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6. Family trajectories

From state distributions (Figures 7 and 8), we can see that in all birth-cohorts few
people live in “unstable” or “post-nuclear” states (separated, divorced, consensual
unions, unmarried with children). However, there is a clear increase in periods spent in
such states across cohorts, in particular for those born in the 1960s. In older birth
cohorts, virtually al individuals followed the typical nuclear path, which includes a
relatively short period as married without children. From the mid-1950s birth cohorts,
there is a diversification of situations (Baizan et al. 2001). In particular, a growth in
cohabitation can be observed, a state presumably short-lived for most people.
Unexpectedly, more men than women are found in the states of cohabitant and
separated/divorced without children. This may be due to different perceptions and
willingness to disclose periods of cohabitation, according to gender, aresult that in itself
indicates the still marginal status of such unions. This situation also has some
consequences for the categories “divorced/separated/widowed” with and without
children, that include separation after cohabitation.

On the whole, the results are in line with our hypothesis 5, in which only a limited
growth of heterogeneity of family forms was expected, due to normative and economic
constraints. However, in hypothesis 7 an increase in the instability and diversity of
household forms was expected, as a result of more equal roles between genders and a
change in their relationships. Such inconsistency suggests that the constraints
experienced by individuals seem to prevail over the forces driving the diversification of
family forms.

The graphs show the visible postponement of family formation for cohorts born in
the 1960s and 1970s, which is consistent with hypothesis 4. Most individuals do not
form families in ways different from earlier cohorts, they essentialy postpone family
formation, something that for an increasing minority may suppose to forego the
formation of afamily of their own. Our interpretation of these trends has emphasized the
effect of structural constraints: the “familialistic” welfare state, the difficulties of
integration and the flexibilization of the labor market, and a normative context
(including family law) not favoring individual autonomy. Moreover, our paper has also
mentioned the changes in family relationships, in the sense of an increasing
democratization (which is not possible to visualize with our data). Therefore, the
continuity and adaptation of “traditional” family forms seem to prevail. The increasing
demands by younger generations for autonomy and security as pre-requisites for the
formation of their own families, clash with a context of ever-rising difficulties in
attaining them.

Our measures of the degree of heterogeneity (entropy) in family status according to
age show a picture consistent with previous comments. limited thought increasing
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heterogeneity of life course across cohorts (Figures 9 and 10). The only exception is
teenagers, who all increasingly remain unmarried without children (in the parental
home), thus resulting in avirtually non-existent heterogeneity.

Let us now turn to the whole sequences. We can see that the total number of states
and transitions experienced by individuals remains quite stable across cohorts. For
instance, the number of transitions for the male birth-cohort 1950-54 was 1.59 and for
those born in 1960-64 was 1.40, while for women there was virtually no difference in
the number of transitions: 1.76 and 1.77, respectively for each cohort. One has to take
into account that these measures are affected by the postponement of family formation
trangitions, and that we limit our measures to the ages between 15 and 30. That
postponement offsets the small growth in “unstable” or “post-nuclear” family forms, as
hypothesized above (Hypotheses 4 and 5). However, it is worthwhile noting that the
standard deviations of our measures do show the expected rise in diversity of
experiences, in practicaly al the categories examined (Tables 6 to 10).

Table 6: Average number of states and transitions. Family career
Men
Birth-cohort 1950-54 1960-64
Estimate Std. Dev. Estimate Std. Dev.
States 2.56 0.86 2.37 0.99
Transitions 1.59 0.90 1.40 1.05
Women
Birth-cohort 1950-54 1960-64
Estimate Std. Dev. Estimate Std. Dev.
States 2.75 0.71 2.74 0.83
Transitions 1.76 0.73 1.77 0.92

The postponement of family formation is clearer for men, as shown by the increase in
the duration of the states “unmarried, no child” (from 128 months in the early 1950s to
131 months in 1960-64) and the state “married without children” (13.7 and 14.4
respectively). Correspondingly, there was a decline in the time spent in marriage with
children, with an average duration of 32 months in the 1950-54 birth-cohort and 21
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months in the 1960-64 birth-cohort. “Cohabitation” (3.6 and 6.2 months),
“divorce/separated/widowed” (1.1 and 3.1), and “unmarried with child” (0.3 and 0.9),
al show an increase across cohorts in their (short) duration. Women show similar
trends. However, the time spent as unmarried without children is rather stable between
birth-cohorts, reflecting the fact that a higher proportion of the 1960-64 cohort formed a
union early in their life course than in the 1950-54 birth cohort, thus spending a longer
duration in that state, and compensating for the postponement of that transition by the
other members of the cohort. The important relative increase in the duration of time
spent as divorced, separated or widowed with children (from 0.8 to 1.6 months) for
women, reflects the widespread norm according to which women receive custody of
children after the disruption of aunion.

Finaly, the average number of episodes in each state captures only in part the
instability of family life courses, since it heavily depends on the definition of the states
(for some, certain states cannot be revisited).

Table7: Average duration spent in each state (months). Family career. Men
Birth-cohort 1950-54 1960-64
State

Estimate Std. Dev. Estimate Std. Dev.

Unmarried no children 127.6 37.2 131.3 43.4
Married no children 13.7 16.5 14.4 19.4
Cohabiting no ch. 3.6 14.9 6.2 17.9
Div./sep./wid. no ch. 11 7.9 3.1 14.1
Unmarried with ch. 0.3 3.7 0.9 8.1
Married with children 32.0 31.2 21.1 33.1
Cohabiting with ch. 1.0 7.4 2.3 13.4
Div./sep./wid. with ch. 0.6 4.6 0.7 7.2
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Table 8: Average duration spent in each state (in months). Family career. Women
Birth-cohort 1950-54 1960-64
State

Estimate Std. Dev. Estimate Std. Dev.

Unmarried no children 105.9 39.8 103.1 47.3
Married no children 17.2 18.6 20.4 22.1
Cohabiting no ch. 1.4 9.4 35 14.1
Div./sep./wid. no ch. 0.5 5.7 0.8 6.5
Unmarried with ch. 0.6 6.3 1.3 10.1
Married with children 52.7 39.1 47.9 46.5
Cohabiting with ch. 1.0 9.1 1.4 8.8
Div./sep./wid. with ch. 0.8 7.0 1.6 9.9

Table 9: Average number of episodes in each state. Family career. Men
Birth-cohort 1950-54 1960-64
State

Estimate Std. Dev. Estimate Std. Dev.

Unmarried no children 1.00 0.00 0.99 0.07
Married no children 0.74 0.44 0.59 0.49
Cohabiting no ch. 0.10 0.34 0.21 0.48
Div./sep./wid. no ch. 0.04 0.23 0.08 0.30
Unmarried with ch. 0.02 0.15 0.02 0.15
Married with children 0.65 0.48 0.43 0.50
Cohabiting with ch. 0.02 0.14 0.04 0.20
Div./sep./wid. with ch. 0.02 0.15 0.02 0.14
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Table 10: Average number of episodes in each state. Family career. Women

Birth-cohort 1950-54 1960-64
State
Estimate Std. Dev. Estimate Std. Dev.

Unmarried no children 1.00 0.00 0.99 0.07
Married no children 0.85 0.36 0.81 0.40
Cohabiting no ch. 0.04 0.21 0.12 0.36
Div./sep./wid. no ch. 0.02 0.14 0.03 0.19
Unmarried with ch. 0.01 0.12 0.03 0.18
Married with children 0.79 0.41 0.70 0.46
Cohabiting with ch. 0.02 0.16 0.04 0.22
Div./sep./wid. with ch. 0.02 0.16 0.05 0.24

7. Household trajectories

Very similar trends to those reflected by the family trajectories can be observed for the
household career. They are also dominated by the impression of little diversification and
by the postponement of transitions. This is shown by the status distribution figures
(11and 12), by the entropy measure (figures 13 and 14) and by the number of
transitions and states experienced by individuals (tables 11 to 15). The heterogeneity is
reduced across cohorts due to the fact that more and more young people stay at the
parental home for longer periods, with the corresponding reduction in the duration spent
in other states, especially for men.

In fact, the main reason for making a distinction between the family and the
household tragjectories is to show that the postponement of family formation has been
accompanied by a similar delay in leaving the parental home. As discussed in the
previous sections, this late departure from the parental home can be related to an array
of factors, including the high unemployment rate (for the younger birth-cohorts), the
structure of the labor market, the low support for independence provided by the state,
the family values stressing intergenerational solidarity and the gender system. Some of
these factors present some degree of continuity across birth-cohorts. This helps explain
the relatively high proportion of individuals in their twenties living with their parentsin
al the birth-cohorts studied. Other factors have only appeared or reinforced the late
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departure of younger birth-cohorts. Moreover, no increases in the status “aone or with
others’, as expected by the second demographic transition, can be found. In fact the
reversal is true, as the decrease in the period spent in this last household status attest:
from 14 months for men and 9 months for women in the 1950-54 cohort to 13 and 8
months respectively for the 1960-64 birth-cohort (Tables 12 and 13). This trend is
partially due to the importance, for older birth-cohorts, of long distance migration in
connection with job search, which means that a sizeable proportion of young people,
men in particular, left the parental home and formed their own households before union
formation (Baizan, 1999). The support found at the parental home for the integration
into adult life, and the corresponding long stay there, may be considered essentially as a
constant for the cohorts studied. However, the long period of intergenerational co-
residence can aso be related to the important increases in the time spent in the
educational system and the growing need to accumulate resources before forming an
own household. As explained above, this can be done under the most favorable
conditions only by staying in the parental home. Findly, the state “disrupted family”
(divorced, separated or widowed individuals without children) is still marginal, in spite
of small increases through cohorts. The overal picture reflects the limited
diversification of household forms. Individuals may be confronted by different
challenges in each birth-cohort, but they respond by adopting the same living
arrangements. As expected in our hypotheses 4 and 5, economic and normative
constraints seem to constitute an effective check on the growth of heterogeneity across
cohorts.

Table 11: Average number of states and transitions. Household career

Men
Birth-cohort 1950-54 1960-64
Estimate Std. Dev. Estimate Std. Dev.
States 1.95 0.64 1.92 0.72
Transitions 0.97 0.68 0.96 181
Women
Birth-cohort 1950-54 1960-64
Estimate Std. Dev. Estimate Std. Dev.
States 1.98 0.52 1.98 0.54
Transitions 0.99 0.57 1.00 0.61
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Table 12; Average duration spent in each state (months). Household career. Men

Birth-cohort 1950-54 1960-64
State

Estimate Std. Dev. Estimate Std. Dev.
Parental home 118.3 49.3 125.0 50.9
Alone/others 14.0 34.3 12.6 32.8
Own family 46.6 36.3 40.2 39.1
Disrupted family 1.0 6.0 2.2 11.1

Table13:  Average duration spent in

each state (months). Household career.

Women
Birth-cohort 1950-54 1960-64
State

Estimate Std. Dev. Estimate Std. Dev.

Parental home 100.7 47.2 101.4 50.8
Alone/others 9.1 26.7 7.8 24.2
Own family 69.6 42.1 70.1 47.1
Disrupted family 0.6 6.8 0.7 5.9

Table 14: Average number of episodes in each state. Household career. Men

Birth-cohort 1950-54 1960-64
State

Estimate Std. Dev. Estimate Std. Dev.
Parental home 0.97 0.17 0.99 0.10
Alone/others 0.20 0.40 0.20 0.40
Own family 0.76 0.46 0.70 0.51
Disrupted family 0.04 0.19 0.07 0.27
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Table 15: Average number of episodes in each state. Household career. Women

Birth-cohort 1950-54 1960-64

State

Estimate Std. Dev. Estimate Std. Dev.

Parental home 0.98 0.13 0.98 0.14
Alone/others 0.14 0.34 0.14 0.35

Own family 0.86 0.38 0.85 0.41
Disrupted family 0.01 0.13 0.03 0.17

8. Conclusions

In this paper, we have focused on the specific consequences of changes at the macro
level on the dynamics of young Spaniards’ life courses. We focused on the interplay
between global processes, such as markets liberalization and individualization, and on
the historically changing national system of actors and forces. Such interplay has
triggered peculiar responses, that bear some commonalities with other Southern
European countries.

As we have discussed, there are no fully “Fordist” birth-cohorts in the Spanish
context, given the late development of the economy and the welfare state. Here we
propose the 1950-54 cohort as the most representative, having enjoyed relatively
protected jobs and showing a highly “Parsonian” behavior. Cohorts born at the
beginning of the 1960s show some signs of a “post-industrial” life course. They entered
ahighly flexible labor market, albeit still much regulated and dualistic, that impinged on
their capacity for economic integration. A majority of their members could still count on
intact and highly solidaristic parental families while waiting for better chances for
independent family life. The rearrangement of family and work obligations between
men and women they initiated could only be achieved very partially and at a great
personal and societal cost.

We have argued that state policies have strongly shaped the educational and work
trajectories, and have been directed towards the promotion of a specific type of family -
the patriarchal and nuclear family. While staying at the parental home may have
prevented poverty situations during young adulthood, it also goes hand in hand with
excluson from employment and forming their own family. Support for the
breadwinning family head has meant a dependent younger generation with less capacity
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to form any kind of household, especially individualistic types. Normative and welfare
arrangements partially contribute to preventing not only the diversification of household
forms, but of household formation ‘tout court'. Paradoxically, the very same nuclear
family that is supposed to be protected becomes attainable only much later -if ever- for a
large proportion of the new generations.

It may seem asif, at its origins, the Spanish welfare state was conceived for a world
where unemployment was only sporadic, where families had stable male providers, and
where the vulnerable were mainly the aged. Instead, the actual expansion of the welfare
state took place while the growing needs correspond to young people and women who
try to find hard-to-get and precarious jobs, the long-term unemployed and dual-income
households. The increasing risks of unemployment and flexibilization are concentrated
on young people and women, not only because they are the new entrants in the labor
market, but mainly because of their weaker position in the household organization/social
policy link. As we have seen, this has the consequence of delaying the transition to
adulthood.

Here we have seen that some of the developments sustaining current trends in life
course are in fact quite recent, and not part of a traditional past. Prolonged education,
especialy for women, labor force insecurity, increased female participation in the labor
market and ‘latest late’ household formation by young adults. All have developed during
the last two or three decades, and can be considered as a response to the specific
circumstances and challenges encountered on the way to the modernization of Spanish
society. We can wonder what are the chances that the forces sustaining these
developments will continue in the future. Women’s attachment to the labor market will
probably continue, undermining power relationships in households and in society.
Concerns about labor market insecurity are present in the general public demands as
well as in the political agenda, although it is yet unclear if they can lead to any reversa
of the situation. Finally, the normative context and the values of the public are changing
rapidly, becoming an important force for change, especially towards increased gender
equality and the acceptance of diversity in family forms.
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Notes

1.

Similar analyses concerning the employment career, social class position, and
family status are available for Great Britain and Germany (Hillmert, 2000).

The most important laws in this respect were, under the Franco regime, the
Ordenanzas Laborales (1958), and now the so-called Workers' Statute (1980).

Unemployment trends (as percentages of labor force in each category):

Years total unemployed < 25 years old unemployed women unemployed
1977 4.8 11.3 5.0

1982 15.5 37.8 18.0
1985 21.7 47.6 24.8
1990 16.3 31.8 24.2
1994 24.3 45.1 31.4
1999 15.6 29.3 22.9

Source: Instituto Nacional de Estadistica, Encuesta de Poblacién Activa, annual series
(second quarter).

In this paper we do not focus on the relationship between individual careers, but on
the effects of the ingtitutional changes on each career. Instability of employment
and unemployment have been shown to strongly reduce the probability of family
and household formation eventsin Spain (Billari et al. 2000; Sim6 et al. 2000; Ahn
and Mira, 2001; Baizan, 2001).

Relatively little quantitative data exists on the social norms existing in Spain for the
decades under investigation, in particular referring to differentials according to
regional or social class contexts. On the other hand, legislative change mainly took
place under the constitution of 1978 and its |later devel opment.

Which in terms of a family model may be characterized, not as much by some
particular family forms, as by individual autonomy, flexibility in engagement, and
emotional closeness between family members (Giddens, 1991; Aquilino, 1997).

Public policies may be seen as being the result of numerous competing interest
groups (economic and other), that compete with public opinion, in attempting to
influence government decision making. In this respect it is worth noting that many
ingtitutional arrangements and power relationships have only changed gradually
since the end of the dictatorship.
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Some authors have suggested that the market and other economic institutions do
more than allocate goods and services. they aso influence the evolution of values,
tastes and preferences in a dynamic way (Bowles, 1998; Jakee and Sun, 2001).

Marriage market practices, favouring a marriage upwards in terms of education for
women, aso contribute to the differential economic capacities of partners
(Gonzélez, 2001).

This concerns for instance, the migration history and the choice of the place of
residence, that may lead to a loss of work and other personal networks for women
(Baizén, 1999).
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Educational and employment status by age (percentage distribution). Men.
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Figure 2: Educational and employment status by age (percentage distribution). Women.
Birth cohorts 1945-49 to 1970-74. Spain
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Entropy measure for educational/employment status. Men.
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Entropy measure for educational/employment status. WWomen.
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Figure7: Family status by age (percentage distribution). Men. Birth cohorts 1945-49 to 1970-74.
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Figure8:
1970-74. Spain
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Figure9: Entropy measure for family status. Men.
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Household status by age (percentage distribution). Men. Birth cohorts 1945-49 to

1970-74. Spain
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Figure12: Household status by age (percentage distribution). Women. Birth cohorts 1945-49 to
1970-74. Spain

(1945-49) (1950-54)
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Figure13: Entropy measure for household status. Men.
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Annex

Equivalence between the class schema of Erikson and Goldthorpe and the professions
given by the FFS survey:

240

Professionals, administrators, officials, higher grade technicians, managers and
supervisors (classes | + Il): “Legidators and senior officias’, “Corporate
managers’,  “Genera managers’,  “Physicists/mathematicians/engineering
professionals’, “Life science professionals’, “Teaching professions’, “Other
professionals’, “Physicists/mathematicians/engineering associates’, “Life science
associates’, “ Teaching associates’, “ Other associates’.

Routine non-manual employees (class 111): “Office clerks’, “Customer services’,
“Personal services’, “Models, salespersons’, “Sales and services’; if the individual
isnot “employer” or “self-employed”.

Small proprietors, farmers and other self-employed workers (class 1V): “Market-
oriented agriculture”, “Subsistence agriculture”, “Office clerks’, “Customer
services’, “Personal services’, “Models, salespersons’, “Sales and services’; and if
the individual is“employer” or “self-employed”.

Lower grade technicians and skilled manual workers (class V+ VI):
“Extraction/building”, “Metal machinery”, “Precision/handicraft”, “ Other crafts’; if
theindividual is not “employer” or “self-employed”.

Semi-skilled and unskilled manual workers, and agricultural workers (class VII):
“Stationary-plant operators’, “Machine operators’, "Mobile-plant operators’,
“Agricultural laborers’, “Mining/construction”, “Basic sales and services
occupations’, “Armed forces’; if the individual is not “employer” or “self-
employed”.
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