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ABSTRACT

There is a growing literature considering the refethip between parental divorce and
children’s life-course patterns. However, therenis general consensus on whether
parental separation accelerates or postpones ehitdiransition to adulthood. The aim of
this paper is to add to this literature by analgzine effect of parental divorce on the
timing of nest-leaving of young adults. The anaysiuches on several important issues,
many of which are related to self-selection. Agantn providing descriptive findings
using the recent Gender and Generations Survey YG@&Ssix European countries
(Bulgaria, France, Georgia, Hungary, Italy, Russie¢ assess the extent to which the
associations between divorce and nest-leaving ¢jnare masked by different effects.
The selection effect concerns the fact that childredivorced parents may have different
socio-economic background, which would make themarmy case leave the parental
home at a different rate. Then, other two key qaestarises in this setting: first, do
children of divorced parents develop different astnaracteristics that affect their human
capital construction and their socialization, whiohturn make them leave the parental
home a different rate? Secondly: do children obdted people leave parental home at a
different age also depending on the new familycstme, i.e. step-family or single-parent
family, because, for instance in the latter situ@tthe mother would be alone at home in
case they leave? Our findings show that childreindi with a lone mother leave home at
a slower rate, especially if they are only childeenf their siblings already left home.
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1. Introduction

There is a growing literature considering the refethip between parental divorce and
children’s life-course patterns, although the majoconsiders the North American
context and only very few have dealt with Europeanntries. In the wider literature on
consequences of marital dissolution for childrarly dew devote attention to the role that
family structure — altered as consequence of fadigyuption — plays in the propensity
for a young adult to leave home. As result, ther@o general consensus on whether
parental separation accelerates or postpones ildeect's transition to adulthood.

The aim of this paper is to add to this literathyeinvestigating the impact of childhood
family structure on the timing of home-leaving adidentangling different effects of
parental divorce. Our analysis contributes to #latively large literature on the leaving
home process, but filling an important gap in titerature since little focus is given on
how the family structure affects leaving home deadis.

The key motivation behind this paper is to bettedarstand the leaving home process,
since there are huge variations in timing withinl @across European countries (Billati
al. 2002; Billari and Liefbroer 2010; Corijn and Klijmy 2001). At the same time,
divorce rates are increasing in many European cegntand our analysis provides
insights on how increasing divorce rates may affieetway young people decide to live
together with their parents or apart.

The literature has raised several hypotheses wb@ments’ separation may have both
direct and indirect effects on children’s transitio adulthood. Importantly, these effects
have economic, emotional and cultural motivatio@sr research strategy aims to
disentangle different effects of family disruption children leaving home timing, in
particular examining what happens at the time tkerde takes place, which can affect
the child’s development, and what is family struetat the time home leaving decision,
taking into consideration the self selection issassociated with divorce. in this
framework we try to assess the extent to whichaerall association between divorce
and leaving home is masked by various effects.SEtection effect concerns the fact that
children of divorced parents may have differentie@onomic background, which
would make them in any case leave the parental tadraalifferent rate. Then, other two
key questions arises in this setting: first, dddsen of divorced parents develop different
own characteristics that affect their human captaistruction and their socialization,
which in turn make them leave the parental hondifferent rate? Secondly: do children
of divorced people leave parental home at a difteegge also depending on the new
family structure, i.e. step-family or single-paréamily, because, for instance in the latter
situation, the mother would be alone at home i ¢hsy leave?

Assessing the effect of earlier life-course andchtivarrangement is not only relevant for
the explanation of transitions to adulthood behawviout also because in most European
countries family disruption is on the increase eluding those countries where divorce
and separation have traditionally been low. No dosirells of single parenthood will be
more commonplace for young adults in the future oAmEuropean children divorce has
already replaced death as the main cause of fagislyption and rising divorce rates
have led to increase in the proportion of childvdm have experienced the breakup of
their parents’ marriages.



Research has only recently begun to explore théidatmns of these trends for the lives
of the children involved, but the vast number ofldilen so affected underscores the
importance of these issues. The fact that the phenon of divorce is in a rapid increase
also in most family traditional European countrigsich as the Southern and some
Eastern ones) gives not only new interest on thie With children outcome, but also
contributes to provide social scientists with disigiht number of survey sample cases to
implement empirical analysis.

Here, we take advantage of the availability of itudjnal retrospective family histories
data from the recent Gender and Generations Sui¥&@s$) to test our hypotheses on
the different contexts of six European countriesil@Bria, France, Georgia, Hungary,
Italy, and Russia). As for methodology, we studytdeaving by means of discrete
duration models (complementary log-log specificatiath random effects at household
level), running separate regressions for each cpunt

2. The theoretical perspectives of parental divorce and leaving
home

The hypothesis that parental divorce affects timéngy of young adults leaving home has
been tested empirically especially in North Amemicaontext (McLanahan 1985 and
1988; McLanahan and Bumpass 1988; McLanahan anéintzr 1989; Astone and
McLanahan 1994; McLanahan and Sandefur 1994; Mdiamand Percheski 2008) and
much less in the European one (a part from O’'Cor@i)3; Bernhardet al. 2005;
Ongaro and Mazzuco 2009). Several studies have iegdnthe relationship between
home leaving and family structure, showing thativitiials coming from dissolved
families leave home earlier than individuals frontact families. This result is quite
robust (Aquilino 1991, Tang 1996, Kiernan 1992, ddgheider and Goldscheider 1989,
1998, 1999; Bernhardt et al 2005), although it &hdie seen in the context specific
patterns of both transition to adulthood and fandigsolution, since it refers to North
American or Northern European countries, wheredikierce is widely diffused and the
transition out of the parental home tends to talkeeeat a relatively early age. The
broader hypothesis, that experiencing parental rapa can influence directly or
indirectly the events of children’s transition tau#thood, has several economic,
emotional and cultural motivations and it is emhtestldn the wider literature on the
effects that parental divorce has on children &ed subsequent life-course.

It seems beyond doubt that parental divorce isciestsal with worst children’s outcomes.
The majority of studies show that children of disext couples are more likely to exhibit
psychological, behavioural, social and academidlpros than those children raised in
continuously intact two-parent families. They arerenlikely to be disadvantaged on a
range of outcomes (Sigle-Rushton 2009). Other studiso suggest that the gap between
children from divorced and continuously intact tparent families persists well into
adulthood (Amateet al. 1995). The general evidence is that, compared etitldren who
spend most of their formative lives in two-paremuseholds, those from dissolved
families are more often long-term depressed (O’'©or2903); complete fewer years of
school and are more likely to drop out of schoostthe and McLanahan 1994); have
different attitudes towards sexuality (Kiernan 1p9divorce and family formation



(Amato and Booth 1991; Amato and DeBoer 2001; Agaill994; Axinn and Thornton
1996; Furstenberg and Teitler 1994; Thornon 199ithEand Amato 1994; Ongaro and
Mazzuco 2009); start sexual activity earlier, emrfamily formation, earlier childbearing
(Kiernan 1992; McLahan and Sanderfur 1994), and atsore likely to cohabit
(Furstenberg and Teitler 1994) and experience talmes marital disruption (Cherlin
1995; Teachman 2002). Despite divorce having becmmiee commonplace, and hence
the social stigma lowered, the negative associatias not declined over the time and
the average child of a divorce family is ubiquityusonfirmed as coming from a trouble
family (Sigle-Rushton 2009).

Looking for determinants and causes of differemirig at nest-leaving for children of
disruptive families, researchers have indicategatliand indirect effects. The indirect
effects are those referring to selection effectdisfuptive families and consequences on
children cognitive and non-cognitive skills fornaatiof being grown up in a disruptive
family during the childhood. The direct consequeneeuld be those linked to the
changes in family structure that produce incentimedisincentives to leave home.
Moreover, is the negative association between paretivorce and poor children
outcomes only (or in part) due to different unokiable characteristics which affect both
divorce and children outcomes at the same time?eTimgght be a “selection effect”, i.e.
children of divorce people (as well as their pasgritave different characteristics
compared with those of intact families. Theref@eumber of features and behaviour of
children of divorced parents does not derive fromn disruption itself, but from previous
background differential characteristics. Kiernar®9Z) sustained, for instance, that
children who grow up with both biological parentsaynend up better off both
educationally and economically — largely becausy tvere advantaged to begin with,
not necessarily because their parents stayed &gelforeover, from several other
studies, there is evidence of powerful selectidieot$ operating particularly through
family hardship, so that the effect of family digtion disappears when controlling for
pre-divorce circumstances, including backgroundoseconomic characteristics of the
family. The significance of selection seems, howgeveeaker when the demographic
outcome is examined. Early partnership and paredtreye more common among the
young adults whose parents divorced whilst theyewaildren. The robustness of these
findings across time and space suggests that thesemes may well be directly linked
to parental divorce in childhood.

As direct consequence of divorce of the parentinduhe childhood, children growing
up in disrupted families may develop different ewaeristics (i.e. lower education), and,
in turn, these characteristics are linked to d#férmodalities and timing of the leaving
home process (Cherlin 1995). First of all, as ailtesf divorce, the family where the
child continues to live — often a female-headedlsiparent family — tends to be poorer
(Aassveet al. 2007 and 2009). Most of the effects of single ptreod are caused by
economic circumstances of single mothers. The itnplchildhood family structure and
the negative effects of family disruption on chéddis educational and occupational
attainment are not due to father-absence per detobthe economic deprivation and
family stress accompany a change in family strecf{icLanahan 1985). There is good
evidence that family socio-economic status mediatis® some of the longer-term
influences of family structure on adult functioning



Economic deprivation plays an important role in tih@nsmission of problems from
single-parent families to the next generation, the explanation is complex. Poorer
families may have less money to spend on educdtamtiaities and less time available to
help children with schoolwork. Economic conditicaasd education outcome are among
the main determinants of the nest-leaving procatisough the effects are contradicting.
Shorter educational paths and fewer resources tinenfamily can accelerate the process
of independent life and leaving home, in order ital fbetter conditions outside the
family. On the other hand, lower education and ueses are also linked to the higher
likelihood to be unemployed or to find less paidi atable job and can result in the lack
of resources to exit the parental home.

Even more important of the economic conditions,gtquis the parent-child relation:
parental conflict, as well as the absence of onenpa interferes with the child’'s
attachment to the parents, making it more diffidalttransmit values. Research has
shown that children from high conflict families egardless of whether their parents
divorced or not — have in any case more problenslol. Furthermore, there is more
often a weaker parental control over the behavajuhe children, because for instance
the single mothers are less authoritative anddésstive disciplinarians, that leads to the
fact that children (especially females) who spead pf their childhoods in one-parent
families are more likely to have earlier sexual uteland then marry and bear children
earlier.

According to McLanahan and Bumpass (1988) all thesalts support the so-called
“socialization explanation”, which argues that paa¢ role models and parental
supervision are the major factors in determininésing’s future family formation
behaviour (more than the hypothesis of socialisadiod stress), and the “role-model
explanation”, which argues that children develogirtiown ideas of what is acceptable
and “workable” behaviour from what they observehair parents. Therefore, the extent
to which differential outcomes are associated witiidren characteristics and to their
living arrangements are mediated by parents’ aistand behaviour (Musick 1999).
Regarding direct effects, acting as push factoréeaning home, these are linked to the
family structure, which in some cases reduces tlantity and quality of contact with, at
least, the non-co resident parent, in many othesesaconducts to a step-family.
Evidence suggests that family structure influertbestiming of children’s home-leaving
(Aquilino 1991; Mitchell 1994). Some studies advecthat children who live with a
step-parent for any time during the childhood \glve home sooner than children who
live with biological parents (and the effect isosiger for girls than for boys). The effect
would be reinforced by the presence of half- opstibling, whom would weaken parent-
child bonds in stepfamilies. As result, childrerstep-families leave the nest sooner than
children who live with both biological parents. Tsiepfamily effect on home-leaving is
routinely attributed to more problematic parentidhelations in remarried households.
Conversely, home-leaving in single-parent families received less attention than in
stepfamilies. Youths exposed to single-parent faraitvironments are more likely to
remain at home than those exposed to stepfamifiestgre, although both categories
(those living in a post-divorce single-parent famaind in a step-family) leave the nest
sooner than children who live with both biologiparents. This is heavily linked to the
fact that young adults living in both step-paremd aingle-parent families are more likely
to report leaving home due to conflictual parentectelations.



Nevertheless, studies in this area, have not cereilda full range of living situations, for
instance the fact to live at home with a singleepamith or without siblings. In general
the presence of siblings at home (also if not halfstep-siblings) is always linked with a
higher youth mobility and earlier nest-leaving (Raiand Siedler 2009).

As for the effect of parental divorce by gendeg fiattern of interaction suggests that
variations in childhood family structure exertedgeeater influence on girls’ than on
boys’ home leaving patterns, but the results argradicting. Bernahrdet al. (2005)
found, for instance, that whereas family conflieess to have a larger impact on the
nest-leaving pattern for women, living with a sfgrent seems to be more important for
men. Aquilino 1991 found that girls with stepparentstepsiblings were more likely to
establish early residential independence than fijol®s intact families, and this was not
true for boys.

3. Methodological approach, strategy of analysis and research
hypotheses

Building on previous research, we assume that ¢hgihg home decision depends on
parental divorce and other characteristics of theng person and his or her family.

Leave home = f(divorce; other characteristics) (1)

Such equation captures just a gross effect of baicbild of divorced parents, without
telling much about why and what lead to certaindv&burs in the leaving home process.
Indeed we believe that the effect of parental digobn nest-leaving timing works
through different channels and at different pointsme. At the time the parental divorce
takes place, children face a “shock” which mayuefice their development and this will
eventually affect their decision to leave homerafeed. We call this the “development
effect”. On the other side, at the time childrevén#o take the decision of whether to
leave the parental home, the structure of the fathg¢y are living with\in can influence
their choice. We call this the “cohabitatibaffect. The aim of this paper is to understand
the influence of divorce on leaving home decisidaysdistinguishing between these
different effects.

The development effect can be thought as the etf@ttdivorce could have on cognitive
and non-cognitive skills that the children will @tep during childhood. In most
literature and across different contexts, divores hlways showed to have a negative
effect on these skills, but it is not clear whettigs leads to leave the home earlier or
later. Indeed children of divorced parents are Isless educated and find it harder to
achieve stable employment positions, moreover dedifamily are usually poorer and
may find it difficult to economically sustain a yog adult who wishes to leave the family
and set up a new household. Therefore childrenvofced parents are often in a relative
more difficult economic situation and this will dgl the departure from the parental
home. However, on the other hand, since their dohued career is on average shorter
they have access to the job market earlier ance dimey also tend to entry into union
earlier, the net effect can be that they leave hata younger age. Nevertheless this
mechanism can in turn be influenced by contextaetiors, such as the generosity of state
welfare provision to single-parent families, to ygucouples, to low wages employee.

6



Thanks to our cross country approach we will be &bicheck how different setups at the
country and welfare levels influence children diecis.

The cohabitation effect plays a role at the timédcan have to decide when to leave the
parental house. Children of divorced parents masihabit with the mother and, if there
are no step-parent or half-/step-siblings in thedetiold, this may act as disincentive to
leave. More specifically, we expect that childresnlg with a lone mother, with no other
siblings at home, leave the parental house at\sesloate since the cost of leaving is
higher mainly for two reasons. Firstly the lone hestvalues more positively the child
staying at home and the child himself may feelatat to leave the mother home alone;
secondly the child may have less incentive to lesawee the dwelling is less crowed and
therefore there is enough privacy in the parentahdn and no strict need to leave it to
have independence .

Finally, there can be some important interacticieat$ among elements of the family
structure. In this framework we believe that thesence of siblings plays an important
role, both for the development and cohabitatioreaff At time of divorce, a bigger
family composed by many siblings could mean everrempoverty and straitened
economic circumstances, which could negativelyugriice the child’s development. On
the other hand living in bigger family, even aftee departure of one the parents, could
buffer the negative effects on cognitive and nogrative skills for children caused by a
divorce, in particular the presence of siblings Idoin part compensate for damage
caused by the lack of one parent.

In the same way having siblings still living in theuse can influence the cohabitation
effect, which could be mitigated by the presenceotbier children. Indeed with more
siblings the house is more crowed and thereforechild at some point could feel the
need to leave to have more privacy and a more emnt life, moreover leaving,
knowing that at least one sibling is still living the house and therefore the mother is not
left alone, could furthermore incentive the departiutom the parental home.

Then equation (1) becomes:

Leave home = f(development, cohabitation, siblimgker characteristics)  (2).

We develop a methodological strategy in which wewate the effect of living with a
lone mother in different groups of young children.

In the first step of our empirical analysis, we g@are the leaving home decisions of
children of divorced and not-divorced parents, lppdy including a time-varying
dummy variable “divorce” in the following hazardeaequation

h, =1-exp[-expl@ + BX; + H, + 5D, +)T] 3

That is, the hazard is a function of the charasties of the child X), of the household
(H), of parental divorcel}), of the time spent at home after age I). We choose a
complementary log-log hazard specification, whistconsistent with a continuous time

model and interval censored survival time datakiden 2005). The coefficien, gives

us the gross effect of divorce not yet specifiedcambination of cohabitation and
development effects.



To capture these two effects we need a furtherifsgaon that allows us to estimate the
divorce effect interacted with the age of childiatorce and with the possible presence of
any sibling both at the time the divorce took placd at the time the child has to decide
whether to leave the house.

h, =1-expf-exp@ + BX; + H; + 5D, + B,AD, + B0, D, +B,L;, D, + /] (4).

The hazard function now depends on the variablerdes also through the interaction
with other variables: the age of the child whenep&s divorces, expressed as a dummy
variable (A) that takes value 1 if the child wasugger than 18 and O otherwise; the
presence of siblings at the time of divorce (Oxriagxpressed as a dummy that takes
value 1 if the child was an only child and pareatiteorced when he was younger that 18;
and finally the function depends also on the preseasf siblings at the time the child
leaves the parental house (L), expressed as a duangple that takes value 1 if the
child was the last (the only) one still living airhe.

This specification allows us to capture the devedept effect which is given by the
coefficient B, for children who have siblings, while it is equalthe sum off3, and g,

for only children. The co-residence effect is iastecaptured by the coefficien, for
children who have at least one sibling still liyiwith the mother at the time they leave
the parental house, while is equal to the sungoénd S, for children who are the last

one to leave. Therefore with the above specificatie are able to separate the gross
effect of divorce into two specific effects, ondeating the child’s development at the
time the parents divorced and during childhood amel coming into play only once the
child has grown up and has to decide whether teléé house.

Nevertheless it is well known that divorce is naaadom event: parents chose to do it,
they self select into divorce, and hence all theat$ we find could be driven, at least in
part, by this selection. In particular there mayubebservable pre-existing characteristics
which influence both the probability that parentsodce and the decision of leaving
home. If this was the case we would observe theesgifferences between children of
non-divorced and children of divorced parents ewethe absence of divorce. We call
this the “selection effect”. This selection procest divorce probably varies across
countries, being driven in turn by structural fasteuch as economic situation and norms
concerning divorce. Thus, the impact of divorcetba leaving home process may be
very different in the countries where divorce idl stare and possibly stigmatized
compared to countries where it is more common acded by society.

The methodological challenge is then to distingw@sipirically the selection effect from
the development and the cohabitation effects. Twedhis issue in the second step of our
empirical analysis, we compare the leaving homasaets of children whose parents
have been alive and together all along with theifgphome decisions of children who
experienced the death of the father. The deathtewethe age-range of the considered
parents, may be considered much more random treldbision of divorce, and may
therefore clean the development and cohabitatidactefestimated by (4) from the
selection effect for divorce. We are aware thategigmcing a divorce or the death of a
parent are two distinct events that may have diffeeffects on the child’s behaviour and
on what we called the development effect, nevesi®lwe believe that when talking



about the co-residence effect these two events bearcompared, since the family
structure resulting from both events is similarddad children are in the situation of
having more space at home, having more privacybaity concerned with leaving their
only left parent home alone. Comparing results frdmidren of divorced parents with
the ones from children of widow mothers could give an insight about how the
selection effect and mechanism work. We considerefiore this different sample and
include a dummy variable “death” in the followinguation:

hit =1—exp[—exp@/+ﬂxi +d_|it +/]0\Nit +)T] (5).

The coefficient/, gives us the gross effect of growing and residith only the mother.
The different betweer3, and A, is then informative of the selection effect. Intpardar

if we write as before the leaving home decisiondapending also on the interaction
between being the child of a widow and the strctaf the family we obtain the
following equation:

h, =1-expf-exp@ + BX; + H; + AW, + A, AW, + ,OW, + A, LW, +T] (6).

Comparing the coefficients found will tell us howosg is the selection effect and how
reliable are the results.

All the specified models are estimate controllig possible random effects at the
household level. This is done in order to captoretie effect of being born and raised in
the same family, since education, development agltaviour depend much on the
environment children live in, therefore includingese random effects is important to
control for possible noises that could otherwidtience our results.

4. Data, sample characteristics and the contextual differences

Our analyses are based on data from recent natiepedsentative comparable surveys,
in the framework of Gender and Generation Survdygs, six European countries,
Bulgaria, France, Georgia, Hungary, ItaBnd Russfa This is a retrospective survey,
where respondents provide information about thertility, marriage\partnership and
working histories. For our analysis we select edijpondent women with at least one child
older than 18 years old, since we believe thatild chto be considered at risk of leaving
home starting from that age. Thanks to the answersn by the mothers we have
information for all the children of each woman bethl living in the parental household
and already out. Due to the retrospective naturin@fsurvey we are able to reconstruct
histories also for very old women and therefordrigrof leaving home for their children
who are currently adults.

For each child we know whether he left the parehtalse and at what age. Young
people enter the sample when they are at riskading home (here assumed to be from
age 18). We construct a duration variable, which e our dependent variable in the
models which follow, that indicates the time, exgsed in years, they take to leave home

! The survey analyzed for Italy is also called “Fanaihd Social Subjects”(FSS).
2 We used for all countries the first wave of theditudinal surveys, containing retrospective infation.
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since age 18 (e.g. if a child leaves home at 21durstion is 3 years). The duration is
censored if they do not leave home (i.e. still iwghe parental home at the time of the
interview). There are few children who keep livingthe parental house even after their
marriage making their spouses moving in their ownde. This was especially true in
Georgia, Hungary and Bulgaria and we decide to thepe individuals from the sample
since they probably will never leave their parehtsuse, given that they established their
own household there.

We include in our models variables related to tleltachild and his/her mother
characteristics and the family roster. The mairepahdent variables of interest for our
hypotheses are parental divorce and parental dedtibh are built as time-varying on a
yearly base. They represent the spells lived iglesimotherhood (excluding never
married single mothers), by mother separated\decdror widowed without a new
cohabiting partner. Most of the other independemiables used in the analyses are those
known in the previous literature to influence thmimg of nest-leaving: the gender of the
child and other household characteristics such@ber's age, level of education, cohort
of birth, opinion on leaving home, and whether ¢hare other siblings in the household
(i.e. if the child is the last or only child livingpme).

As outlined in the methodological framework, we démgpa discrete duration model
(complementary log-log specification with randorfeefs at household level) and we run
separate regressions for the six European coun(ie&y, France, Hungary, Bulgaria,
Russia, Georgia). Descriptive results shown in Gra@nd similarly in Table 1 confirm
the well-known gender difference at age of leawwithin and across countries, indeed
females are always more at risk of leaving thanesiaMoreover we find a systematic
delay at age of leaving home for children of notaeh families (i.e. experimenting a
parental separation or divorce, or the death ofdtteer). Table 2 reports all frequencies,
by country, of the variables used in our analy$bgse data also provide a first insight of
the different contexts characterizing different moy's data samples. For the analyses
that will follow, it has to be noted that the sampize of the different surveys is quite
variable and low number of total cases, combineth Waw frequency of the relevant
events. Divorce is not very frequent in Bulgaria &eorgia which has implications for
the estimation.

As we can easily notice by the percentages (Taplth@ spread of marital dissolution is
quite different in the contexts considered. Thigiobsly results in different proportion of
children experiencing parental divorce going fromrenthan one out of five in Russia, to
the 17% and 19% of respectively Hungary and Fratacene out of ten in Bulgaria and
extremely low levels in Italy (less than 4%) ando@ga (5%). These figures are
consistent with the last available Eurostat dataclkvreport a very different total divorce
rat€’ in the countries considered: varying from very ltavels of Georgia and lItaly
(respectively 4% and a little more than 10%), tterimediate level of Bulgaria (about
20%), to 39% of Hungary, to a high level above 3f#% France, and above 40% of
Russia.

% The “total divorce rate” is the probability of dinae for a married person if he or she were to gassigh
his/her marriage years conforming to the duratioeeffic divorce rates of a given year. The ratenefo a
synthetic marriage cohort. It is computed by thenswation of divorce rates by duration of marriage
(generally up to 30 years), observed in a givem.yea
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Graph 1: Median age at leaving home for children ofntact/non intact families, by
sex and country (calculated with Kaplan-Meier survival analysis esttions)

O Intact Family B Non intact family

Italy France Hungary Bulgaria Russia Georgia

FEMALES

33 O Intact Family ®Non intact family

Italy France Hungary Bulgaria Russia Georgia

MALES

Table 1: Age at leaving home for children in intadhon intact families, by sex and
country (calculated with Kaplan-Meier survival analysis esttions)

4. Sample size of children in non intact families too small for Bulgaria and Georgia
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Italy France Hungary Bulgaria Russia Georgia
FEMALES
First quartile Intact Family 23 19 20 19 19 20
Non intact family 24 19 23 20 21 21
Median Intact Family 26 21 23 23 23 24
Non intact family 28 21 25 24 27 31
MALES
First quartile Intact Family 25 20 22 23 20 25
Non intact family 27 20 24 25 23 32
Median Intact Family 28 22 25 27 24 31
Non intact family 33 23 29 47* 30 42*

*Sample size of children in non intact families toall

Table 2: Descriptive statistics of the surveys sangs

ltaly  France Hungary Bulgaria Russia Georgia
Child is female 482% 488% 482% 492% 47.8%2.0%

45.4 43.9 42.6 41.6 43.2 43.4
Mother's age

(5.4) (10.2) (4.8) 4.7) (10.6) (5.3)
Mother born before 1945 62.8% 506% 456% 343% 36.49%35.6%
Mother’s education: primary 640% 589% 455% 37.3% 21.3%7.3%
Mother’s education: secondary 327% 279% 433% 455% 53.9%2.3%
Mother’s education: tertiary 33% 132% 112% 172% 24.8%20.3%
Mother agrees child should leave at 18 150% 686% 439% 552% 53.6%9.8%
Mother is divorced & single-parent 27% 169% 135% 9.7% 18.0%5.2%
Mother is widowed & single-parent 53% 3.6% 3.8% 2.0% 5.8 % 6.5 %
No siblings at home 149% 214% 243% 271% 33.6%3.7%
Only child 9.6 % 8.4% 135% 135% 19.0%7.0%
Child has experienced parental divorce 37% 192% 169% 103% 21.5%54%
Child has experienced parental divorce before 18.6 %  16.2% 12.9% 95% 16.7 %5.2%
Child has experienced parental death 121% 6.3% 10.1 % 6.2% 12.0%14.3%
Child has experienced parental death before 185.2 % 35% 3.7% 1.9% 53% 6.5%
Total children 21,983 6,110 7,683 4,338 4,867 4,519
Total households 10,046 2,601 4,085 2,528 2,878 2,101
Total year — observations 202,507 31,416 56,792 28,979 32,073 34,813

Notes:

Most of descriptive statistics refer to when thédcls 18 years old.
Mother’s age, mother is divorce/widow, siblingsatne are time-varying variables.
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As for the other variables we see that mean agbeoimothers when the child is 18 is
very similar in all the countries, it ranges betwe£l.6 in Bulgaria to 45.4 in ltaly,
nevertheless when we look at the percentage of wdioen before 1945 we see that the
Italian and the France sample have a larger pexgerdf women belonging to the older
cohort than the Bulgarian, Russian and Georgias,ddengary stays in the middle. This
means that on average at the time of interviewalladnd France women are older than
women from other countries. A reflection of thistisat mean level of education of
women living in these two countries is lower congaato other, indeed in Hungary,
Bulgaria, Russia and Georgia we observe a largeeptage of women with middle and
high education, while in Italy and France the migydras a low level of education.

An interesting variable is the opinion of the mathabout the right time for a child to
leave the parental home. Italy is really an outlsith just the 15% of the women
agreeing that a young adult should start livingh@own by the age of 18, while in the
other countries this percentage varies from 44%8%. However this is not surprising
given the trends observed in the Mediterranean toegn where adult children tend to
stay longer in the parents’ house compared to dHueopean countries. Definitely are
not only the worse labor market conditions or teeslgenerous welfare state provisions
that cause such behavior, but also a more famatidtconservative way of thinking of the
society.

As for family composition we see that the perceatafonly children varies substantially
between the countries, indeed we see quite loweceptages in Georgia, Italy and
France (around 8%), a bit higher in Hungary andyBu (around 13%) and much higher
in Russia (around 19%).

5. Estimating the effects of post-separation single-motherhood

Results of the complementary log-log models, wahdom effects at household’s level,
are reported in Tables 3, 4, 5. Table 3 reportditeeresults, when we estimate a gross
effect of being the child of divorced parents oreafwidow mother, Table 4 instead
reports the results when we interact the divoraiwi variable with variables
representative of the structure of the family & time the divorce\death took place and
at the time the child has to decide whether todghe house, finally Table 5 reports the
development and co-residence effects for childifeboth divorced and widow, divided
into only children or children belonging to largamilies.

In all the models, the dependent variable is theatth of the time of leaving home
starting at the age of 18. As a result, a positioefficient indicates a positive effect of
that variable on the hazard (i.e. a faster prooésgest-leaving, thus at a younger age),
whereas, obviously, a negative coefficient reflectsower rate of nest-leaving at older
ages.

When we estimate the gross effect of divorce ondéesion of leaving home, using
equation (3), we obtain different results in diéier countries (Table 3). The divorce
seems to have a positive and significant effecttaty, while it has a negative and
significant effect in Bulgaria and Russia. The efffss not significant in the remaining
countries, in particular is very close to zero nari€e and Hungary, while is bigger and
negative in Georgia. Therefore an estimation ofdfiect of being a child of divorced
parents estimated with a simple dummy for divoraesd not lead to any general
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conclusion and does not tell us what is causingatetbehaviors and why we find
differences between the analyzed countries.

When we do the same analysis for children of widoathers, instead of children of
divorced parents, using equation (5), we find thall countries the death of the father
has a negative effect on the risk of leaving hohte effect is significant in all countries
apart from France. The fact that we find a commatitepn of the effect of death in all the
countries while this is not the case for divorcalddoe due to the selection effect coming
along with the choice of divorce. Only in countrigsere the effect are similar (Russia,
Bulgaria and Georgia) we could say that the salaadffect is not very important, since
the behavior of children of divorced parents ancclfdren of widow mothers is the
same regarding the leaving home decision. In @ldther countries we can not really
conclude that what we observe is the true effedivadrce, it may be simply the effect of
other characteristics that would have lead to #aesbehaviors even in the absence of
actual divorce of the parents.

The control variables have similar effects on allmtries and the sign of the coefficients
is as we expected and it confirms previous researdiemalésleave the home earlier
than males and the effect is particularly big inogga and Hungary; obviously, older
children are more at risk than younger ones todd¢he house. Mothers’ age has a small
negative effect in all countries, while mother'shoa has a positive effect, to be
interpreted as children of mothers belonging tolaler cohort are more at risk of leaving
the house than children of mothers belonging tooanger cohort. As for mother
education we see that the higher is the educatiotiheo mother, the lower is risk of
leaving the house for the children, maybe due & ftct that usually children whose
parents have reached an high level of educatiochréd@mselves higher education and
families are usually richer, two facts that shodklay the decision to leave. A nice
variable is the one catching the opinion of theepts about the right age to leave the
parental home; not surprisingly, children whoseepts believe that young adults should
start living on their own when they turn 18 are eeat risk of leaving their parents’
house. When we do the analysis for children of widwe find similar coefficients for all
these variables. (For these reasons not reporti itable).

® In a further specification we ran the analysisasafing males from females (see Appendix 1). Since
results do not differ between the two genders widgel to leave them together in the regressions and
simply gender as a control variable.
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Table 3: Gross divorce effect.

Italy France Hungary Bulgaria Russia Georgia
PARENTAL DIVORCE
o 0.537*** 0.547** 0.665*** 0.944*** 0.412%** 1.068***
Child is female
(0.022) (0.038) (0.039) (0.063) (0.053) (0.065)
. 0.638*** 0.587*** 0.737** 0.429%** 0.249%+* 0.227**
Child's age
(0.016) (0.036) (0.033) (0.043) (0.041) (0.037)
) -0.009***  -0.009**+*  -0.012**  -0.006***  -0.004**  -0.003***
Child's age square
(0.000) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
-0.034***  -0.016***  -0.027*** -0.017** -0.024*** -0.017**
Mother's age
(0.002) (0.004) (0.004) (0.007) (0.006) (0.007)
Mother is born  0.531%* 0.112%  0.487**  0.636**  0.294**  (0.579**
before 1945 (0.034) (0.051) (0.048) (0.089) (0.071) (0.100)
Mother's education: -0.369*** 0.012 -0.318*** -0.414*** -0.104 -0.349***
secondary (0.033) (0.056) (0.049) (0.091) (0.084) (0.109)
Mother's education: -0-574**  0.177*  -0.492%*  .0.761*** -0.107  -0.589*
tertiary (0.088) (0.074) (0.078) (0.123) (0.065) (0.133)
Mother agrees child 0.221**  0.314%=  0.121%*  0.192%  0.174** -0.055
should leave at 18 (0,039) (0.052) (0.045) (0.081) (0.065) (0.081)
Mother is divorced ¢ 119+ 0.026 -0.073 -0.290**  -0.500** -0.200
& single-parent
Bo (0.071) (0.057) (0.058) (0.125) (0.073) (0.157)
-11.414*%*  -9,582*%**  -11.767***  -8.588*** -4.854*** -6.023***
Constant
(0.223) (0.469) (0.430) (0.591) (0.551) (0.532)
Rh 0.280*** 0.295%* 0.302** 0.527%* 0.428*** 0.401***
0
(0.011) (0.0189 (0.018) (0.024) (0.025) (0.0271)
Year observations 163,697 27205 45231 24807 25033 26400
Num of household: 9,230 2505 3734 2401 2597 1859
PARENTAL DEATH
Mother is widowed  -0.102*** -0.112  -0.346**  -0.383*  -0.444**  .0.180*
& single mother
o (0.036) (0.088) (0.072) (0.396) (0.097) (0.095)
(all controls) X X X X X X
Year observations 195,838 24152 46235 25569 23783 33066
Num of household: 9,581 2119 3360 2247 2223 1948

Notes: Coefficients are reported together withdéad errors in brackets (*** significant at 1% léve at
5%, * at 10%). Results from likelihood ratio test fho equal to O is reported (*** significant ellevel,

** at 5%, * at 1 %)

15



Table 4: Divorce effect: divorce timing and sibling’ presence

Italy France Hungary Bulgaria Russia Georgia

PARENTAL DIVORCE

Mother is divorced & 0.124  -0.362** -0.243**  -0.158  -0.570*** -1.535*
single-parentp, (0.124)  (0.123)  (0.116)  (0.395)  (0.157)  (0.863)
Divorce experienced 0237 0.636™"  Qgo248= 0118  0.554***  1.362
before age 183,

(0.147)  (0.132)  (0.124)  (0.407)  (0.168)  (0.864)
Divorce experienced 215 -0.143 0.019  -0.888** -0.329* 0.120
before age 18 & only child:
Bs (0.218)  (0.162)  (0.161)  (0.314)  (0.180)  (0.413)
Mother is divorced, -0.433**  -0.212*  -0.044 -0.054  -0.469***  0.012
single mother, and no
siblings in the HHB, (0.142)  (0.094)  (0.105)  (0.186) (0.136 (0.324)

PARENTAL DEATH

Mother is widowed & -0.005 0.181  -0.239**  -0.383**  -0.284* 0.084
single mother, (0.054)  (0.142)  (0.112)  (0.151)  (0.159) (0.138)
Death experienced 0.161*  0.674** 0.443**  0.604* 0.169 -0.088
before age 18t, (0.067)  (0.166)  (0.443)  (0.320)  (0.189) (0.182)
Death experienced 0.115 0.058  -0.653**  -0.769  -0.998% 1.240**
before age 18 & only child:
r (0.156)  (0.470)  (0.333)  (0.745)  (0.353)  (0.375)
Mother is widowed, -0.382%**  -0.058** -0.447%* -1.011**  -0.234  -0.790**
single mother, and no
siblings in the HHA, (0.064)  (0.470)  (0.132)  (0.264)  (0.180)  (0.184)

More interesting results can be observed in TahlewHich reports the effect of
divorce\widow interacted with other important vaties. All the other control variables
have the same effect as in the previous regresdiense are not reported.

In the first lines there are the coefficient foe thross effect of divorce and dedthand

M. The coefficient for divorce is negative for all theuntries except for Italy and it is
significant only in France, Hungary, Russia and i@eo The effect of death is
significant only in Hungary, Bulgaria and Russial ahis negative in all the countries
except for Georgia, where is positive although sighificant. In the following lines we
observe the effect of divorce and death interaetgd the following variables: having
experience death or divorce before age of 18; bamgnly child when experiencing one
of the two events; being the only child left at hoat the time to decide whether to leave.
The coefficients estimated suggest two main thitigsre exist a common pattern in all
the countries for almost all interactions and theatusions obtained with the regression
for divorce are the same obtained with the regoes&ir the death.

In particular we notice that having experience dherce before age 18 has a negative
effect in all the countries, and the same is tarechildren who experienced the death of
the father 2 and 1;). An exception is found in Georgia where the deadht for the
death is negative, but is very small and anywaysimgnificant. These children tend to
leave the house earlier than other since the oierffis are positive. On the other side

16



when children are the last one in the house witbne mother, both a divorced and a
widow, they are less at risk of leaving honfig dnd A4 areall negative, apart from the
coefficient associated to divorce in Georgia, whiglpositive, but very small and not
significant). Since in all the countries we findndar results, we claim that there exist a
common effect of divorce, not simply as gross effeat mostly when interacted with
other variables that help us capture what we ptshjodefined as development and co-
residence effects. Moreover this results are cowdit when we do the same regression
using death instead of divorce, this implies thdahwhis specification we are, at least in
part, getting rid of the selection effect that wassleading the results found using the
gross effect of divorce estimated with equation(B9sults of Table 3).

The coefficients for the variable being the onlyil&éhat home when parents
divorced\death and being less then 18 when thipdregd, [§; and A3) have different
results, both between different countries and betwdvorce and widow.

Table 5: Divorce effect: development and co-residee

Italy France Hungary Bulgaria Russia Georgia

PARENTAL DIVORCE

e oot 0.119* 0.026 -0.073 -0.290%*  -0.500%*  -0.200
ross effectpo (0.071) (0.057) (0.058) (0.125) (0.073) (0.157)
Deve|opment effect, 0452** 0493** 0267 '0770* 0225 1482*
only child: B, + Bs (0.226) (0.191) (0.178) (0.469) (0.205) (0.859)
Deve|opment effect, 0237 0.636*** 0248** 0118 0.554*** 1362
more childrenf (0.147) (0.132) (0.123) (0.407) (0.168) (0.860)
Co-residence effect, 9310~ 0575+  .0.287** -0.211  -1.039%*  -1523
last child in the HH:
By + B (0.151) (0.137) (0.126) (0.396) (0.165) (0.816)
Co-residence effect, 0.124 -0.362%%  -0.243* -0.158  -0.570%*  -1.535*
siblings inthe HHB,  (0.124) (0.123) (0.116) (0.395) (0.157) (0.863)
PARENTAL DEATH
-0.102%** -0.112 -0.346**  .0.383**  -0.444**  -0.180*
Gross effectig
(0.036) (0.088) (0.072) (0.151) (0.097) (0.095)
Deve|opment effect, 0275* 0732 '0210 '0165 '0.828** 1.153***
only child:2; +3s (0.153) (0.471) (0.323) (0.709) (0.335) (0.362)
Development effect, ~ 0-161** 0.674) 0.443%+ 0.604* 0.169 -0.087
more childreni, (0.069) (0.470) (0.140) (0.320) (0.189) (0.182)

Co-residence effect, _g3g7++ .0751%*  .0.706** -0.972%*  -0.518%*  -(0.710***
last child in the HH:

A+ (0.059) (0.151) (0.113) (0.223) (0.150) (0.172)
Co-residence effect, ~ -0.005 -0.181 0.239%*  0.040* -0.284* 0.084
siblings inthe HHA,  (0.054) (0.142) (0.112) (0.224) (0.160) (0.138)
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In table 5 we summarize the results reporting thedfcients for the development and co-
residence effects for both only children and cleifdwith siblings.

The development effect is always positive, for dt@gh who have siblings in the house
when the parents divorced, while is always posi¢ixeept for Bulgaria for only children.
These coefficients are not always significant intla¢ countries, and for both children
with siblings and no siblings, however in most loé tcases they are positive, not very
small and significant. Hence divorce influences tlevelopment of children during
childhood, and leads them to leave the parentakhainyounger ages afterwards.

The co-residence effect is negative in all the toes especially for children who are the
last one in the house. The effect is always sigaifi apart from Bulgaria, where it is
anyway negative. This suggest that at the timeild blas to decide whether to leave the
parental home, being the last one in the house willbne mother could delay the
departure, both for the fear of leaving the motilene and for the fact that the house is
not so crowed and there is enough privacy. Moreowéren it is significant for last
children, the co-residence effect is negative aguifscant also for children who are not
the last one in the house, nevertheless the maignatithe coefficients is smaller. This
could suggest that the absence of the father, ievpresence of other siblings, contribute
to make the house less crowed and so there armtestives to leave.

When looking at the same coefficients estimatedHerchildren of widow mothers we
find the same strong negative co-residence eféext,actually it is even stronger. As for
the development effect, it is always positive forldren who had other sibling in the
house at the time of death, while it is sometimgatiee and sometime positive for
children who were alone at the time of death.

Since the coefficients obtained with the widow sfeattion are very similar to the ones
obtained with divorce, the selection effect asdeciaith divorce is netted off by the
identification of the co-residence and developmefiects, that are very helpful in
understanding throughout which channels and atlwbent in time the divorce can have
an impact on the leaving home decision. Indeed af skopped at the gross effect of
divorce we would find controversial results in di#nt countries, while when we
separate this effect considering the co-residendedavelopment effects we find much
more similar results in all the countries, meanthgt the pure gross effect it is not
enough to explain the dynamics throughout whicloiie influences a child’s behaviour.

6. Conclusion/discussion and open issues

The purpose of our study is to look more closely thlationship between childhood
family structure and young adults’ nest-leaving gess. Our attempt to disentangle
different effects of parental divorce on the timioigthe children home-leaving confirms
the hypothesis that the simple association betwleance and the process of transition to
adulthood can mask different effects, which canehapposite and contradicting effects
on the timing of leaving home.

The “gross divorce effect” on leaving home diffe@rssign across. In contrast, we obtain
consistent and significant results across counfaesvhat concerns what we called the
“development effect” and “co-residence effect”. Rbe first effect, it is known in the
literature that family disruption during childhodths a negative effect on children’s
human capital development and cognitive and nomitiwg skills formation, and this in
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turn, affects the timing at leaving home accelamtignificantly the process. For the
second effect, however, our findings show thatdrbi living with a lone mother leave
the home at a slower rate. The positive associatiten found between divorce and
timing of nest-leaving, can mask diverging effe¢kee opposite effect of divorce family
self-selection against the own children developnedfeict, and also the opposite effects
of living in a post-divorce lone-mother family coamed to that one, accelerating the
process, of living in the step-family.

The general conclusion is that parental familydriss have hence to be taken into great
consideration when the demographic behavior of gqueople is analyzed. The different
effects emerging from our study can help to undexsthe leaving home process. From
previous research the effect of family disrupti@s lalways been found as decreasing the
age at nest-leaving, whereas here we sustainhisaista gross composition of different
effects, and that the specific effect of post-doeofamily arrangement and structure
cannot be neglected.

From a policy point of view, the results can alsmtcibute to predict how increasing
divorce rates may affect the time young peopledteto leave parental home. This is
highly context-dependent, and it is reliant notyomin welfare measures (i.e. the
economical help to poor lone mothers), but alsthenpropensity of re-partnering.

In certain contexts — such as the Italian one —&/kige age at leaving home is relatively
late and, at the same time, divorce is spreadirgat pace, but the rate of re-partnering
of divorced mothers is quite low, the event of doeo can result in a further
postponement of nest-leaving. This will be paraeiyl true especially for those who are a
lone child or last child at home, without cohalgtisiblings. In further developments of
this study we plan to add other country cases ¢oatialysis and to exploit deeper the
comparative setting.
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