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Objective: 

 This research aims to unravel the effects of living with kin on childlessness for women in high 

income countries.  Particular attention will be paid to how socioeconomic position (SEP) may modify 

the effects of kin on childlessness, by considering interactions between SEP indicators and kin 

variables and their associations with the probability of remaining childless.   

Background:  

Kin (or women’s families) are known to influence women’s fertility outcomes throughout the 

world (birth timings, child survival and health, total completed fertility, etc)(reviewed 4).  Proximity 

to kin may allow women to increase their fertility by easing the costs of reproduction (though 

childcare, emotional support, financial transfers) or through social pressure5–8. Sometimes, however, 

the relationship between kin proximity and fertility may be negative, particularly in resource 

stressed environments, possibly because of resource competition between kin9,10.   

Studies of childlessness have shown strong correlations between childlessness and 

socioeconomic status indicators.  While income and often education are negatively related to 

childlessness for men1,2, these two measures of socioeconomic position have been shown to have 

opposite effects on women’s childlessness.  Education is associated with higher rates of childlessness 

for women3.  This may either be due to postponement of childbearing beyond biologically viable 

years, or due to a conscious choice to pursue status or career goals over childbearing.  Wealth, on 

the other hand, is more complex for women.  While women’s own wealth positively relates to 

childlessness2 (perhaps because of reverse causation: having children reduces women’s earning 

potential), wealth of women’s partners has been shown to negatively associate with childlessness3.    

We are interested in how proximity to kin, measured by how long women live with their 

parents, interacts with SEP to affect fertility outcomes, here childlessness and its inverse, age at first 

birth.  Living with one’s parents, while measuring proximity to kin (and potential, though not 

guaranteed, support), also may also indicate economic hardship (real or perceived)11,12.  Qualitative 

evidence from contemporary Italy - a country with high rates of adult ‘children’ living with parents - 

shows that individuals often choose to live with their parents until they have enough resources to 

move out.  Having enough resources often requires (or is perceived to require) completing one’s 

education and establishing one’s self in a career11.  Family formation then begins when one has 

acquired sufficient resources and moved from their parents’ home.  This process requires a 

significant delay in reproduction which is highly correlated with childlessness13, whether through 

conscious or coincidental means.  By including SEP in our models, with measures of wealth, 

education, and social mobility, we hope to get at the association between kin proximity and 

childlessness and potential differences by SEP. 

This research will test three hypotheses based on the literature briefly discussed above: 

1. Co-residence with kin for longer periods of time will increase the probability of 
childlessness.  Women will delay first births due to co-residence and thus be more 
likely to remain childless. 



2. Education & Wealth will have delaying effects on women’s first births and thus 
positively relate to childlessness 

3. Wealth will modify the effects of co-residence with parents 
 
Methods: 

Data from the Generations and Gender Survey14 were used to test these hypotheses.  These 

data include information for over 24,000 women (aged 18-78) from 8 high-income countries: 

Lithuania, Belgium, Norway, Romania, France, Georgia, Russia, and Bulgaria.  We analysed the data 

using two regression based methods.  First, we used multilevel logistic regression to determine the 

probability of remaining childless for women over age 45, where women were nested within 

countries.  We included predictors for wealth at time of interview (a score created with factor 

analysis by country), country level wealth (a score created by averaging women’s total sample 

relative wealth), highest education achieved, a partnership variable, age at which women moved 

from their parents’ home, and the respondent’s number of siblings.  We also included categorical 

variables for the ages at which women’s mothers and fathers died.  Finally, a measure of social 

mobility was used to try to account for the fact that wealth at time of interview may not be 

indicative of wealth at all time points in women’s life.  This variable was created by calculating the 

difference in women’s and father’s standard deviations from cohort means for education (as 

information about family wealth is unavailable and wealth and education correlate). Positive values 

indicate that women’s own educational is higher in relation to her cohort peers than her father’s 

education level was to his cohort peers (interpreted as upward social mobility).  Interactions 

between SEP variables and kin variables (parents alive, lives with parents) were also tested. 

Secondly, we used multilevel discrete time event history analysis to consider the 

determinants of women’s progression to first birth, which inversely represents a measure of 

reproductive delay. We used time-varying predictors of partner status, whether a woman’s parents 

are alive, and if she lives with her parents in given time periods.  Highest level of completed 

education, wealth at time of interview, country wealth, number of siblings, and social mobility (as 

described above) were also included the model as time-constant predictors.  In addition to a main 

effects model, a model was run with interactions between SEP and kin variables.   

Results:  

Of the 12,864 women in the data subsample who were over the age of 45 at the time of interview, 

1,430 were childless (approximately 11.2%).  In the total sample (n=23,661) the median ages of 

leaving the parental home and first birth were 20 and 24 respectively.  Table 1 shows the coefficients 

and odds ratios for the SES and kin variables from the logistic regression on childlessness at age 45 

with no interaction terms.  Wealth and education have opposite associations with childlessness.  

While wealth decreases the probability of remaining childless, higher levels of education increase 

the probability of childlessness.  Living with parents at later ages significantly and positively relates 

to childlessness, though the effect size is not large.  Main effects for the first birth event history 

analysis are also shown in Table 1.  Higher levels of all SES variables are associated with later first 

births, as is co-residence with parents. Women whose mothers are dead have earlier first births, 

though there is no relationship between the survival status of the father and first birth. 

 



Table 1: Odds ratios
+
 and confidence intervals for main SES and kin effects of logistic regression of childlessness after age 

45 and discrete time event history analysis for first birth 

  Childless at age 45 First Birth 

Variable OR   
95% confidence 

interval OR   
95% confidence 

interval 

    
  

    
  

  

Socioeconomic Status   
  

    
  

  

Wealth 0.65 ** 0.56 0.79 0.54 ** 0.50 0.58 

Country Wealth 4.77 ** 2.79 11.35 0.45 ** 0.37 0.56 

ref: No Education/Primary  1.00 
  

  1.00 
  

  

Secondary Education 1.36 * 1.10 1.75 0.94 * 0.88 1.00 

Post-Secondary/Tertiary 2.41 ** 1.90 3.12 0.68 ** 0.64 0.74 

Social Mobility 0.94 * 0.88 1.00 0.98 * 0.97 1.00 

    
  

    
  

  

Kin   
  

    
  

  

Age ended co-residence 1.04 ** 1.03 1.05   
  

  

ref: not living with parents   
  

  1.00 
  

  

living with parents   
  

  0.12 ** 0.10 0.14 

ref: Mother Died <= age 10  1.00 
  

    
  

  

11-20. 1.25 
 

0.71 2.15   
  

  

21-25  0.77 
 

0.42 1.38   
  

  

26-30 0.87 
 

0.50 1.47   
  

  

31-35  0.81 
 

0.46 1.32   
  

  

36-40  0.95 
 

0.56 1.48   
  

  

41-45  0.81 
 

0.49 1.24   
  

  

>45 or Mother Alive  0.79 
 

0.49 1.16   
  

  

ref: Mother Dead   
  

  1.00 
  

  

Mother Alive   
  

  1.15 ** 1.07 1.24 

ref: Father Died <= age 10  1.00 
  

    
  

  

11-20. 1.41 
 

0.87 2.25   
  

  

21-25  1.34 
 

0.83 2.24   
  

  

26-30 1.17 
 

0.73 1.84   
  

  

31-35  1.03 
 

0.66 1.63   
  

  

36-40  1.22 
 

0.79 1.92   
  

  

41-45  0.96 
 

0.62 1.47   
  

  

>45 or Father Alive  1.10 
 

0.74 1.65   
  

  

ref: Father Dead   
  

  1.00 
  

  

Father Alive         1.02   0.97 1.06 

*p<0.05; **p<0.001 
+
values over one represent increased probabilities of the outcome while values under one  represent 

decreased probability of the outcome compared to the reference category 

 
The same models were run with interactions between wealth and co-residence with parents.  

For childlessness, living with one’s parents later increased the probability of remaining childless over 

time for all women, but the effect is more strongly felt by women with low wealth scores (Figure 1).  

The same interaction was found to be significant in the first birth analyses (Figure 2).  In this case, it 

appears that while later co-residence relates to delays in first births for everyone, the effect is more 

strongly felt by low-wealth women who, by age 35, are more likely to be childless, than high-wealth 

women who also extended co-residence with their parents.   

Results mostly support our hypotheses, with the exception of those related to household 

wealth.  Wealth negatively relates to childlessness, but simultaneously predicts later first births.  This 



may be because women postpone births in order to acquire resources, but when they chose to 

reproduce their wealth allows them to do so successfully.   
Figure 1: Predicted probabilities of remaining childless at age 45 - interactions between wealth and age at which one 
leaves the parental home.  All other variables are held at their mean. 

 
 
Figure 2: Predicted survival curve for progression to first birth showing the interaction between wealth and co-residence 
with parents.  It is assumed that women gain a partner at age 22 and both parents are alive at all time points.  All other 
variables are held at their mean. 
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