
The Residential Effect on the Risk of Transition to Parenthood in Sweden

Dorah Nakayima

Stockholm University
Department of Sociology, Demography Unit
Master’s Thesis in Demography Spring semester 2012

Supervisor: 
Livia. Sz. Oláh



2

Abstract

This study investigates the effect of current place of residence on the transition to parenthood and the 

extent to which place of growing up influences childbearing decisions. It controls for the effects of 

demographic characteristics, economic situation and respondents’ values and attitudes on the transition 

to parenthood so the residential impact measured won’t be biased. We analyze data on childless persons 

aged 22, 26, 30 and 34 from the Swedish Young Adult Panel Study (YAPS) wave 2003 enriched with 

register data on births for the study period 2003 to 2006. Multivariate logistic regression is the tool of 

analysis. We find no significant effect of place of residence on the transition to parenthood among female 

young adults, and only limited significant effect among men. More specifically men living in the 

countryside are much less likely to become fathers than are men in metropolitan areas. Contrary to place 

of residence, the place of growing up has significant effect on first births for both males and females.

Women who grew up in the countryside or small towns have higher risk to become mothers than women 

who grew up in bigger cities but the reverse is significantly true for the men.
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Chapter One: Background to the Study

1.1 Introduction

There has been evident variation in fertility behaviour across different residential areas, and often fertility 

levels decrease with increasing urbanization over the years (Dribe, 2009). However, this traditional norm 

between residence type and fertility behaviour is about to change to a more homogeneous fertility 

behavioural pattern throughout the nations. Sweden the case study in this paper, is evidently on the road 

to a homogeneous fertility behaviour pattern across different places of residence with city suburbs having 

as high fertility levels as rural areas (Andersson et al., 2009). This new development in residential fertility 

behavioural pattern is well attributed to the second demographic transition of more individualism and 

secularization and less traditionalism (Kertzer et al., 2008) and seen as a result of similar characteristics, 

opportunities and structural conditions throughout Sweden (Frejka, 2001; Andersson et al., 2004; Hoem, 

2000).

An earlier study of the four Nordic countries showed variations in first, second and third births across 

central cities, city suburbs and rural areas where close city suburbs have almost as high fertility as rural 

areas (Andersson et al., 2009). This variation has been attributed to the conducive childbearing 

environment in city suburbs and low cost of living. In addition, Kulu et al. (2007) shows that the size of a 

place of residence (settlement size) has a big influence on  fertility patterns while Kertzer et al. (2008), 

attributes residential variations in fertility patterns to the second demographic transition mechanisms of 

secularization, female labour participation and a high degree of autonomy. In summation, there has been a 

strong debate on the residential influence on fertility behaviors. While some scholars argue that fertility 

behaviors across places of residence will converge within nations due to increasing homogeneity (Frejka, 

2001), others prospect divergence in fertility behavior due to varying beliefs and cultural characteristics 

of places (Beer and Deerenberg, 2007).

This paper takes as its point of departure the initial findings of Eva Bernhardt and Frances Goldscheider 

(2006) that showed that young adults in metropolitan areas in Sweden are less likely to make an early 

transition to parenthood than those living elsewhere. The paper investigates the transition to first birth 

with the same data set but at a later point in time when the respondents were more mature, and by further 

disaggregating the places of residence to metropolitan cities, bigger cities, towns and countryside. Using 

survey data from the Young Adult Panel Study (YAPS) we focus on childless respondents in 2003 through 

to 2006 and analyze the effects of the place of residence and place of growing up on the transition to 

parenthood in Sweden. Given rather similar cultural values across the country, a good social-welfare

system and access to daycare services for children across the country, we expect limited, if any, impact of

place of residence and of place of growing up on the transition to parenthood among Swedish natives.
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1.2 Rationale

Research on effects of the social context on the transition to parenthood has been a growing interest in 

understanding fertility behaviors among young adults. Among others, regional employment level effects, 

local day care service effects on first births have been studied (Hoem2000; Andersson et al., 2004). This 

paper aims at filling the knowledge-gap on the residential effect on first births. Place of residence 

distinguished only between metropolitan areas and other places was a control variable in Eva Bernhardt 

and Frances Goldscheider’s (2006) work piece on early transition to parenthood. This study adds value to 

the subject by disaggregating the residential entities into smaller units i.e. the metropolitan cities, bigger 

cities, towns and countryside areas. It also looks at place of residence and place of growing up as main 

variables of interest and not as control variables. As each pertinent residential place has specific type of 

residents, valuable information may be lost when residential places are combined into only two 

categories. Therefore, further categorization of residential places may give an actual insight of individual 

fertility decision as influenced by social, demographic and economic situations of respondents and a 

better understanding of the future Swedish fertility behaviour patterns and its carrying effect to other 

factors like the pension system.
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Chapter Two: Literature Review, Theories and Concepts

2.1 Introduction

This chapter presents literature and theories about residential effect on the transition to parenthood, place 

of growing up and its influence on childbearing decision-making. The chapter reviews literature on the 

social context, demographic characteristics, economic situation and respondents’ values and attitudes 

influence on the transition to parenthood. In addition, the chapter discusses different theories put forward 

on the residential effect on the transition to parenthood.

2.2 Residential, Cultural and Social Characteristics 

2.2.1 Norms, Values and Preferences

Residential places with similar characteristics may differ in fertility behaviour due to the different 

practical beliefs. These beliefs and practices are tied to norms, values and the timings of particular life 

events. Garett (2001) found that people of similar characteristics had differing fertility patterns pertained 

to where they lived. According to him, different communities practice specific environment related values 

and norms which have substantial effect on the fertility behaviour of their populations (Szreter & Garett, 

2000; Liefbroer & Billari, 2009). Related findings of norms having impeccable effects on fertility 

decisions are seen in the work of Blake (1968), Lesthaeghe (1983) and Preston (1987). However to 

analyse how norms impact on fertility decisions, the theory of planned behavior (Ajzen, 1991) digs 

deeper into explaining how individual ideas are influenced by external and internal factors (norms) to 

make final decisions. According to this theory the intention of a particular act is the immediate 

determinant and single best predictor of certain behaviour. But intentions to act are built around norms 

and attitude (or external and internal motivation) to the occurrence of the act. In particular, norms dictate

the life span for reproduction and given that normative restriction differs across societies they breed 

differences in reproductive decisions too. Norms for reproduction are often beliefs attached to age at first 

births, the maximum number of children one should have, the timing of childbearing in an individuals life 

course and the possibilities and impossibilities of combining full time work with childbearing (Liefbroer 

& Merz , 2009). These beliefs vary across residence. In the countryside areas, persons will marry and 

enter parenthood at a much earlier age than persons living in the metropolitan cities (Boyle, 2003; Snyder, 

Brown & Condo, 2004). This is because persons living in metropolitan cities and bigger cities have 

deviated much from the original traditional child bearing norms compared to persons in the countryside 

areas or small towns (Oláh and Bernhardt, 2008). For example in Sweden the youngest first time parents 

were found to be living in Dorotea and Överkalix whereas the oldest lived in Danderyd (Statistics 

Sweden, 2009). Since fecundity declines with age (Statistics Sweden, 2010) one may expect increased
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childlessness in metropolitan cities due to the postponement of childbearing and also as a result of higher 

level of gender equality that greatly supports childlessness (Liefbroer & Merz, 2009). In regards to 

sequencing of life events, norms in support of occurrence of an event are built around environmental 

circumstances and therefore individuals will have their own sequence of life events. They will priotise 

other life events like higher education and employment over parenthood (Hoem, Neyer, & Andersson, 

2006; Hoem 2000). For example in Sweden, parental benefits based on income from gainful employment 

triggers the need for employment before one’s transition to parenthood (Statistics Sweden, 2008:1).But 

the limited employment opportunities in the countryside areas avail lower opportunity costs of 

childbearing in these areas (Hoem 2000).  

2.2.2 Social Interaction (Social capital, size and nature)

Social interactions have amicable effects on fertility choices through social learning and social 

experiences (Bernardi, 2003). People exchange information and learn from each others’ experiences for 

better choices. From the theory of diffusion, social networks are informal channels of communication 

which inculcate new ideas for social evaluations of reproductive life (Bongaarts & Watkins 1996). They 

often consist of persons with similar characteristics and therefore follow similar fertility ideologies and 

norms basing on their preferences, available resources and optimism to attain positive results (Buhler & 

Fratczak, 2007). Social network groups remodel their fertility norms to prevailing social economic 

changes (Kohler 2001) and therefore induce individual’s behaviours to specific neighbourhood

circumstances (Mustard & Andersson, 2006).  According to the social networks theories, people inherit 

fertility patterns from their social settings and therefore will choose to have or not to have children 

depending on the prevailing network patterns (Bernadi, 2005; Buhler & Fratczak, 2007). However 

sometimes individuals belong to more than one social network and receive information, opinions, and 

experiences from different networks (Watts et al, 2002). In such cases, the dominant network will have 

more effect (Bernadi, 2005). In fertility decision making, local family member’s networks usually have 

more power in fertility decision making because they do not only transmit information but also provide 

social capital to individual members (Linn, 1999). They divide their roles into parental and other relative 

support where parents will provide more of material support and the cousins and siblings emotional 

support (Keim et al., 2009). On the other hand Bernardi, (2005) argues that peer groups are more 

influential in fertility behavioural decisions than family because of their strong social influence 

mechanism that may lead to a cascade of events especially for first births. In the end the rate of transfer of 

information clears the indecisive situation and it depends on an individual’s position and the willingness 

to share the information. Because of the high levels of autonomy in large cities and the inbuilt insecurities 

among large city dwellers, one can expect that family ties remain stronger in smaller communities such as 



6

the countryside than in big cities.

2.2.3 Costs of childbearing

The perceived cost of having children is a crucial factor determining transition to parenthood among 

young couples. Becker (1991) argues that the cost of own time and household production functions differs 

among families implying the total cost of producing and rearing children differs among individuals. The 

differing opportunity cost of having a child affects fertility choice among individuals in such a way that 

an increase in the relative price of raising a child reduces the demand for children and increases the 

demand for other commodities. For instance women’s increased investment in human capital has 

increased the opportunity cost of childbearing. However the cost may differ with institutional and 

occupational structures of a place. Presence of costly day care systems may impose an economic 

restriction on bearing children if a woman has to pay a lump sum of her income to the day care hence 

exhausting her entire disposable income (Barber, 2010; Mustard & Andersson, 2006). Also types of jobs 

that require less outside responsibilities and more time to focus on work impose restriction to parenthood 

transition (Bernadi et al, 2008). These coupled with lack of kin support makes child rearing very 

expensive given parents may have to forego leisure, friends and some wages for childrearing (Mace, 

2008). Parenthood in Sweden is consciously planned (Oláh & Bernhardt, 2008). Therefore individuals 

will postpone parenthood until they acquire those necessities they think are important for parenthood for 

instance they will postpone childbearing until home ownership and assumed good family environments 

are pertained (Wagner, 2001; Mulder, 2006b). The costs of childbearing also vary in regards to the 

prerequisite of upbringing of a child (Becker, 1991). Therefore even with availability of a good social 

system that facilitate the combination of paid work and parenthood (Andersson et al., 2004) and the 

maximum fee day care system in Sweden (Oláh & Bernhardt, 2008) coupled with free education and 

medication, the costs of childbearing still differ across residences. Upbringing of children in the 

countryside areas may not be as costly as it is in the metropolitan cities because of for example 

differences in housing cost being more expensive in big cities, or due to the existence of numerous 

recreation activities in the cities as compared to in the towns. The limited job opportunities in the 

countryside risk young adults living there to transit to parenthood as compromise of unemployment.
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2.2.4 Conceptual Discussion

While studying the influence of current place of residence on the transition to parenthood and the extent 

to which place of growing up influences childbearing decisions, it is important to understand the society 

people live in. We therefore examine the influence of social norms, attitudes towards childbearing, 

economic and institutional factors on individual’s decision to becoming parents with respect to their 

places of residence or growing up. Individual fertility decisions come from specific perceived conditions

and experiences that differ from one societal environment to another (Nauck, 2007). Persons living in 

metropolitan cities and bigger cities seem to deviate from the original traditional childbearing norms as 

compared to persons in the countryside areas or small towns (Oláh and Bernhardt, 2008). They have late 

transitions to parenthood and childlessness is easily embraced in metropolitan cities. They may also 

prioritise other activities like traveling and education over parenthood. The high costs of living and the 

already existing nuclear family patterns in metropolitan cities produces limited and unreliable kin support 

(Barber, 2010). Also the relocation of young adults in their reproductive ages from rural areas to cities 

may contribute to their limited support from kin relations (Löfström, 2000). 

Childbearing may be a motive for a person to move to the countryside (Kulu, 2005). Small residential 

localities are assumed as good environment for childbearing. Availability of  large dwelling units or a 

house with more rooms are often associated with higher risk of first childbearing, and such housing units 

are more easily available and affordable in the countryside and small towns than in big cities (Ström, 

2009). Metropolitan cities have mass job opportunities due to the high levels of urbanization, and large 

labour market whereas countryside has limited job opportunities. Unemployed persons in metropolitan or 

bigger cities if educated may resort to further education or traveling whereas persons in small towns and 

countryside areas will most likely engage in childbearing as a weapon against lost time especially if with 

extra help from relatives. In a nut shell, the modern childbearing norms practiced in metropolitan cities 

coupled with the weak network ties and the high costs of living may limit childbearing propensities 

whereas the limited job opportunities in the countryside and nature of population living in the countryside 

may increase the propensity of childbearing.

Other scholars argue that fertility behaviors across places of residence will converge within nations due to 

increasing homogeneity (Frejka, 2001) and Sweden, the country in question, is known for its good 

welfare social system, availability of public childcare and a maximum day care fee system (Oláh and 

Bernhardt 2008; Andersson et al. 2004). We therefore expect limited if any effects of place of residence 

on first birth propensities (hypothesis 1). On the other hand, we expect higher propensity of transiting to 

parenthood for persons who grew up in towns and countryside as compared to persons who grew up in 

the cities (hypothesis 2). We attribute this to the socialization theory of keeping the same social circles 
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and therefore same beliefs and attitudes for example fertility beliefs and norms which are more traditional 

in the countryside than they are in the cities. We will also explore whether there are gender differences in 

the effects if any of place of residence and place of growing up on the transition to parenthood.

Chapter Three: Data and Methods

3.1 Data

The data were extracted from the Swedish “Family and Working Life Survey among Young Adults in the 

21st century”, that is Young Adult Panel Study (YAPS) wave 2003, which was carried out by Statistics 

Sweden based on a nationally representative sample of 2816 respondents. The data comes from young 

adults aged 22, 26, 30 and 34 years in 2002 with Swedish, Polish and Turkish backgrounds. 2089 of them 

participated in the 1999 wave, and a new group of 727 persons with Swedish background born in 1980 

was added in the 2003 wave. They responded to a mail questionnaire that included questions about their 

backgrounds, attitudes on adulthood, gender roles, family and living conditions, parents and upbringing, 

cohabitation/marriages and children, employment and work, attitudes to work, children, relations, etc. All 

respondents were born in Sweden to Swedish parents, except for 347 persons with one or both parents 

born in Poland or Turkey. The response rate for the Swedish sample was 72 percent, and 67 percent for 

the second-generation sample (which only includes two birth cohorts, namely 1972 and 1976). Young 

Adult Panel Study has been augmented with information from Swedish registers, among others on the 

respondents’ educational attainment and place of residence.

3.2 Study Variables

3.2.1 Dependent variable

The outcome variable of the analysis is a dichotomous variable measuring whether or not the respondent 

had a first birth in a four-year interval period i.e. between 2003 and 2006. The study sample includes 

respondents who were childless at the time of the survey i.e. May –June 2003 together with those who 

were in their early stages of a pregnancy, i.e. approximately 2 months pregnant, at the time of the survey 

and had their first child by February 2004. Early pregnancies will hardly influence the individual to move 

close to relatives for support. With respect to the outcome, we also take into account pregnancies towards 

the end of the study period i.e. December 2006 resulting in a first birth by July 2007. Hence we take into 

consideration respondents who could have a first birth between February 2004 and July 2007 to find a 

true impact of place of residence and place of growing up if any on transition to parenthood within the 

study period. A total of 1709 respondents were included in the analysis, 455 of them transited to 
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parenthood among which were 186 men and 269 women.

3.2.2 Main explanatory variables

Place of residence 

Information about the place of residence at the 2003 wave of YAPS has been extracted from the Total 

Population Register. We group these places into four categories by their population density and the 

number of inhabitants in the vicinity of the main city in that municipality, as described by the Swedish 

Association of Local Authorities and Regions, (2009). These groups include the (1) metropolitan cities 

which are the largest cities of Sweden i.e. Stockholm/Södertälje, Göteborg and Malmö. Also included is 

Lund and Trelleborg cities as for the Malmö area; (2) Bigger cities which are municipalities with more 

than 90,000 inhabitants within a 30 km radius from the centre, (3) Small towns which are municipalities 

with more than 27,000 but fewer than 90,000 inhabitants within a 30 km radius from the centre, but also 

with more than 300,000 inhabitants within a 100 km radius from the same centre; and (4) the countryside 

areas with municipalities with fewer than 27, 000 inhabitants within a radius of 30 km from the centre.

Place of growing up

Information on place of growing up is obtained directly from the respondents in the survey. It is 

categorized into bigger cities, towns, countryside areas and others. Bigger cities here include (Stockholm, 

Göteborg, and Malmö) the inner cities, and suburbs as well as metropolitan cities abroad, whereas towns 

are small or medium size societies of Sweden and small or medium size places abroad. The countryside 

areas are places in the Swedish countryside and the category of “others” are mostly missing information.

3.2.3 Social factors 

Childbearing as a duty

Respondents views are measured by their agreement/disagreement to the statement: “It is my duty to 

society/ Family to have children”. Responses are re-categorized into agree versus others. By using this 

statement, we are able to estimate the norms and values attached to parenthood for different persons in 

different places of residence. We particularly choose this question for we are interested in measuring any 

beliefs attached to childbearing in a given social environment and therefore this is an optimal 

measurement question compared to any other questions in the questionnaire.
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Economic Help from Relatives

To measure the effect of kin networks on individual decisions, we use information on economic assistance 

to individuals from close relatives. From this variable we are able to estimate the impact of social capital 

and social influence of kinship on fertility behavioural decisions across respondents (Buhler and Fratczak 

2007). We consider economic help as best measurements for finding any kin influences on individual 

decisions. We assume that if economic help has been provided, the level of kin influence on fertility 

decision making is stronger.

3.2.4 Other control variables

Demographic and economic characteristics of an individual have been found influential in determining 

first births in Sweden (Hoem, 2000; Hoem & Kreynfeld, 2006; Hobson & Oláh, 2006; Becker, 1981; 

Oláh & Bernhardt, 2008). On the other hand, cultural factors have been seen as the major cause of 

differences in fertility behaviour across residences of a country (Beer and Deerenberg, 2007; Hank, 2003). 

In the present study, age of respondents is measured at the end of 2002 for four birth cohorts (i.e. 1968,

1972, 1976 and 1980) of respondents with Swedish, Polish or Turkish background; union status is 

categorized into singles, living apart relationships, cohabiting, and the married. Respondent’s economic 

situation is measured in terms of income levels, occupational status and educational level. Respondents 

are grouped according to their total incomes by the end of 2002. These groups include <100, 100-250,

250-400, and >400, all measured in 1000 Swedish kronors. Occupational status at the time of the survey 

is recorded according to if one is employed, studying or unemployed; highest education level attainment 

by 2003 is recorded, and grouped into post secondary level education and others.

3.2.5 Interaction Effect Variables

One’s place of residence may affect fertility behaviour through interaction with individual characteristics. 

An individual’s age is clearly one of the most important proximate determinants of transition to 

parenthood because one’s propensity to transit to parenthood increases with age up to a point and 

decreases at later stages of the life course (Hank, 2003). The point at which increasing age no longer 

increases the risk of first birth but rather decreases it may vary by place of residence or place of growing 

up. The level of human capital may also exhibit opportunity cost of childbearing. More highly educated 

individuals will prefer to establish their careers first whereas others may more quickly proceed to 

parenthood depending on its predicted affordability (Oláh & Bernhardt, 2008), again possibly interacting 

with residence. Occupational status will affect fertility behaviors especially in a dual earning economy. 
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For instance unemployment of one party can greatly affect fertility levels between couples (Hoem, 2000), 

but the impact may vary by residence. In addition, the density proportion of married couples in relation to 

singles may lead to higher numbers of first births in places with more married couples because 

parenthood is highly associated with marital status (Lauster, 2010; Hank, 2003). Therefore, places of 

residence and places of growing up may impact on transition to parenthood, in combination with 

individual characteristics. We will study such interaction effects if any on transition to parenthood (see 

Table 4.2 for results of cross-tabulations with respect to the interaction terms that significantly improve 

the model fit). 

3.3 Methods of Data Analysis

The tool of analysis in this study is binary logistic regression. We opted for this measurement scheme 

given the lack of information on person’s places of residence after May/June 2003 when YAPS was 

conducted. Logistic regression analysis is also a customery method used in many other studies. We 

therefore use logit models to estimate and describe the influence of current place of residence on the 

transition to parenthood and the extent to which place of growing up influences childbearing decisions.

Logistic Regression

To study the probability of occurrence of an event in this case (first birth) which is a dichotomous 

outcome within a fixed time, we use logistic regression modeling where occurrence of a first birth is 

coded (1) and absence of a first child within this study period is coded as (0). Logistic regressions 

determine the odds of occurrence of an event and the odds ratios. The odds ratio is the ratio of the 

probability that an event will occur to the probability that the event will not occur. Results are then 

presented relative to a reference category of the predictor levels.

The general logit regression model with a given set of predictor variables;

Logit (Pi) = lne (Pi / (1- Pi)) = α + β 1X1+ β2X2 +… βnXn

Where;          i =1-n represents each individual in the study,

Pi indicates the probability that an event occurs,

(1-Pi) represents the probability that an event does not occur,

α - gives the log odds for a person with zero values for all X’s

β`s in the equations are the different coefficients,

X`s are the different predictor variables present in the analysis.
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Using logistic regression analysis, we fit four models, separately by sex, for first births with respect to 

place of residence and place of growing up. These models are: the model with the explanatory variable 

and no control variables, the model including also demographic characteristics, the model even with 

economic variables, and a model, which accounts for social effects if any in addition to all the other 

factors. These models illustrate the influence of each variable on the outcome.  Also two interaction effect 

models are built to account for the divergence of first birth propensities for respondents in different places 

of residence. The economic and social interaction fertility theories are studied through interactions and 

analyzed if applicable to the young adults of Sweden for this study period.

Chapter Four: Study Findings

4.1 Introduction

This chapter examines the influence of current place of residence on the transition to parenthood and the 

extent to which place of growing up influences childbearing decisions. There is evidence of variation in 

fertility behaviour across different residential areas with a reverse trend of fertility levels to urbanization 

over the years (Dribe, 2009) but there is prospect of change in this norm to a more homogeneous fertility 

behavioural pattern throughout the nation. This chapter attempts to raise new development on this debate 

by modeling the effect of current place of residence on the transition to parenthood and the extent to 

which place of growing up influences childbearing decisions.

4.2 Descriptive Results  

This subsection presents the distribution and summaries of the variables used in the study. Also included 

are combination variables created from the main explanatory variables and some control variables to 

reveal interaction effects if any. This section guides further analysis and it is viable during model 

building. It provides an insight to what the subjects constitutes, thereby easing explanation of estimates in 

subsequent subsections.
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Table 4 1: Distribution of Independent Variables by Sex (N [Total] =1709)
Variable Name Male Female Total

Place of Residence in 2003 N % N % N %

Metropolitan cities 329 41.0 433 47.7 762 44.5

Bigger cities 291 36.3 326 35.9 617 36.1

Towns 147 18.3 130 14.3 277 16.2

Country side 35 4.4 18 1.9 53 3.1

Place of  growing up 

Bigger cities 210 26.2 262 28.9 472 27.6

Towns 424 52.9 484 53.4 908 53.1

Country Side 157 19.6 151 16.7 308 18.0

Others 11 1.4 10 1.1 21 1.2

Age of respondents in 2003

22 289 36.0 359 39.6 648 37.9

26 265 33.0 323 35.6 588 34.4

30 173 21.6 167 18.4 340 19.9

34 75   9.4 58 6.4 133 7.8

Ethnic background

Swedish 706 88.0 775 85.5 1481 86.7

Polish 61 7.6 86 9.5 147 8.6

Turkish 35 4.4 46 5.1 81 4.7

Union Status in 2003

Single 323 40.3 269 29.7 592 34.6

Living Apart 159 19.8 209 23.0 368 21.5

Cohabiting 292 36.4 380 41.9 672 39.3

Married 28 3.5 49 5.4 77 4.5

Income levels by 2002 in 1000SEK   

<100 337 42.0 466 51.4 803 46.9

100-250 340 42.4 386 42.6 726 42.5

≥250 125 15.6 55 6.1 180 10.5

Occupational Status in 2003

Employed 521 64.9 505 55.7 1.0 60.0

Studying 215 26.8 306 33.7 521 30.5

Unemployed 42 5.2 56 6.2 98 5.7

Others 24 2.9 40 4.4 64 3.7

Education Level in 2003

Post Secondary Education 360 44.9 490 54.0 850 49.7
Others 442 55.1 417 45.9 859 50.3
Childbearing as duty

Agree 298 37.2 175 19.3 473 27.7
Others 504 62.8 732 80.7 1.2 72.3
Economic Help from Relatives

Yes 467 58.2 583 64.3 1050 61.4

Others 335 41.8 324 35.7 659 38.6

Total: 802 907 1709
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The descriptive statistics table of the independent variables clearly displays the majority counts in line 

with the general life style characteristics of persons aged 22-34 years. From table 4.1, we see that 44.5% 

of the respondents, who are childless, are living in metropolitan cities and only a small percentage of 

3.1% are living in the countryside. There is a very small percentage difference in the distribution of men 

and women across all places of residence except for the countryside areas where 4.36% of the men but 

only 1.9% of women respondents lived in 2003. In general, the percentage of respondents decreases with 

decreasing size and urbanization level of a place. The table also indicates only 18% of the study sample as 

growing up in the countryside compared to 27.6% and 53.1% who grew up in the bigger cities and towns 

respectively. There is also an almost equal distribution of men and women across different types of places 

of growing up.

The numbers of young adult who were childless were decreasing with increase in age, from 38 percent of 

22 years old to 8 percent in ages 34 years; this trend was true for both males and females. In respect to 

ethnic background, majority (87%) were Swedish with only 9 and 5 percent of Polish and Turkish 

background respectively. Furthermore, few young childless adults were married; 39 percent cohabiting, 

22 percent living apart. Results further show that more (42%) females than males (36%) were cohabiting, 

and 40 percent of males being single in relation to 30 percent females. In general, nearly half of the young 

childless adults have low-income level i.e. (less 100,000SEK). Only 10.53% have higher income of over 

250,000 SEK. Male young adults have better income levels in relation to their female counterparts, for 

example, 16 percent of males have income levels above 250,000SEK as opposed to only 6 percent of 

females.  Occupational status shows that majority (60%) of young adults were employed, 31 percent 

studying and only 6 percent unemployed. The result also shows that more males (65%) than females 

(56%) were in active employment in the year 2003. Education attainment shows that about half of young 

childless adults had attained post secondary education in the year 2003, with fewer males (45%) than 

females (54%) with this level of education.

Results on perceiving childbearing as a duty show only 27 percent of young adults agreeing to the 

statement with the majority (72%) having other perceptions. However, only (19%) females agreed to this 

statement in comparison to the (37%) males.  Also indicated in the table results is that majority (61%) of 

young adults receive economic help from their relatives, with larger proportion of females receiving help 

than male young adults.
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Table; 4.2 Summary Statistics of Cross-tabulations when testing for interaction effects by Sex (N[Total] 
= 1709)  
Variable Male Female Total

POR*POG N % N % N %

Residing and growing up in Metropolitan area 192 23.94 227 25.03 419 24.52
Metropolitan resident and growing up in Small Town 105 13.09 163 17.97 268 15.68
Metropolitan resident and growing up in the Countryside 32 3.99 43 4.74 75 4.39
Residing and growing up in Bigger city 15 1.87 27 2.98 42 2.46
Residing in Bigger City and growing up in Small Town 213 26.56 233 25.69 446 26.10
Residing in Bigger City and growing up in the Countryside 63 7.86 66 7.28 129 7.55
Residing in  Small Town and growing up in Bigger City 3 0.37 8 0.88 11 0.64
Residing and growing up in Small Town 106 13.22 88 9.70 194 11.35
Residing in Small town and growing up in the Countryside 73 9.10 52 5.73 125 7.31
POR*Union Status 

Residing in Metropolitan City and in union 140 17.46 197 21.72 337 19.72

Residing in Metropolitan City and Single 189 23.57 236 26.02 425 24.87

Residing in Bigger City and in union 103 12.84 153 16.87 256 14.98

Residing in Bigger City and single 188 23.44 173 19.07 361 21.12

Residing in Small Town and in union 77 9.60 79 8.71 156 9.13

Residing in Small Town and single 105 13.09 69 7.61 174 10.18

POR*Education

Residing in Metropolitan City with Post Secondary Education level 160 19.95 254 28.00 414 24.22
Residing in Metropolitan City with Secondary  Education level or Lower 169 21.07 179 19.74 348 20.36
Residing in Bigger City with Post Secondary Education level 146 18.20 178 19.63 324 18.96
Residing in Bigger City with Secondary Education level or lower 145 18.08 148 16.32 293 17.14
Residing in Small-Town with  Post Secondary  Education Level 54 6.73 58 6.39 112 6.55
Residing in Small Town with Secondary Education level or Lower 128 15.96 90 9.92 218 12.76
Total: 802 907 1709

Note: (POR); represents places of residence, (POG); places of growing up. 
Small town place of resident unit includes countryside area residents too

From the cross tabulations between place of residence and place of growing up (Table 4.2), we see that 

majority of the respondents who grew up in small towns migrated to bigger cities and those who grew up 

in metropolitan cities were still residing in metropolitan cities at the time of the survey. Most of 

respondents residing in metropolitan and bigger city areas were single at the time of the survey, with little 

difference between the share with co-resident partner and those without among small town residents. 

Somewhat higher proportion of those residing in metropolitan cities and bigger cities had post secondary 

education whereas majority of small town childless residents had secondary or lower levels of education.
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4.3 Regression Results

In the following section, multivariate logistic regression analyses are carried out. Using the stepwise 

modeling strategy, four models are built with the demographic, economic and social factors controlled. 

Results are modeled and presented by sex on places of residence and place of growing up effect on 

transition to parenthood.
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Table 4.3: First Birth Propensities with Respect to Place of Residence
Variable Men

(1)
Women
(1)

Men
(2)

Women
(2)

Men
(3)

Women
(3)

Men
(4)

Women
(4)

Place of Residence in 2003 Odds R Odds R Odds R Odds R Odds R Odds R Odds R Odds R

Metropolitan cities 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Bigger cities 0.80 0.96 1.03 1.12 1.08 1.18 1.11 1.17

Towns 1.03 0.92 1.12 1.02 1.01 1.02 1.02 1

Country side 0.28* 0.89 0.35* 1.52 0.34* 2.22 0.35* 2.23

Age of respondents in 2003

22 1 1 1 1 1 1

26 2.04** 3.21*** 1.53* 2.62*** 1.61* 2.65***

30 3.65*** 3.59*** 2.31** 2.21** 2.51** 2.31**

34 1.25 1.35 0.73 0.83 0.77 0.87

Ethnic background

Swedish 1 1 1 1 1 1

Polish 1.13 0.76 1.20 0.90 1.14 0.91

Turkish 1.37 0.58 1.49 0.70 1.47 0.66

Union Status in 2003

Single 0.11*** 0.17*** 0.11*** 0.17*** 0.11*** 0.17***

Living Apart 0.45** 0.41*** 0.50** 0.40*** 0.48** 0.40***

Cohabiting 1 1 1 1 1 1

Married 1.57 1.03 1.51 1.09 1.41 1.11

Income levels by  2002 in 1000SEK

<100 0.72 0.66* 0.72* 0.67*

100-250 1 1 1 1

≥250 1.12 2.13* 0.99 2.15*

Occupational Status in 2003

Employed 2.11** 1.26 1.88* 1.25

Studying 1 1 1 1

Unemployed 1.11 1.02 1.15 0.99

Others 4.14* 0.41* 4.09* 0.41*

Education Level in  2003

Post Secondary Education 1 1 1 1

Others 0.94 0.79 0.98 0.80

Childbearing as a duty

Agree 1 1

Others 0.61** 0.72*

Economic Help from Relatives

Yes 1 1

Others 1.52* 1.0

R2 0.01 0.00 0.18 0.14 0.19 0.16 0.20 0.16

Log likelihood -430.81 -551.30 -358.02 -476.77 -350.81 -465.77 -345.64 -464.45

Parameters 3 3 11 11 17 17 19 19

1 is the Reference category, Significance levels: *p≤0.05; **p≤0.01; ***p≤0.001
  For Standard Errors, see full tables in Appendix A
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From the regression results, we see that place of residence has significant limited influence on men’s the 

transition to parenthood. According to model one with no control variables, there is no significant effect 

of current place of residence on transition to parenthood among women but males living in the 

countryside are about 70% less likely to become fathers than those living in metropolitan cities. This is a 

diversion from Bernhardt & Goldscheider (2006) findings on early transition to parenthood for the study 

period of 1999-2003. In model 2, age of respondents, ethnic background and union status are added to the 

model, but the effect of place of residence on first birth is the same. There is no significant effect of 

current place of residence on first births among women and there is a 65% lower chance of transiting to 

parenthood for men living in the countryside compared to those in metropolitan cities. This pattern 

applies to models three and models four with economic and social factors controlled for.  The only 

significant difference in the risk of transiting to parenthood across residences is between male respondents 

living in the countryside and those living in the metropolitan cities. 

From the demographic point of view, there is a highly significant effect of age on the risk of transiting to 

parenthood. The risk of transiting to parenthood increases with increasing age for both males and females 

and it is highest between ages 26-30. There is approximately three times higher risk of transiting to 

parenthood for persons aged 26-30 compared to those aged 22 and there is no significant difference in the 

risk of transiting to parenthood between persons aged 22 and 34. Also in model two, ethnic background is 

seen to have no significant effect on transition to parenthood for either males or females. Swedish young 

adults’ union status is also seen to be important for transition to parenthood for both men and women. The 

risk of transition to parenthood is significantly lower among singles and young adults in living apart 

relations to those cohabiting. As for those already married, the risk of having a first child is high although 

not significantly different from those cohabiting. 

The risk of transiting to parenthood is significantly lower for low-income female young adults compared 

to middle-income earners and the risk is high for female high-income earners. Contrary to the women, 

there is no significant effect of males’ income levels on transition to parenthood. In addition, occupational 

status of Swedish young adults influences their decisions to have their first births with employed men 

having nearly twice as high risk of becoming a father than students or unemployed men. Among women 

only the ‘other’ category which is missing information differs significantly from students, having about 

half of their first birth risk. Educational attainment shows no significant effect on the transition to 

parenthood for both men and women. From model four, social effects have a significant effect on 

transition to parenthood. 
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The risk of transiting to parenthood is significantly lower for Swedish young adults who express different 

views to those who perceive childbearing as a duty. There also is a significantly higher risk of transiting to 

parenthood for male respondents who do not receive economic help from relatives compared to those 

receiving help although there is no significant difference in effect of economic help from relatives on 

women’s transition to parenthood. 
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Table 4.4: First Birth Propensities with Respect to Place of Growing up
Variable Men

(1)
Women

(1)
Men
(2)

Women
(2)

Men
(3)

Women
(3)

Men
(4)

Women
(4)

Place of  growing up Odds R Odds R Odds R Odds R Odds R Odds R Odds R Odds R

Bigger cities 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Towns 0.70* 1.17 0.70* 1.11 0.71* 1.14 0.73 1.14

Country Side 0.73 1.25 0.79 1.36* 0.80 1.48* 0.82 1.49*

Others 0.26 1.15 0.20* 1.11 0.19* 1.49 0.20 1.47

Age in  2003

22 1 1 1 1 1 1

26 2.16** 3.23*** 1.64* 2.62*** 1.72* 2.67***

30 3.77*** 3.60*** 2.42** 2.22** 2.61** 2.33**

34 1.33 1.36 0.80 0.83 0.83 0.88

Ethnic background

Swedish 1 1 1 1 1 1

Polish 1.01 0.80 1.09 0.96 1.04 0.10

Turkish 1.25 0.61 1.42 0.74 1.43 0.70

Union Status in 2003

Single 0.10*** 0.17*** 0.11*** 0.18*** 0.11*** 0.18***

Living Apart 0.45** 0.41*** 0.50** 0.40*** 0.48** 0.41***

Cohabiting 1 1 1 1 1 1

Married 1.46 1.04 1.39 1.12 1.31 1.13

Income levels in  2002 in 1000SEK

≤100 0.71 0.67* 0.71 0.67*

100-250 1 1 1 1

≥250 1.08 2.10* 0.96 2.12*

Occupational Status in 2003

Employed 2.07** 1.26 1.82* 1.25

Studying 1 1 1 1

Unemployed 1.08 1.03 1.07 1.01

Others 4.08* 0.41* 3.95* 0.41*

Education Level in  2003

Post Secondary Education 1 1 1 1

Others 0.92 0.79 0.95 0.80*

Childbearing as a duty

Agree 1 1

Others 0.63* 0.72*

Economic Help from Relatives

Yes 1 1

Others 1.54* 0.99

R2 0.01 0.00 0.18 0.14 0.19 0.16 0.20 0.16

Log likelihood -431.85 -550.76 -357.55 -476.43 -350.51 -465.62 -345.56 -464.26

Parameters 3 3 11 11 17 17 19 19

1- Reference category, Significance levels: *p≤0.05; **p≤0.01; ***p≤0.001
For Standard Errors, see full tables in the Appendix B
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The effect of place of growing up on the propensity to have the first birth is significant for the male 

sample in models 1-3 and in the female sample in models 2-4. Specifically male respondents who grew up 

in towns have 30% lower chances of transiting to parenthood compared to those who grew up in the 

bigger cities. Model (1) without control variables shows no significant difference in the risk of transiting 

to parenthood among female respondents across different places of growing up. However addition of 

individual characteristics to model (2) slightly strengthens the effect of place of growing up on transition 

to parenthood for both males and females. From model 2 results, there is a 30% and 80% lower risk of 

transiting to parenthood for male respondents who grew up in towns and other places respectively 

compared to those who grew up in the bigger cities and a 36% higher chance of transiting to parenthood 

for women who grew up in the countryside compared to those who grew up in the bigger cities. In model 

three, we introduce one’s income in 2002, occupational status in 2003 and highest educational attainment 

by 2003 and we see that there are still lower chances of transiting to parenthood for men who grew up in 

towns and other places as compared to those who grew up in the bigger cities. We also see 48% higher 

chances of transiting to parenthood for women who grew up in the countryside compared to those who 

grew up in the bigger cities. In model four, results show a higher risk of transiting to parenthood for 

women who grew up in the countryside relative to those in the bigger cities however the effect of place of 

growing up on transition to parenthood among male respondents is no longer significant. 

In regards to first birth relation to demographic factors, table 4.4, shows age and union status have a 

strong significant effect on the propensity to have a first birth unlike ethnic background. Their effect is 

visible through the significant difference in risks to first births across the given categories. For age, the 

propensity to have a first birth is three times higher in ages 26-30 than in ages 22 and 34 years.  In 

addition, the propensity to have a first birth is significantly higher for cohabiting couples relative to single 

and young adults in living apart relationships. There is also no significant difference in the risks of first 

births for married and cohabiting couples. The effect of place of growing up on transition to parenthood 

with economic factors included in the model is almost similar to that with only demographic factors for 

both men and women. However, there is a twice as high risk of transiting to parenthood for high-income 

female respondents and a much lower risk for low-income female respondents relative to the middle-

income female respondents. There is no significant effect of income on the risk of transiting to parenthood 

among men. Furthermore, the propensity to first birth is higher among young adults in “other” 

occupational status which include house wives, and those on parental leave followed by the employed 

then the unemployed in relation to those studying. There is no significant effect of education level on the 

risk of transiting to parenthood among Swedish young adults.
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Table 4.4 results also show higher chances of transiting to parenthood for respondents who perceive 

childbearing as a duty compared to those who have different views with a very slight difference between 

men and women. In addition the risk of first births to male respondents without economic help from 

relatives is higher compared to those with help from relatives, as the former group might not needed help. 

There is no significant effect of economic help from relatives on first births among women.
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Table 4.5: First Birth Propensities with Respect to Place of Residence and Place of growing up

Variable

Men Women Men Women Men Women Men Women

(1) (1) (2) (2) (3) (3) (4) (4)

Place of Residence in 2003

Metropolitan cities 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Bigger cities 0.98 0.85 1.33 1.06 1.36 1.11 1.38 1.09

Towns 1.27 0.79 1.43 0.95 1.26 0.93 1.25 0.91

Countryside 0.34* 0.76 0.46 1.39 0.43 2.02 0.43 2.02

Place of Growing up

Bigger cities 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Towns 0.69* 1.29* 0.58* 1.08 0.60* 1.10 0.62* 1.10

Countryside 0.75 1.42* 0.68 1.33 0.71 1.42 0.73 1.44*

Others 0.26 1.17 0.19* 1.12 0.19* 1.52 0.20* 1.51

Age  in 2003

22 1 1 1 1 1 1

26 2.15*** 3.25*** 1.62* 2.64*** 1.70* 2.68***

30 3.89*** 3.64*** 2.51** 2.25*** 2.71*** 2.35***

34 1.29 1.36 0.77 0.83 0.80 0.88

Ethnic background

Swedish 1 1 1 1 1 1

Polish 0.98 0.79 1.05 0.94 1.00 0.95

Turkish 1.23 0.61 1.36 0.74 1.37 0.70

Union Status in 2003

Single 0.10*** 0.17*** 0.11*** 0.17*** 0.11*** 0.18***

Living Apart 0.44*** 0.41*** 0.49*** 0.40*** 0.47*** 0.40***

Cohabiting 1 1 1 1 1 1

Married 1.49 1.03 1.43 1.10 1.33 1.12

Income levels  in 2002 in 1000SEK

<100 0.72* 0.66* 0.72* 0.66*

100-250 1 1 1 1

≥250 1.07 2.14* 0.95 2.16*

Occupational Status in 2003

Employed 2.11** 1.27 1.88* 1.26

Studying 1 1 1 1

Unemployed 1.09 1.02 1.11 1.00

Others 4.02* 0.39* 3.96* 0.38*

Education Level in 2003

Post Secondary Education 1 1 1 1

Others 0.95 0.78* 0.99 0.79

Childbearing as a duty

Agree 1 1

Others 0.62* 0.71*

Economic Help from Relatives

Yes 1 1

Others 1.53* 0.99

R2 0.01 0.00 0.18 0.14 0.20 0.16 0.21 0.16

Log likelihood -428.93 -550.11 -355.19 -476.19 -348.19 -464.81 -343.24 -463.43

Parameters 6 6 14 14 20 20 22 22
1-Reference category, Significance levels: *p≤0.05; **p≤0.01; ***p≤0.001
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  For Standard Errors, see full tables in Appendix C

In Table 4.5, we present models that include both place of residence and place of growing up, to check for 

selectivity of place of residence based on one’s place of growing up. Persons who grew up in the 

countryside and small towns are more likely to move to bigger cities or metropolitan cities, whereas those 

who grew up in bigger cities and metropolitan cities maybe less prone to migrate.

From the regression results, we see that place of residence has limited significant influence on men’s

transition to parenthood. According to model one (table 4.5) with both place of residence and place of 

growing up but no control variables included, there is no significant effect of current place of residence on 

transition to parenthood among women but males living in the countryside are about 66% less likely to 

become fathers than those living in metropolitan cities. When controlling for other factors, the difference 

is no longer significant for either men or women (models 2-4). This indicates that place of residence has 

limited if any influence on the transition to parenthood, as expected.

On the contrary place of growing up has significant effect on transition to parenthood for both men and 

women. Specifically male respondents who grew up in towns have 31% lower chances of transiting to 

parenthood compared to those who grew up in the bigger cities whereas women who grew up in towns 

and countryside areas have higher chances of becoming mothers than women who grew up in the bigger 

cities. We notice that the significant difference in risks of transiting to parenthood across places of 

growing up increases in the male sample when controlling for individual, economic and social factors but 

it disappears in the female sample in model two and three and is present again when social factors are 

added to the model. Hence, place of growing up seems to be rather important for the decision to become a 

parent.

4.4 Interaction Effects between the Explanatory Variables and the Control Variables on First Birth 

Propensities

To investigate the extent to which other factors can affect or alter the effect of place of residence or place 

of growing up on transition to parenthood, we include interaction terms between places of residence or 

places of growing up with individual characteristics to our final model (i.e. model 4 in Table 4.5) and test 

whether the interaction term significantly improves the model fit. When it does, we present the interaction 

term in question using cross tabulations to explore the mechanisms affecting one’s decision to become a 

parent. By so doing, we examine the characteristics of individual childless persons living in a particular 

place and their risk of transiting to parenthood. From the cross tabulations analysis, we also study if there 
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is significant difference in the effect from place of residence given an individual’s characteristics and also 

compare the effect from place of residence of each level individual characteristic on first births. 

Table 4.6; Interaction Effects on Risks1 of First Births for Men in co-residential Unions or Single Men by 
Places of Residence
Union status Metropolitan City Bigger City Small Town

In Union 1 1 1

Single 0.29*** 0.14*** 0.17***

1-Reference category, Significance levels: *p≤0.05; **p≤0.01; ***p≤0.001
Note; Results are cross tabulations describing the interaction term Effect.
See Appendix D Model (1) for Interaction Effects 

From table 4.6 above we see that men who were single at the time of the survey have lower chances of 

transiting to parenthood in the study period, regardless of their places of residence as compared to men in 

co-residential union. The difference is somewhat smaller in metropolitan areas, being equally pronounced 

in bigger cities and small towns (the latter including also countryside areas). 

Table 4.7; Interaction Effects on Risks of First Births for Men with Post Secondary Education level or Men 
with Secondary Education Level or lower by Place of Residence 
Education level Metropolitan City Bigger City Small Town

Post Secondary Education 1 1 1

Others 0.61* 1.9* 0.86

1-Reference category, Significance levels: *p≤0.05; **p≤0.01; ***p≤0.001
Note; Results are cross tabulations describing the interaction term Effect.
See Appendix D Model (2) for Interaction Effects 

From table 4.7 results, we see that being a man with secondary or lower level of education has a positive 

significant effect on transition to parenthood when residing in bigger cities and negative significant effect 

when residing in metropolitan cities. Hence men with secondary or lower levels of education in 

metropolitan cities have lower chances of becoming fathers as compared to those with post secondary 

levels of education whereas the reverse is true for men in bigger cities. We do not find significant 

difference for small towns.

                                                          
1 Note;  Odds Ratios Reported for tables 4.6 and 4.7
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To examine the importance of changing place of residence since growing up, we run an interaction 

between POR and POG by sex.  We find that the model with the interaction term had a significant better 

fit of data as compared to our final model in table 4.5 (see Appendix: D, model 3a,3bfor full model).

Below we discuss the effect of the interaction term on first births using cross tabulations for easier 

understanding.   

Table 4.8a; Interaction Effects On Risks of First Births For Men who grew up in  Bigger Cities, Small Towns 
and Countryside areas by place of residence                                                

Places of Residence
Places of Growing up Metropolitan Cities Bigger Cities Small Towns
Bigger Cities 1.91* 1.39 0.0
Small Towns 1 1 1
Countryside 1.13 0.82 1.27
1-Reference category, Significance levels: *p≤0.05; **p≤0.01; ***p≤0.001
Note; Results are cross tabulations describing the interaction term Effect.
See Appendix D Model (3a) for Interaction Effects 

According to table 4.8a results, men residing in metropolitan cities have higher chances of becoming 

fathers if they grew up in bigger cities as compared to men who grew up in small towns, whereas there is 

no difference between the latter category and men who grew up in the countryside regarding their chances 

to become fathers. We find no significant difference in risk of transiting to parenthood for men residing in 

bigger cities or small towns with respect to their places of growing up (Small towns under places of 

residence include countryside areas).

Table 4.8b; Interaction Effects On Risks of First Births For women who grew up in Bigger Cities, Small 
Towns and Countryside areas by place of residence                                                

Places of Residence
Places of Growing up Metropolitan Cities Bigger Cities Small Towns
Bigger Cities 1.25 0.09* 0.13*
Small Towns 1 1 1
CountrySide 1.07 1.62* 1.01
1-Reference category, Significance levels: *p≤0.05; **p≤0.01; ***p≤0.001
Note; Results are cross tabulations describing the interaction term Effect.
See Appendix D Model (3b) for Interaction Effects 

For women we see a different pattern. In reference to women residing in bigger cities, those who grew up 

there have much lower chances of becoming mothers as compared to those who grew up in small towns 

and women who grew up in the countryside have higher chances of transiting to parenthood than women 

who grew up in small towns. There is no significant difference in risk of transiting to parenthood for 

women living in metropolitan cities given their places of growing up but women living in small towns 
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who grew up in bigger cites have much lower chances to become mothers as compared to those who grew 

up in small towns or in the countryside.

Chapter Five: Discussion, Conclusion and Recommendations

5.1 Introduction

This chapter presents the discussions, conclusions and recommendations from the study findings. We 

relate our discussion to the study objectives that aimed at investigating the influence of current place of 

residence on the transition to parenthood and the extent to which place of growing up influences 

childbearing decisions. We aimed our research to find whether and how the type of residence affected the 

propensity to enter parenthood among our respondents in Sweden in the interval period of 2003 to 2006. 

We also looked at first childbearing behaviour of persons from different places of growing up and 

explored gender differences if any to become a parent during the study period of 2003 to 2006 with 

respect to places of residence and place of growing up.

5.2 Conclusions and Discussions

The goal of this paper is to assess the effect of place of residence and place when growing up on transition 

to parenthood for Swedish young adults in a four-year period between May/June 2003 and December 

2006. In conducting our analysis, we controlled for impacts of individual characteristics, economic and 

social factors. We also analysed the interaction effect of place of residence or place of growing up with 

individual characteristics on transition to parenthood to answer our study objectives. Specifically our first 

hypothesis suggested limited if any effects of place of residence on transition to parenthood given the 

homogeneous nature of culture in Sweden and the good social system. According to model (1) of table 

4.3, there was a 72% less chance of transiting to parenthood for young men living in the countryside areas 

compared to those in the metropolitan cities and there was no significant effect of place of residence on 

transition to parenthood among women. Further indicated in models (2, 3 and 4) of table 4.3 is the slight 

change in the risk of fatherhood for male respondents with respect to their places of residence after 

controlling for demographic, economic and social factors. Yet even in the final model we see that men in 

the countryside were less likely to become fathers than men in the metropolitan areas. On the other hand, 

place of residence did not have any significant effect on transition to parenthood among women even after 

controlling for demographic, economic and social factors. We attributed the lower risks of transiting to 

parenthood for countryside men relative to men living in the metropolitan cities to women migration from 

the countryside to the metropolitan cities making it difficult for young men to find partners in the 

countryside and hence delaying their transition to parenthood (Statistics Sweden 1999). Relating to 
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previous research findings, we also attached the significant difference in first births among male 

respondents of countryside and metropolitan residence to compositional characteristics (Andersson, 2009) 

that are far pertinent to countryside than in city areas. By these characteristics, we refer to the fact that 

about one-third of the 22 year old men of our study sample were living in the countryside and they might 

have felt too young to transit to parenthood. A cross tabulation of age and occupational status also  

showed that  more 22 year olds in the countryside were unemployed as compared to the 22 year olds in 

the metropolitan cities. As only about 4 % of men in our study sample were living in the countryside in 

2003 and that there were no significant effects for women, the findings in general indicate limited

significant effect of current place of residence on transition to parenthood during the study period. This 

also applies to models where both place of residence and place of growing up were included (model 4 in 

Table 4.5) in which the difference across different categories of place of residence is no longer significant 

for either men or women. This result is consistent with our first hypothesis and previous research findings 

on fertility and residential characteristics. For instance Andersson, Duvander & Hank (2004) found little 

effects of varying costs of day care services across municipalities on fertility decisions in Sweden. Further 

more the good social welfare system in Sweden which provides equal parental benefits and child care 

services irrespective of place of residence reduces costs of childbearing in all places of residence for both 

women and men.

The second hypothesis stipulated was that persons who grew up in towns and countryside areas had 

higher propensity of transiting to parenthood compared to persons who grew up in the cities. This 

hypothesis was based on theories of different fertility behavioural norms and lifestyles across persons 

from different places of growing up. Earlier research has indicated that persons who grew up in the rural 

areas perceive childbearing as a fulfillment of life whereas those who grew up in cities perceive leisure 

and friendship more vital to fulfillment of life and are less likely to consider childbearing as a norm that 

should be followed (Oláh & Bernhardt, 2008). In this case, our results confirm our stipulated hypothesis 

among women. We found that women who grew up in the countryside had higher chances of transiting to 

parenthood than those who grew up in the bigger cities, as expected. However, the trend was different for 

the men whereby men who grew up in bigger cities had higher propensity of transiting to parenthood as 

compared to those who grew up in the towns or countryside although the differences were not significant 

after controlling for the influence of individual characteristics, economic and social factors (model 4 in 

Table 4.4). When place of residence was also included in the model (model 4 in Table 4.5) while 

controlling for all other factors, men who grew up in towns showed significantly lower risk to become 

fathers than men growing up in bigger cities. Thus our second hypothesis seems to be confirmed for only

women.
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5.3 Interaction Effects on Transition to Parenthood.

From the interaction effects results of table 4.6 and 4.7, we found that men living in co-residential union 

at the time of the survey had higher chances of becoming fathers in the study period than single men and 

that men’s level of education influenced their transition to parenthood although the direction of the effect 

differed with one’s place of residence. These results are in line with Oláh´s (2008) findings in her study of 

first child bearing at higher ages in which she studies childless men in Sweden from their 29th birthday 

onwards between the mid-1970s and early 1990s. Indeed, for men, being in union increases the risk of 

first childbearing however men’s places of residence determine the direction of effect of education on 

their transition to parenthood.

Through interacting place of residence with place of growing up we examined the importance of change 

of residence and found that men who lived in metropolitan cities had higher chances of transiting to 

parenthood if they grew up in bigger cities than if they grew up in small towns and moved there after to 

metropolitan cities. On the contrary women’s risk of transiting to parenthood especially for those who 

lived in bigger cities decreased with the increasing level of urbanization and increase in size of place 

where they grew up. Even amongst women who lived in small towns, those who grew up in bigger cities 

had lower chances of first births as compared to those who grew up there or in the countryside. 

5.4 The effect of the control variables on first birth

The direction of individual characteristics on the propensity to enter parenthood was consistent with the 

theoretical expectations. Union status had the most highly significant impact on transition to parenthood 

where the married and the cohabiting respondents had higher propensity of transiting to parenthood 

compared to the single and living apart partners. The propensities to parenthood transition also increased 

with increasing levels of income and age. However, some individual characteristics included in the 

models were not much statistically significant as others were. For example, ethnic background did not 

have significant effect on the transition to parenthood. In relation to previous research, there were no new 

findings in regards to demographic, social and economics’ effect on the transition to first births in the 

study period. Just as in our findings, earlier studies show that education attainment especially for females 

explains less residential variation in fertility (Andersson, 2009).  Also, people often form a co-residential 

union to have children (Andersson, 2009) therefore, a low propensity to first birth among those living

single and young adults in  living apart relationships is no surprise. In addition, the positive effect of 

being in employment to the propensity of parenthood tallies with results from Andersson & Scott, 

(2005).The effect of labour participation on the propensity to first birth, especially for women between 
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different residential places is evident in other studies and is attached to contextual effect rooted in social 

networks (Kertzer et al., 2009). However occupational status in our analysis has effect on women in the 

category of “others” on the transition to parenthood. This category includes housewives or even missing 

information.  As for the social factors effect, men who did not receive economic help from relatives had 

higher chances of transiting to parenthood than men who received economic help from relatives. Also, 

persons who believed childbearing was one’s duty had higher chances of transiting to parenthood than 

their counterparts.

5.5 Concluding Remarks

After considering all the results, we conclude that our findings seem to be in line with the theory of the 

second demographic transition and resultant effect on first births. There is high level of autonomy, 

secularization, high rates of female labour participation and high levels of childbearing postponement in 

Sweden (Oláh & Bernhardt, 2008). This is especially seen from shift of traditional values i.e. a move 

away from families towards self-realization. In relation to this study, fewer respondents agreed to 

childbearing as a duty as compared to those who had different views (see table 4.1). Also from table 4.5, 

the significant difference in risk of transiting to parenthood between persons who believed in childbearing 

as a duty and otherwise was minimal with approximately 0.3 higher chances of transiting to parenthood 

for men and women  who agreed as compared to those who had other views.  There was a relatively high 

degree of autonomy as there were no significant effects of economic help from relatives on first births at 

least among women and higher risks of transiting to parenthood for men who had no economic help from 

relatives which implies less or no kin influence on their fertility decisions(see table 4.5). Also from our 

findings, data does not significantly depict urban areas as less appropriate environments for rearing 

children (Kulu, 2005) but portrays urban areas as an enhancement to positive significant childbearing 

decisions where we see men living in metropolitan cities having higher chances of transiting to 

parenthood than those in the countryside. Also contrary to other research findings of decreasing 

propensity to first births in places of residences with high population density (Courgeau ,1989), there 

were higher risks of first births in metropolitan cities with higher populations than in the countryside 

areas specifically among male respondents (see table 4.5 ).

In Sweden most births, especially those to persons aged 26 and above are planned (Oláh & Bernhardt, 

2008). Therefore one’s place of residence may have had limited significant effect on the study population 

used here after controlling for demographic, economic and social characteristics.  For example, Hoem 

(2000) found that childbearing was associated to economic levels. According to Hoem, children were seen 
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to be affordable if economic prospects were evaluated positively. This implies that if there is any 

significant effect of one’s place of residence it may be produced by structural characteristics and factors 

external to residence which is in line with our findings of limited significant effect of the place of 

residence on transition to parenthood. 

Hank (2002) in his study also indicates that the effect of one’s place of residence on transition to 

parenthood comes from demographic characteristics. In our study such indications were seen for the male 

sample. We attributed this significant limited effect of place of residence on transition to parenthood on 

the existence of a shared cultural and normative system across all places of Sweden (Andersson & Scott, 

2007; Beer and Deerenberg, 2007) which makes fertility behaviors similar and the influence of social 

transformations like urbanization and the universalistic welfare system which give more autonomy to 

young adults in fertility behaviour. Therefore place of residence has limited significant effect on 

transition to parenthood in Sweden whereas place of growing up has significant effect on transition to 

parenthood for both men and women as a result of individuals’ chosen life styles that are based on

childhood/adolescence environments and experiences.

5.6 Recommendations. 

The in depth analysis of place of residence and place of growing up on transition to parenthood would 

require more detailed information on the places in question, such as costs of living, availability of good 

housing at reasonable price, infrastructure, childcare facilities, etc. In addition to these, a connection 

between place when growing up and timing of first births may also require to take into account parents’

education and occupation etc.
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Appendices  

Appendix A: First birth propensities With respect to Place of Residence

Men (1) Women(1) Men (2) Women(2) Men (3) Women (3) Men (4) Women (4)
Variable
Place of residence in 2003 Odds R Std. Err Odds R Std. Err Odds R Std. Err Odds R Std. Err Odds R Std. Err Odds R Std. Err Odds R Std. Err Odds R Std. Err
Metropolitan cities 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Bigger cities 0.80 0.15 0.96 0.15 1.03 0.22 1.12 0.20 1.08 0.24 1.18 0.22 1.11 0.25 1.17 0.21
Towns 1.03 0.23 0.92 0.20 1.12 0.29 1.02 0.25 1.01 0.26 1.02 0.26 1.02 0.27 1 0.26
Country side 0.28* 0.17 0.89 0.48 0.35* 0.23 1.52 0.94 0.34* 0.22 2.22 1.38 0.35* 0.23 2.23 1.41
Age  of respondents in 2003
22 1 1 1 1 1 1
26 2.04** 0.51 3.21*** 0.65 1.53* 0.42 2.62*** 0.56 1.61* 0.45 2.65*** 0.57
30 3.65*** 0.98 3.59*** 0.84 2.31** 0.75 2.21** 0.61 2.51** 0.83 2.31** 0.65
34 1.25 0.46 1.35 0.50 0.73 0.30 0.83 0.33 0.77 0.32 0.87 0.35
Ethnic background
Swedish 1 1 1 1 1 1
Polish 1.13 0.38 0.76 0.20 1.20 0.41 0.90 0.24 1.14 0.39 0.91 0.25
Turkish 1.37 0.62 0.58 0.22 1.49 0.70 0.70 0.27 1.47 0.71 0.66 0.26
Union Status in 2003
Single 0.11*** 0.03 0.17*** 0.04 0.11*** 0.03 0.17*** 0.04 0.11*** 0.03 0.17*** 0.04
Living Apart 0.45** 0.11 0.41*** 0.08 0.50** 0.12 0.40*** 0.08 0.48** 0.12 0.40*** 0.09
Cohabiting 1 1 1 1 1 1
Married 1.57 0.67 1.03 0.33 1.51 0.65 1.09 0.36 1.41 0.61 1.11 0.36
Income levels by 2002  in 1000SEK
<100 0.72* 0.18 0.66* 0.13 0.72* 0.18 0.67* 0.13
100-250 1 1 1 1
≥250 1.12 0.30 2.13* 0.74 0.99 0.27 2.15* 0.75
Occupational Status in 2003
Employed 2.11** 0.60 1.26 0.25 1.88* 0.55 1.25 0.25
Studying 1 1 1 1
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Unemployed 1.11 0.60 1.02 0.39 1.15 0.62 0.99 0.38
Others 4.14* 2.48 0.41* 0.22 4.09* 2.47 0.41* 0.22
Education Level  in 2003
Post Secondary Education 1 1 1 1
Others 0.94 0.20 0.79 0.15 0.98 0.21 0.80 0.15
Childbearing as a duty
Agree 1 1
Others 0.61* 0.12 0.72* 0.14
Economic Help from Relatives
Yes 1 1
Others 1.52* 0.30 1 0.18
R2 0.01 0.00 0.18 0.14 0.19 0.16 0.20 0.16

Log-likelihood -430.81 -551.30 -358.02 -476.77 -350.81 -465.77 -345.64 -464.45

Parameters 3 3 11 11 17 17 19 19
1 is the Reference category, Significance levels: *p≤0.05; **p≤0.01; ***p≤0.001
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Appendix B: First birth propensities with respect to place of growing up

Men(1) Women(1) Men (2) Women(2) Men (3) Women(3) Men (4) Women(4)

Variable

Place of residence in 2003 Odds R Std.Err Odds R Std.Err Odds R Std.Err Odds R Std.Err Odds R Std. Err Odds R Std.Err Odds R Std. Err Odds R Std.Err
Bigger cities 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Towns 0.70* 0.14 1.17 0.20 0.70* 0.15 1.11 0.22 0.71* 0.15 1.14 0.23 0.73 0.16 1.14 0.23
Country Side 0.73 0.18 1.25 0.28 0.79 0.21 1.36* 0.37 0.80 0.21 1.48* 0.38 0.82 0.22 1.49* 0.39
Others 0.26 0.27 1.15 0.81 0.20* 0.22 1.11 0.80 0.19* 0.21 1.49 1.16 0.20 0.22 1.47 1.14
Age  in   2003
22 1 1 1 1 1 1
26 2.16** 0.54 3.23*** 0.58 1.64* 0.46 2.62*** 0.52 1.72* 0.49 2.67*** 0.53
30 3.77*** 0.99 3.60*** 0.78 2.42** 0.79 2.22** 0.58 2.61** 0.86 2.33** 0.61
34 1.33 0.48 1.36 0.51 0.80 0.33 0.83 0.33 0.83 0.35 0.88 0.36
Ethnic Background
Swedish 1 1 1 1 1 1
Polish 1.01 0.80 1.09 0.96 1.04 0.10
Turkish 1.25 0.61 1.42 0.74 1.43 0.70
Union Status in 2003 
Single 0.10*** 0.03 0.17*** 0.04 0.11*** 0.03 0.18*** 0.04 0.11*** 0.03 0.18*** 0.04
Living Apart 0.45** 0.11 0.41*** 0.08 0.50** 0.12 0.40*** 0.08 0.48** 0.12 0.41*** 0.08
Cohabiting 1 1 1 1 1 1
Married 1.46 0.63 1.04 0.32 1.39 0.63 1.12 0.36 1.31 0.59 1.13 0.36
Income by 2002 in 1000SEK
<100 0.71 0.18 0.67* 0.12 0.71 0.18 0.67* 0.12
100-250 1 1 1 1
≥250 1.08 0.29 2.10* 0.73 0.96 0.26 2.12* 0.75
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Occupational Status in 2003
Employed 2.07** 0.58 1.26 0.25 1.82* 0.52 1.25 0.25
Studying 1 1 1 1
Unemployed 1.08 0.59 1.03 0.38 1.07 0.59 1.01 0.37
Others 4.08* 2.37 0.41* 0.22 3.95* 2.31 0.41* 0.22
Education Level 2003
Post Secondary Education 1 1 1 1
Others 0.20 0.79 0.14 0.95 0.21 0.80* 0.14
Childbearing as a duty
Agree 1 1
Others 0.63 0.12 0.72 0.15
Economic Help from 
Relatives
Yes 1 1
Others 1.54* 0.31 0.98 0.17

R2 0.01 0.00 0.18 0.13 0.19 0.16 0.20 0.16
Log-Likelihood -431.85 -550.76 -357.55 -476.43 -350.51 -465.62 -345.56 -464.26
Parameters 3 3 11 11 17 17 19 19

1 is the Reference category, Significance levels: *p≤0.05; **p≤0.01; ***p≤0.001
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Appendix C: First birth propensities With respect to Place of Residence and Places of growing up

Men (1) Women(1) Men (2) Women(2) Men (3) Women (3) Men (4) Women (4)

Variable

Place of residence in 2003 Odds R Std. Err Odds R Std. Err Odds R Std. Err Odds R Std. Err Odds R Std. Err Odds R Std. Err Odds R Std. Err Odds R Std. Err

Metropolitan cities 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Bigger cities 0.98 0.23 0.85 0.15 1.33 0.35 1.06 0.21 1.36 0.36 1.11 0.23 1.38 0.37 1.09 0.37
Towns 1.27 0.34 0.79 0.19 1.43 0.43 0.95 0.25 1.26 0.38 0.93 0.25 1.25 0.38 0.91 0.38
Country side 0.34* 0.22 0.76 0.42 0.46 0.31 1.39 0.87 0.43 0.29 2.02 1.28 0.43 0.30 2.02 0.30
Place of growing up 

Bigger cities 1 1 1 1.00 1 1 1 1
Towns 0.69* 0.17 1.29* 0.25 0.58* 0.16 1.08 0.23 0.60* 0.17 1.10 0.24 0.62* 0.18 1.10 0.18
Countryside 0.75 0.22 1.42* 0.35 0.68 0.23 1.33 0.37 0.71 0.24 1.42 0.40 0.73 0.25 1.44* 0.25
Others 0.26 0.28 1.17 0.82 0.19* 0.22 1.12 0.84 0.19* 0.22 1.52 1.21 0.20* 0.22 1.51 0.22
Age  of respondents in 2003

22 1.00 1.00 1 1 1 1
26 2.15*** 0.54 3.25*** 0.66 1.62* 0.45 2.64*** 0.57 1.70* 0.48 2.68*** 0.48
30 3.89*** 1.06 3.64*** 0.87 2.51** 0.82 2.25*** 0.62 2.71*** 0.90 2.35*** 0.90
34 1.29 0.47 1.36 0.51 0.77 0.32 0.83 0.34 0.80 0.34 0.88 0.34
Ethnic background

Swedish 1 1 1 1 1 1
Polish 0.98 0.33 0.79 0.21 1.05 0.36 0.94 0.26 1 0.35 0.95 0.35
Turkish 1.23 0.58 0.61 0.24 1.36 0.67 0.74 0.30 1.37 0.68 0.70 0.68
Union Status in 2003

Single 0.10*** 0.03 0.17*** 0.04 0.11*** 0.03 0.17*** 0.04 0.11*** 0.03 0.18*** 0.03
Living Apart 0.44*** 0.11 0.41*** 0.08 0.49*** 0.12 0.40*** 0.08 0.47*** 0.12 0.40*** 0.12
Cohabiting 1.00 1.00 1 1 1 1
Married 1.49 0.64 1.03 0.33 1.43 0.62 1.10 0.36 1.33 0.58 1.12 0.58
Income levels by 2002  in 1000SEK

<100 0.72* 0.18 0.66* 0.12 0.72* 0.18 0.66* 0.18
100-250 1 1 1 1
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≥250 1.07 0.29 2.14* 0.74 0.95 0.26 2.16* 0.26
Occupational Status in 2003

Employed 2.11** 0.60 1.27 0.25 1.88* 0.54 1.26 0.54
Studying 1 1 1 1 0.61
Unemployed 1.09 2.44 1.02 0.39 1.11 0.61 1
Others 4.02* 0.60 0.39* 0.21 3.96* 2.41 0.38* 2.41
Education Level in 2003

Post Secondary Education 1 1 1 1
Others 0.95 0.20 0.78* 0.14 0.99 0.21 0.79 0.21
Childbearing as a duty

Agree 1 1
Others 0.62* 0.12 0.71* 0.12

Economic Help from Relatives

Yes 1 1
Others 0.53* 0.31 0.99 0.31

R2 0.01 0.00 0.18 0.14 0.20 0.16 0.21 0.16
Log likelihood -428.93 -550.11 -355.19 -476.19 -348.19 -464.81 -343.24 -463.43
Parameters 6 6 14 14 20 20 22 22
1-Reference category, Significance levels: *p≤0.05; **p≤0.01; ***p≤0.001
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Appendix D: Interaction Effects on First Birth Propensities by Places of Residence

Men(1) Men(2) Men(3a) Women(3b)
variable POR*US POR*EDUC POR*POG POR*POG

Odds Ratio Std.Err Odds Ratio Std.Err Odds Ratio Std Err Odds Ratio Std.Err
Place of Residence in 2003
Metropolitan cities 1 1 1 1
Bigger cities 2.33** 0.77 0.80 0.28 1.22 0.84 0.09* 0.10
Towns 1.61 0.59 0.87 0.38 0.00*** 0.00 0.15* 0.19
Countryside 0.61 0.53 2.96 3.45 0.98 0.86 0.00*** 0.00
Place of Growing up
Bigger cities 1 1 1 1
Towns 0.65* 0.19 0.60* 0.17 0.53* 0.18 0.80 0.20
Countryside 0.72 0.25 0.68 0.24 0.61 0.34 0.67 0.33
Others 0.21* 0.24 0.22* 0.24 0.52 0.69 2.60 2.27
Union Status in 2003
Single 0.15*** 0.06 0.10*** 0.03 0.10*** 0.03 0.18*** 0.04
Living Apart 0.99 0.37 0.48*** 0.12 0.47*** 0.12 0.41*** 0.09
Cohabiting 1 1 1 1
Married 1.98 1.07 1.37 0.61 1.32 0.58 1.19 0.40
POR*Union Status
Residing in Bigger city* Single 0.44* 0.27
Residing in Bigger city* Living Apart 0.27* 0.15
Residing in Small town* Single 0.92 0.66
Residing in Small town* Living Apart 0.29* 0.21
Residing in Small town* Married 2.18 2.82
Residing in Countryside*Living Apart 0.61 0.86
Age  in 2003
22 1 1 1 1
26 1.69* 0.49 1.61* 0.46 1.68* 0.48 2.84*** 0.63
30 2.61** 0.89 2.59** 0.88 2.61*** 0.87 2.42*** 0.69
34 0.73 0.31 0.80 0.34 0.75 0.32 0.87 0.36
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Ethnic background
Swedish 1 1 1 1
Polish 1.06 0.38 1.01 0.36 0.96 0.34 0.94 0.27
Turkish 1.55 0.80 1.54 0.78 1.31 0.66 0.72 0.30
Income levels  in 2002 in 1000SEK
<100 0.68* 0.17 0.70* 0.18 0.70* 0.18 0.63* 0.12
100-250 1 1 1 1
≥250 1.00 0.28 0.91 0.25 0.93 0.26 2.19* 0.78
Occupational Status in 2003
Employed 1.99* 0.58 1.93* 0.57 1.93* 0.56 1.21 0.25
Studying 1 1 1 1
Unemployed 1.05 0.59 1.09 0.61 1.13 0.62 1.13 0.44
Others 3.90* 2.45 4.20* 2.60 4.31* 2.68 0.36* 0.20
Education Level in 2003
Post Secondary Education 1 1 1

Others 0.99 0.22 0.60* 0.19 0.96 0.21 0.78* 0.15
POR*Education level
Residing in Bigger city * Secondary level education or Lower 3.00** 1.35 1
Residing in Small town * Secondary level education or Lower 2.02* 1.09 0.61* 0.19

Residing in Countryside* Secondary level education or Lower 0.07* 0.11 0.80 0.28

Childbearing as a duty
Agree 1 1 1 1
Others 0.61** 0.12 0.60** 0.12 0.61* 0.12 0.73* 0.15
Economic Help from Relatives
Yes 1 1 1 1
Others 1.48* 0.31 1.57* 0.32 1.51* 0.30 1.03 0.19
POR*POG
Residing in Bigger city * Grew up in Small town 1.34 1.02 14.31* 15.71
Residing in Bigger city * Grew up in Countryside 1.01 0.94 28.37** 33.83
Residing in Small town * Grew up in  Small town 8.32* 10.49
Residing in Small town * Grew up in countryside 10.61* 14.25
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R2 0.23 0.22 0.21 0.18
Log-Likelihood -335.16 -337.75 -338.49 -453.40
Parameters 28 25 26 28
Reference category, Significance levels: *p≤0.05; **p≤0.01; ***p≤0.001

POR_ Place of Residence, POG _ Place of growing up, US_ Union status, Edu_ Education level


