 
might increase their incentives to coreside, producing a positive pathway toward union 
formation.  Educational attainment is also expected to have both positive and negative effects 
on union formation, net of current enrolment.  First, the better educated are more likely to 
enter occupations that are more demanding of time and energy and thereby constrain 
opportunities for family formation.  On the other hand, the resources produced by those 
occupations should facilitate the formation and maintenance of partnerships.   Third, 
education may shift individuals’ preferences toward work and leisure rather than toward 
family life. 
 

Figure 1 about here 
 
In order to distinguish the possible opposing effects of educational enrolment and attainment 
on union formation, it is necessary to observe preference structures and useful to observe 
ongoing activities associated with educational attainment and enrolment.  For example, if 
educational attainment lowers interests in family life but also provides resources to form a 
union, we might find direct positive effects of education on the risk of union formation once 
we have controlled for attitudes toward partnership or parenthood.  If educational enrolment 
competes with union formation but facilitates partner search, we might find direct negative 
effects of education only when controlling for having a non-resident partner.   To observe 
attitudes requires panel data in which attitudes can be measured prior to observing the risk of 
union formation.  Panel data also improve the quality of measurement for ongoing activities. 
 
We therefore present in the following sections an analysis of the effects of educational 
attainment and enrolment on the risk of union formation using a panel study with a rich set of 
indicators for attitudes toward family life and competing activities and reports of subsequent 
entry into coresidential unions.    
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Data and methods 
 
We use panel data from the Swedish Survey of Family and Working Life in the 21st Century, 
directed by Eva Bernhardt and carried out by Statistics Sweden.  The survey is based on 
random samples from population registers of men and women born in 1968, 1972 and 1976.  
During spring 1999, 67 percent of those sampled completed and returned a mailed 
questionnaire for a total sample of 2,273. Information was gathered on retrospective union 
and birth histories, childhood experiences and attitudes toward family, childbearing, 
employment, and related life domains.  In spring 2003, the original sample was sent a follow-
up questionnaire to obtain information on life events since the first survey and to re-assess 
attitudes.  The follow-up response rate was 78 percent (N=1,761).4 Our analysis is based on 
respondents who were not cohabiting or married at the time of the 1999 interview and who 
had never had a child.  The 1999 sample consists of 512 men and 384 women, of whom 69 
and 80 percent, respectively also participated in the 2003 interview. 
 
The risk of union formation was estimated from reports in 2003 of the respondent's first new 
union after the 1999 interview.  Because almost all marriages in Sweden are preceded by 
cohabitation, we do not distinguish cohabitation and direct marriage5.   Educational 
attainment is measured at the 1999 interview:  compulsory or lower secondary, upper 
secondary, lower post-secondary and upper post-secondary.  Educational enrolment is based 
on enrolment at the time of the 1999 survey and enrolment between the two surveys, as 
reported by the respondent in the 2003 survey (measured in months).  This kind of 
information, unfortunately, does not allow us to measure educational enrolment as a time-
varying covariate. We classify respondents as having been enrolled for less than 24 months 
between surveys (including enrolment at the time of the survey), 24 months or more, or not 
enrolled at any time.6   
 
The Swedish Survey of Family and Working Life is particularly rich in indicators of attitudes 
toward key life course domains.  As discussed above, decisions about union formation may be 
influenced not only by attitudes toward cohabitation and marriage but also by attitudes toward 
childbearing, work and leisure.  We conducted exploratory factor analyses, beginning with the 
full set of items under consideration and then focusing on such specific domains as family, 
work/family conflict, partnership (also cohabitation, marriage) and parenthood.  Final 
selection of items for scale construction was based on reliability analyses to identify items 
that were most strongly associated with an underlying attitudinal dimension. 
 
Table 1 describes the items and scales used in our analysis. In order to preserve sample size, 
we assigned the middle value of the item’s response scale to don’t know responses.  
Reliability estimates were essentially the same for the samples in which we excluded or 
included the don’t know responses.  Respondents who provided a response to at least half the 
items (including don’t know responses) were assigned a valid scale score and included in the 
analysis.   
 
                                                 
4 A new cohort, from those born in 1980, was also added to the survey, but not used in the analyses presented 
herein. 
5 In our sample, there were 320 new unions formed between the two surveys. Of those, only 3(!) were direct 
marriages, i.e. starting month of coresidence coincided with the wedding month. Thus, in reality, we are 
analysing the formation of cohabiting unions. 
6 Although some of the respondents conceived a child before entering a union, we consider childbearing and 
union formation to be mutually endogenous processes and are unable in the short period of observation to 
identify causal relationships between them. 

 8



Table 1 about here 
 
Our measure of attitudes toward forming a new union incorporates both perceived benefits 
and perceived costs.  The questions were formulated to produce a positive relationship 
between each possible outcome of union formation because they ask whether particular 
conditions would be better or worse if living with a partner.  Each response therefore places 
the respondent along a continuum that can be combined to estimate whether the respondent 
believes that s/he would be worse or better off if cohabiting or married.  On the other hand, 
statements about conditions associated with marriage or parenthood were framed in terms of 
agreement.  Those who are most favorable would therefore agree with statements framed in 
positive terms, disagree with statements framed in negative terms.   These response patterns 
produce two separate scales that are not perfectly negatively correlated, i.e., benefits versus 
costs of marriage or parenthood.   We found a single dimension underlying the importance of 
work in general, occupational and economic success, and importance of job characteristics 
associated with high-prestige occupations.  But other job characteristics formed a second 
dimension, one that we labeled work “comfort”. 
 
Reliability estimates are generally good, though in some cases not as high as would be 
desirable.  We must therefore acknowledge that estimates of structural relationships between 
attitudes and union formation will be downwardly biased.  In addition, some of the attitude 
scales appear to be more reliable for men than for women or vice-versa.  These differences 
must be taken into account when considering differences in estimated effects of men’s or 
women’s attitudes. 
 
Our analyses include several control variables that could underlie or suppress associations 
between education or attitudes and union formation.  Childhood experiences include mother’s 
education (five levels); whether the respondent's father had higher or lower education; number 
of siblings (none, one, two, three or more); whether the parents had separated before the 
respondent turned age 16; childhood residence (metro, non-metro and non-rural, rural); and 
whether at the time of the interview, the respondent had left her/his parental home.  Adult 
experiences include current metropolitan residence, having a non-coresident intimate partner, 
and ever having lived with a partner.  
 
 
Results 
 
Tables 2 and 3 present descriptive statistics for all variables used in the hazard models, 
separately for women and men who participated in both waves of the panel survey.   
Distributions are similar for men and women, with three exceptions.  Women were more 
likely to have left home, have experienced a prior union and/or to have a current nonresident 
partner than were men of the same age.  Women’s earlier age at union formation and 
childbearing is also consistent with the fact that our sample of childless single persons 
includes a higher proportion of men than of women. 
 

Table 2 and Table 3 about here 
 
On average, the young men and women in our sample expressed relatively neutral (score of 3, 
in the middle of the scale) attitudes toward being in a coresidential union.  Because they use a 
different scale, we cannot compare these values to respondents’ views of marriage, but we can 
say that the average anticipated benefits of marriage are greater than the anticipated costs, as 
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is the case for benefits and costs of parenthood.  The differences are not so great for men, who 
expressed higher perceived costs of marriage and parenthood than did women.  Both men and 
women place high value on work achievement as well as on work ”comfort“, but women 
scored higher on the latter dimension. 
 
In Tables 4 and 5, we present estimates of relative risks of union formation derived from Cox 
proportional hazard models.  The first column presents estimates of bivariate associations.   
Coefficients for Model 1 are presented in the second column, including effects of 
respondent’s educational attainment and enrolment, age and childhood experiences.  Model 2 
in column 3 adds adult experiences; Model 3 in column 4 adds measures of attitudes toward 
partnership, marriage, parenthood and work. 
      

Table 4 about here 
 
Among single, childless Swedish women, neither educational attainment nor enrolment 
influenced the risk of forming a new partnership between interviews.  Women who were age 
30 at the initial interview and/or who had not left their parental home were least likely to form 
a new union.  Those who had a nonresident partner relationship or whose mothers had lower 
secondary education (in comparison to mothers with only primary or higher education) were 
most likely to do so.  With one exception, union formation was unrelated to attitudes toward 
family and work.  Contrary to predictions from a work-family conflict perspective, women 
who placed high value on demanding careers were more likely to enter a coresidential union 
than were other women.   
 
It is less surprising that among single, childless Swedish men, we found no effects of 
educational attainment or enrolment on men’s risk of entering a coresidential union (Table 5). 
Neither did men’s attitudes toward family and work have a significant influence.7  As for 
women, men who remain in the parental home are less likely, those who had a nonresident 
partnership in 1999 more likely to enter a coresident union between interviews.   
 

Table 5 about here 
 
The fact that we found no effect of educational attainment or current study on union formation 
was surprising, particularly in view of the fact that analyses of union histories collected in 
1999 and 2003 demonstrate negative effects of education and enrolment on the risk of first 
union formation (Hong 2005).  In Sweden, the potential effect of education on union 
formation may occur at much earlier ages than observed in the panel, given that we selected 
respondents who had attained age 22, 26 or 30 without having had a child and also being 
single at the 1999 interview.  Hong’s (2005) analysis showed that among these cohorts more 
than half of the women and almost a third of the men had formed a first union by age 22.  By 
age 30, percentages were 75 percent and 60 percent respectively.  Although we include in our 
sample respondents with previous unions who were single in 1999, we may be missing the 
“action” in union formation with observations that begin at later ages.   
 
To investigate this possibility, we conducted an analysis of selection into our sample 
(childless, single in 1999 at ages 22, 26 or 30).  For women, mother’s education and parental 
separation were positively associated with being single and childless in 1999.  Among men, 
those with one or more siblings were less likely to be childless and single.  Net of age and 
                                                 
7 The absence of attitude effects cannot be attributed to measurement error as the coefficients are generally close 
to zero and the scale measuring career attitudes was less reliable for women than for men. 
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these early childhood experiences, educational enrolment was positively associated with being 
in the sample for both men and women, i.e., negatively associated with being in a union or 
having had a child.  Women who had attained an upper secondary degree were most likely to 
be single and childless, while men’s educational attainment was not associated with the 
likelihood of being in the sample.  Of course, educational attainment and enrolment could be a 
result of not having begun the family building process early in adulthood rather than the 
reverse.  [Analyses available on request.]  
 
We tested the hypothesis further by limiting our panel analysis to the youngest cohort 
sampled, age 22 at the time of first interview.  Neither for women or men did we find 
significant effects of educational attainment or enrolment in 1999 on the likelihood of union 
formation in the next four years.  As for the full sample of single childless women, those who 
were age 22 and placed high value on demanding careers were more likely than other women 
to form a union.  In addition, union formation was more likely for the younger women who 
had positive views of partnership.  This association was, however, not significant in the full 
model.  No effects of educational attainment or enrolment, or of attitudes toward work and 
family life influence the risk of union formation among 22-year old men.  [Analyses available 
on request.] 
     
Discussion and Conclusions 
 
Union formation occurs relatively early in Sweden, compared to many other European 
countries (Liefbroer and Goldscheider 2007). Between age 20 and age 30 (if not before) the 
overwhelming majority of young adults in Sweden start their first (and sometimes their 
second) coresidential union. It seems that finding a partner and moving in together is high on 
the agenda of Swedish young adults. Contrary to expectation (and conventional wisdom), our 
analysis shows that neither educational attainment nor enrolment influenced union formation 
between the two surveys. We think this is a most remarkable finding, possibly indicating that 
in a country like Sweden, arguably the most advanced in the Second Demographic Transition, 
educational pathways toward union formation  have undergone a radical change, weakening 
the effect of both attainment and enrolment .  Attitudes toward partnership, marriage, or work 
achievement did not matter either, except that more career-oriented women were more likely 
to form a coresidential union than those attaching less importance to work life and career.  
      
A possible explanation for this last unexpected finding is that women with high work 
ambitions, who prefer jobs with good possibilities to advance, high salaries and so on, are 
more attractive on the partner market. For a family to have two incomes is now the rule rather 
than the exception in Sweden, and most Swedish men, at least in the younger generations, no 
longer expect to be the main breadwinner (Bernhardt and Goldscheider 2007). 
“Marriageability” or attractiveness on the partner market is clearly an important aspect to 
consider in the analysis of partnering.  
      
The prospect of a future work-family conflict that is hypothesized to induce highly educated 
women to postpone or even forego family formation apparently seems to have little impact in 
contemporary Sweden, at least with regard to forming (childless) coresidential unions. Baizan 
et al (2002) argue that the welfare arrangements existing in Sweden have been successful in 
providing support for family formation, while Cook and Furstenberg (2002) see them as 
allowing young adults the opportunity for considerable ‘experimentation’ in school and 
intimate life.  Our results support both views.  
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It is necessary, however, to add two caveats to this conclusion. First of all, it has to be kept in 
mind that we analyzed union formation for young adults who were already at least 22 years 
old. Our selection analysis showed that for women both educational attainment and 
educational enrolment increased the likelihood of being single and still childless in 1999 (and 
thus included in the sample). For men, only enrolment mattered. This suggests that there are 
substantial educational effects on early partnering. 
      
Second, there is evidence that this absence of educational and other differences refers mainly 
to the first step in the family building process, i.e. moving in with a coresidential partner. 
Duvander (1999) and Moors and Bernhardt (2006) have shown that education has a positive 
effect on the transition from a cohabiting union to marriage. Moreover, according to 
Gustafsson et al (2001), Swedish women, as well as women in Britain, Germany and the 
Netherlands avoid having to combine studies and motherhood, but they found no educational 
differences once education was completed.   
      
Bernhardt and Goldscheider (2006), using the same data set as the current paper, found strong 
negative effects for both men and women of studying between surveys on the likelihood of 
becoming a parent in that same period, while there were no significant effects of educational 
level, neither for men nor for women. Thus, transforming one’s coresidential relationship to a 
marital union appears to be positively related to educational attainment, while the transition to 
parenthood seems to be negatively related to enrolment, with no educational differences once 
education is completed (at least for women).  Using models that allowed steps in the family-
building process to be associated with unobserved common factors, Baizan and colleagues 
(Baizan et al. 2002; 2003) found stronger negative effects of educational level on births than 
on unions.  Education also had stronger effects on marriage than on cohabitation.  Enrolment 
had negative effects on each of the events in question, again stronger for direct marriage than 
for cohabitation.  
 
Thus, it seems that, in addition to education being influential on early partnering, the crucial 
steps in the family formation process where educational attainment and enrolment do matter, 
have in the contemporary Swedish context been postponed to later transitions in the process 
from less to more committed relationships. In the intermediate phase, in the age span from the 
early twenties to the early thirties, educational attainment and enrolment seem to have lost 
their importance for the formation of coresidential unions in Sweden. 
 
 

Acknowledgments 

An earlier version of this paper was presented at the meetings of the International Union for 
the  Scientific Study of Population, Tours, France, July 2005.  Our analyses were supported 
by grants from The Swedish Research Council and the Swedish Council for Working Life and 
Social Research.  Data collections were supported by the Swedish Social Science Research 
Council, Brown University and the Swedish Research Council’s Committee on Longitudinal 
Research. We are very grateful to Kamilla Krawiec for able research assistance. 

 
 

 12



References 
 
Ajzen, Icek and Martin Fishbein 1980. Understanding attitudes and predicting social 

behaviour. Englewood Cliffs, N J: Prentice Hall. 
 
Ajzen, Icek and Thomas J Madden 1986. Prediction of goal-directed behavior: Attitudes, 

intentions, and perceived behavioral control. Journal of Experimental Social 
Psychology 22: 453-74. 

 
Baizan, Pau, Arnstein Aassve, and Francesco Billari 2002. Institutional arrangements and life 

course outcomes: The interrelations between cohabitation, marriage and first birth in 
Germany and Sweden. . MPIDR Working Paper 2002-026. Rostock: Max Planck 
Institute for Demographic Research. 

 
Baizan, Pau, Arnstein Aassve, and Francesco Billari. 2003.  Cohabitation, marriage, first 

birth: The interrelationship of family formation events in Spain.  European Journal of 
Population 19: 147-169. 

 
Barber, Jennifer S. 2001.  Ideational influences on the transition to parenthood:  Attitudes 

toward childbearing and competing alternatives.  Social Psychological Quarterly 
64(2): 101-127. 

 
Bernhardt, Eva 1993. Fertility and Employment. European Sociological Review 9(1): 25-42. 
 
Bernhardt, Eva 2001. Becoming a parent in the 21st century: Some evidence on what 

influences birth plans among young adults in Sweden. Presentation at the European 
Population Conference, Helsinki, June 2001. 

 
Bernhardt, E. 2004. Cohabitation or marriage? Preferred living arrangements in Sweden. Sdf-

puzzle 04/2004 (http://www.oif.ac.at/sdf/sdf04-04-bernhardt.pdf) 
 
Bernhardt, Eva, and Frances Goldscheider 2006. Gender equality, parenthood attitudes and 

the transition to parenthood in Sweden. Pp. 19-29 in Vienna Yearbook of Population 
Research 2006 (http://www.oeaw.ac.at/vid/publications/p_yearbook_2006.shtml) 

 
Bernhardt, Eva, and Frances Goldscheider 2007. Gender and work-family balance. Chapter 6 

in E. Bernhardt et al.(Eds.), Immigration, gender and family transitions to adulthood 
in Sweden. Lanham, MD: University Press of America. 

 
Bernhardt, E., T. Noack and K. Wiik 2007. Cohabitation and commitment: Is cohabitation 

really indistinguishable from marriage in Norway and Sweden? Paper presented at the 
PAA Annual Meetings, New York, April 2007. 

 
Billari, Francesco 2004a. Choices, opportunities and constraints of partnership, childbearing 

and parenting: the patterns in the 1990s. Background paper for the European 
Population Forum, Geneva, January 2004.   

 
Billari, Francesco 2004b. Becoming an Adult in Europe: A Macro(/Micro)-Demographic 

Perspective. Demographic Research, Special Collection 3, Article 2, Rostock: Max 
Planck Institute for Demographic Research.  

 13



 
Blossfeld, H-P and J. Huinink 1991. Human Capital Investments or Norms of Role 

Transition? How Women’s Schooling and Career Affect the Process of Family 
Formation. American Journal of Sociology 97(1): 143-168.  

 
Bracher, M. and G. Santow 1998. Economic independence and union formation in Sweden. 

Population Studies 52(3): 275-294. 
 
Brien, Michael, L.A. Lillard and L.J. Waite 1999. Interrelated Family Building Behaviors: 

Cohabitation, Marriage and Non-marital Conception. Demography 36(4): 535-551. 
 
Buchmann, Marlis 1989. The script of life in modern society: entry into adulthood in a 

changing world. Chicago: Chicago University Press. 
 
Clarkberg, M., R.M. Stolzenberg, and L.J. Waite 1995. Attitudes, values, and entrance into 

cohabitational versus marital unions. Social Forces 74(2): 609-634. 
 
Cook, Thomas D., and Furstenberg, Frank F., Jr. 2002.  Explaining aspects of the transition to 

adulthood in Italy, Sweden, Germany, and the United States: A cross-disciplinary, 
case synthesis approach.  Annals of the Association of Political and Social Science 
580:257-287. 

 
Coppola, Lucia 2003. Education and union formation as simultaneous processes in Italy and 

Spain. MPIDR Working Paper 2003-026. Rostock: Max Planck Institute for 
Demographic Research.  

 
Corijn, Martine 2001. Transition to adulthood: Socio-demographic factors. Pp. 1-25 in 

Martine Corijn and Erik Klijzing (Eds.). Transitions to Adulthood in Europe. Kluwer 
Academic Publishers.  

 
Duvander, Ann-Zofie 1999. The transition from cohabitation to marriage. A longitudinal 

study of the propensity to marry in the early 1990s. Journal of Family issues 20(5): 
698-717. 

 
Fishbein, Martin and Icek Ajzen 1975. Belief, attitude, intention and behaviour. An 

introduction to theory and research. Reading, Mass: Addison-Wesley Publishers. 
 
Ghilagaber, Gebrenegus and Frances Goldscheider 2007. Educational attainment in context.  

Pp. 35-54 in E. Bernhardt et al.(Eds.), Immigration, gender and family transitions to 
adulthood in Sweden. Lanham, MD: University Press of America. 

 
Goldscheider, Frances and Linda J. Waite 1986. Sex differences in the entry to marriage. 

American Journal of Sociology 92(1): 91-109. 
 
Gustafsson, Siv, Eiko Kenjoh, and Cecile Wetzels 2001. The role of education in 

postponement of maternity in Britain, Germany, the Netherlands and Sweden. Paper 
presented to the ESPE conference in Athens, Greece. (available at  
http://www.aueb.gr/conferences/espe2001/pdf/Gustafsson%20S.,%20Kenjoh%20E.,%20Wetz
els%20C..PDF.) 

 
Hoem, Jan M. 1986. The impact of education on modern family-union initiation.  European 

 14



Journal of Population 2(2): 113-134. 
 
Hoem, Jan M., Gerda Neyer and Gunnar Andersson. 2005. Childlessness and educational 

attainment among Swedish women born in 1955-59. MPIDR Working Paper WP 
2005-014. Rostock: Max Planck Institute for Demographic Research.  

 
Hong, Ying 2005. Parental separation and first union formation among young adults in 

Sweden. Paper presented at the Nordic Demographic Symposium in Aalborg, 
Denmark, 28-30 April. 

 
Kravdal, Ö. 1999. Does marriage require a stronger economic underpinning than informal 

cohabitation? Population Studies 53: 63-80. 
 
Lesthaeghe, Ron 1995. The Second Demographic Transition in Western countries: An 

Interpretation. In Karen O. Mason and A-M Jensen (Eds): Gender and Family Change 
in Industrialized Countries. Oxford: Clarendon Press.  

 
Lesthaeghe, Ron and Guy Moors 2002. Life course transitions and value orientations: 

Selection and adaptation. Pp. 1-44 in Lesthaeghe, R. (Ed): Meaning and choice: value 
orientations and life course decisions. NIDI/CBGS Publication, Monograph 37, The 
Hague/Brussels. 

 
Liefbroer, Aart 1999. From youth to adulthood: Understanding changing patterns of family 

formation from a life course perspective. In van Wissen and Dykstra (Eds.). 
Population Issues. An Interdisciplinary Perspective. New York: Kluwer 
Academic/Plenum Publishers.  

 
Liefbroer, Aart  and Frances Goldscheider 2007. The transition to adulthood: How unique is 

Sweden in the European context?  Pp. 203-227 in E. Bernhardt et al.(Eds.), 
Immigration, gender and family transitions to adulthood in Sweden. Lanham, MD: 
University Press of America. 

 
Liefbroer, Aart and Martine Corijn 1999. Who, what, where, and when? Specifying the 

impact of educational attainment and labour force participation on family formation. 
European Journal of Population 15: 45-75.  

 
Moors, Guy 1997. The Dynamics of Values-Based Selection and Values Adaptation. With an 

application to the process of family formation. Vrije Universiteit Brussel, IPD-
Working Paper 1997-4.  

 
Moors, Guy and Eva Bernhardt 2006. Splitting up or getting married? The effect of attitudes, 

evaluations and intentions on transitions among cohabiting couples in Sweden. In 
manuscript. 

 
Olàh, L. and E. Bernhardt, forthcoming. Sweden: Combining childbearing and gender 

equality. In Childbearing Trends and Policies: Country Case Studies. Rostock: Max 
Planck Institute for Demograhic Studies. 

 
Oppenheimer, Valerie Kincade 1988. A theory of marriage timing. American Journal of 

Sociology 94 (November): 563-91. 

 15



 
Rindfuss, R. and VandenHeuvel 1990. Cohabitation: A precursor to marriage or an alternative 

to being single? Population and Development Review 16(4): 703-706. 
 
Sassler, S. and R. Schoen 1999. The effect of attitudes and economic activity on marriage. 

Journal of Marriage and the Family 61: 147-159. 
 
Sassler, S. and F. Goldscheider 2004. Revisiting Jane Austen’s theory of marriage timing: 

Changes in union formation among American men in the late 20th century. Journal of 
Family Issues 25(2): 139-166. 

 
Van de Kaa, Dirk 1995. The second demographic transition revisited: Theories and 

expectations. In Beets et al (Eds): Population and Family and the Low Countries 
1993: Late fertility and other current issues. NIDI/CBGS, pp. 81-126. 

 16



Educational
Attainment

Competing
Opportunities

Union formation

Figure 1.  Educational Pathways toward Union Formation

Educational
Enrolment

Resources Partnership
Market

Competing
Activities

Values/preferences
for Work vs. Family

 

 17



Table 1: Attitudes toward Family and Work, Swedish Young Adults 1999 
Partnership 

 Different living arrangements have different consequences. 
 How do you think your life would be today if you lived with 
 a cohabiting partner or spouse? 
  Contacts with my friends would be ... 
  Possibilities to invest wholeheartedly in education/job/career would be ... 
  My freedom to do what I want would be … 
  My general well-being would be… 
  My standard of living would be … 
   1 = much worse … 5 = much better 
 Alpha (women) = .51 Alpha (men) = .68 
 
Marriage benefits 

 Here are some reasons for and against marriage.  What is your view? 
  People ought to get married for the sake of their children. 
  People ought to get married for economic reasons. 
  It is tradition to get married. 
  It is romantic to get married. 
  The wedding ceremony shows that one is really serious about the relationship. 
   1 = don't agree at all … 5 = agree completely 
 Alpha (women) = .61 Alpha (men) = .62 
 
Marriage costs 

 Here are some reasons for and against marriage.  What is your view? 
  When married, one is more inclined toward traditional gender roles. 
  The married are under greater pressure to conform. 
  As married, it is more difficult to break up from an unsatisfactory relationship. 
   1 = don't agree at all … 5 = agree completely 
 Alpha (women) = .57 Alpha (men) = .65 
 
Parenthood benefits 

 What is your view of the following statements? 
  To have children is part of what gives life meaning 
  Something is missing if a couple never has children 
 Here are some statements about children and family. 
 What do you think? 
  I enjoy children 
  I think I can be satisfied with my life if I am a good parent 
  Spending time with the family is more rewarding than work 
  To have children is confirmation of a good partner relationship 
 To become a parent can influence one's life in many ways. 
 What is your view of the following?  If (when) I have children… 
  my relationship to my partner will improve 
  my life will be more meaningful 
   1 = don't agree at all … 5 = agree completely 
 People have different opinions about what is important in life. 
 Can you tell us how important it is to you to achieve the following? 
  To have children 
   1 = unimportant … 5 = very important 
 Alpha (women) = .84 Alpha (men) = .79 
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Parenthood costs 

 To become a parent can influence one's life in many ways. 
 What is your view of the following?  If (when) I have children… 
  I can no longer do what I want 
  I (we) will have economic problems 
  I will have little time for my friends 
   1 = don't agree at all … 5 = agree completely 
 Alpha (women) = .68 Alpha (men) = .69 
 
Work achievement 

 What does a good job mean to you? 
  that I can think and act independently 
  that it offers good possibilities to advance 
  that I can be proud of my work 
  that I get a high salary and/or other benefits 
 People have different opinions about what is important in life. 
 Can you tell us how important it is to you to achieve the following? 
  to do well economically 
  to be successful in my work 
   1 = unimportant … 5 = very important 
 How important is work in your life? 
   1 = one of least impt … 5 = one of most impt 
 Alpha (women) = .68 Alpha (men) = .77 
 
Work comfort 

 What does a good job mean to you? 
  that I have many good work mates 
  that I have a secure employment with a regular income 
  that I can take parental leave and/or work part-time without facing difficulties at work
   1 = unimportant … 5 = important 
 Alpha (women) = .63 Alpha (men) = .55 
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Table 2: Education, Childhood and Adult Experience, Swedish Young Adults 1999 

Variables Categories Women (%) Men (%) 
Age 22 51.8 50.1 
 26 33.6 33.1 
 30 14.7 16.8 

Educational attainment Basic, Lower secondary 17.8 26.6 
at interview Upper secondary 50.0 45.1 
 Lower post-secondary 24.0 24.3 
 Upper post-secondary 8.2 4.0 

Enrollment 1999-2003 None 41.4 51.6 

 Enrolled 1999 or < 24 months 
between interviews 38.1 32.2 

 Enrolled 24+ months between 
interviews 20.5 16.2 

Mother’s education <= 9 years 20.5 22.5 
 Upper secondary 28.0 32.5 
 Tertiary, no degree 23.8 21.9 
 Tertiary, degree 21.8 11.4 
 Unknown 5.9 11.7 

Father’s education Less than mother 25.7 22.2 
 Same as mother 43.0 44.7 
 More than mother 20.2 16.8 
 Unknown 11.1 16.2 

Siblings None  8.5 11.1 
 One  37.5 41.6 
 Two  36.2 29.9 
 Tree or more 17.9 17.4 

Parents separated No  72.3 79.2 
 Yes 24.4 18.0 
 Unknown 3.3 2.9 

Childhood residence Metro  23.8 19.9 
 Non-metro, non-rural 59.6 56.7 
 Rural  16.6 23.4 

Left parental home No 7.2 15.1 
 Yes 92.8 84.9 

Ever in coresident union No  64.8 76.9 
 Yes  35.2 23.1 

Metro residence No 60.3 67.0 
 Yes 39.7 33.1 

Current non-resident 
partner No  48.2 61.3 
 Yes 51.8 38.8 

Note: Respondents to 1999 and 2003 surveys, both parents born in Sweden 
 Number of valid cases 307 for women; 351 for men 
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Table 3: Attitudes Toward Partnership, Marriage, Parenthood and Work 
 Swedish Young Adults 1999 

 Women  Men  
Attitude scales Mean  Std dev Mean Std dev 
Partnership 3.18 0.39 3.01 0.48 

Marriage benefits 2.88 0.73 2.84 0.73 

Marriage costs 2.29 0.89 2.63 0.96 

Parenthood benefits 3.16 0.72 3.33 0.68 

Parenthood costs 2.76 0.83 3.12 0.79 

Work achievement 4.21 0.47 4.14 0.57 

Work ‘comfort’ 4.25 0.71 4.04 0.71 

Note: Respondents to 1999 and 2003 surveys, both parents born in Sweden 
 Number of valid cases ranges from 297 to 306 for women; 340 to 351 for men 
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Table 4: Effects of education, attitudes and control variables on the relative risk  
 of union formation between interviews - Women 

Variables Categories Bivariate Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
Age 22 omitted omitted omitted omitted 
 26 0.87 0.84 0.69 0.75 
 30 0.52 0.52 0.40 0.38 
Educational attainment Basic, Lower secondary omitted omitted omitted omitted 
at interview Upper secondary 1.20 1.04 1.12 1.32 
 Lower post-secondary 1.32 1.22 1.28 1.54 
 Upper post-secondary 0.64 0.75 1.02 1.01 
Enrollment 1999-2003 None omitted omitted omitted omitted 

 Enrolled 1999 or < 24 
months between interv. 1.06 0.89 0.90 0.88 

 Enrolled 24+ months 
between interviews 0.90 0.73 0.75 0.62 

Mother’s education <= 9 years omitted omitted omitted omitted 
 Upper secondary 1.70 1.63 1.67 1.60 
 Tertiary, no degree 1.44 1.37 1.24 1.13 
 Tertiary, degree 1.33 1.15 1.12 0.91 
 Unknown 1.38 1.16 1.50 1.59 
Father’s education Same as mother omitted omitted omitted omitted 
 Less than mother 1.01 0.87 0.96 0.99 
 More than mother 0.89 0.79 0.84 0.79 
 Unknown 0.97 0.85 0.74 0.70 
Siblings None  omitted omitted omitted omitted 
 One  1.15 1.00 0.81 0.94 
 Two  0.98 0.88 0.79 0.97 
 Tree or more 0.89 0.80 0.77 0.79 
Parents separated No  omitted omitted omitted omitted 
 Yes 1.32 1.42 1.26 1.23 
 Unknown 0.95 1.08 1.27 1.40 
Childhood residence Metro  omitted omitted omitted omitted 
 Non-metro, non-rural 0.98 0.94 0.69 0.67 
 Rural  1.04 1.03 0.71 0.61 
Left parental home No omitted x omitted omitted 
 Yes 2.17 x 2.33 2.06 
Ever in coresident union Yes  omitted x omitted omitted 
 No  0.62 0.63 0.69 
Metro residence No omitted x omitted omitted 
 Yes 0.71 x 0.68 0.60 
Current non-resident  No  omitted x omitted omitted 
partner Yes  1.66 x 1.56 1.48 

Attitude scales    
Partnership  1.14 x x 1.12 
Marriage benefits  1.10 x x 1.10 
Marriage costs  0.88 x x 0.82 
Parenthood benefits  1.10 x x 1.09 
Parenthood costs  0.99 x x 1.06 
Work achievement  1.47 x x 1.60 
Work ‘comfort’  1.01 x x 0.81 
Log likelihood  - 738.01  -724.48 -693.19 
Valid cases   304 304 291 
Note: Bold indicates p < .05, two-tailed test 
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 Table 5: Effects of education, attitudes and control variables on the relative risk  
 of union formation between interviews - Men 

Variables Categories Bivariate Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
Age 22 omitted omitted omitted omitted 
 26 0.92 0.88 0.76 0.79 
 30 1.01 0.97 0.84 0.76 
Educational attainment Basic, Lower secondary omitted omitted omitted omitted 
at interview Upper secondary 1.22 1.31 1.18 1.25 
 Lower post-secondary 1.51 1.83 1.49 1.67 
 Upper post-secondary 0.97 1.17 1.25 1.36 
Enrollment 1999-2003 None omitted omitted omitted omitted 

 Enrolled 1999 or < 24 
months between interv. 0.82 0.77 0.71 0.68 

 Enrolled 24+ months 
between interviews 0.96 0.91 0.84 0.87 

Mother’s education <= 9 years omitted omitted omitted omitted 
 Upper secondary 0.98 0.90 1.08 1.05 
 Tertiary, no degree 0.79 0.73 0.85 0.86 
 Tertiary, degree 0.93 0.91 1.30 1.21 
 Unknown 1.01 1.42 1.27 1.34 
Father’s education Same as mother omitted omitted omitted omitted 
 Less than mother 0.77 0.79 0.74 0.80 
 More than mother 0.91 0.89 0.86 0.93 
 Unknown 0.86 0.66 0.86 0.87 
Siblings None  omitted omitted omitted omitted 
 One  1.64 1.74 1.47 1.59 
 Two  1.60 1.70 1.25 1.27 
 Tree or more 2.10 2.35 2.02 2.40 
Parents separated No  omitted omitted omitted omitted 
 Yes 0.88 0.87 0.87 0.76 
 Unknown 1.00 1.28 2.42 2.41 
Childhood residence Metro  omitted omitted omitted omitted 
 Non-metro, non-rural 1.20 1.19 0.87 1.00 
 Rural  1.33 1.26 0.93 1.05 
Left parental home No omitted x omitted omitted 
 Yes 3.09 x 2.68 2.34 
Ever in coresident union Yes  omitted x omitted omitted 
 No  0.77 0.82 0.77 
Metro residence No omitted x omitted omitted 
 Yes 0.78 x 0.68 0.73 
Current non-resident  No  omitted x omitted omitted 
partner Yes  2.71 x 2.54 2.51 
Attitude scales    
Partnership  1.10 x x 1.24 
Marriage benefits  0.92 x x 0.93 
Marriage costs  0.88 x x 0.96 
Parenthood benefits  0.99 x x 0.95 
Parenthood costs  0.85 x x 0.89 
Work achievement  0.99 x x 0.88 
Work ‘comfort’  0.93 x x 1.10 
Log likelihood  - 726.79  -702.62 -661.43 
Valid cases   350 350 333 
Note: Bold indicates p < .05, two-tailed test 
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