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Section 1. Descriptive analyses on the 
association between experiencing labour 
market insecurity and youth autonomy 
using cross-sectional data  

 

Introduction on Youth Autonomy  
 

This working paper provides a descriptive analysis for the work conducted on the 
project “Social Exclusion of Youth in Europe: Cumulative Disadvantage, Coping 
Strategies, Effective Policies and Transfer, EXCEPT”. The main objective of the 
EXCEPT project is to provide a comprehensive understanding of the consequences of 
youth labour market vulnerability to the risks of social exclusion in Europe. 

In particular, this contribution focuses on the consequences of early job insecurity and 
labour market exclusion (i.e. unemployment or economic inactivity) for youths’ 
autonomy in Europe. In this report we consider one of the “five big” transition markers 
(Setters 2007) that characterised the complex transition to adulthood, i.e. autonomy, 
which concerns different spheres of life; for instance living autonomously from the 
parental household, having economic independence, having control of one’s own life. 

In this first explorative section, the key objective is to show the association between 
individual labour market disadvantages and the propensity of young people to become 
autonomous across EU-28 and Ukraine. The second objective is to explain this cross-
country variation based on country differences in the institutional setting and policies, 
taking into account also micro factors such as gender, age, education and citizenship. 
The third aim is to go beyond describing associations and to examine the complex 
interactions between labour market vulnerability and housing autonomy among youth, 
in both the pre-crisis and post-crisis period. The latter, in particular, will be addressed in 
the second part of the report.  

An important novelty of this study is the involvement of Ukraine among countries 
considered for the analysis on the impact of the institutional setting and policies on the 
autonomy of youth in insecure labour market positions. In these years, several authors 
have shown that the transition to adulthood in post-socialist countries follows 
unexpected paths that vary across European countries (see for instance Roberts et al., 
2003).  
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In particular, here we will focus on the relationship between job insecurity and housing 
autonomy. We will introduce also their link with the concept of economic autonomy and 
psychological autonomy. 

The differences in life courses in the last few years are linked to several changes 
(economic, social and cultural) that have occurred during the last thirty years. Following 
several authors, one of these factors is the transformation in the labour market and, in 
particular, increased objective and subjective job insecurity. (De Witte 2005; 
Greenhalgh and Rosenblatt 2010; Probst 2008; Sverke et al. 2010). 

A specific consequence of job insecurity is the reduction of perceived control and, in 
turn, the inability to plan one’s own life. Scholars in the area of vocational guidance 
have suggested that managing interactions between different life domains has become 
the principal concern for marginal workers whose employment was temporary, 
freelance, contingent and part-time etc. (Savickas et al. 2009). This fragmented 
experience of working life, discontinuous and contingent, makes it impossible to define 
their own life trajectory, an element that is indispensable to planning and building their 
own future lives (ibidem). Among the consequences of these dynamics, traditional 
transition patterns are changing. 

In this working paper, the focus is on the relationship between job market exclusion, or 
insecurity, and the propensity to become autonomous. But what does becoming 
autonomous mean? 

The notion of youth autonomy refers to plural definitions in social sciences; most of 
them recall different aspects of life, for instance becoming an adult involves the 
capability to take steps towards independence from the parental household, the ability 
to create one’s own universe, and to govern one’s own life through relevant choices. 
The different conceptualisations of autonomy have accumulated over time without 
being replaced, without reaching an agreement on a univocal definition (Cicchelli 
2013). They therefore cover many aspects of young people’s lives, making autonomy a 
central issue of youth and of the transition to adult life. In this paper, we consider three 
dimensions: housing autonomy, economic autonomy and psychological autonomy. 

The economic and housing situation of youth is mainly affected by the macroeconomic 
context that can also be altered by social policies and therefore remains a subject of 
governmental responsibility. Also psychological autonomy is an important topic 
because many guidance policies (counselling programmes) are designed with the aim 
to foster youth intentionality in different life domains. 

This work is structured in three sections. In the first section, we define the key concepts 
related to the housing autonomy of young people; secondly, we describe the data and 
hypotheses of this preliminary work. The analyses were carried out considering two 
different periods: the post-economic crisis period (2014) and the pre-crisis period 
(2007). After showing cross-tabulations for all hypotheses, we present the outcome of 
the logistic regression and the evaluation of the impact of the recent economic crisis. 
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The second section shows the preliminary analysis on economic autonomy; the third 
section presents the findings concerning bivariate and multivariate analyses on 
psychological autonomy. 
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1 Data and sample  

Since autonomy has been defined as a broad concept, encompassing three main 
dimensions (housing, economic and psychological autonomy), the analyses presented 
in this report were carried out using two different cross-sectional datasets: the first one 
was the “European Statistics On Income And Living Conditions” (EU-SILC) provided by 
Eurostat; the second one was the European Quality of Life Survey (EQLS) provided by 
Eurofound. This resulted in having two different samples according to the type of 
autonomy under study. More precisely, housing and economic autonomy were 
investigated using EU-SILC data while psychological autonomy was investigated 
through EQLS data.  

The sample used for analysing the EU-SILC data included individuals aged 16 to 29 
years, living in the EU28 Member States. The years considered for the analyses were 
2014, being representative of the post-crisis period, and 2007, being representative of 
the pre-crisis period. 

The criteria for the selection of the sample were based on the guidelines identified in 
previous Except working papers (e.g. “Composition and cumulative disadvantage of 
youth across Europe” and “Guidelines for construction of risk groups”) and then 
adjusted in order to better address the specific topic of the thematic WP5. In the case 
of autonomy, and in particular of housing autonomy, we decided not to focus on school 
leavers only as it creates a biased sample, linking closely the educational title to age. 
As an example, individuals with low educational attainment will be no more than 20/21 
years old, while all older individuals (age range 25-29) will be those with higher 
education. We know from previous literature that the transition out of parental 
household has some age bottom boundaries by which it cannot occur too early (see 
Billari and Liefbroer (2007). In addition, the timing for tertiary educated individuals of 
leaving parental household is influenced by the structure of the educational and welfare 
system of the country, and thus can vary widely across countries. As an example, in 
countries with a well-developed system of student housing and support and a tradition 
of leaving home to go to the university (usually located in the capital or big cities), the 
high educational title tend to be associated to an early exit. On the contrary, in 
countries where students support mobility is very low (also due to a spread supply of 
universities across the territory, as in Italy), the high educational title is associated to a 
later exit, since the years spent at the university also meant the need to cohabiting with 
the parents (and missed earnings).  

As a result, we do not limit the analysis to individuals who left the school since no more 
than 5 years and as far as the occupational status is concerned, we considered 
individuals who were employed or unemployed. This in order to exclude the noise 
introduced by inactive individuals and their internal heterogeneity based on gender 
(inactive women tend to be more residential autonomous than men) and age group. 
However, when studying economic and psychological autonomy, inactive individuals 
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were included, since their heterogeneity was less daunting for the outcome variable 
than for housing autonomy. Students were excluded from the analysis sample. 

The sample used for the EQLS data included individuals aged from 18 to 29 (the 
survey requires a minimum age of 18 for the interviewees) in the EU27 Member States 
(data not available for EU28), excluding those who were participating in education. 
Since the sample size of young people per each country was small, we had to 
aggregate countries in clusters. More details on the definition of clusters will be 
provided in the sections dedicated to the analysis of the EQLS data. 

The data for Ukraine is based on the Household Budget Survey conducted on a 
quarterly basis by the State Statistics Office of Ukraine to collect the individual and 
household level data on incomes, expenditures and labour market status of the 
respondents. Analysis is based on the yearly data for years 2007 and 2014 restricted to 
individuals aged 16-30 who are part of the labour force.  
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2 Summary of findings 

In this first explorative section, the key objective is to show the association between 
individual labour market disadvantages and the propensity of young people to become 
autonomous across EU-28 and Ukraine. The second objective is to explain this cross-
country variation based on country differences in the institutional setting and policies, 
taking into account also micro factors such as gender, age, education and citizenship. 

Here we will focus on the relationship between labour market exclusion (Hp 1), 
objective job insecurity (Hp 2), subjective job insecurity (Hp 3) and housing autonomy 
and psychological autonomy. The dimension of economic autonomy is also considered. 

2.1 Housing autonomy 

Testing the association between labour market exclusion and housing autonomy  
we found that overall the condition of unemployment negatively affects the chances of 
living out of the parental home, with a lower proportion of unemployed individuals living 
autonomously compared to employed ones. A clear pattern associated to some 
countries in particular does not emerge. Indeed, the group of countries with the higher 
difference in percentage points between employed and unemployed individuals is quite 
heterogeneous, including a Scandinavian country as Sweden, continental ones as 
France and Luxemburg and a post-socialist country as Estonia. On the other side, 
among countries with the lowest difference we find Eastern European countries as 
Slovenia, Slovak Republic, Hungary but also Denmark. Moreover, we do not find 
remarkable gender differences, since the direction of the relationship is the same with 
higher proportions of housing autonomy among employed individuals. However, in five 
of the countries considered (Belgium, Estonia, Spain, Finland and Slovak Republic) the 
association for female is not significant which, may be due to the small sample size but 
might also suggest that for female the working condition could be less important in the 
decision of leaving the parental home, compared to men.  
Findings for Ukraine indicate that the country has one of the widest gaps between 
employed and unemployed in terms of share of people living autonomously, compared 
to almost every European country, and that when considering women and men 
separately, the relationship remains the same, with lower proportions of unemployed 
males and females living autonomously compared to employed ones. 

The regression analysis on the pooled sample of EU28 countries confirms the negative 
effect of labour market exclusion on housing autonomy, which is stronger for youth in 
the age range 25 to 29 years old. The average marginal effects for single country 
regressions confirm the negative association between unemployment and housing 
autonomy in all countries, but with few exceptions, where the relationship is not 
statistically significant. Again, a clear pattern of countries where the effect of 
unemployment is larger is not easy to detect, as the group is quite heterogeneous, 
including Denmark, Estonia, Greece, France, Luxemburg and Latvia. However, it is 
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important to bear in mind that with cross-sectional data, we observe the characteristics 
of those who are already out of parental home and thus we may have a problem of 
reverse causation. 

The relationship between objective job insecurity and housing autonomy  shows a 
general trend of lower proportions of individuals living autonomously among employed 
with a temporary contracts compared to those in a permanent job. However, the 
relationship is not statistically significant in most of the countries considered. The 
regression analysis confirms a negative effect of objective labour market insecurity on 
housing autonomy, which is however statistically significant in a small and 
heterogeneous group of countries, including Germany, Luxemburg, France and Italy, 
Portugal and Poland. These results may be subject to a problem of reverse causation 
but, may also indicate that as temporary contracts are now the most common first step 
for youth entering the labour market, the type of contract may not be a good indicator 
for differentiating youth, in particular with respect to the dimension of autonomy.  

The results about subjective labour market insecurity and housing aut onomy  
show that a negative association between is not fully supported. Indeed, in 
Scandinavian, French-speaking -and slightly also the Post-socialist- clusters, the 
proportion of those living out of the parental home is greater among individuals with 
perceived secure jobs compared to those with insecure jobs. On the contrary, the 
relationship is reversed in the Southern European and Anglo-Saxon clusters. The 
results from the logistic regression go in the same direction and show a non-significant 
relationship of subjective job insecurity and living autonomously.  

We then compared the effect of labour market exclusion, subjective and objective job 
insecurity before and after the crisis . Although we are not able to observe any causal 
link with the crisis, it is interesting to notice how the relationship varied across the two 
periods. As far labour market exclusion is considered, for most of the countries the sign 
and magnitude of the association between unemployment and housing autonomy have 
not changed in the two periods (if negative or not significant in 2014 remained the 
same for 2007). However, in Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland, Denmark, the 
Netherlands, Spain, and Portugal the relationship became negative in 2014 only, while 
in 2007 was not statistically significant and in Belgium it was even positive. 

With respect to objective job insecurity, for most of the countries the comparison 
between the two periods does not show any significant change in the role played by a 
temporary contract (as opposed to a permanent one) on housing autonomy. The only 
exceptions are Germany and Poland, where the small negative association is only 
significant in 2014 (and not in 2007).  

The relationship between subjective job insecurity and housing autonomy remained 
stable across the two periods in the Scandinavian, German-speaking and Post-socialist 
countries, while the proportion of youth with insecure jobs living autonomously 
increased in the Southern-European, Anglo-Saxon and French-speaking clusters. 
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However, estimates from the logistic regression show that the relationship is not 
statistically significant in both periods 2011 and 2007. 

2.2 Economic autonomy  

Finally, we explore the association between economic and hosing autonomy . The 
dimension of economic autonomy was not originally included in the project, but we 
considered it in the broader framework of youth autonomy in order to understand if and 
where autonomy relates with resources coming from the labour market or from others 
resources, and if autonomy can imply vulnerability, a key concept in the framework of 
social exclusion. These explorative analyses show that among those living 
independently from parents, in half of the countries the share of individuals fully or 
partly autonomous reaches 70% and in general, in all countries it reaches at least 50% 
of the sample. The distribution of economic autonomy for the group of young people 
living with parent remains quite high, reaching more than 80% of fully or partly 
autonomous in a heterogeneous group of countries as Austria, Malta, the Netherlands 
and Denmark. On the contrary, the share of fully or partly autonomous individuals is 
lower in some Southern-European countries (Greece and Portugal) and Poland.  

The comparison with the pre-crisis situation highlights that the proportion of fully 
autonomous individuals decreased in 2014 compared to 2007, accompanied by an 
increase of non-autonomous individuals, particularly in Ireland, Lithuania and Southern-
European countries as Cyprus, Spain, Greece and Portugal. 

Descriptives from Ukraine show that the proportion of fully autonomous individuals is 
lower than in most of other EU28 countries. The category of partly autonomous is the 
dominant one between both young people living independently and living with parents, 
and 98% of them declare some transfers from the family. As expected, the comparison 
between 2007 and 2017 shows that the share of non-autonomous individuals 
increased, accompanied by a decrease of fully autonomous. 

2.3 Psychological autonomy 

The analysis of the association between the labour market status and psychological 
autonomy  among youth in Europe revealed interesting differences within and across 
country groups. Overall, employees are the most advantaged group in terms of 
psychological autonomy and the unemployed suffer from a limitation of this type of 
autonomy. However, the magnitude of the differences between these two groups is 
quite diverse depending on the welfare state regime. The lowest difference is observed 
in Southern European countries. Interesting observations were made regarding the 
group of inactive youth, who were as limited in terms of psychological autonomy as the 
unemployed in most country groups, with the exception of the French-speaking cluster, 
where their autonomy exceeded the level observed among both unemployed and 
employed youth. 
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With respect to objective job insecurity and psychological autonomy , emerges that 
in the South of Europe, the difference between the psychological autonomy of 
permanent versus temporary employees amounted to 5 percentage points. However, in 
Anglo-Saxon countries employees with fixed-term contracts had higher levels of 
psychological autonomy than permanent employees, and the difference amounted to 7 
percentage points. In other country clusters, the differences between these two groups 
of young workers were actually very small. This implied that objectively measured 
employment insecurity did not affect the psychological autonomy. 

When looking at the association between subjective job insecurity and 
psychological autonomy  the results suggest that in most country clusters, the jobs 
perceived as more secure were associated to a higher degree of psychological 
autonomy. However, in Anglo-Saxon countries there was virtually no difference in 
psychological autonomy among employees with fixed-term and permanent contracts. 
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3 HOUSING AUTONOMY 

3.1 Introduction 

Leaving the home of origin is regarded as one of the key markers of the transition to 
adulthood (Shanahan 2000; Corijn and Klijzing 2001). It implies not only housing 
independence but also greater social autonomy for young people (Billari et al. 2001). It 
also improves opportunities to plan for the future and make important lifetime 
decisions, such as forming a family of one’s own (Aassve et al. 2002; Avery et al. 
1992).  

Living independently is a step towards adulthood that is related to taking fuller 
responsibility for actions and being able to create an identity, which is more 
independent from that of the parents (Nilsson and Strandh 1999). Moreover, leaving 
the parental home is a transition that makes other key transitions to adulthood possible. 
For many young people, leaving home is seen, for instance, as a precondition for 
getting married and having children. Powerful meanings and expectations are 
associated with it: it signifies freedom and privacy (Rusconi 2006) and is the beginning 
of the process of forming an independent household, which is the focal point for several 
developmental progresses (Bendit 1999).  

The way in which youth becomes autonomous has changed in the last 30 years. Even 
though there are differences within specific cultures, the expectations generally 
associated with living independently are linked to a sense of well-being, privacy and 
intimacy (Gaiser 1999). However, as we have seen, today, residential autonomy does 
not coincide with economic independence. During the Fordism era, to become an adult 
you needed to become independent residentially and financially through a good and 
stable job.  

On the contrary, today, situations in which elements of youth-like dependency and 
typical features of adult autonomy may co-exist simultaneously within the same 
biography (Walther et al. 2002). Indeed, the concept of residential independence does 
not exclude any form of financial dependence from parents. This is reflected in a 
remarkable proportion of youth who live away from their parents and still receive 
substantial material support from their parents. The percentage of parents, aged 50-
plus, providing financial support to their children ranges from 25% in the wealthiest 
countries of northern Europe to 15% in southern Europe (Fokkema et al. 2008). Just 
like Galland (2000), Cicchelli (2013) also favours using the concept of “residential 
autonomy” rather than “housing independency” to describe young adult housing 
conditions. The concept of autonomy does not exclude any form of dependence from 
parents. So, what is the association between labour market vulnerability and housing 
autonomy among youth? Our focus is on housing autonomy, or lack of housing 
autonomy, considering that this dimension is closely connected with the other 
dimensions of autonomy. Autonomy can be defined as a lack of restrictions on freedom 
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of choice (Baizan et al. 2002; Lesthaeghe 1995). Hence, low autonomy mainly means 
being dependent from the family for money transfer or material support and/or from the 
State, i.e. from social policies (ex. having unemployment benefits for a long period). 
The theoretical literature that explains incentives for and constraints on leaving the 
parental home, views the opportunity to leave the parental home as determined by the 
level of individual resources available directly to young adults (McElroy 1985; Ermisch 
1999).  

Leaving the parental home is a very important decision in the private sphere of life and 
reduces the opportunities to receive material and emotional support from the family. 
The risk of losing employment and the associated negative consequences for the 
standard of living are much stronger for those who decide to establish one’s own 
household as compared to youth that stay with their parents (Aassve et al. 2007; Parisi 
2008). Therefore, if young people experience difficulties in labour market integration 
and perceive their situation as unstable and insecure, they may be relatively less willing 
to make such a step. Specifically, unemployed or inactive youth may have very limited 
opportunities to leave the parental home, especially in countries with limited state 
support for youth (Aassve et al. 2001). However, chances for housing independence 
from the parents may vary strongly also among those young people who are actually 
involved in paid work. In particular, the attention of researchers has recently turned 
towards the role of employment stability (Becker et al. 2008; Fernandes et al. 2008). 
Labour market positions with high degrees of economic uncertainty prevent youth from 
making blind long-term commitments (Oppenheimer et al. 1997; Mills & Blossfeld 
2003). Thus, irrespective of the level of income received by young adults, the expected 
variation in income may deter them from investing in household formation (Fernandes 
et al. 2008). Since fixed-term contracts may imply discontinuity of the employment 
career and hence more variation in the level of income, having a fixed-term rather than 
a permanent contract can be expected to exert a negative effect on the probability of 
leaving the parental home. As a result, young people with fixed-term contracts may be 
more reluctant to leave the parental home than those who have permanent, 
presumably more stable jobs. Regarding methods of analysis, we have used panel 
econometrics to identify causal effects of youth experiences of labour market insecurity 
and their transition to housing autonomy.  

The lack of autonomy can be regarded as a vulnerability factor (Misztal 2011). 
Dependency on others constitutes a significant risk factor, which considerably 
increases the probability to fall into situations of social vulnerability. According to 
Chambers (1989), vulnerability does not necessarily involve current deprivation but 
rather insecurity and exposure to risk: it can implicitly involve a multidimensional and 
dynamic perspective that is consistent with the notion of social exclusion as a process 
rather than simply an outcome. From the theoretical models outlined above it follows 
that individuals with a socioeconomic background that prevents substituting labour 
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income with alternative financial resources (e.g. migrants, youth from low educated and 
poor families) may be more sensitive to the impact of labour market instability. 

Starting from an in-depth literature review on the concept of autonomy related to 
leaving the parental home and establishing one’s own household (Baranowska et al., 
2015), we proceed with a descriptive analysis of the association between different 
forms of labour market insecurity and housing autonomy. This part of the analysis 
provides us with conclusions about individual and cross-country differences in patterns 
of leaving the parental home. This descriptive analysis also provides a basis for the 
examination of the causal mechanism that leads to the delay in reaching housing 
autonomy among youth.  

Previous studies have shown that the degree to which labour market vulnerability 
affects decisions about leaving the parental home and forming a family differs across 
countries and across different welfare state regimes. (Aassve et al. 2002; Blossfeld and 
Mills 2006). In countries that provide support that is more generous for youth, the 
impact of labour market weakness on housing autonomy is weaker than in countries 
where young people are expected to receive help from the family or to handle their 
problems on their own. Still, it remains unclear what dimensions of the institutional 
setting may be most important when it comes to buffering labour market insecurity and 
fostering individual autonomy among young people.  

3.1.1 Hypotheses 

The descriptive analyses presented in this section are driven by three main hypothesis 
of research: 

1. Hypothesis 1 – Labour Market Exclusion: employme nt status 

A condition of exclusion from the labour market has been identified as a key factor in 
delaying housing autonomy. In particular, we test whether a condition of unemployment 
negatively affects the chances of living out of the parental home (as mentioned in the 
section on sample, inactive individuals have not been included due to the noise 
introduced by inactive women living with the partner). 

Since individuals who are unemployed may have very limited opportunities to leave the 
parental home, especially in countries with limited state support for youth (Aassve et al. 
2001), we expect to find a negative association between the condition of 
unemployment and a situation for housing autonomy, here defined as living out of the 
parental home. However, due to the great heterogeneity of institutional and cultural 
settings across EU-28 countries, we also expect the magnitude of this negative 
association to vary significantly across countries. 

2. Hypothesis 2 - Objective Job Insecurity: type of  contract 

A condition of employment may not automatically imply stability of income, thus 
influencing the degree of independence from the parents also among those young 
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people who are actually involved in paid work. Indeed, labour market positions with 
high degrees of economic uncertainty (such as fixed-term contracts) may imply 
discontinuity of the employment career and more variation in the level of income. 

Thus, we expect to find that young people employed with temporary contracts have 
lower chances of living out of the parental home compared to young people employed 
with permanent contracts.  

3. Hypothesis 3 - Subjective Job Insecurity: percei ved risk 

As mentioned in the introduction, research has shown that what matters for gaining a 
condition of housing autonomy is not only the job situation itself but also the perception 
of job insecurity. Perceived job insecurity may be defined as “subjectively experiences 
anticipation of a fundamental and involuntary event related to job loss” (Sverke et al., 
2002, p. 43). Other definitions share the idea that job insecurity is a subjective 
phenomenon based on individual perception (de Witte, 1999; Richter, 2011; Van 
Vuuren, 1990) and that job insecurity concerns the anticipation of job loss, the 
anticipation of losing important aspects of the job, and the fear of not finding an 
equivalent job (Greenhalg and Rosenblatt, 1984). Therefore, we expect to find that a 
situation in which the individual perceives his/her situation in the labour market as 
unstable and insecure (meaning a high risk of losing the job and/or not having 
possibilities to find a new one) is negatively associated with the chances of living 
autonomously from the parents.  

3.1.2 Data and variables 

In order to test the first two hypotheses leading the Except project (the effect of LM 
exclusion and objective job insecurity on housing autonomy) we used EU-SILC data for 
the year 2014, as representative of the post-crisis period, and 2007, as representative 
of the pre-crisis period. We conceived the “post-crisis” period not as representative of 
the exit from the crisis but rather, given the slow and heterogeneous rate of recovery 
across EU28, the period in which to grasp better the consequences of the crisis.  

The third hypothesis – the effect of subjective job insecurity on housing autonomy – 
was tested using EQLS data. However, given the structure of the survey, which is 
carried out every four years, we could only refer to the third wave for the year 2012 as 
representative of the post-crisis period, and to the second wave for the year 2007 as 
representative of the pre-crisis period. 

The dependent variable “housing autonomy” was associated with the residential 
condition of the individual – an individual being considered as having reached housing 
autonomy when he/she lives in a household not including his/her parents (variable 
equal to 1 if parents are not members of the household, equal to 0 otherwise). Given 
the cross-sectional nature of the data, we were not able to look at transitions out of the 
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parental household1, but only at the residential condition of the individual, i.e. whether 
living with or without parents (at this point disregarding any further specification e.g. 
spouse, partner, flatmate(s))2. 

The first independent variable was labour market exclusion, with LM exclusion being 
defined as a condition of unemployment. 

The second independent variable was objective labour market insecurity, 
corresponding to a situation in which the employed individual has a temporary contract 
(compared to individuals with a permanent contract). 

The third independent variable was subjective LM insecurity, which was 
operationalised based on the question, “How likely or unlikely do you think it is that you 
might lose your job in the next 6 months?” Individuals replying “Very likely” and “Quite 
likely” were recoded as having a perceived an insecure job, thus feeling subjective job 
insecurity. Since empirical research in this field operationalised subjective insecurity, 
also considering the probability that the individual may find a new job in case of loss 
(Ebralidze, 2011), we also added the question “If you were to lose or had to quit your 
job, how likely or unlikely is it that you will find a job of a similar salary?” as a control 
variable. 

3.1.3 Method 

Descriptive analysis and logistic regression analysis for each country using EU-SILC 
data and logistic regression on country cluster for EQLS data. 

3.2 Descriptive analyses for the post-crisis period   

The aim of this section is to present some descriptive statistics on the association 
between labour market exclusion, labour market insecurity (independent variables) and 
housing autonomy (dependent variable).  

The first part of the section provides some cross-tabulations between independent and 
dependent variables and the second section provides a simple model of logistic 
regression for measuring the association between independent variables and housing 
autonomy also controlling other individuals’ characteristics. Regressions are also 
presented separately for each country.  

 
                                                

1 Longitudinal analysis of the transition out of parental household will be investigated in further working 
papers of the Except project.  
2 This way of operationalising residential autonomy considers as non-autonomous those individuals who 
are married or are in a consensual union but live with their family of origin or with parents in law. The 
residential autonomy of these individuals presents some challenging terms of definition and can be 
considered as only partial. However, from a check in our sample, these represent a very limited case (less 
or equal to 1%) in Western European countries, while it is a little more frequent (less or equal to 5%) in 
some European (mainly Eastern but not only) countries such as BG, CY, HR, LT, LU, LV, PL, PT, RO, SI, 
SK. 
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3.2.1 Cross-tabulations 

HP1 - LM exclusion: employment status 

The following figure show the proportion of individuals aged 16-29 living without 
parents, according to their employment status. The black dots indicate the difference in 
percentage points between the share of employed and unemployed people living out of 
the parental household (if positive, the share of employed people living out of the 
parental home is greater than the proportion of unemployed living out of parental 
home).  

The graph is provided for the age range 16-29 years old (Figure 1). For the sub-groups 
15-24 and 25-29 years old, the sample size decreases substantially and the 
relationship is significant only for few countries3, thus cross tabulations are provided in 
the Appendix (see tables A.6 and A.7). 

In general, in all EU28 countries the share of individuals living out of parental home is 
greater among employed individuals compared to unemployed ones, suggesting a 
negative association between a condition of labour market exclusion and housing 
autonomy.  

 

                                                

3 Proportions for the younger age group (16-24) are statistically significant for only 8 out of 28 countries 
(DE, DK, HR, IE, LU, PT, RO, SE). Proportions for the older age group (24-29) are statistically significant 
for 14 out of 28 countries (CY, CZ, EE, EL, ES, FI, FR, IE, IT, PL, PT, SE, SI, UK). 
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Figure 1 Proportion of individuals 16-29 living out of parental household by employment status 

 
Source: EU-SILC cross 2014. Note: weighted proportions. The asterisk (*) indicates that the relationship is not 

statistically significant. Black dots indicate the difference in percentage points; the scale is the axis on the right side 

of the graph.  

HP1 - LM exclusion: employment status by gender 

In this section, we present the same descriptive statistics as before, but separately by 
gender (Figure 2). In line with literature, in all EU28 countries the proportion of females, 
employed or unemployed, living autonomously is higher than men. The relationship 
between labour market status and living condition tends to work in the same direction 
for both men and women, since again, the proportion of unemployed individuals living 
autonomously is lower than among employed individuals and this is observable for both 
females (in yellow) and males (in blue). 
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Figure 2 Proportion of individuals 16-29 living out of parental household by employment status and sex 

 
Source: EU-SILC cross 2014. Note: weighted proportions.  

The asterisk (*) indicates that the relationship is not statistically significant for BOTH females and males. In addition, 

for FEMALES only the relationship is not statistically significant in BE, EE, ES, FI, HR, and SK. For MALES, only it is not 

significant in RO, SI, UK. 

HP2 – Objective job insecurity: type of contract  

The figure below shows the proportion of youth aged 16-29 living out of the parental 
household, according to the type of contract (for employed individuals only). The black 
dots indicate the difference in percentage points (the share of individuals with 
permanent contracts living out of the parental household, minus the share of those with 
permanent contracts living out). Figures for the age range 16-24 and for the older age 
group (25-29) are not shown since the relationship is not statistically significant in 21 
out of 28 countries (tables are available in the Appendix, see table A.8). 

In general, it can be observed that the proportion of individuals with permanent contract 
living autonomously is higher than the share of those with temporary contracts, 
suggesting a negative association between objective job insecurity and housing 
autonomy. However, it is also observable that this relationship is not statistically 
significant in many of the countries considered. The countries where this relationship is 
statistically significant are some Southern-European countries (MT; ES; IT; PT; HR); in 
some Eastern-European countries (SK; PL); and some other Central European and 
Nordic countries: BE; FR; LU; DE; SE; NL. 
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Figure 3 Proportion of individuals 18-29 living out of parental household by type of contract (employed only) 

 
Source: EU-SILC cross 2014. Note: weighted proportions. The asterisk (*) indicates that the relationship is not 

statistically significant. Black dots indicate the difference in percentage points; their reference is the axis on the right 

side of the graph. 

HP2- Objective LM insecurity by gender 

As before, we separated the previous cross-tabulation by gender. In general, it can be 
observed that the relationship tends to be the same for both males and females (higher 
proportion of individuals living autonomously among those with permanent contracts, 
bars for women in yellow, for men in blue). However, also due to the small sample size, 
the relationship is not statistically significant for most of the EU28 countries. 
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Figure 4 Proportion of individuals aged 16-29 who are housing autonomous by type of contract (objective job 

insecurity) and sex 

 
Source: EU-SILC cross 2014. Note: weighted proportions. The asterisk (*) indicates that the relationship is not 

statistically significant for BOTH females and males; with (*F) the relationship is not significant for females only and 

with (*M) not significant for males only.  

HP3 - Subjective job insecurity  

The cross-tabulations presented below were computed using the dataset European 
Quality of Life Survey (EQLS), for the third wave completed in 2012. 

As mentioned in the section on data and method, due to small sample size, countries 
have been grouped in clusters built on the typical classification of welfare state regimes 
outlined in the literature on school-to-work transition and transition to adulthood (Vogel 
2002; Buchmann and Kriesi 2011). In detail, the clusters are composed as follows: 

- Scandinavian: Denmark, Finland, Sweden 
- Southern European: Greece, Spain, Italy, Portugal, Cyprus, Malta 
- German-speaking: Germany, Austria, Netherlands 
- Anglo-Saxon: UK, Ireland 
- Post-socialist4 : Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Estonia, Latvia, Poland, Slovenia, 

Slovakia, Hungary, and Lithuania, Romania. 
- French speaking: Belgium, France, Luxembourg. 

                                                

4 Grouping all post-socialist countries under the same umbrella presents major challenges, since there can 
be quite big differences between such countries, as highlighted by Bohle, Dorothee, and Béla Greskovits. 
2012. Capitalist Diversity on Europe’s Periphery. Cornell Studies in Political Economy. Ithaca: Cornell 
University Press and Roosalu, Triin, and by Dirk Hofäcker (Eds.). 2016. Rethinking Gender, Work and 
Care in a New Europe: Theorising Markets and Societies in the Post-Postsocialist Era. Palgrave Macmillan 
UK. Thus we try to keep in mind the issue of great heterogeneity internal to our broad category when 
performing these preliminary analyses.  
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The analysis also took into consideration the cross-national population weights for the 
27 EU Member States. The small sample size also prevented the differentiation of the 
analyses by age sub-groups (e.g. 18-24 and 25-29) and by gender.  

Subjective LM insecurity was operationalised based on the question “How likely or 
unlikely do you think it is that you might lose your job in the next 6 months” (Y11_Q15). 
Individuals replying “Very likely” and “Quite likely” were recoded as having a perceived 
an insecure job, thus feeling subjective job insecurity. 
Figure 5 below shows that a negative association between the level of perceived job 
insecurity and the proportion of individuals living out of the parental home is not fully 
supported. Indeed, in the Scandinavian, French-speaking and slightly also the Post-
socialist clusters, the proportion of those living out of the parental home is greater 
among individuals with perceived secure jobs compared to those with insecure jobs. 
On the contrary, the relationship is reversed in the Southern European and Anglo-
Saxon clusters, while there are no differences between the two groups in the German-
speaking cluster.  

 
Figure 5 Proportion of young individuals (18-29) living out of parental home according to subjective LM insecurity 

 
Source: EQLS 2011. Weighted frequencies (w5_EU27) 
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3.2.2 Labour market exclusion and housing autonomy in Ukraine 

The data for Ukraine comes from the Household Budget Survey conducted on a 
quarterly basis by the State Statistics Service of Ukraine to collect the individual and 
household level data on income, expenditure and labour market status of the 
respondents. Analysis presented here is based on the yearly data for years 2007 and 
2014 restricted to individuals aged 16-30 who are part of the labour force. We use 
slightly different age span for Ukraine compared to the EU28 (16-29) due to data 
limitations – from 2014 the Household Budget Survey started reporting age data in 
categories (e.g. 16-25, 26-30, etc.) which restricts us to looking at 16-30 years old 
rather than 16-29. However, as the analysis presented refers to shares of different 
groups among our sample, we believe that the discrepancy related to the available 
categorisation should be minimal. 

Table 1 Proportion of individuals living out of parental household by labour market status in Ukraine as compared to 

the EU 

  UA EU28  

Age employed unemployed 
∆  

(empl-unempl) 
 in p.p. 

employed unemployed 
∆  

(empl-unempl) 
 in p.p. 

16-30 (EU: 16-29) 45.93% 17.73% 28.20 49.67% 28.95% 20.72 

16-25 (EU: 16-24) 28.86% 9.10% 19.76 27.95% 18.67% 9.28 

26-30 (EU: 25-29) 55.90% 29.78% 26.12 62.91% 40.02% 22.89 
Data source for UA: State Statistics Office of Ukraine. Household Budget Survey 2014. Data source for EU: EU-SILC 

cross 2014. Note: weighted proportions. The difference between means is statistically significant at 1% level for all 

age groups in Ukraine.  

While the proportion of young people not living with parents among employed in 
Ukraine falls short of the EU average, it is generally higher compared to the Eastern 
Europe EU countries (Figure 6). Yet, Ukraine has one of the widest gaps (28.2 p.p.) in 
terms of the share of people living out of the parental household between the 
unemployed and employed than in almost every country of the EU. The only exception 
is Sweden with the 36.4 p.p. gap. 
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Figure 6 Proportion of youth living out of parental household by employment status in UA and selected countries  
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Data source for UA: State Statistics Office of Ukraine. Household Budget Survey 2014. Data source for EU countries: 

EU-SILC cross 2014. Note: weighted proportions. 

Ukraine has similar association between LM status and autonomy compared to the EU 
average with the highest proportion of people living autonomously shown by employed 
females and males and the lowest proportion among unemployed males. Proportion of 
youth living without parents is lower among both unemployed males and females, 
compared to their employed counterparts. 

Figure 7 Proportion of youth living out of parental household by employment status and sex in Ukraine as compared 

to the EU 
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Data source for UA: State Statistics Office of Ukraine. Household Budget Survey 2014. Data source for EU: EU-SILC 

cross 2014. Note: weighted proportions. 
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3.3 Logistic regression 

3.3.1 Logistic regression for all countries 

This section shows the results of a logistic regression for all 28 countries pooled 
together, using EU-SILC data to test the two hypotheses of a negative effect of LM 
exclusion and Objective job insecurity on housing autonomy. Country dummies are 
included but estimates are not shown. The third hypothesis of a negative effect of 
Subjective job insecurity on autonomy is tested using EQLS data, on the pooled 
sample, including cluster dummies. 

The HP1 of a negative effect of labour market exclusion on housing autonomy seems 
to be supported (Table 2). Indeed, there is a negative association between being 
unemployed and living out of the parental household. The analyses by age group (see 
Figure 8) highlight a stronger negative effect for the older age group (25-29). The 
control variables show that the likelihood of living out of the parental home increases 
with age; females have a higher probability of living out of the parental home than men; 
living in an urban area increases the chances of living out of the parental home 
compared to living in a non-urban area; while higher education has a negative effect, 
reducing the chances of living out of the parental home. Finally, being a non-citizen 
increases the likelihood of living without parents, as indicated by Crull et al. (2012) by 
which individuals who are not citizens of the country of residence tend to leave the 
parental home earlier than native-born.  
The HP2 of a negative effect of the objective labour market insecurity on housing 
autonomy also seems to be supported (Table 3): having a temporary contract 
decreases the log odds of being out of the parental household, compared to being 
employed with permanent contracts. This relationship seems to be stable across age 
groups, since differences between the average marginal effect of being employed with 
a temporary contract in the age group 15-24 or 25-29 are not statistically significant 
(Figure 9). The control variables go in the same direction as in the previous regression. 

On the contrary, the HP3 of a negative effect of subjective labour market insecurity on 
housing autonomy is not verified (Table 4). All three models (M1 including only 
subjective insecurity for the risk of losing the current job; M2 introducing the perceived 
risk of not finding a new one in case of job loss, M3 operationalising the dependent 
variable as a categorical variable with three modes of subjective insecurity) show that 
the estimates for the relationship between subjective job insecurity and housing 
autonomy are not statistically significant.  

 



  Baranowska-Rataj et al.  

 27 

Table 2 Logit regression for the association between housing autonomy and LM status (HP1). Logistic regression 

coefficients of pooled sample 

Age 16-29 Age 16-24 Age 25-29 
Employment status (ref: employed) 

unemployed -0.488*** -0.229*** -0.666*** 
(0.0357) (0.0578) (0.0455) 

age 0.349*** 0.427*** 0.326*** 
(0.00555) (0.0163) (0.0120) 

female 0.761*** 0.835*** 0.744*** 
(0.0274) (0.0475) (0.0340) 

education (ref. at most lower secondary) 
upper secondary -0.349*** -0.457*** -0.337*** 

(0.0392) (0.0616) (0.0522) 
tertiary -0.517*** -0.619*** -0.527*** 

(0.0442) (0.0864) (0.0547) 
non-citizen 0.987*** 0.804*** 1.079*** 

(0.0625) (0.103) (0.0806) 
urban area 0.472*** 0.488*** 0.462*** 

(0.0286) (0.0495) (0.0355) 
No. 34274 14496 19778 
R2 0.2327 0.1617 0.1956 
Source: EU-SILC cross-sectional data, YEAR 2014.  

Notes: standard errors in parentheses; * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. Country dummies included. 

 

Figure 8 Average Marginal Effects for labour market exclusion and housing autonomy by age group (EU28 countries) 

age 16-24

age 16-29

age 25-29

-.16 -.12 -.08 -.04 0 .04

AME Confidence Interval

 

Source: own elaboration on EU-SILC cross-sectional data, YEAR 2014.  
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Table 3 Logit regression for the association between housing autonomy and objective job insecurity (HP2). Logistic 

regression coefficients of pooled sample 

Age 16-29 Age 16-24 Age 25-29 
type of contract (ref: permanent) 

temporary -0.264*** -0.246*** -0.286*** 
(0.0405) (0.0710) (0.0498) 

missing -0.485*** -0.910*** -0.274*** 
(0.0485) (0.0918) (0.0593) 

age 0.366*** 0.446*** 0.332*** 
(0.00657) (0.0201) (0.0134) 

female 0.686*** 0.767*** 0.668*** 
(0.0310) (0.0558) (0.0377) 

education (ref. at most lower secondary) 
upper secondary -0.280*** -0.323*** -0.328*** 

(0.0475) (0.0779) (0.0617) 
tertiary -0.409*** -0.438*** -0.460*** 

(0.0522) (0.104) (0.0638) 
non-citizen 0.991*** 0.938*** 1.015*** 

(0.0736) (0.126) (0.0922) 
urban 0.575*** 0.570*** 0.577*** 

(0.0324) (0.0577) (0.0396) 
N 26050 10052 15998 
Pseudo -R2 0.2372 0.1838 0.1922 
Source: EU-SILC cross-sectional data, YEAR 2014.  

Notes: standard errors in parentheses; * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. Country dummies included but not 

shown. 

Figure 9 Average Marginal Effects for labour market exclusion and housing autonomy by age group 

(EU28 countries) 
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Source: own elaboration on EU-SILC cross-sectional data, YEAR 2014.  
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Table 4 Housing autonomy across EU27 and LM subjective insecurity (HP3). Logistic regression coefficients 

(1) (2) (3) 
   

insecure job 0.0503 0.0409 
(0.193) (0.194) 

future job insecurity 0.0776 
(0.139) 

insecure job detailed (ref.=secure) 
insecure job,  

can find a new one  0.0506 
(0.249) 

insecure job,  
cannot find a new one 0.0182 

(0.276) 
female 0.405** 0.381** 0.382** 

(0.134) (0.137) (0.137) 
age 0.290*** 0.282*** 0.282*** 

(0.0271) (0.0274) (0.0275) 
education (ref. =lower secondary or less) 

upper secondary -0.160 -0.169 -0.167 
(0.202) (0.210) (0.210) 

tertiary -0.133 -0.138 -0.135 
(0.232) (0.239) (0.239) 

non-citizen 0.764 0.721 0.721 
(0.415) (0.422) (0.418) 

urban 0.471*** 0.473*** 0.477*** 
(0.136) (0.138) (0.138) 

Constant -5.807*** -5.677*** -5.622*** 
(0.658) (0.663) (0.663) 

No. 2,413 2,328 2,328 
Source: EQLS data, wave 2012.  

Notes: standard errors in parentheses; * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. Country clusters included.  
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3.3.2 Single country regressions 

Logistic regressions have also been run separately per each country (see Appendix 
tables A.9 and A.10). In order to make the results more easily readable and 
comparable, this section presents the plots of the average marginal effect of living out 
of the parental home for young people in the EU28 countries considered, depending on 
their employment status (HP1) and type of contract (HP2). 

 

HP1 Labour market exclusion and housing autonomy 

The following figure (Figure 10) represents the average marginal effect of being 
unemployed on the likelihood of living out of parental home for young people (namely 
the difference in percentage points between the predicted probability of living 
autonomously for employed and unemployed individuals), keeping all the control 
variables at their means. If the dot and the 95% confidence interval is below the zero 
line, the effect of being unemployed is negative, reducing the likelihood of living 
autonomously (compared to be unemployed). We can observe that in most of the EU28 
countries the relationship is confirmed as negative, with the only exception of Malta. 
However, for a group of countries the effect of unemployment is not statistically 
significant (95% confidence intervals overlap with the zero line): AT; BG; DE; FI; HR; 
LT; SI; SK; UK. 

The countries where the effect of unemployment is more negative (greater than 10 
percentage points difference) are a quite heterogeneous group: DK; EE; EL; FR; LU; 
LV; NL; PT; RO; SE. For some of these countries such a relationship was also showed 
in the descriptive section (Figure 1), where indeed SE; FR; LU; EE; PT showed a 
difference of above 15 percentage points between the two groups. 

 

HP2 Objective job insecurity and housing autonomy 

Figure 11 gives a clear picture of the non-relevant effect of the type of contract on the 
likelihood of being housing autonomous for most of the countries considered, as it was 
also showed in the descriptive section. However, there are a few countries where 
having a temporary employment still significantly reduces the chances of living 
autonomously (compared to be employed with permanent contract), and these 
countries are DE, FR, IT, LU, PL, PT. Such a result is consistent with the cross 
tabulation presented in the previous section (Figure 3) where the countries mentioned 
are among the ones with the highest differences in percentage points between the two 
groups.  

To summarise, it can be concluded that cross-sectional data show a negative effect of 
labour market exclusion (here operationalised as being in a condition of 
unemployment) on the chances of living autonomously from the parental home across 
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young people in the EU28 countries (although not statistically significant in 9 countries). 
On the contrary, the effect of objective job insecurity, here operationalised as having a 
temporary contract as opposed to a permanent one, does not seem to affect 
significantly the chances of living out of the parental household across EU28 countries, 
with the only exception of 6 countries.  

One explanation for the latter result may lay in the fact that temporary contracts are the 
most common first step of entering the labour market for youth, with a tendency to 
persist even in the later stages of a career (Barbieri 2009, Scherer 2004). Thus, given 
the wide diffusion of temporary contracts versus permanent ones, the type of contract 
may not be a good indicator for the differentiation of young people in terms of 
autonomy. However, another important point to bear in mind is that the analyses 
presented here suffer a significant limitation in terms of reverse causation. Due to the 
cross-sectional nature of data, we simply observe the characteristics of those who are 
already out of the parental home, but we are not able to observe the transition out of 
the parental home. This generates a problem of reverse causation, by which we are not 
able to establish the direction of the relationship, since the current living condition of 
the individual may affect his/her employment condition. Further, living condition may be 
characterised by a certain degree of stability and un-elasticity (un-reversible) to 
changing economic conditions, by which exit from and re-entry to the parental home 
because of changes in the occupational status need longer time ranges of observation. 
Future analysis using longitudinal data will be able to focus more deeply the attention 
on the transitions out of the parental home. 
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Figure 10 Average Marginal Effect of L M exclusion on housing autonomy (age 16-29) 
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Figure 11 Average Marginal Effect of Objective Job Insecurity on housing autonomy (age 16-29) 
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Source: own elaboration on EU-SILC cross-sectional data, year 2014. 
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3.4 Evaluating the impact of the recent economic cr isis 

Another objective of the project is to investigate how the relationship between labour 
market exclusion and job insecurity on housing autonomy has changed across recent 
years. In particular, the objective is to investigate whether and to what extent the 
relationship has changed because of the financial and economic crisis, which occurred 
in 2008, bringing about serious consequences in most EU28 countries. Establishing a 
causal link between the crisis and the consequences on housing autonomy is out of the 
scope of this report. However, in this section we present a comparison between the two 
periods, pre- and post-crisis, by presenting the differences in the effect (average 
marginal effect) of labour market exclusion and temporary contract on housing 
autonomy, per each country. As mentioned in section 2, we took the year 2007 as 
representative of the period immediately preceding the economic crisis and 2014 as 
the period following the economic crisis, in which the effects of the crisis are still quite 
intense. 

3.4.1 HP1 – Housing autonomy and LM exclusion 

In order to compare the relationship between labour market exclusion and housing 
autonomy in the pre-crisis and post-crisis periods, Figure 12 plots the average marginal 
effect of being unemployed (compared to being employed) on living out of parental 
home in the two years considered, 2007 and 2014. The sample is now made of 26 
countries, as HR and MT were not included in the survey in 2007. Overall, it cannot be 
detected a clear pattern in the two periods considered, as for most of the countries the 
difference between the two average marginal effect is not significant, with confidence 
intervals overlapping. For about one third of the countries (9 out of 26) the average 
marginal effect was negative and significant in both periods, 2007 and 2014, indicating 
a statistically significant lower likelihood of living independently for unemployment 
individuals (compared to employed individuals) but not a significant increasing or 
decreasing effect before and after the crisis. There is then another group made of 8 
countries, which shows a different trend. This group includes Belgium, where the 
average marginal effect of being unemployed was even positive in 2007 (with 
unemployed individuals having 8 percentage points higher probability of living 
autonomously, compared to employed) and turned negative in 2014 (with unemployed 
individuals having 9 percentage points lower probability of living autonomously 
compared to employed). It also includes CZ, HU, PL, DK, NL, SP, PT, where the 
relationship became negative in 2014 only, while in 2007 it was not significant. 

We may conclude that, although the proportion of unemployed individuals, as well as 
the distribution of the housing autonomy may have changed among youth between the 
two periods, for the majority of EU28 countries the sign and magnitude of the 
association between unemployment and independent living have not changed between 
the two periods (remained either negative or not significant). However, the relationship 
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assumed a negative and significant association in 2014 (with respect to 2007) for about 
one third of the countries considered (8 out of 26). 

Figure 12 Average Marginal Effect of LM exclusion (unemployment) on housing autonomy in 2007 and 2014 (age 16-

29) 
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Source: own elaboration on EU-SILC cross-sectional data, year 2007 and 2014. 

3.4.2 HP2 – Housing autonomy and Objective LM insec urity 

The figure below plots the average marginal effect of being employed with a temporary 
contract (versus permanent) on living out of parental home before (2007) and after 
(2014) the crisis in 25 European countries (Croatia and Malta not included in 2007 and 
Denmark for missing data on temporary contracts in 2007). As already shown in the 
previous section, in most of the countries the relationship is not significant, and the 
comparison between the two periods does not show any significant change in the role 
played by having a temporary contract (vs. permanent) in the likelihood of living 
autonomously as the two average marginal effects tend to overlap. The only exceptions 
are Germany and Poland, where the small negative association of temporary contract 
is only significant in 2014 (and not in 2007). 
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Figure 13 Average Marginal Effect of objective job insecurity (temporary contract) on housing autonomy in 2007 and 

2014 (age 16-29) 
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Source: own elaboration on EU-SILC cross-sectional data, year 2007 and 2014. 

3.4.3 HP3 – Housing autonomy and Subjective LM inse curity 

Due to the nature of data available for studying subjective job insecurity, we can only 
compare aggregate data for the clusters of the EU27 countries considered. The 
following figure (Figure 14) compares the proportion of young employed individuals 
who perceived their job as insecure and live autonomously (dark blue and dark green 
bars) in the two periods. The relationship remained stable in the Scandinavian, 
German-speaking and Post-socialist countries, while the proportion of youth with 
insecure jobs living autonomously increased in the Southern-European, Anglo-Saxon 
and French-speaking clusters. 

However, once again, when the relationship between subjective job insecurity and 
housing autonomy is tested in a logistic regression model it turns out that the 
relationship is not statistically significant in both periods 2011 and 2007. Table 5 
compares the basic model of subjective job insecurity, considering the risk of losing the 
current job only, since the questionnaire for the year 2007 did not include any 
information about the perceived chances of finding a new one in case of job loss. 
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Figure 14 Proportion of youth living out of parental home by subjective job insecurity in the pre- and post-crisis 

periods, age 18-29 

Source: EQLS wave 2007 and wave 2012, weighted data. 
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Table 5 Logistic regression HP3, subjective job insecurity and housing autonomy 

  2007 2011 

Insecure job -0.313 0.284 
(0.217) (0.194) 

Future insecure job n.a. 0.538 

(0.139) 

gender 0.484** 0.381** 

(0.148) (0.137) 

age 0.274*** 0.282*** 

(0.0265) (0.0274) 

education (ref.=lower secondary) 
upper secondary -0.102 -0.169 

(0.205) (0.210) 

tertiary 0.671528 -0.138 

(0.245) (0.239) 

non-citizen 0.417361 0.500694 

(0.470) (0.422) 

urban 0.589*** 0.473*** 

(0.150) (0.138) 

country cluster (ref=Scandinavian)   
Southern European -2.931*** -2.039*** 

(0.299) (0.255) 

German-speaking -0.654* 0.074306 

(0.308) (0.261) 

Anglo-Saxon -1.345*** -0.903** 
(0.340) (0.282) 

Post-socialist -2.051*** -1.913*** 
(0.274) (0.224) 

French-speaking -0.234 -0.136 

(0.334) (0.287) 

Constant -5.539*** -5.677*** 

(0.678) (0.663) 

No. 2,489 2,328 

Source: EQLS wave 2007 and wave 2012, weighted data.  

Notes: standard errors in parentheses; * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001.  
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4 ECONOMIC AUTONOMY 

4.1 Introduction 

In this section, we present some preliminary analyses on a new indicator, created on 
purpose to detect the dimension of economic autonomy of youth. At this stage, we 
present the theoretical considerations behind the definition of this new indicator, the 
distribution of this dimension across youth in EU28 and some considerations about the 
link with housing autonomy. 

4.1.1 Definition 

Economic autonomy means having one’s own sufficient economic resources for an 
acceptable and adequate standard of living. As we know, it is difficult to define what an 
adequate income or an acceptable standard of living is. In literature there is not a 
univocal and standardised definition of the concept of economic autonomy (see 
Baranowska et al. 2015). We could say that economic autonomy is one of the 
conditions for self-determination.  

Economically, independency makes it possible for many young people to participate in 
activities, living patterns, lifestyles and relationships that are the norm for other young 
people. Of course, it also makes it possible to accumulate the kind of resources that 
provide a buffer against deprivation, economic stress and financial pressures. 
Furthermore, this condition enables youth to live out of the parental home and/or to 
invest in training and careers. 

Lack of autonomy is one of the dimensions of weak labour market attachment: it does 
in fact translate into a reduction of opportunities in life and the possibility to choose. In 
particular, for young people this leads to not having possibility to plan their life, 
establish an independent household, and form a family.  

Lack of autonomy can be regarded as a vulnerability factor (Misztal 2011). In fact, 
dependency constitutes a significant risk factor, which considerably increases the 
probability to fall into situations of social and economic vulnerability. Following 
Chambers (1989), vulnerability can be defined as not necessarily involving current 
deprivation but rather insecurity and exposure to risk.  

The acquisition of economic autonomy is an important factor to support leaving the 
parental home, because it is a precondition to renting or buying a house. Employment 
precariousness affects this situation from various points of view. We have to take into 
account that housing and economic autonomy depends not only on the impact of 
different life paths of the individual (personal, working etc.) but also on resources that 
they have at their disposal.  

First, lack of economic autonomy may stop the leaving home phase of young people 
who do not want or cannot have economic support from their parents. Another 
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important thing is the impossibility of saving due to employment conditions: saving can 
be useful in order to have an initial amount of money that allows covering the starting 
expenses of having one’s own house. Even more so, the situation of young people is 
very different if they can save compared to those who contribute to the family budget, 
often with a significant part of their income. These issues are related to psychological 
and social factors: what is the desirable level of economic stability that can change 
across individual aptitudes, shared social norms and values, class and social groups. 
Young people may delay leaving home until they have a stable contract, even if they 
have the benefit of an adequate income: in this case, the effect of job insecurity on 
autonomy is not shaped by economic autonomy.  

Therefore, it is interesting to identify the different types of young people living with their 
parents or are housing autonomous. For these reasons, not only did we check if young 
people had an income but also if they received transfer from parents, lived in a family 
at risk of poverty or in a family that received institutional transfers.  

4.1.2 Data and variables 

As in literature there is not a univocal and standardised definition of the concept of 
economic autonomy, we proceeded with building an ad hoc indicator, which takes into 
consideration several dimensions. 

The definition (and operationalisation) of this indicator is not an easy task and it is 
strongly influenced by the broader object of study: youth autonomy. In fact, the overall 
objective was to identify youth who could be defined as fully economically autonomous 
as opposed to individuals who showed a certain degree of economic dependency (on 
whoever – the State, the family etc.).  

 The sample used in this section was the same as used for previous descriptive 
analyses on housing autonomy: youth in the age range 16-29, who were employed, 
unemployed or – differently from housing autonomy – also inactive (students 
excluded). 

Given this background, we elaborated an indicator of economic autonomy based on 
three conditions (at a personal and household level) and associated variables in EU-
SILC: 

1. At risk-of-poverty indicator (HX080): elaborated at household level 

The at-risk-of-poverty rate is the share of people with an equivalised disposable income 
(after social transfer) below the at risk-of-poverty threshold, which is set at 60 % of the 
national median equivalised disposable income after social transfers. This indicator 
does not measure wealth or poverty, but low income in comparison to other residents 
in that country. The rationale for this choice is that if an individual lives in a household, 
which is at risk of poverty, he/she can hardly define him/herself as being economically 
autonomous, even if he/she receives a personal income (which is very low or anyway 
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not sufficient for avoiding poverty given the household composition). Thus, not being 
poor may be considered as a necessary but not sufficient condition for being 
economically autonomous.  

From here we created a dummy variable equal to 1 when the equivalised disposable 
income of the household is lower than the at risk-of-poverty threshold (60% of MEDIAN 
equivalised disposable income), equal to 0 elsewhere. 

2. Personal income: recorded at individual level 

We checked whether the individual had his/her own income from work: if yes 
(independently from the absolute value5), the individual was considered as potentially 
autonomous since he/she received economical resources that are available for 
spending or saving. On the contrary, if the individual did not receive any earned income 
from work we assumed he/she could not be economically autonomous.  

Considering the variables: 

- PY010G/PY010N Employee cash or near cash income “Refers to the monetary 
component of the compensation of employees in cash payable by an employer to an 
employee.” 

- PY050G/PY050N Cash benefits or losses from self-employment “Self-employment 
income is defined as the income received, during the income reference period, by 
individuals, for themselves or in respect of their family members, as a result of their 
current or former involvement in self-employment jobs.” 

We created a dichotomous variable equal to 1 if the individual had a personal income 
from employment or self-employment and equal to 0 otherwise.  

3. Transfer: elaborated at individual and household level 

In order to define further those who are purely autonomous from an economic 
standpoint, we also included whether the individual received some forms of transfer 
supporting income/cost-of-living.  

EU-SILC included a long list of transfers, however not all of them identified a situation 
of need or dependency; some of them were simply due to rights (sick leave or 
maternity leave for employees). Thus, from the list of potential benefits that the 
individual or the family might have received, we selected only the following ones, 
which, in our opinion, identified a potential condition of non-autonomy: 

a) Transfer from the family (household level) 
                                                

5 Cases with extremely low (<100€) or even negative values were considered as having no income). The 
reference period for income is “a fixed 12-month period (such as the previous calendar or tax year) for all 
countries except the United Kingdom, for which the income reference period is the current year, and 
Ireland, for which the survey is continuous and income is collected for the last twelve months” 
(http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-
explained/index.php/EU_statistics_on_income_and_living_conditions_(EU-SILC)_methodology_-
_private_households#Reference_period) 
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HY080G/HY080N “Regular inter-household cash transfers received referred to regular 
monetary amounts received, during the income reference period, from other 
households or persons. It included compulsory alimony and child support; voluntary 
alimony and child support received on a regular basis; regular cash support from 
persons other than household members; regular cash support from households in other 
countries. This transfer is computed net of compulsory or voluntary alimonies receipts 
for children and former spouse/husband. 

b) Transfer from the institutions (household level) 

HY060 Social Exclusion not elsewhere classified included periodic payments to people 
with insufficient resources. Conditions for entitlement might have been related not only 
to the personal resources but also to nationality, residence, age, availability for work 
and family status. Other cash benefits: support for destitute and vulnerable persons to 
help alleviate poverty or assist in difficult situations. These benefits might be paid by 
private non-profit organizations.” 

HY070 Housing Allowances “The Housing Function refers to interventions by public 
authorities to help households meet the cost of housing.” 

c) Transfer from the institutions (personal level) 

PY090 Unemployment benefits 

From these three types, we elaborated a dummy variable: 
- Equal to 1 if the individual received one (or more) of the above mentioned 

transfers 
- Equal to 0 if the individual did not receive any of the above mentioned transfers 

 

Finally, it would have been interesting to also include information about the ability of the 
individual to make autonomous decisions about spending and consuming/purchasing. 
However, this type of information was only available for the ad hoc module in 2010, 
and was not a standard variable included for all the years of the survey. 

 

To summarize, the construction of the indicator of economic autonomy is graphically 
represented in Figure 15. It is composed of three main categories, with all individuals 
living in a household at risk of poverty considered as non-autonomous, as well as 
individuals who do not have any form of income from employment or self-employment. 
This latter category can be further exploded in four more cases, depending on whether 
and which types of transfer they receive (sub-groups C1 to C4). Autonomous 
individuals are those who do not live in a household at risk of poverty and receive a 
personal income from employment, while those with the same characteristics who also 
receive some of the transfers selected, are considered as “partly autonomous”. 
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C1: no transfer 

C2: family transfer 

C3: institutional transfer 

C4: family & institutional t. 

In the following paragraphs, we present some descriptive statistics about the 
distribution of the three types of economic autonomy (or non-autonomy) in EU28 
countries. Descriptive statistics are also presented separately according to the living 
condition (whether housing autonomous or not) of youth and with a comparison 
between the pre-crisis period (2007).  

 

Figure 15 Definition of the indicator of economic autonomy 
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Source: own elaboration 

 

4.2 Descriptive statistics  

4.2.1 Distribution across EU28 

Across EU28 countries, the proportion of young people aged 16-29 fully or partially 
autonomous – according to our definition – reaches 80% in Malta, Austria, and Finland, 
but stays high about 70% in half of the countries considered (Figure 16). However, the 
proportion of partially autonomous varies substantially across countries, with 
Denmark6, Finland and France having the highest proportion of youth receiving some 
types of transfers (respectively 70%, 38% and 34%). This figure is consistent with the 
long tradition of policies supporting youth and its transitions to adulthood in these 
countries. On the other end of the graph, we can find countries with the lowest 
proportion of youth economically autonomous (less than 60%) which are mainly 
Southern-European countries (Greece, Spain, Italy, Portugal) and Romania.  

                                                

6 The figure for Denmark are very high and should be taken with caution, as explained in next section 3.1, 
since the proportion of individuals benefitting of institutional transfer in 2014 is radically higher than in 2007. 
This may be due to a change in the way data are recorded, to the register nature of the data or to the 
characteristics of the sample, but so far, we are not able to identify the reason of such a striking difference.  
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Table 6 provides a small focus on the type of transfers that partly autonomous 
individuals receive (the focus is only available for countries with a proportion above 
20%). It can be noticed that among those countries, partly autonomous individuals in 
Denmark only declare institutional transfers, among which the main category is 
unemployment benefits. In Malta as well, only institutional transfers are distributed, 
mainly addressing social exclusion. In Finland 25% of individuals, receive family related 
transfers (inter-household regular transfers) in addition to institutional ones, among 
which housing allowances are the majority. In France inter-household transfers 
decrease to 12% and the majority of transfers are equally distributed for unemployment 
and housing allowance. Finally, in Austria family transfers arrive to 16% and are mainly 
for unemployment. 

Figure 16 Economic (non)autonomy across EU28 

 
Source: own elabouration on EU-SILC cross-sectional 2014.  

Note: countries are ordered on increasing proportion of non-autonomous individuals. 
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Table 6 Types of transfers for countries with >20% of partly autonomous (absolute numbers) 

  Type of transfer among institutional, transfer for 

 countr
y 

No. 
partly 
auton. 

individuals  

famil
y 

institution
al 

unemployme
nt 

housing 
allowance 

social 
exclusion 

DK 568 0 568 565 53 0 

FI 613 156 560 254 350 88 

FR 657 83 629 341 338 138 

MT 341 0 341 19 141 298 

AT 243 41 208 184 20 26 
Source: own elabouration on EU-SILC cross-sectional 2014.  

 

4.2.2 Cross-tabulations: economic & housing autonom y 

In this paragraph, we present the distribution of the three categories of economic 
(non)autonomy according to their housing autonomy (or not) which is whether they live 
without (or with) their parents. 

Figure 17 shows how economic autonomy is distributed across youth living 
independently from their parents. Overall, it can be seen that in all countries at least 
50% of those living autonomously are fully or partially economically autonomous, with 
half of the countries having a proportion above 70%. Countries with the lowest share of 
economically autonomous individuals among those living independently (below 60%) 
we can find again a Southern-European country as Greece and an Eastern country as 
Bulgaria (the relationship is not significant for Italy, Spain and Romania). 

When looking at those individuals who still live with their parents (non-housing 
autonomous, Figure 18), the share of partly or fully economically autonomous remains 
quite high (above 70%) for half of the countries and is particularly high (above 80%) in 
a very heterogeneous group of countries, which include Austria, Malta, the 
Netherlands. However, the way the indicator of economic autonomy itself is built 
(considering individuals who live in families at risk of poverty as non-autonomous) may 
resemble the distribution of families at risk of poverty in the country. Indeed, the 
countries on the right of the graphs are those where the proportion of families at risk of 
poverty over the total population is higher. 
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Figure 17 Economic (non)autonomy for youth residentially autonomous 

 
Source: own elabouration on EU-SILC cross-sectional 2014.  

Note: the asterisk (*) indicates that the relationship is not statistically significant. 

 
Figure 18 Economic (non)autonomy for youth not residentially autonomous 

 
Source: own elabouration on EU-SILC cross-sectional 2014.  

Note: the asterisk (*) indicates that the relationship is not statistically significant. 
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4.3 Comparison with the pre-crisis period 

4.3.1 Distribution of economic autonomy 

In this section, we present a quick comparison with the same data for the year 2007, 
considered in this work as representative of the pre-crisis period. 

Figure 19 shows that in almost all countries the proportion of people non-autonomous 
is higher in the years after the economic crisis (2014) compared the figures of the 2007 
(grey bar). Similarly, the proportion of fully autonomous individuals decreased in the 
2014 as compared to the 2007 (blue bar). However, the intensity of this difference 
varies substantially among countries. Indeed, in 5 out of 26 countries considered in the 
comparison the proportion of non-autonomous increased substantially, as well as the 
proportion of fully autonomous decreased (10 or more percentage points difference), 
and these are Ireland and some Southern-European countries as Cyprus, Spain, 
Greece, Portugal. In Lithuania it is only observable a decrease of 20 p.p. in the 
proportion of fully autonomous individuals but not accompanied by a substantial 
increase in the other categories. 

In a group of countries (9 out of 26) the differences between the two periods are very 
small (less than 5 p.p.), indicating that the distribution of economic (non)autonomy did 
not change substantially between the two periods considered. These countries are 
some Central and Eastern European countries: AT, BE, BG, CZ, DE, FI, PL, SK, UK.  

Figures about Denmark have to be considered with caution as the country appears as 
an outlier also in the comparison post-pre crisis. Indeed, the proportion of individuals in 
the sample who received a transfer (and thus defined as partly autonomous) in 2007 is 
much lower than in 2014: from 70% to about 25%, generating a difference of +45 p.p. 
in the case of partly autonomous and -48 p.p. in the case of fully autonomous (exiting 
the borders of the graph). Unfortunately, with the data at hand we are not able to detect 
the origin of such a difference: a check of the data confirms that individual received 
such a benefit in 2014. The difference might be due to a change in the way 
unemployment benefits (the largest voice of transfers) are recorded, to a reorganization 
of unemployment benefits or to other reasons we are not able to detect at this point. A 
check on absolute values of unemployment benefits in the two years shows that in 
2007 the benefit were less spread (139 cases) but higher in monetary terms (median 
amount of gross unemployment benefit was 1,962€, mean amount was 4,280€); while 
in 2014 the benefits decreased substantially in monetary terms (median value is 212€, 
mean value is 1,531) but are more common (666 observations). 
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Figure 19 Comparison of economic (non)autonomy of youth in 2014 and 2007 

 
Source: own elabouration on EU-SILC cross-sectional 2014, 2007.  

 

4.3.2 Economic and housing autonomy 

The figure below shows the change in the distribution of economic (non)autonomy 
changes for young people living independently only. 

With the exception of few countries (and of Denmark for the reasons mentioned 
above), the distribution does not seem to have changed substantially in the two 
periods. A few countries experienced a substantial decreasing proportion (>10 p.p.) of 
fully autonomous individual, in particular CY, ES, IE, LT, NL, but the relationship is not 
significant. Similarly, the same countries, with the inclusion of SI, experience a high 
(>10 p.p.) increase in the proportion of non-autonomous individuals, but the 
relationship is not significant. 
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Figure 20 Comparison of economic (non)autonomy for young people living autonomously  

 
Source: own elabouration on EU-SILC cross-sectional 2014, 2007.  

Note: the asterisk (*) indicates that the relationship is not significant in both years, the asterisk and year (*07) (*14) 

indicates that the relationship is not significant in one of the two years.  
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4.4 Economic autonomy in Ukraine 

In this section, we follow the same methodology for economic autonomy as for EU28 
analysis. Using Ukraine’s Household Budget Survey, we focus on 2014 data and 
restrict the sample to employed, unemployed and inactive youth, but exclude students. 
However, we are forced to focus on people aged 16-30 (instead of 16-29) due to 
Ukraine’s Household Budget Survey data limitations (see section Labour market 
exclusion and housing autonomy in Ukraine for explanation).  

Regarding the transfers, Household Budget Survey does not provide the same 
classification as EU-SILC, so we use the following correspondence: 

a) Transfer from the family (household level) includes monetary transfers from family 
and friends. Similarly, to EU28 analysis, this transfer is net of alimonies receipts. 

b) Transfer from the institutions (household level): 

a. Aid to low-income families.  
b. Ukraine’s Household Budget Survey does not contain information on household 
allowances, but this is a rare practice in Ukraine and we believe it will not distort the 
results.  
c. In contrast to EU28 analysis, we also include utility subsidies that lower the 
communal payments as institutional transfer. We believe if a household cannot pay 
its bills then members of such household are not fully autonomous. Ukraine 
experienced several tariffs’ hikes during 2014-2016. For instance, gas prices for 
population increased more than 3 times in euro currency and almost 10 times in the 
national currency. As a result, a number of households receiving utility subsidies 
increased substantially. Though major price hikes took place in 2015-2016, first 
price increase started in 2014. That is why we find it is important to include utility 
subsidies into the analysis. 

c) Transfer from the institutions (personal level) includes unemployment benefits, 
which repeats EU28 analysis. 

The proportion of fully autonomous youth is lower in Ukraine (17.3%) than in most 
other EU28 countries. Only Denmark, as an exception, has lower rate of fully 
autonomous youth (6.4%, see Figure 16), while the average EU28 rate is 52%. In 
contrast to many of the EU countries, a group of partly autonomous people dominates 
among both the residential autonomous youth and those living with parents. Out of total 
1094 partially autonomous respondents, 98% indicate receiving family transfers, which 
reveals strong family support. The differences between the shares of those with full and 
partial economic autonomy somewhat compensate each other and the difference in 
sum of full and partial autonomy vs. non-autonomy is less striking.  

After the crisis, among all youth the share of fully autonomous people had decreased, 
while the share of non-autonomous people increased.  
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Figure 21 Economic (non)autonomy in Ukraine 
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Source: State Statistics Office of Ukraine. Household Budget Survey 2014. Note: weighted proportions. 

 

Figure 22 Comparison of economic (non)autonomy of youth in Ukraine in 2014 and 2007 
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5 PSYCHOLOGICAL AUTONOMY 

5.1 Labour market exclusion and psychological auton omy 
among youth in Europe 

5.1.1 Key concepts 

Autonomy is one of the most basic needs that adult individuals have, and the fulfilment 
of this need improves well-being regardless of social context. In psychological 
literature, autonomy means the degree to which individual behaviour is experienced as 
willingly enacted and endorsed, and to which individuals is able to shape their life or 
activities free from other people’s control. In empirical research, autonomy may be 
operationalised as a measure of agreements with the statements such as “I feel like I 
am free to decide for myself how to live my life” (Deci and Ryan, 2000).  

5.1.2 Data and variables 

The aim of this analysis is to examine the impact of labour market exclusion on 
psychological autonomy of young people. Psychological autonomy is measured as a 
proportion of agreements (i.e. answers “I strongly agree” or “I agree”) with a statement 
“I feel I am free to decide how to live my life”. The analysis was carried out on a sample 
of young people aged 15-29 not participating in education in the 3rd wave of the 
European Quality of Life Survey, carried out in 2011. The sample used in this analysis 
covers the following countries:  

- Scandinavian: Denmark, Iceland, Finland, Sweden 
- Southern European: Greece, Spain, Italy, Portugal, Cyprus, Malta 
- German-speaking Western Europe: Germany, Austria, Netherlands 
- French-speaking Western Europe: Belgium, France, Luxembourg 
- Anglo-Saxon: the UK, Ireland 
- Post-socialist: Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Estonia, Latvia, Poland, Slovenia, 

Slovakia, Hungary, and Lithuania 

The grouping of countries into the category mentioned above followed the idea of 
welfare state regimes outlined in the literature on school-to-work transition and 
transition to adulthood (Vogel 2002; Buchmann and Kriesi 2011). We divided the 
commonly used group of Western European clusters into French-speaking and 
German-Speaking clusters because the strategies of facilitating school-to-work 
transition, commonly the German-speaking region, may shape the processes of 
acquiring psychological autonomy in a different way than in the French-speaking 
countries. 
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5.2 Bivariate analyses 

In the first step of this descriptive analysis, we examined the differences in 
psychological autonomy across the labour market status, distinguishing between 
employed, unemployed and inactive individuals. Next, we focused on the group of 
employed and measured psychological autonomy among permanent and temporary 
workers. Finally, we looked at the differences in psychological autonomy among the 
employed who reported subjective job insecurity and those who did not report their job 
to be insecure. The subjective insecurity was measured by means of agreements 
(”very likely” and “quite likely”) with the question “How likely or unlikely do you think it is 
that you might lose your job in the next 6 months?” Additionally, we combined the 
aforementioned indicator with subjective assessment of opportunities to find a job with 
a similar salary. Hence, we used a variable that distinguished between three groups of 
youth:  
(1) those who felt that their jobs were secure;  
(2) those who felt job insecure but at the same time assessed that it was likely or very 
likely that they would find another job with a similar salary; and  
(3) a group who felt insecure and did not assess that it was likely or very likely that they 
would find another job with a similar salary.  
In the last step of our descriptive analysis, we used a logistic regression model in order 
to find out whether the differences between country groups persisted also if we 
controlled a number of socio-economic characteristics, such as gender, education 
attainment, citizenship and place of residence. 
The analysis of psychological autonomy among youth according to the labour market 
status in Europe (Figure 23) revealed interesting differences within and across country 
groups. Overall, employees were the most advantaged group in terms of psychological 
autonomy and the unemployed suffered from limitations of this kind of autonomy. 
However, the magnitude of the differences between these two groups was quite 
diverse depending on the welfare state regime. In German-speaking countries, the 
difference between the psychological autonomy amounted to 18 percentage points. In 
Scandinavian countries, it was 14 percentage points and in Anglo-Saxon countries, 16 
percentage points. The lowest difference was observed in the Southern European 
countries, where it amounted to only 8.5 percentage points. Interesting observations 
were made regarding the group of inactive youth, who were as limited in terms of 
psychological autonomy as the unemployed in most country groups, with the exception 
of the French-speaking cluster, where their autonomy exceeded the level observed 
among both unemployed and employed youth.   
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Figure 23 Psychological autonomy of youth according to the labour market status across groups of countries in 

Europe 

 
Source: European Quality of Life Survey 2011 

In the next step, we took a closer look at different groups of employees. We 
distinguished between employees with fixed-term and permanent contracts. We 
assumed that fixed-term contracts were from a legal and economic point of view 
generally more insecure than permanent contracts, because they implied a clearly 
specified date at which employment would be terminated. The analysis of 
psychological autonomy among youth according to the type of contract (Figure 24) also 
suggested that the job positions regarded as precarious in the literature might have a 
diverging impact on psychological autonomy depending on the institutional and 
economic context. In the South of Europe, the difference between the psychological 
autonomy of permanent and temporary employees amounted to 5 percentage points. 
However, in Anglo-Saxon countries, employees with fixed-term contracts had currently 
higher psychological autonomy than permanent employees, and the difference 
amounted to 7 percentage points. In other country groups, the differences between 
these two groups of young workers were actually very small. This implied that 
objectively measured employment insecurity did not affect the psychological autonomy. 
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Figure 24 Psychological autonomy of youth according to the contract type across groups of countries in Europe 

 
Source: European Quality of Life Survey 2011 

 
We moved on to analyse subjective employment insecurity on psychological autonomy; 
we took a closer look at different groups of employees. The results of this analysis 
suggested that in most country groups, the jobs perceived as more secure were 
associated with a higher degree of psychological autonomy. However, again the 
degree to which employees with secure and insecure positions differed in terms of 
psychological autonomy depended on the context. In German-speaking countries, the 
difference between the two groups of employees was 21 percentage points. In 
Southern European countries, this difference was not much smaller and amounted to 
19 percentage points. A similar situation was observed in French-speaking countries, 
where the difference between the employees with fixed-term and permanent contracts 
was 17 percentage points. However, in Anglo-Saxon countries there was virtually no 
difference in psychological autonomy among employees with fixed-term and permanent 
contracts. 

We carried out additional analysis to see if the opportunities to find a new job could 
possibly offset the subjective job insecurity. The results indicated that this was indeed 
the case in Scandinavian and Post-socialist countries. However, in other country 
groups a subjectively perceived opportunity to find another job did not offset the 
negative impact of insecurity on psychological autonomy.  
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Figure 25 Psychological autonomy of youth according to the subjective job insecurity across groups of countries in 

Europe 

 
Source: European Quality of Life Survey 2011 

 
Figure 26 Psychological autonomy of youth according to the subjective job insecurity across groups of countries in 

Europe 

 
Source: European Quality of Life Survey 2011. Estimates for Anglo-Saxon countries were not provided because of the 

sample size limitations 
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5.3 Multivariate analyses 

The associations discussed above might be to some extent a matter of cross-country 
differences in the socio-economic structure of country groups. Hence, in the next step 
we estimated logistic regression models where we controlled basic socio-economic 
characteristics of youth (Table 7). Specifically, we controlled age, gender, education 
attainment, and place of residence. We examined whether the labour market status, 
objective labour market insecurity, as measured by contract type, and subjective labour 
market insecurity affected psychological autonomy after we controlled economic 
characteristics as well as country groups. Our dependent variable took a binary form, 
where agreements (i.e. answers “I strongly agree” or “I agree”) with a statement “I feel I 
am free to decide how to live my life” were coded as one and lack of agreement coded 
as zero. 

Overall, our results confirmed earlier conclusions about the positive association 
between employment and psychological autonomy. Having a job implied higher 
psychological autonomy among youth. However, there were important differences 
among young employees in this respect in reference to employment insecurity. 
Psychological autonomy was influenced by perceived job insecurity, but not by 
objective insecurity as measured by fixed-term contracts. 
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Table 7 Psychological autonomy of youth across groups of countries in Europe–results from logistic regression 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

 b se b se b se b se 

Age -0.031** (0.014) -0.038** (0.019) -0.044** (0.019) -0.043** (0.019) 

Women  -0.270*** (0.082) -0.245** (0.105) -0.138 (0.105) -0.126 (0.105) 

Education (ref. primary)    

Lower secondary 0.016 (0.255) -0.630 (0.560) -0.729 (0.562) -0.711 (0.562) 

Upper secondary 0.074 (0.243) -0.704 (0.544) -0.784 (0.546) -0.756 (0.545) 

Tertiary 0.225 (0.252) -0.600 (0.547) -0.700 (0.550) -0.685 (0.549) 

Non-citizen -0.359* (0.215) -0.510* (0.261) -0.425 (0.263) -0.386 (0.267) 

Urban -0.018 (0.082) 0.004 (0.107) 0.044 (0.107) 0.045 (0.107) 

Country group (ref. Scandinavian) 

Southern -0.737*** (0.191) -1.049*** (0.253) -0.932*** (0.244) -0.904*** (0.245) 

German-speaking -0.554*** (0.206) -0.726*** (0.269) -0.734*** (0.262) -0.720*** (0.262) 

French-speaking -1.067*** (0.205) -1.238*** (0.266) -1.268*** (0.256) -1.259*** (0.256) 

Anglo-Saxon -0.481** (0.220) -0.663** (0.296) -0.578** (0.291) -0.564* (0.292) 

Post-socialist -0.841*** (0.182) -1.108*** (0.239) -0.984*** (0.232) -0.979*** (0.232) 

Labour market status (ref. employed)    

Unemployment -0.595*** (0.099)       

Inactive -0.317** (0.132)       

Contract type (ref. Permanent)    

Fixed-term   -0.031 (0.123)     

Subjective insecurity (ref. secure)    

Insecure     -0.665*** (0.128)   

Subjective insecurity (detailed, ref. secure)* 

Insecure, but can 
find another job 

      -0.527*** (0.191) 

Insecure, cannot 
find another job 

      -0.767*** (0.161) 

Constant 3.223*** (0.469) 4.384*** (0.776) 4.462*** (0.766) 4.392*** (0.766) 

Log likelihood -
1915.534 

 -
1179.490 

 -
1181.027 

 -
1175.035 

 

No. 3,695  2,472  2,484  2,474  
Source: European Quality of Life Survey 2011. *Estimates for Anglo-Saxon countries were not provided because of 

the sample size limitations 

In Error! Reference source not found.  we present the results of models with 
interactions between different measures of labour market exclusion of youth and the 
country groups in order to test whether the effects of labour market exclusion are 
different depending on the cultural and institutional context. The results from this 
analysis confirm that unemployment and inactivity have a negative impact on 
psychological autonomy in Scandinavian countries, which are used as a reference 
category (Model 6). However, the impact of unemployment is substantially less 
detrimental in Southern European, French-speaking and Post-socialist countries as 
compared to the Scandinavian countries. At the same time, there seem to be no 
significant interaction effects between the context of Anglo-Saxon and German-
speaking countries and the effect of unemployment if Scandinavian countries are the 
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reference category. Inactivity seems to have a negative impact only in Scandinavian 
countries because the interaction effects between this labour market status and the 
context of all other country groups are positive. Hence, what one can conclude is that 
the negative effects of unemployment and inactivity are mitigated in all country clusters 
compared to Scandinavia. 

Focusing on the group of employed youth, Model 7 indicates that the impact of fixed-
term contracts differs substantially depending on the context. Having a fixed-term 
contract affects psychological autonomy negatively in Scandinavian countries, and its 
effect is not significantly different in Southern Europe or in German-speaking countries. 
However, these contracts do not play a negative role in French-speaking, Post-socialist 
and Anglo-Saxon countries. According to Models 8 and 9, subjective insecurity does 
not have any negative impact on psychological autonomy among youth as long as 
young people feel they might find another job with the same salary, and this influence 
is universal across all the group of countries in Europe. Subjective insecurity does have 
a detrimental impact on psychological autonomy among youth if the prospects of 
finding another job with the same salary are dim, and this impact is particularly 
profound in Scandinavian countries and weaker in Southern European, French and 
Post-socialist countries. 



Table 8 Psychological autonomy of youth across groups of countries in Europe – results from logistic regression models with cross-level interactions 

 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8 Model 9 
 b se b se b se b se 
Age -0,029* (0,016) -0,044** (0,022) -0,046** (0,022) -0.048* (0.025) 
Women  -0,283*** (0,107) -0,188 (0,122) -0,138 (0,105) -0.091 (0.113) 
Education (ref primary) 
Lower secondary 0,044 (0,227) -0,412 (0,428) -0,749* (0,445) -0.966** (0.475) 
Upper secondary 0,085 (0,199) -0,417 (0,421) -0,794* (0,452) -0.985* (0.513) 
Tertiary 0,229 (0,197) -0,280 (0,434) -0,711 (0,454) -0.983** (0.479) 
Non-citizen -0,363* (0,198) -0,525* (0,307) -0,399 (0,266) -0.461 (0.311) 
Urban -0,008 (0,099) 0,013 (0,117) 0,044 (0,131) 0.032 (0.138) 
Country group (ref. Scandinavian) 
Southern -1,010*** (0,377) -1,060*** (0,364) -0,879** (0,357) -0.879** (0.362) 
German-speaking -0,680** (0,307) -0,736** (0,346) -0,703*** (0,230) -0.722*** (0.238) 
French-speaking -1,304*** (0,270) -1,352*** (0,224) -1,261*** (0,189) -1.268*** (0.196) 
Anglo-Saxon -0,607** (0,267) -0,885*** (0,292) -0,702*** (0,188) n.a. n.a. 
Post-socialist -1,095*** (0,288) -1,287*** (0,249) -1,079*** (0,229) -1.085*** (0.234) 
Labour market status (ref. employed)         
Unemployment -1,159*** (0,245)       
Inactive -1,325*** (0,182)       
Interaction Southern x unemployment 0,718** (0,347)       
Interaction German-speaking x unemployment 0,140 (0,251)       
Interaction French-speaking x unemployment 0,590** (0,282)       
Interaction Anglo-Saxon x unemployment 0,294 (0,259)       
Interaction Post-socialist x unemployment 0,701** (0,315)       
Interaction Southern x Inactive 1,139*** (0,364)       
Interaction German-speaking x Inactive 0,920*** (0,196)       
Interaction  French-speaking x Inactive 1,232*** (0,378)       
Interaction  Anglos-Saxon x Inactive 0,936*** (0,183)       
Interaction Post-socialist x Inactive 1,059*** (0,227)       
Contract type (permanent contract)         
Fixed-term contract   -0,439*** (0,140)     



Source: European Quality of Life Survey 2011. *Estimates for Anglo-Saxon countries were not provided because of the sample size limitations. 

Interaction Southern  x Fixed-term contract   0,142 (0,256)     
Interaction German-sp. x Fixed-term contract   0,262 (0,176)     
Interaction French-sp. x Fixed-term contract   0,390** (0,186)     
Interaction Anglo-Saxon x Fixed-term contract   0,950** (0,468)     
Interaction Post-socialist x Fixed-term contract   0,589*** (0,171)     
Subjective insecurity (ref. secure)         
Insecure     -0,819 (0,686)   
Interaction Southern x insecure     -0,119 (0,700)   
Interaction German-sp. x insecure     -0,394 (0,742)   
Interaction French-sp. x insecure     -0,069 (0,728)   
Interaction Anglo-Saxon x insecure     0,783 (0,709)   
Interaction Post-socialist x insecure     0,448 (0,706)   
Subjective insecurity (detailed, ref. secure)*         
Insecure, but can find another job       -0.547 (0.931) 
Insecure, cannot find another job       -1.551*** (0.308) 
Interaction Southern x insecure, but can find another job       -0.762 (1.011) 
Interaction German-sp. x insecure, but can find another job       -0.388 (0.989) 
Interaction French-sp. x insecure, but can find another job       -0.263 (1.019) 
Interaction Anglo-Saxon x insecure, but can find another job       n.a. n.a. 
Interaction Post-socialist x insecure, but can find another job       0.447 (0.954) 
Interaction Southern  x insecure and cannot find another job       0.718* (0.394) 
Interaction German-sp. x insecure and cannot find another job       0.013 (0.482) 
Interaction French-sp. x insecure and cannot find another job       0.665* (0.350) 
Interaction Anglo-Saxon x insecure and cannot find another job       n.a. n.a. 
Interaction Post-socialist x insecure and cannot find another job       0.931** (0.382) 
Constant 3,407*** (0,611) 4,255*** (0,920) 4,547*** (0,884) 4.777*** (0.997) 
Log Likelihood -1911,145  -1102,815  -1177,739  -1080.529  
No. 3695  2304  2484  2264  
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Appendix - Section 1 
Sample size by country and age group 

Table A.1 Sample size by country, year 2014 

country 
N  

(age 16-29) 
N  

(age 16-24) 
N  

(age 25-29) 

AT 1,080 558 522 

BE 989 355 634 

BG 839 321 518 

CY 1,035 351 684 

CZ 1,099 399 700 

DE 1,357 666 691 

DK 675 366 309 

EE 1,285 526 759 

EL 1,400 491 909 

ES 2,067 762 1,305 

FI 1,694 864 830 

FR 1,831 780 1,051 

HR 1,178 504 674 

HU 1,660 660 1,000 

IE 957 514 443 

IT 2,476 971 1,505 

LT 653 284 369 

LU 803 337 466 

LV 996 397 599 

MT 1,244 620 624 

NL 1,444 635 809 

PL 2,620 1,054 1,566 

PT 1,137 499 638 

RO 1,009 347 662 

SE 1,089 631 458 

SI 1,971 595 1,376 

SK 1,475 533 942 

UK 1,835 800 1,035 

Total 37,898 15,820 22,078 
Source: EU-SILC cross-sectional data, year 2014. 

Note: the sample includes individuals who are employed or unemployed, inactive population excluded. 
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Table A.2 Sample size by country, year 2007 

country 
N 

age (16-29) 
N 

(age 16-24) 
N 

(age 25-29) 

AT 1,506 849 657 

BE 1,311 490 821 

BG 1,289 623 666 

CY 918 360 558 

CZ 1,844 743 1,101 

DE 1,841 1,031 810 

DK 841 462 379 

EE 1,411 782 629 

EL 1,173 397 776 

ES 3,145 1,296 1,849 

FI 1,919 993 926 

FR 2,038 892 1,146 

HU 1,764 647 1,117 

IE 1,106 631 475 

IT 3,858 1,633 2,225 

LT 836 441 395 

LU 1,029 324 705 

LV 991 518 473 

NL 1,638 691 947 

PL 3,809 1,667 2,142 

PT 1,041 484 557 

RO 1,597 741 856 

SE 1,628 861 767 

SI 2,750 873 1,877 

SK 1,733 703 1,030 

UK 1,613 867 746 

Total 44,629 19,999 24,630 
Source: EU-SILC cross-sectional data, year 2007. 

Note: the sample includes individuals who are employed or unemployed, inactive population excluded. 
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Table A.3 Sample size of country clusters for EQLS 2012 

 
Country clusters 

No. 
(unweighted)  

No. 
(weighted) 

Scandinavian (DK, FI, SE) 243 111 

Southern European (EL, ES, IT, PT, CY, MT) 746 778 

German-speaking (DE, AT, NL) 426 592 

Anglo-Saxon (UK, IE) 296 513 
Post-socialist (BG, CZ, EE, LV, PL, SI, SK, 
HU, LT, RO) 

1,202 795 

French-speaking (BE, FR, LU) 368 492 

Total 3,281 3,281 
Source: EQLS wave 3, 2012. Weighting variable: w5_EU27. 

Note: the sample includes individuals who are employed or unemployed, inactive population excluded. 

 
Table A.4 Sample size of country clusters for EQLS 2007 

Country clusters No. 
(unweighted)  

No. 
(weighted)  

Scandinavian (DK, FI, SE) 190 101 

Southern European (EL, ES, IT, PT, CY, MT) 727 742 

German-speaking (DE, AT, NL) 385 557 

Anglo-Saxon (UK, IE) 287 479 

Post socialist (BG, CZ, EE, LV, PL, SI, SK, HU, LT, RO) 1.155 707 

French-speaking (BE, FR, LU) 307 465 

Total 3.051 3.051 
Source: EQLS wave 2, 2007. Weighting variable: WGT_EU27. 

Note: the sample includes individuals who are employed or unemployed, inactive population excluded. 

 



Report on the impact of the institutional setting a nd 
policies on the autonomy of youth in insecure labou r 
market positions in EU-28 & Ukraine 

 62 

LM exclusion, job insecurity and housing autonomy ( by age groups) 

Table A.5 Distribution of the dependent variable (housing autonomy), year 2014, age 16-29 

country 
living with p. 

(%) 
not living with p. 

(%) Total 

AT 0.58 0.42 1 

BE 0.44 0.56 1 

BG 0.67 0.33 1 

CY 0.60 0.40 1 

CZ 0.64 0.36 1 

DE 0.55 0.45 1 

DK 0.23 0.77 1 

EE 0.45 0.55 1 

EL 0.78 0.22 1 

ES 0.67 0.33 1 

FI 0.21 0.79 1 

FR 0.34 0.66 1 

HR 0.78 0.22 1 

HU 0.72 0.28 1 

IE 0.62 0.38 1 

IT 0.75 0.25 1 

LT 0.56 0.44 1 

LU 0.58 0.42 1 

LV 0.57 0.43 1 

MT 0.77 0.23 1 

NL 0.41 0.59 1 

PL 0.68 0.32 1 

PT 0.72 0.28 1 

RO 0.72 0.28 1 

SE 0.26 0.74 1 

SI 0.66 0.34 1 

SK 0.79 0.21 1 

UK 0.43 0.57 1 

Total 0.54 0.46 1 
Source: EU-SILC cross-sectional data.  
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 Table A.6 Proportion of individuals age 16-24 living autonomously, by country 

  age 16-24 
country living condition employed unemployed ∆ (empl-unempl) in p.p.  

AT(*) not living with parents 22% 20% 2 

BE(*) not living with parents 27% 19% 8 

BG(*) not living with parents 18% 23% -5 

CY(*) not living with parents 12% 12% -1 

CZ(*) not living with parents 20% 9% 10 

DE not living with parents 16% 30% -14 

DK not living with parents 51% 31% 20 

EE(*) not living with parents 35% 23% 12 

EL(*) not living with parents 12% 8% 3 

ES(*) not living with parents 20% 15% 4 

FI(*) not living with parents 62% 53% 9 

FR(*) not living with parents 48% 24% 23 

HR not living with parents 3% 12% -8 

HU(*) not living with parents 15% 12% 3 

IE not living with parents 22% 10% 12 

IT(*) not living with parents 11% 8% 3 

LT(*) not living with parents 20% 38% -17 

LU not living with parents 23% 8% 15 

LV(*) not living with parents 28% 17% 10 

MT(*) not living with parents 8% 14% -6 

NL(*) not living with parents 24% 25% -1 

PL(*) not living with parents 13% 9% 4 

PT not living with parents 18% 11% 7 

RO not living with parents 12% 4% 8 

SE not living with parents 58% 29% 29 

SI(*) not living with parents 16% 19% -2 

SK(*) not living with parents 9% 8% 1 

UK(*) not living with parents 38% 36% 2 
Source: EU-SILC cross 2014.  

Note: weighted proportions. The (*) indicates that the relationship is not statistically significant. 
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Table A.7 Proportion of individuals age 25-29 living autonomously, by country 

 age 25-29 
country living condition employed unemployed ∆ (empl-unempl) in p.p.  
AT(*) not living with parents 65% 73% -9 
BE(*) not living with parents 72% 70% 1 
BG(*) not living with parents 40% 35% 5 
CY not living with parents 60% 45% 15 
CZ not living with parents 49% 32% 17 
DE(*) not living with parents 69% 56% 14 
DK(*) not living with parents 96% 91% 4 
EE not living with parents 68% 44% 23 
EL not living with parents 37% 21% 15 
ES not living with parents 43% 34% 10 
FI not living with parents 94% 83% 11 
FR not living with parents 85% 68% 17 
HR(*) not living with parents 31% 30% 1 
HU(*) not living with parents 38% 28% 10 
IE not living with parents 67% 46% 21 
IT not living with parents 40% 17% 22 
LT(*) not living with parents 60% 47% 13 
LU(*) not living with parents 59% 53% 6 
LV(*) not living with parents 55% 43% 12 
MT(*) not living with parents 35% 33% 2 
NL(*) not living with parents 84% 73% 12 
PL not living with parents 46% 28% 18 
PT not living with parents 41% 23% 18 
RO(*) not living with parents 37% 27% 10 
SE not living with parents 95% 75% 20 
SI not living with parents 42% 34% 8 
SK(*) not living with parents 28% 21% 7 
UK not living with parents 77% 56% 21 
Source: EU-SILC cross 2014. Note: weighted proportions. The (*) indicates that the relationship is not statistically 

significant. 
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Table A.8 Proportion of individuals living autonomously by objective job insecurity and age group (16-24 and 25-29 

years old) 

AGE 16-24 AGE 25-29 
country living condition permanent temporary country permanent temporary 
AT(*) not living with parents 30% 25% AT(*) 64% 71% 
BE(*) not living with parents 29% 25% BE(*) 73% 67% 
BG(*) not living with parents 16% 17% BG(*) 42% 49% 
CY(*) not living with parents 13% 9% CY(*) 60% 61% 
CZ(*) not living with parents 20% 19% CZ(*) 47% 47% 
DE not living with parents 27% 13% DE(*) 71% 63% 
DK(*) not living with parents 50% 45% DK(*) 98% 92% 
EE(*) not living with parents 35% 40% EE 68% 35% 
EL(*) not living with parents 9% 13% EL(*) 40% 31% 
ES(*) not living with parents 18% 20% ES 46% 36% 
FI(*) not living with parents 63% 60% FI(*) 96% 97% 
FR not living with parents 56% 43% FR 89% 80% 
HR(*) not living with parents 3% 4% HR(*) 33% 26% 
HU(*) not living with parents 15% 15% HU(*) 37% 38% 
IE(*) not living with parents 22% 30% IE(*) 69% 65% 
IT not living with parents 16% 4% IT(*) 42% 36% 
LT(*) not living with parents 19% 51% LT(*) 57% 74% 
LU not living with parents 29% 13% LU 62% 40% 
LV(*) not living with parents 28% 0% LV (*) 56% 15% 
MT(*) not living with parents 7% 7% MT(*) 36% 25% 
NL(*) not living with parents 27% 22% NL(*) 84% 83% 
PL not living with parents 23% 11% PL 50% 43% 
PT not living with parents 28% 12% PT(*) 43% 37% 
RO(*) not living with parents 15% 0% RO(*) 37% 23% 
SE(*) not living with parents 66% 52% SE 97% 91% 
SI(*) not living with parents 9% 22% SI(*) 42% 32% 
SK(*) not living with parents 10% 9% SK(*) 28% 21% 
UK(*) not living with parents 41% 46% UK(*) 77% 75% 
Source: EU-SILC cross 2014.  

Note: weighted proportions. The (*) indicates that the relationship is not statistically significant. 
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Table A.9 Estimates for logit regression – HP1 LM exclusion on housing autonomy (age 16-29) 

AT BE BG CY CZ DE DK EE EL ES FI FR HR HU

LM status (ref=employed)

unemployed 0.0121 -0.503* -0.308 -0.351* -0.490* -0.0456 -1.080*** -0.599** -0.776*** -0.479*** -0.0805 -0.977*** 0.140 -0.521**

(0.262) (0.213) (0.207) (0.175) (0.230) (0.288) (0.317) (0.199) (0.147) (0.118) (0.173) (0.146) (0.169) (0.180)

age 0.394*** 0.424*** 0.212*** 0.424*** 0.293*** 0.474*** 0.537*** 0.279*** 0.258*** 0.237*** 0.463*** 0.398*** 0.304*** 0.293***

(0.0280) (0.0334) (0.0342) (0.0373) (0.0306) (0.0300) (0.0461) (0.0252) (0.0314) (0.0230) (0.0271) (0.0233) (0.0338) (0.0281)

female 0.567*** 0.821*** 1.743*** 1.247*** 0.518*** 0.977*** 0.172 0.612*** 0.855*** 0.559*** 1.329*** 0.931*** 1.282*** 0.766***

(0.157) (0.156) (0.188) (0.178) (0.143) (0.145) (0.234) (0.130) (0.149) (0.112) (0.140) (0.119) (0.173) (0.129)

education (ref=low)

medium 0.295 -0.390 -1.213*** -0.333 -0.149 0.0783 -0.254 -0.701*** -0.575* -0.386** 0.181 0.287 -0.648 -1.185***

(0.233) (0.239) (0.226) (0.264) (0.303) (0.222) (0.259) (0.161) (0.242) (0.145) (0.188) (0.183) (0.362) (0.181)

high 0.540* -0.690** -1.510*** -1.518*** -0.715* -0.0755 0.698 -0.442* -0.859** -0.808*** 1.050*** 0.424* -1.455*** -1.215***

(0.269) (0.255) (0.298) (0.284) (0.335) (0.266) (0.454) (0.202) (0.264) (0.138) (0.314) (0.197) (0.406) (0.217)

non-citizen 0.880** 0.703* n.a. 1.282*** 1.915** 1.727*** 1.190 -0.715** 0.720** 1.480*** -0.206 -0.141 1.819* -0.783

(0.286) (0.305) (0.228) (0.659) (0.501) (0.978) (0.262) (0.259) (0.181) (0.758) (0.444) (0.804) (0.925)

urban area 1.091*** 0.454** -0.0777 0.381* 1.150*** 1.388*** 0.990*** 0.566*** 0.0881 0.135 0.564*** 0.406*** 0.147 1.208***

(0.186) (0.165) (0.200) (0.158) (0.150) (0.158) (0.243) (0.127) (0.145) (0.111) (0.136) (0.117) (0.218) (0.141)

constant -10.51*** -10.54*** -6.252*** -11.87*** -8.445*** -12.92*** -12.89*** -7.116*** -7.606*** -7.106*** -11.53*** -10.21*** -9.227*** -8.287***

(0.690) (0.849) (0.907) (1.023) (0.853) (0.746) (1.050) (0.629) (0.851) (0.608) (0.672) (0.603) (0.962) (0.737)

N 1080 985 839 1035 1099 1357 661 1285 1400 2014 1674 1815 1177 1660

IE IT LT LU LV MT NL PL PT RO SE SI SK UK

LM status (ref=employed)

unemployed -0.541** -0.728*** -0.272 -0.933** -0.626** 0.649* -0.909** -0.519*** -0.706*** -0.729* -1.166*** -0.235 -0.296 -0.218

(0.193) (0.133) (0.271) (0.305) (0.202) (0.320) (0.286) (0.129) (0.164) (0.299) (0.234) (0.132) (0.205) (0.185)

age 0.348*** 0.334*** 0.316*** 0.427*** 0.296*** 0.364*** 0.653*** 0.303*** 0.185*** 0.249*** 0.504*** 0.225*** 0.322*** 0.349***

(0.0295) (0.0260) (0.0413) (0.0394) (0.0302) (0.0326) (0.0372) (0.0201) (0.0273) (0.0351) (0.0349) (0.0277) (0.0335) (0.0207)

female 0.535** 0.809*** 0.975*** 0.970*** 0.541*** 0.708*** 1.016*** 0.793*** 0.653*** 1.115*** 0.326 1.105*** 0.597*** 0.517***

(0.165) (0.116) (0.201) (0.183) (0.150) (0.166) (0.161) (0.0985) (0.150) (0.164) (0.167) (0.130) (0.147) (0.112)

education (ref=low)

medium -0.166 -0.626*** -0.494 -0.548* -0.535** -0.0234 0.804** -0.0407 -0.610*** -0.268 -0.411 -0.585** -0.495 0.0567

(0.296) (0.150) (0.345) (0.224) (0.206) (0.205) (0.274) (0.194) (0.167) (0.202) (0.273) (0.204) (0.282) (0.158)

high -0.373 -0.961*** -0.653 -1.168*** -0.696** -0.0931 1.238*** -0.214 -1.033*** -0.738** 0.233 -0.790*** -1.272*** 0.208

(0.304) (0.187) (0.366) (0.274) (0.242) (0.210) (0.276) (0.209) (0.206) (0.253) (0.357) (0.235) (0.308) (0.164)

non-citizen 1.957*** 1.433*** n.a. 0.884*** -0.362 0.912* 1.639 n.a. 0.976* n.a. 0.555 2.232*** n.a. 0.990***

(0.287) (0.184) (0.191) (0.309) (0.462) (1.035) (0.390) (0.475) (0.261) (0.199)

urban area 0.263 -0.0184 0.386 0.472 0.481** -0.291 n.a. 0.905*** 0.269 1.108*** -0.0588 n.a. 0.487** 0.288**

(0.162) (0.118) (0.198) (0.303) (0.149) (0.262) (0.106) (0.149) (0.179) (0.171) (0.166) (0.111)

_cons -9.344*** -9.818*** -9.114*** -11.59*** -7.870*** -10.87*** -17.86*** -9.017*** -5.544*** -8.035*** -11.29*** -7.237*** -9.504*** -8.850***

(0.786) (0.701) (1.111) (1.006) (0.777) (0.921) (0.999) (0.544) (0.716) (0.935) (0.838) (0.729) (0.934) (0.540)

N 948 2467 653 797 976 1244 1365 2616 1137 1009 1068 1971 1472 1799  
Source: EU-SILC 2014. Note: Standard errors in parentheses; * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001.  
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Table A.10 Estimates from logit regression – HP2 Objective Job Insecurity on housing autonomy (age 16-29) 

AT BE BG CY CZ DE DK EE EL ES FI FR HR HU
type of contract (ref=permanent)

temporary -0.414 -0.308 -0.0454 -0.152 -0.108 -0.483** -0.404 -0.136 -0.432 -0.0637 -0.482 -0.309* -0.305 0.178
(0.282) (0.204) (0.357) (0.253) (0.185) (0.168) (0.518) (0.396) (0.243) (0.155) (0.253) (0.144) (0.238) (0.191)

missing -0.596 -0.347 -0.741* 0.0821 0.455 0.400 -1.393*** -0.101 -0.177 0.318 -1.830*** -0.913*** -0.195 0.489
(0.307) (0.300) (0.367) (0.346) (0.283) (0.488) (0.285) (0.296) (0.225) (0.231) (0.187) (0.249) (0.541) (0.349)

age 0.380*** 0.420*** 0.276*** 0.476*** 0.280*** 0.462*** 0.595*** 0.294*** 0.256*** 0.281*** 0.500*** 0.408*** 0.398*** 0.337***
(0.0311) (0.0389) (0.0470) (0.0487) (0.0335) (0.0332) (0.0565) (0.0274) (0.0452) (0.0339) (0.0327) (0.0282) (0.0561) (0.0341)

female 0.623*** 0.709*** 1.522*** 1.328*** 0.513*** 0.933*** 0.0547 0.598*** 0.692*** 0.482*** 1.334*** 0.924*** 0.912*** 0.744***
(0.169) (0.174) (0.228) (0.217) (0.154) (0.153) (0.280) (0.139) (0.200) (0.145) (0.165) (0.138) (0.229) (0.145)

education (ref=low)
medium 0.239 -0.470 -1.318*** -0.247 -0.491 0.229 -0.296 -0.785*** -0.192 -0.572** 0.135 0.425 -0.847 -1.144***

(0.289) (0.303) (0.332) (0.345) (0.361) (0.256) (0.308) (0.176) (0.386) (0.191) (0.235) (0.231) (0.608) (0.224)
high 0.502 -0.655* -1.621*** -1.506*** -1.063** 0.110 0.746 -0.591** -0.545 -0.688*** 1.037** 0.487* -1.420* -1.097***

(0.316) (0.308) (0.396) (0.362) (0.390) (0.292) (0.559) (0.216) (0.408) (0.172) (0.362) (0.241) (0.649) (0.254)
non-citizen 1.244*** 0.819* n.a. 1.409*** 1.834** 1.832*** 2.682 -0.603* -0.400 1.758*** -0.558 -0.0541 1.293 -0.713

(0.338) (0.347) (0.272) (0.667) (0.540) (1.512) (0.293) (0.433) (0.250) (0.750) (0.549) (1.125) (1.043)
urban area 1.233*** 0.489** -0.155 0.491* 1.258*** 1.478*** 1.054*** 0.593*** 0.197 0.209 0.574*** 0.513*** 0.507 1.424***

(0.206) (0.186) (0.230) (0.191) (0.160) (0.169) (0.291) (0.135) (0.193) (0.144) (0.160) (0.134) (0.272) (0.157)

constant -10.12*** -10.29*** -7.567*** -13.39*** -7.809*** -12.59*** -13.39*** -7.430*** -7.636*** -8.307*** -11.22*** -10.41*** -11.34*** -9.635***
(0.806) (0.999) (1.245) (1.348) (0.945) (0.866) (1.274) (0.687) (1.277) (0.916) (0.797) (0.749) (1.601) (0.919)

N 967 800 563 682 959 1265 557 1117 625 1121 1417 1428 651 1297

IE IT LT LU LV MT NL PL PT RO SE SI SK UK
type of contract (ref=permanent)

temporary 0.174 -0.418* 0.389 -0.915*** -1.018 -0.0755 -0.220 -0.347** -0.484* -0.715 -0.418 -0.353 -0.314 -0.0382
(0.245) (0.163) (0.452) (0.242) (1.152) (0.301) (0.274) (0.113) (0.194) (0.588) (0.297) (0.270) (0.214) (0.240)

missing -0.880** -0.0198 -0.00477 -0.0253 -0.123 0.453 -1.390*** -0.420* 0.185 -0.201 -1.915*** -0.908*** -0.0908 -0.284
(0.341) (0.163) (0.420) (0.477) (0.270) (0.339) (0.204) (0.181) (0.261) (0.231) (0.240) (0.179) (0.302) (0.188)

age 0.338*** 0.356*** 0.326*** 0.391*** 0.312*** 0.412*** 0.662*** 0.279*** 0.190*** 0.230*** 0.510*** 0.311*** 0.333*** 0.377***
(0.0368) (0.0330) (0.0470) (0.0434) (0.0340) (0.0379) (0.0418) (0.0230) (0.0359) (0.0373) (0.0407) (0.0404) (0.0401) (0.0231)

female 0.408* 0.711*** 0.774*** 0.901*** 0.531** 0.757*** 0.996*** 0.645*** 0.636*** 1.125*** 0.388* 1.047*** 0.529** 0.456***
(0.194) (0.134) (0.220) (0.193) (0.165) (0.176) (0.176) (0.109) (0.180) (0.171) (0.194) (0.161) (0.164) (0.121)

education (ref=low)
medium 0.144 -0.500** -0.429 -0.697** -0.518* 0.153 0.773** 0.136 -0.403* -0.340 0.0832 -0.355 -0.206 0.179

(0.495) (0.184) (0.449) (0.244) (0.244) (0.219) (0.300) (0.236) (0.203) (0.241) (0.339) (0.289) (0.415) (0.177)
high 0.0326 -0.740*** -0.517 -1.069*** -0.686* 0.0460 1.261*** 0.0420 -0.779** -0.797** 0.860* -0.703* -1.023* 0.371*

(0.492) (0.222) (0.460) (0.295) (0.275) (0.224) (0.303) (0.250) (0.237) (0.302) (0.434) (0.321) (0.434) (0.182)
non-citizen 2.285*** 1.196*** n.a. 0.832*** -0.489 0.675 1.737 n.a. 1.383* n.a. 0.157 2.418*** n.a. 1.022***

(0.359) (0.222) (0.206) (0.358) (0.531) (1.225) (0.589) (0.650) (0.355) (0.220)
urban area 0.370 0.184 0.412 0.416 0.442** -0.317 n.a. 0.884*** 0.484** 1.155*** -0.0531 n.a. 0.721*** 0.337**

(0.192) (0.135) (0.214) (0.330) (0.164) (0.270) (0.116) (0.180) (0.192) (0.199) (0.178) (0.120)

constant -9.389*** -10.42*** -9.411*** -10.35*** -8.245*** -12.25*** -17.25*** -8.302*** -5.725*** -7.414*** -10.77*** -9.040*** -10.04*** -9.618***
(1.054) (0.908) (1.288) (1.118) (0.883) (1.077) (1.122) (0.643) (0.960) (1.023) (1.001) (1.111) (1.152) (0.608)

N 651 1553 524 681 788 1137 1243 2035 717 873 889 1260 1148 1598  
Source: EU-SILC 2014. Note: Standard errors in parentheses; * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001.  
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Section 2. Multilevel analyses on contextual 
factors moderating labour market insecurity 
and youth autonomy 
 

Introduction  
The theoretical literature on the youth autonomy views the level of individual resources 
directly available to young adults as one of the important determinants of youth 
independence (Manzoni 2016; Ermisch 1999, McElroy 1985). On one hand, there is a 
large body of evidence confirming the importance of employment and the level of 
earnings for opportunities to leave parental home and for feeling autonomous among 
youth (Aassve et al. 2001, 2002, Buck and Scott 1993, Iacovou 2010, Mulder and Clark 
2000, Mulder et al. 2002, Nilsson and Strandh 1999, Vitali 2010). On the other hand, 
however, the role of employment and earnings varies across countries depending on 
the structure of the labour market, on the educational system (which may smooth the 
school-to-work transition), but also, on the different welfare state regimes. For example, 
in countries with well-developed policies supporting youth, such as Nordic countries, 
employment is not necessarily a precondition for reaching residential autonomy (Ayllón 
2014). The role of the level of financial resources may be less relevant in countries 
where housing is less expensive or subsidized by the state (Ermisch 1999, Mulder et 
al. 2002).  

This is the reason regarding the relevance of studying how macro-level indicators can 
moderate the relationship between labor market exclusion or job insecurity on youth 
autonomy. While in the Section I we have described the relationship occurring at the 
micro-level, by means of cross-country comparisons, in this Section II, we investigate 
which specific policies and cultural conditions imp rove youth chances for 
autonomy . In particular, we will consider structural factors (such as the economic 
cycle, the demographic structure and the distribution of income), institutional factors, 
such as the public expenditure for labor market policies and support to housing and 
family, and then cultural norms, more (or less) oriented toward a traditional division of 
gender roles. 

Indeed, youth individual life courses are socially embedded in the macro-institutional 
and structural as well as cultural context, which defines the set of opportunities and 
constraints to which individual persons respond when making their life course decisions 
and transitions (Buchmann and Kriesi 20011, Breen and Buchmann 2002, Mayer 
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2009). The structural and institutional context is fundamentally shaped by policies that 
strongly vary across countries. As we know, country-specific institutional arrangements 
produce distinctive national responses to the global social processes (labor market 
flexibilization and privatization of social security). Previous comparative research has 
shown that different institutional settings are linked to different patterns of exposure to 
social risks (Taylor-Gooby 2004, Bonoli 2004, Rovny 2014). Thus, we expect that 
national institutional backgrounds and policies in particular, have a mediating effect on 
how risks of labor market exclusion and job insecurity of young people translate into 
risks of social exclusion (Mills and Blossfeld 2003). 

Previous studies show that the rising labor market uncertainties have contributed to the 
postponement or even abandonment of long-term binding decisions such as leaving 
the parental home, (Barbieri and Scherer 2005, 2009; Nazio and Blossfeld 2003; Mills 
and Blossfeld 2003; Pisati 2002; Reyneri 2011; Bertolini 2011). However, the 
magnitude of such consequences differs notably between countries, suggesting that 
institutional contexts at the nation-state level mediate the effects of globalization on 
young individuals in a nation-specific way. 

In fact, leaving the parental home is a complex process. In general, the generosity of 
the welfare state for young people can influence this transition. Research has shown a 
positive link between youth autonomy and generosity of the welfare state. Researchers 
show that postponement takes longer in countries in which there is less universalistic 
welfare state assistance («particularism» Ferrera 1996) and which is often targeted at 
specific relevant political target groups («clientelism» ibid.). Some countries are 
characterized by the absence of a universal system of protection and some categories 
of workers, such as the atypical category, are excluded from unemployment protection 
(Schizzerotto and Lucchini 2002)  

While a lack of employment opportunities and limited earnings are a barrier for youth to 
achieve housing autonomy, the economic factors can also have an influence on the 
decision to leave home. Regardless of how much a government invests in active labor 
market policies, the impact of structural and macroeconomic changes may be much 
more powerful, because it implies the possibility of finding a new job if you have lost 
one. 

Still, the ratio between youth earnings and the price of housing should be taken into 
consideration in order to make housing more easily available. There is a whole range 
of policies that support renting or buying one’s own house among youth and hence 
increase the opportunity for young people to leave the parental home. Turi and Del 
Boca (2010) presented evidence that the availability of conventional home-purchase 
loans to first-time buyers increased opportunities for young people to leave the parental 
home. Their results also indicated that higher levels of public expenditure devoted to 
youth in the form of social housing, active labor market policies, and policies for other 
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contingencies such as income support programs, speeded up the transition to 
residential independence (Baranowska e al., 2015). 

Institutions and policy regimes have historically developed based on national ideologies 
concerning social solidarity, engagement for social equality, and gender ideology (Flora 
and Alber 1981, Esping-Andersen 1990) and a certain inertial tendency to persist 
(Esping-Andersen 1993), that have given shape to the policy fields. According to the 
nation-specific design of social policies, it can be expected that unemployed youth and 
youth experiencing labor market insecurities face different abilities to gain autonomy 
from parents (e.g., via the provision of social housing and financial support for 
unemployed youth).  

Recently, several authors pointed out the impact of cultural factors as another 
important dimension for explaining the decision to leave the parental household 
(Goldscheider and Goldscheider 1989, 1993; Surkyn and Lesthaeghe 2004, Billari and 
Liefbroer, 2007; Giuliano, 2007). Following Moreno (2012) comparative European 
research has shown the combined influence of the welfare regime on what some 
authors refer to as the transition regime (Leccardi and Ruspini, 2006; Walther, 2006) 
and of culture on the diverse trends observed in the transition to adulthood in various 
European countries. For instance, Van de Velde (2008) refers to the cultural impact of 
familism (a form of intergenerational solidarity or group membership) to explain the 
extended transition of young people in Spain, as compared to countries such as 
France, Denmark, or the United Kingdom. Naldini and Jurado pointed out similar 
findings also for Italy (2013). 

Several authors have described how families negotiate this support and how it affects 
the practices of young people (Holdswortz 2004; Bendit et al., 2009). In parent-child 
negotiations, the familistic culture of Southern European countries encourages parental 
reinforcement of permanence in the home as a strategy for accumulating human 
capital (Bynner, 2008) and facing risks and insecurities (Moreno, 2008). In contrast, the 
role of the family in Northern European countries has been to encourage young people 
to leave home early (Holdswortz, 2004). 

As you can see, the relation between low labor market attachment and housing 
autonomy can be mediated by different structural, institutional, and cultural variables. 
Starting from this background, based on multi-level models, in this section we will look 
at the mediating effect of institutions and different kinds of policies and macro factors 
on the relation between low labor market attachment and the propensity of leaving the 
parental home of young people across EU-28. The aim is to understand which kind of 
conditions and policies could be useful to influence this transition, starting with the point 
that many young people today experiment situations of unemployment. 

For the purposes of our work, we will mainly focus on welfare state policies, in 
particular on labor market policies and family policies, taking into account cultural 
factors as well. Indeed, as summarized by Billari and Liefbroer (2007) individuated in 
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studies, there are three classes of determinants on the process of leaving the parental 
household. The first class of determinants deals with young adults' involvement in 
parallel events, such as getting a job, going to college, and marriage, which trigger the 
decision to leave home. The second class of determinants relates to the opportunities 
and constraints that either facilitate or impede the decision to leave the parental home, 
such as housing market conditions, economic conditions and the circumstances within 
the parental home. The third is represented by the impact of cultural norms. 

From a macro-level perspective, other important determinants are related to social 
policies. Finally, the third type of determinants is represented by the impact of cultural 
norms. In fact, even in the presence of the same working and institutional conditions, 
people can make different decisions in terms of leaving the parental home, by linking 
their decisions to values and attitudes. This attitude can differentiate based on gender. 
In fact, in countries «where the male-breadwinner model is predominant, it will be more 
important for males to establish themselves in a secure job as opposed to females» 
(Blossfeld et al. 2005, 19). Empirical research shows a common pattern in all European 
countries: young women tend to leave the family home earlier than young men do. 
Studies carried out in some European countries have shown that women leave the 
parental home earlier than men to form a couple and a family, even if they do not have 
a stable job. Men delay their residential independence and associate it with job 
stability, which at some point will allow them to become the head of the family (Robette, 
2010; Vitali, 2010, Moreno, 2012).  

A comparison between the periods before and after the Great Recession is also 
included, so that all macro-level hypotheses are tested on data related to the before-
crisis period (year 2007) and on the after-crisis period (2013). More details are 
provided in the Data section. 

The multilevel hypotheses presented in this section have been elaborated based on the 
analysis of the literature on autonomy. In particular, the literature identifies three main 
groups of macro-level factors that can intervene and moderate the relationship 
between the labor market situation and youth autonomy.  

The first dimension refers to the structural context in which youth live: the general 
economic conditions of the country and, particularly relevant for the residential 
autonomy of youth, the structure of the housing market. Within the first group, we 
selected a series of macro-level indicators as proxies for the economic situation of the 
country. First, we will focus on GDP growth, GDP per capita, and unemployment rate 
as proxies of the general economic situation of the country. In fact, we expect that 
being in a country with a good economic performance has a positive moderating effect 
on housing and psychological autonomy. This is because a positive economic situation 
can work on two aspects: on one side, the economic situation provides better chances 
to find a job, possibly with higher wages, which give individuals resources to face the 
cost of autonomous living and reduces the fear of income instability. On the 
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psychological side, it improves the individual’s expectations about resources and 
integration in the labor market, reducing the fear of stigmatization associated with such.  

For this reason, we hypothesize a positive moderating effect of GDP growth and GDP 
per capita on housing, on the relation between low labor market exclusion and housing 
and psychological autonomy. Conversely, we hypothesize a negative moderating effect 
of increasing rates of unemployment on the relationship between unemployment and 
housing and psychological autonomy. However, increasing rates of unemployment may 
also work the other way round with respect to psychological autonomy and labor 
market exclusion, since when unemployment becomes a widespread condition, the 
perception of stigmatization associated to it may be lower. 

As proxies for the structure of the housing market deal, we use the proportion of the 
rental sector on total housing market, and the fraction of residential mortgages, and the 
affordability of housing. In fact, according to the literature, we expected that the 
availability of rental housing and an easier access to the credit market moderate the 
relationship between unemployment and housing autonomy positively, since if cheap 
renting solutions are available, the reliance on income stability may be lower. In 
addition, initially less expensive solutions (compared to buying one's own house) make 
the choice of leaving home less tied to family wealth and potentially more reversible, 
even for young people facing unemployment. 

The second dimension gathers together indicators of the institutional context in which 
youth live. Thus, the hypotheses considered in this section deal with: the expenditure 
on passive labor market policies and the level of employment protection legislation. As 
the literature points out, the availability of universal unemployment protection can 
influence the propensity of people for leaving the parental home because they can 
count on income continuity, even if they work with precarious contracts or even if they 
are unemployed and then they can afford the housing expenses. Thus, generous 
expenditure on passive labor market policies may positively moderate the relationship 
between unemployment and housing autonomy: generous unemployment benefits 
guarantee income continuity in case of job loss, providing resources for supporting the 
costs of autonomous living.  

Similarly, we expect a positive mediating role of active labor market policies, namely 
that of reducing the effect of unemployment on housing autonomy, since well-designed 
and efficient systems of activation increase the possibilities of finding a job in case of 
job loss and thus increasing the chances of having monetary resources from 
employment to sustain housing costs.  

Finally, a high level of employment protection can guarantee continuity of job and thus 
of income. However, for those who are excluded from the labor market, a high level of 
employment protection translates into greater difficulties of integration in the labor 
market. Thus, we hypothesize that a high level of employment protection legislation 
negatively moderates the relationship between unemployment and housing autonomy 
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since it reduces the chances of finding a new job and thus finding resources to face the 
costs of independent living. 

Included among the institutional indicators, we also considered the amount of 
institutional expenditure specifically addressed to support housing. Indeed, monetary 
transfer for supporting costs of housing or polices that reduce the cost itself of housing, 
reduce the economic burden of living autonomy, which the individual has to bear. 
Therefore, a lower cost of living can reduce the negative effect of the loss of income 
associated to job loss. Consequently, we expect a positive moderating effect of policies 
supporting housing, namely reducing the negative association between unemployment 
and housing autonomy. 

Finally, the third group of indicators relates to the cultural dimension: cultural factors 
also play a key role in shaping the life course and the decisions of residential autonomy 
from the parental home. In fact, even in presence of the same working and institutional 
conditions, people can make different decisions in terms of leaving the parental home, 
by linking their decisions to values and attitudes. The existing literature describes the 
direct effects of the cultural aspects on the decision to leave the parental household 
quite well. However, there is no clear empirical evidence on the moderating effect that 
these factors may have on the relationship between unemployment and housing 
autonomy.  

For these reasons, we selected a series of indicators related to individual behaviours 
and attitudes in each country and used them to test whether and to what extent 
traditional (or non-traditional) values on gender and generation relationship values 
moderate the relationship between the labor market situation and housing autonomy. 
Following the literature, we assume that where cultural values and orientations are 
inclined to sustain traditional differentiation of gender roles and thus the traditional 
model of family formation assume a male breadwinner model, the effect of 
unemployment on housing autonomy should be higher for men rather than for women. 
Men indeed, are in charge of providing the resources needed for the family and 
housing, while women are assumed to compensate a lack of income from employment 
with domestic and care work.  

In particular, we can assume that the diffusion of kinds of behaviour that are indicators 
of less conservative habits in the process of family formation can positively moderate 
the negative effect of unemployment on housing autonomy for men because the social 
expectations do not require men to be the breadwinner person in the family. 

More details on the macro-level variables selected are provided in the paragraphs 
dedicated to the different hypotheses. 
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Data and methods  
The multilevel analyses presented here are performed on the datasets already used in 
the first section of the report. More precisely, for the investigation of housing autonomy, 
we used the cross-sectional dataset on European Statistics on Income and Living 
Conditions (EU-SILC), while for investigating the dimension of psychological autonomy, 
we used cross-sectional data from the European Quality of Life Survey (EQLS), as we 
did in the descriptive section. Both surveys consist in individual-level observations for 
each country, which qualifies data as multilevel with individuals at level 1, nested in 
countries at level 2. 

In this section, we do not perform multilevel analysis by taking into consideration also 
the time-varying dimension of macro-level variables, which would represent a third 
level of interaction (individuals, countries, years) and thus we are not able to identify 
any causal effect (Gebel and Giesecke 2016). Rather, here we have taken a more 
explorative and descriptive approach based on cross-sectional analysis performed on 
two selected periods: 2007 and 2013. With the analyses at hand, we are not able to 
infer any causal effect associated to the economic crisis which occurred in between 
(starting from 2008). However, we are interested in observing whether some variation 
in the moderating effect of macro-level variables occurred over time. We cannot claim 
that the moderating effect of a macro-level variable differs due to the crisis (since we 
are not testing it empirically), but we may observe that some macro-level variables (e.g., 
public expenditure on passive labor market policies or the mortgage market) are 
varying as an effect of a general trend (e.g., of retrenchment of the welfare system).     

Thus, differently from the descriptive section where the comparison between the period 
before and after the crisis has been addressed directly, here we take a more 
explorative approach by juxtaposing the moderating relations for the two periods 
considered, 2007 and 20137. 

As mentioned in the previous section, macro-level indicators have been identified on 
the basis of the hypotheses formulated for the multilevel analysis. The great majority of 
macro-level indicators pertaining to structural and institutional dimensions have been 
collected from official international sources, such as Eurostat, OECD, and World Bank, 
as well as cultural variables on behaviors, while cultural variables on values have been 
generated from the most recent wave (2008-2010) of the European Value Study (EVS). 
Table 1 shows all macro level indicators and the number of variables selected for each 
indicator. Due to the great amount of macro-level variables collected and tested, a 
detailed description of the source and characteristics of macro-level data is provided in 
each chapter devoted to illustrate each single hypothesis.   
                                                

7 Due to the time-varying nature of macro-level variables, we focused on one single year rather than 
considering a 3-4 year period as we did in the descriptive section. Aggregation of macro-level variables for 
several years into country means is also possible, but it would lower the reliability of data   
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Table 1 Summary of hypotheses and indicators 

Type of 
indicators 

Name and number of 
the hypothesis Hypothesis 

STRUCTURAL 

ECONOMIC 
SITUATION (HP1) 

The negative effect of unemployment on  
housing autonomy  is stronger in a bad as 
compared to good economic situation 
The negative effect of unemployment on 
psychological autonomy  is stronger in a bad 
compared to good economic situation 

HOUSING MARKET 
(HP2) 

The higher the share of rents over the total 
housing market, the lower the impact of 
unemployment on housing autonomy. 
The easier/less expensive the access to credit or 
to mortgage the lower the impact of 
unemployment on  housing autonomy 

INSTITUTIONAL 

PASSIVE LABOR 
MARKET POLICIES 
(HP3) 

The more generous passive labor market policies 
(e.g. unemployment protection), the weaker the 
negative effect of unemployment on housing 
autonomy 

ACTIVE LABOR 
MARKET POLICIES 
(HP4) 

The more spending on active labor market policy, 
the weaker the negative effect of unemployment 
on housing autonomy 

EMPLOYMENT 
PROTECTION 
LEGISLATION (HP5) 

The stronger the employment protection 
legislation, the more negative the effect of 
unemployment on housing autonomy. 

POLICIES 
SUPPORTING 
HOUSING AND 
FAMILY (HP6) 

HP6.a: The higher the expenditure for supporting 
housing (e.g. social housing), the weaker the 
negative effect of unemployment on housing 
autonomy 
HP6.b: the higher the expenditure in cash 
benefits and services for family, the weaker the 
negative effect of unemployment on housing 
autonomy 

CULTURAL  
TRADITIONAL 
VALUES ON GENDER 
ROLES (HP7) 

The negative effect of unemployment on 
housing autonomy  is higher in contexts where 
indicators of traditional values are high 
The negative effect of labor market exclusion on 
psychological autonomy  among men is weaker 
in countries with positive attitudes towards dual 
breadwinner households 

Source: own elaboration 

The method used to perform the multilevel analysis presented in this report depends on 
the characteristics of available data. Multilevel analysis on housing autonomy has been 
performed using a 2-step approach, while analysis on psychological autonomy has 
been performed using a simultaneous random effect approach. 

In order to estimate the macro-level variable effect, we operated in two subsequent 
steps. The first step consists in the estimation of the individual level regression 
between the dependent and independent variable, separately for each country. Such a 
coefficient, estimated in the first step for each country, becomes the dependent 
variable in the second step, which entails the estimation of the effect of the macro-level 
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variable (independent) on the coefficient of the individual level relationship (dependent 
variable) through a linear regression model. The process requires an additional 
adjustment of standard errors, which in the case of estimated dependent variable tend 
to be biased and inconsistently estimated due to the heteroscedasticity of the first level 
sampling error, where variance differs across observations (Jusko 2005, Lewis and 
Linzer 2005).  

As recently highlighted in the literature (Bryan and Jenkins 2013, 2016), this method 
turns out to be particularly useful when the researcher has a dataset characterized by a 
relatively small 8  number of macro-level units but a relatively high number of 
observations within each group.  

More precisely, in our case we first estimated the country level logit regressions at step 
1, with the dependent variable being residentially autonomous (not living with parents) 
and the independent variable as being proxies for labor market exclusion (being 
unemployed), with the usual control variables for age, sex, and educational attainment9. 
In the second step, the estimated average marginal effect of the logit regression turns 
into the dependent variable of a linear regression model in which the independent 
variable is the macro-level indicator selected according to the hypothesis (e.g. fraction 
of the rental sector for the hypothesis on the structure of the housing market), 
registered at country level. Finally, standard errors of this second regression are 
corrected in order to take into consideration the uncertainty coming from using an 
estimated dependent variable. The error term of the second step regression includes a 
first component due to the individual level regression (heteroscedasticity due to 
variance in the sampling error across countries) and a second component is the 
country-level error term. Thus, standard errors of the second step linear regression 
model are corrected by adding a weight which is computed10  as in Huber (2005; 
Baranowska and Gebel 2008).  

Finally, the multilevel analyses performed in this Section II involve two of the three 
outcome variables studied in the descriptive Section I, namely housing autonomy and 
psychological autonomy. Given the new and multidimensional nature of economic 
autonomy as defined in this work, at this stage we preferred to exclude it from the 
multilevel analysis and focus more on the descriptive potential of the indicator.  

                                                

8 The rule of thumb provided by Bryan and Jenkins (2016) is about at least 25 countries for linear models 
and at least 30 countries for logistic models. 
9 The controls for living in an urban area and for citizenship are not included since not available for all 
countries.  
10 Technically: the weight is generated as the sum of  
a) matrix of variation stemming from errors in estimating beta coefficients in the first step regression 
(computed as squared standard errors of the beta coefficients in the first step [se_beta^2]);  
b) estimate of the second component of error term in the second level regression (computed as residual 
variance in the second stage regression [squared residuals over degrees of freedom (computed as 
number of countries-regressors of the second step, including the constant] minus the matrix of variation 
over degrees of freedom).   
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As far as micro-level relationships are concerned, the multilevel analyses presented 
here for housing autonomy focus on the relationship between the labor market and 
housing autonomy (HP1 of the descriptive section). Multilevel analysis on the 
relationships between objective and subjective job insecurity and housing autonomy 
have not been run because the latter relationship is not even observed on a micro level 
(see descriptive section on HP3), while the former is statistically significant in very few 
countries in the total of EU28. For more details on the micro-level relationships, see the 
Appendix.  

On the contrary, the multilevel analyses on psychological autonomy consider both the 
micro-level relationship between labor market exclusion and psychological autonomy 
and objective job insecurity and psychological autonomy. 
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Summary of findings 

Here below, the major findings emerging from the multilevel analyses presented in this 
Section II are summarized. 

As far as residential autonomy  and its relationship with unemployment is considered, 
the multilevel analysis shows that among the set of structural factors, a statistically 
significantly moderating effect is observable in some circumstances:  

- in 2007, positive macro-economic conditions associated to higher figures of GDP per 
capita positively moderate the relationship between unemployment and housing 
autonomy, thus reducing the negative effect of unemployment. However, in the same 
year, higher rates of growth of GDP per capita  have a slightly negative moderating 
effect, an opposite effect with respect to what was hypothesized, that a growing 
economy reduces the negative impact of unemployment on housing autonomy. 
However, in the year 2013 none of the indicators of GDP growth or GDP per capita 
show a moderating effect, not supporting the hypothesis that a positive economic 
context may positively moderate the relationship between unemployment and housing 
autonomy. 

- negative macro-economic conditions, as proxied by high rates of total 
unemployment and youth unemployment, do not show any statistically significant 
moderating effect (both in 2007 and 2013), not supporting the hypothesis that the 
negative effect of unemployment on housing autonomy is stronger when 
unemployment is higher.  

With respect to the structure of the housing market , multilevel analyses show the 
following results: 

- a well-developed and widespread mortgage market, proxied by the ratio between 
residential loans and GDP of a country, positively moderates the association between 
labor market exclusion and housing autonomy, reducing the negative impact of 
unemployment. This supports the hypothesis that a mortgage-friendly structure of the 
housing market positively moderates the negative effect between unemployment and 
housing autonomy. This hypothesis is further supported by the results for the opposite 
variable, the proportion of people owning their house with no mortgage , indicating a 
small mortgage market, which indeed negatively moderates the relationship between 
labor market exclusion and housing autonomy. 

However, results for the year 2013 show an opposite tendency related to the level of 
indebtedness for home purchasing: indeed, empirical data supports the hypothesis that 
high levels of indebtedness of households, proxied by the ratio between residential 
loans and disposable income of families , have a negative moderating role. This 
seems to suggest that if the debt is not designed to take into account the specific 
situation of young people with precarious jobs, and their risk of income discontinuity, 
the ability of families to repay the debt can be compromised. These results have to be 
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further investigated taking into account the effect of the crisis on the banking sector and 
on family budgets. For example, the economic crisis has made borrowing more 
dangerous: if families are highly indebted, the banks face a greater risk of insolvency 
and therefore they are less willing to grant loans. 

Regarding institutional factors  that may moderate the relationship between 
unemployment and housing autonomy, multilevel analyses have shown that:  

- passive labor market policies  play a positive mediating role, meaning that – as 
hypothesized - in countries where the public expenditure for passive labor market 
policies is more generous, unemployment has a weaker effect on housing autonomy. 
This result is statistically significant for both periods considered (2007 and 2013)  

- family support policies : policies that go in the direction of helping to reconcile work 
and family seem to play a positive moderating role. Indeed, for the year 2007, the 
greater the coverage of early childhood education and care (ECEC), namely the 
participation of children aged 3 to 5 in childcare services and early education, the 
weaker the negative association between unemployment and housing autonomy 
Similarly, the greater the public expenditure on family and children allowance, the 
weaker the negative association between unemployment and housing autonomy. Such 
a relationship may suggest that in these contexts families can rely on different sources 
of income - beyond income from employment - to support their family, which reduces 
the perception of risk and the economic burden associated to forming a family, thus 
indirectly promoting housing autonomy. 

Finally, among cultural indicators , those selected for the diffusion of traditional 
behaviours act as hypothesized (in 2007): as an example, the negative relationship 
between unemployment and housing autonomy is stronger in countries where the 
marriage rate, as a proxy for traditional values, is greater. Indeed, as hypothesized, 
where the traditional way of leaving the parental household is marriage (and thus the 
marriage rate is greater), it is reasonable to argue that the dominant male breadwinner 
model requires the men to have employment. Similarly, using an item developing within 
the European Values Study, which refers to the proportion of individuals who agree that 
a preschool child suffers from having a working mother (a proxy for a traditional 
orientation toward gender roles), has a negative moderating effect. On the contrary, in 
less traditional countries - proxied by the proportion of children born out of marriage - 
the relationship between unemployment and housing autonomy is positively moderated.  

As far as psychological autonomy  is considered, results of a multilevel analysis 
suggest that the negative effect of unemployment on psychological autonomy is 
weaker when unemployment is a widespread experience in a specific society: in this 
case, the effect of unemployment on the perceived freedom to decide how to live one's 
life is relatively less strong (Baranowska-Rataj et al., 2016). Objective job insecurity, 
intended as a fixed term contract, does not have a significant impact on youth 
psychological autonomy. On the contrary, perceived job insecurity affects psychological 
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autonomy. For young people who are afraid of losing their jobs but think they can find a 
similar one, the effect of job insecurity on psychological autonomy is low when GDP 
growth is stronger. In short, when people are in a condition of unemployment or 
perceived job insecurity, the psychological autonomy, intended as freedom to decide 
about their life, is threatened. As far as cultural indicators are concerned, multilevel 
analysis shows that positive attitudes towards dual breadwinner households positively 
moderate the relationship between unemployment and psychological autonomy for 
men who have an insecure job and see no opportunities of finding alternative 
employment. 

Main findings are summarized in the following tables. 

Table 2 Summary of findings for the moderating effect of macro-level variables on the relationship between LM 

exclusion and housing autonomy 

   Hypothesis  Macro-indicator 2007 2013 

STRUCTURAL 

ECONOMIC SITUATION 
(HP1) 

GDP per capita + n.s. 

GDP per capita growth - n.s. 

Unemployment rate n.s. n.s. 

HOUSING MARKET 
(HP2) 

Residential Loans to GDP + n.s. 
Fraction of owners with no 
mortgage 

- n.s. 

Residential Loans to 
Disposable Income 

n.s. - 

INSTITUTIONAL

PASSIVE LM POLICIES 
(HP3) 

Public expenditure (as % 
GDP) 

+ + 

ACTIVE LM POLICIES 
(HP4) 

Public expenditure (as % 
GDP) 

n.s. n.s. 

EMPLOYMENT 
PROTECTION  
LEGISLATION (HP5) 

EPL Index n.s. n.s. 

POLICIES SUPPORTING 
HOUSING  
AND FAMILY (HP6) 

Public expenditure on 
housing support (including 
rent benefits) as % GDP 

n.s. n.s. 

Public expenditure on family 
support (as % GDP) 

+ n.s. 

Childcare coverage + n.s. 

CULTURAL 

TRADITIONAL VALUES 
ON  
GENDER ROLES  
(HP7) 

Behaviours 
(marriage/divorce rate, 
cohabitation) 

- n.s. 

Attitudes (EVS items) - n.s. 

Traditionalism indicator 
(EVS) 

n.a. + 

Source: own elaboration 
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Table 3 Summary of findings for the moderating effect of macro-level variables on the relationship between LM 

exclusion, job insecurity, and psychological autonomy 

      

LM exclusion 
& 

psychological 
autonomy 

objective job 
insecurity & 

psychological 
autonomy 

subjective job 
insecurity & 

psychological 
autonomy 

STRUCTURAL 
ECONOMIC 
SITUATION 
(HP1) 

GDP  n.s. n.s. + 
Unemployment 
rate 

+ n.s. n.s 

CULTURAL 

TRADITIONAL 
VALUES ON 
GENDER ROLES 
(HP7) 

Dual 
breadwinner 
model 

+   

Source: own elaboration 
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Policy implications 

Derived from previous results, a set of policy suggestions can be provided, with the aim 
of favoring residential and psychological autonomy of youth across European countries. 

From analysis about the moderating role of general economic conditions (proxied by 
GDP per capita, growth of GDP per capita and unemployment rate) we can conclude 
that –unsurprisingly- policies supporting the economic development of countries, in 
particular policies aimed at fostering the capacity of the productive system, can support 
psychological autonomy of youth by reducing the negative feeling of job insecurity. 
Such a positive feeling can also support the achievement of housing autonomy.  

As far as housing market results are concerned, policies aimed at broadening the 
access to mortgages also for young people with low labor market attachment can foster 
their residential autonomy. Indeed, in several countries, access to the credit market for 
home purchasing is not friendly toward youth in general, and even less toward youth 
excluded from the labor market. However, broadening the access itself does not seem 
to be a feasible solution, since increasing their indebtedness increases the risk of 
financial vulnerability. Thus, policies that help reduce the burden of mortgages on the 
income of families, either by making them more flexible or supporting the repayment of 
the debt in case of job loss or income instability, can help in sustaining the housing 
autonomy of young people with income discontinuity. 

With regard to the institutional dimension, we underline the importance of generous 
and comprehensive passive labor market policies to support housing autonomy of 
young people with low attachment to the labor market. In the framework of supporting 
youth autonomy, it is therefore important to invest in measures that can give income 
continuity or economic support to young people with unstable careers, including those 
who are looking for their first job. 

As far as cultural indicators are concerned, at this point we can argue that policies 
fostering the diffusion of a dual earner model, as well as a friendly tax system which 
encourages the increase in female participation in the labor market, can reduce the 
feeling of insecurity, and thereby improve the psychological autonomy of youth. 
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1 Structural indicators 

1.1 Theoretical introduction 

In this part of the report we will test the moderating effect of macro structural indicators 
on the relation between unemployment and housing and psychological autonomy. 
From the theoretical point of view, we expect that bad economic conditions  can lead 
young people who face unemployment or low labor market attachment to stay at home 
with their parents longer and thus to postpone this transition to adulthood. This is 
because the literature has highlighted that both the opportunity to reach residential 
autonomy and the chances to feel autonomous among young people may be affected 
by the level of individual resources directly available to young adults (Ermisch 1999, 
McElroy 1985). Hence, the direct consequences of the fear of losing income sources 
(or actual loss of income) are much stronger among youth who decide to establish their 
own household as compared to youth that stay with their parents (Ayllon Gatnau 2009, 
Parisi 2008). Therefore, young people experiencing difficulties in labor market 
integration and perceiving their situation as unstable and insecure may be relatively 
less willing to make such a step, if they leave in a context of a bad economy.  

Indeed, a negative macro-economic context is expected to moderate negatively (i.e. 
further increasing) the relationship between unemployment and housing autonomy 
because the perception and the actual experience of a negative macro-economic 
situation reduces the chances (and the perception) of easily finding a new job in case 
the individual loses their current job. In addition, a negative macro-economic context 
can worsen the perception of the real economic resources that are available to the 
individual and may encourage the individual to save more than usual in order to cope 
with an insecure future, thus postponing the decision to support the costs of living 
autonomously to more favourable times. 

Moreover, we can hypothesize that if general economic conditions in the country 
worsen, there are fewer possibilities for families to support and sustain the transition of 
their children. Indeed, it may also occur that negative macro-economic conditions expel 
other family members from the labor market, with the consequence that families cannot 
work as a backup and intervene for covering or integrating the costs associated to the 
residential autonomy of children or spouse.  

Thus, since the consequences of losing income are much stronger among youth who 
decide to establish their own household (compared to those living with parents), with a 
consequent effect of postponing decisions of residential autonomy, we hypothesize that 
an adverse macro-economic context negatively moderates the relationship between 
unemployment and housing autonomy.  
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Labor market insecurity may also affect psychological autonomy, and the magnitude of 
this effect may vary depending on economic conditions. In this respect, we hypothesize 
that the moderating effect can be twofold: a) on the one hand, poor economic 
conditions may imply low chances for improvement of individual labor market status 
and hence the effect of labor market exclusion on psychological autonomy may 
become stronger; b) on the other hand, if having an insecure labor market position is 
quite common, the social acceptance for such situations may be higher and hence the 
negative impact of labor market exclusion on psychological autonomy may weaken. 

As far as the structure of the housing market  is concerned, the background for the 
hypotheses presented in this section is previous empirical research which highlights 
how policies that support renting or buying one’s own house tend to increase the 
opportunity for young people to leave the parental home. As an example, Aparicio-
Fenoll and Oppedisano (2015) have shown a positive effect of a monthly cash subsidy 
supporting rental accommodation on young adults’ housing autonomy. Chiuri and Del 
Boca (2010) presented evidence that the availability of conventional home-purchase 
loans to first-time buyers increased opportunities for young people to leave the parental 
home. Their results also indicated that higher levels of public expenditure devoted to 
youth in the form of social housing, active labor market policies, and policies for other 
contingencies such as income support programmes, speeded up the transition to 
residential independence.  

All these findings point to a positive direct effect between affordable housing and 
support to bear the costs of housing on the chances of living autonomously. Research 
on cross-national differences in the rate of homeownership across European countries 
showed that there are some peculiar features of the housing market within each 
country which can moderate the relationship between unemployment and residential 
autonomy (Filandri and Bertolini, 2016). First, where homeownership is widespread, 
such as in Southern Europe or in Eastern Europe, renting is not considered to be an 
efficient solution due to the home ownership culture (Holdsworth and Solda, 2002), and 
is made difficult by the very structure of the housing market. In addition, in these 
countries youth are often excluded from homeownership due to constraints in 
accessing the mortgage market and due to a limited rental sector which offers little 
choice and high prices.  

The presence of differentiation in the housing market can affect housing autonomy: 
young people in tertiary education or in early job careers need to have a different 
housing market than older and more established people (Ford et al. 2002; Sandlie 
2011). Younger households may have substantially different patterns of leaving home if 
they act in a mature and dominant home ownership sectors or in a more rapidly 
developing society in which “traditional housing practices mix with nascent private 
market developments” (Bugeja 2012). For this reason, in Mediterranean countries 
young people tend to leave their original families much later than in the rest of Europe, 
also because of the insufficient supply of affordable dwellings (Baldini and Poggio 2012; 
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Bernardi 2005; Facchini and Villa 2005; Mencarini and Tanturri 2006; Mulder and Billari 
2010). Lower affordability is a key factor affecting the ability to leave home and its 
effect is stronger in the presence of low investments in social housing (Bugeja 2012).  

Moreover, in the recent years the credit market in most countries has changed in 
different directions, becoming more or less accessible depending on the degree of risk-
aversion in the economic environment and in the banking sector. 

Moreover, the literature has highlighted that there is a negative correlation between the 
size of the mortgage market and the proportion of homeownership: higher levels of 
mortgage debt are seen as an indicator of less difficulties in buying houses (Schwartz, 
2013, Aalbers, 2009, Filandri and Bertolini 2016), while high rates of homeownership 
with a small mortgage market tend to exclude youth. In this context, renting a home 
may also be difficult: the initial transition out of the parental home is heavily dependent 
on the availability of certain kinds of housing, and the availability of a cheap, broad, and 
flexible rental market can make the decision to leave the parental home more 
affordable.  

Given this framework, we expect that a favourable structure of the housing market, 
characterized by a wide rental sector and/or an accessible mortgage market can 
positively moderate the relationship between unemployment and housing autonomy. 
Indeed, individuals with weak employment positions or low attachment to the labor 
market often do not possess sufficient resources to buy a home, and they encounter 
difficulties in finding accommodations with reasonable rent (Jones, 1995; Holdsworth 
and Solda, 2002 in Filandri and Bertolini 2016). If the housing market is characterised 
by a high supply of houses for rent and by a well-developed mortgage market, we can 
expect that the negative effect of unemployment on housing autonomy decreases, i.e. 
positively moderated, by the fact that reliance on income from employment is made 
less urgent since access to housing is more affordable. Nonetheless, the effect of a 
high level of indebtness due to the housing may also have an opposite effect if we 
consider that recent literature has highlighted the difference between purchase 
affordability and repayment affordability (Gan and Hill 2009 in Filandri 2016). The 
former refers to the ability to purchase a house having access to an adequate 
mortgage, while the former refers to the ability of the individual to repay the mortgage. 
The deregulation of the credit market, which has taken place in recent years, has led to 
a positive impact on purchase affordability, easing the access to mortgage. However, 
this does not have any relationship with the ability of the individual to repay the debt 
(repayment affordability). And indeed, extending the access to credit also to individuals 
with lower income also implies increasing the risks associated to home ownership 
(Filandri 2016). Thus, we may expect a positive moderating effect of the proxy for the 
development of the housing market in a country (Total Outstanding Residential Loans 
to GDP Ratio) on the relationship between unemployment and housing autonomy 
because access to credit is easier and more flexible where the market is larger 
(purchase affordability). However, we can hypothesize a negative moderating effect of 
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the proxy for the level of indebtedness of families in a country (Total Outstanding 
Residential Loans to Disposable Income of Household Ratio) between unemployment 
and housing autonomy because a higher indebtedness rate reduces the ability to repay 
the debt (repaying affordability). 

1.2 Economic situation 

1.2.1 Housing autonomy and macroeconomic context 

HP1.a: The negative effect of unemployment on housi ng autonomy is stronger in 
bad economic situations compared to good ones [mode rating the effect of labor 
market exclusion] 

In this part we will examine the Hypothesis 1 stating that the negative effect of labor 
market exclusion on housing autonomy may vary depending on economic conditions, 
by focusing on one particular aspect of labor market insecurity, i.e. unemployment. In 
fact, bad economic conditions may imply low chances for improvement of individual 
labor market status and hence the effect of unemployment on the housing autonomy 
may become stronger.  

In order to measure differences in economic conditions across countries, we selected 
indicators for GDP growth (total and per-capita), as a classical indicator of the 
economic growth of a country, and the unemployment rate (total and youth) as an 
indicator of the difficulties for youth and adults of finding opportunities of successful 
labor market integration. Details about the macro-level variables and their sources are 
provided below.  

To sum up, we expect to find a negative moderating effect of a slow down of GDP 
growth, and a negative moderating effect of the unemployment rate (both total and 
youth) on the relationship between unemployment rate and housing autonomy (i.e. 
increases in the negative effect of unemployment on housing autonomy). This is 
because, as said in section 1.1, negative general economic conditions reduce the 
ability of the individual to find a new job in case of job loss, increases the perceived risk 
of losing income, and the risk of not being able to support the costs of independent 
housing. On the contrary, we expect to find a positive moderating effect of GDP per 
capita as an indicator of the economic wealth of the country and standards of living in a 
country. 

As far as the unemployment rate is concerned, we expect a negative moderating effect 
on the relationship between unemployment and housing autonomy since it indicates a 
non-dynamic context in which re-entering the labor market in case of job loss is not 
easy.  
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Table 4 List of macro-level indicators for economic conditions  

Macro-level indicators  Source 
1.GDP growth and GDP per capita  
- GDP growth (annual %)  World Development Indicators, The 

World Bank11  - GDP per capita growth (annual %)  
- GDP per capita, PPP at constant prices (constant 
2011 international $) [standardized] 
2.Unemployment rate  
- total unemployment rate  Source: Eurostat 
- youth unemployment rate (15-29 y) 
 

In summary, findings for the year 2007 show that favourable economic contexts 
characterized by higher standards of living (GDP per capita) positively moderate the 
relationship between unemployment and housing autonomy (i.e. reduce the negative 
effect of unemployment, robust also when dropping outliers) (Table 5). However, 
contrary to what was expected, growth of GDP per capita has a slightly negative 
moderating effect (i.e. increasing the negative effect of unemployment on housing 
autonomy), mainly driven by Lithuania, Latvia, Romania, and Estonia which show high 
rates of GDP per-capita growth and a negative association between unemployment 
and housing autonomy (average marginal effect between -2 and -1).   

Contrary to what was expected, the rate of unemployment both for the entire population 
and for youth does not show any significant moderating effect (Table 6), thus not 
confirming the hypothesis that the negative effect of unemployment on housing 
autonomy is stronger when unemployment is higher. 

For the year 2013, the estimates show that the economic context did not play a role in 
moderating the negative effect of unemployment on housing autonomy: neither the 
indicators for GDP nor the indicators for the unemployment rate showed significant 
results. Thus, we can conclude that the findings do not support our hypothesis of a 
negative mediating role played by the macro-economic conditions in the association 
between unemployment and housing autonomy (indeed, an initial slightly positively 
moderating effect of a high GDP per capita (i.e. a wealthy economic context), 
disappears when controlling for outliers (Luxembourg, Norway, and Switzerland).  

A check about the variation of macro-level variables between the two time points 
considered (2007 and 2013) shows that there are some changes in the distribution of 
macro-level variables, which might have partly driven the variation over time of the 
moderating effect of these factors. 

As expected, a generalised drop in the values of growth of GDP and GDP per capita 
occurred between 2007 and 2013 (Figure 5), potentially altering the moderating ability 
of variables linked to GDP. 

                                                

11 http://data.worldbank.org/data-catalog/world-development-indicators 
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Figure 1 GDP growth and GDP per capita and the relationship between unemployment and housing autonomy, year 

2007 (Average Marginal Effect -AME) 

AT
BE

BG

CY

CZ

DEDK

EE

EL

ES

FI

FR

HU

IE

IS

IT

LT

LU

LV

NL
NO

PLPT

RO

SE

SI
SK

UK

-.
2

-.
1

0
.1

A
M

E
(u

ne
m

pl
oy

m
en

t)

0 5 10
GDP growth (annual %) 

AT
BE

BG

CY

CZ

DEDK

EE

EL

ES

FI

FR

HU

IE

IS

IT

LT

LU

LV

NL
NO

PLPT

RO

SE

SI
SK

UK

-.
2

-.
1

0
.1

A
M

E
(u

ne
m

pl
oy

m
en

t)
0 5 10 15

GDP per capita growth (annual %) 

AT
BE

BG

CY

CZ

DE DK

EE

EL

ES

FI

FR

HU

IE

IS

IT

LT

LU

LV

NL
NO

PL PT

RO

SE

SI
SK

UK

-.
2

-.
1

0
.1

A
M

E
(u

ne
m

pl
oy

m
en

t)

-1 0 1 2 3 4
GDP per capita, PPP (standardized) 

HP1 -  GDP (2007)

 

Table 5 Second step regression, year 2007 

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

      
GDP growth (annual %)  -0.00663    
 (0.00419)    
GDP per capita growth (annual %)   -0.00820**   
  (0.00369)   
GDP per capita standardized (PPP 
international $)    0.0377+ 0.0463+ 
   (0.0191) (0.0229) 
Constant -0.0171 -0.0136 -0.0716*** -0.0718*** 
 (0.0292) (0.0239) (0.0155) (0.0156) 
     
Observations 28 28 27 26 
R-squared 0.088 0.160 0.135 0.146 
Notes: Standard errors in parentheses; *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, + p<0.1. LU and NO excluded in model 4. 
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Figure 2 Unemployment rate and the relationship between unemployment and housing autonomy (Average 

Marginal Effect -AME) 
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Table 6 Second step regression, year 2007 

  (1) (2) 
    
total unemployment rate -0.00404  
 (0.00723)  
youth unemployment rate (15-29)  -0.00115 
  (0.00397) 
Constant -0.0401 -0.0486 
 (0.0390) (0.0376) 
   
Observations 27 28 
R-squared 0.012 0.003 
Notes: Standard errors in parentheses; *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, + p<0.1.  
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Figure 3 GDP growth and GDP per capita and the relationship between unemployment and housing autonomy, year 

2013 (Average Marginal Effect -AME) 
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Table 7 Second step regression, year 2013 

  (1) (2) (3) (4) 
      
GDP growth (annual %)  -0.00219    
 (0.00529)    
GDP per capita growth 
(annual %)   0.000154   
  (0.00523)   
GDP per capita, PPP 
(standardized)    -0.0255+ 0.00536 
   (0.0139) (0.0178) 
Constant -0.0790*** -0.0814*** -0.0723*** -0.0698*** 
 (0.0119) (0.0113) (0.0110) (0.0103) 
     
Observations 30 30 29 27 
R-squared 0.006 0.000 0.110 0.004 
Notes: Standard errors in parentheses; *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, + p<0.1. LU, CH, NO excluded in model 4. 
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Figure 4 Unemployment rate and the relationship between unemployment and housing autonomy (Average 

Marginal Effect -AME) 
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Table 8 Second step regression, year 2013 

  (1) (2) 
    
total unemployment rate 
(Eurostat) 0.00182  
 (0.00305)  
youth unemployment rate (15-29)  0.00155 
  (0.00175) 
Constant -0.0942*** -0.102*** 
 (0.0303) (0.0301) 
   
Observations 27 29 
R-squared 0.014 0.028 

Notes: Standard errors in parentheses; *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, + p<0.1. ES and EL excluded in models 1 and 2.  
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Figure 5 Correlation between two time points for GDP-related macro-variables  
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1.2.2 Psychological autonomy and macroeconomic cont ext 

HP1b: The negative effect of unemployment on psycho logical autonomy is 
stronger in bad economic situations compared to goo d ones 

In the first step, we examine Hypothesis 1b stating that the negative effect of labor 
market exclusion on psychological autonomy may vary depending on economic 
conditions, by focusing on one particular aspect of labor market insecurity, i.e. 
unemployment. On the one hand, poor economic conditions may imply low chances for 
improvement of individual labor market status and hence the effect of unemployment 
on psychological autonomy may become stronger. On the other hand, if unemployment 
is quite common, the social acceptance for such situation may be higher and hence the 
negative impact of unemployment on psychological autonomy may weaken. 

In order to measure the differences in economic conditions across countries, we use an 
indicator of the annual GDP growth collected by the World Bank12. The results from 
Model 1 confirm our earlier observations that these two labor market statuses are 
associated with decreased psychological autonomy among young people. However, 
our results do not confirm the hypothesis that the negative effect of unemployment on 
autonomy is stronger when GDP growth slows down.  

                                                

12  Source: http://databank.worldbank.org/  
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Table 9 Labor market exclusion and psychological autonomy – the moderating impact of GDP growth. 

 Model 1 

 b se 
Age -0.026* (0.014) 
Women  -0.253*** (0.084) 
Education (ref. primary)   
Lower secondary -0.059 (0.264) 
Upper secondary 0.101 (0.250) 
Tertiary 0.255 (0.261) 
Noncitizen (ref. citizen) -0.359 (0.222) 
Urban (ref. rural) -0.016 (0.084) 
Labor market status (ref. employed)  
Unemployed -0.575*** (0.113) 
Inactive -0.299* (0.166) 
GDP growth 0.038 (0.032) 
Unemployed x GDP growth  0.020 (0.029) 
Inactive x GDP growth -0.003 (0.044) 
Constant 2.044*** (0.447) 
Rho parameter -0.865*** (0.185) 
Log likelihood -1886.682  
N 3626 

 

We re-examine Hypothesis 1b using an indicator of aggregate unemployment rate 
collected for different countries by ILO 13 . Unlike GDP growth, which measures 
economic prospects, unemployment rate better captures the degree to which labor 
market exclusion is a frequent experience in a given country. The results from Model2 
in Table 10 suggest that the negative effect of unemployment on psychological 
autonomy is weaker when unemployment becomes a more common experience in a 
given society. It seems that if having no job is common, it might be more socially 
accepted and its consequences become relatively less severe.  

 

                                                

13 Source: ILO, Key Indicators of labor market (KILM) database, http://www.ilo.org/global/statistics-and-
databases/research-and-databases/kilm/lang--en/index.htm 
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Table 10 Labor market exclusion and psychological autonomy – the moderating impact of unemployment rate. 

 Model 2 
 b se 
Age -0.025* (0.014) 
Women -0.250*** (0.084) 
Education (ref. primary)   
Lower secondary -0.002 (0.263) 
Upper secondary 0.134 (0.249) 
Tertiary 0.294 (0.260) 
Noncitizen (ref. citizen) -0.367* (0.222) 
Urban (ref. rural) -0.008 (0.084) 
Labor market status (ref. employed)   
Unemployed -1.061*** (0.260) 
Inactive -0.561 (0.342) 
Unemployment rate -0.056** (0.022)  
Unemployed x Unemployment rate 0.049** (0.022)  
Inactivity x Unemployment rate 0.026 (0.032) 
Constant 2.622*** (0.496) 
Rho parameter -0.887*** (0.182) 
Log likelihood -1883.726  
N 3626 

 

b) HP2b: subjective and objective insecurity and ps ychological autonomy 

In the second step, we examine Hypothesis 2b stating that the negative effect of job 
insecurity on psychological autonomy may vary depending on economic conditions, by 
focusing on objective insecurity as operationalised by fixed term contracts and 
subjective job insecurity as perceived and rated by young people themselves. We 
expect that poor economic conditions may imply low chances for making transition to a 
permanent and more stable job and hence the effect of a fixed term contract or 
subjective job insecurity on psychological autonomy may become stronger. The results 
from Model 3, which compares the impact of fixed term and permanent contracts, 
confirm the descriptive results showing that the type of contract does not have a 
significant impact on the psychological autonomy of young people. We also find no 
support for the hypothesis that the effect of fixed term contracts varies depending on 
considered macroeconomic conditions.  

While objective measures of labor market insecurity, such as the type of contract, seem 
to play no major role in the psychological autonomy of young people, subjective 
insecurity does affect how youth feel about the possibility of deciding about their life, as 
shown in Model 4 and 5. It can be also observed that for young employees who feel 
that their job is insecure but have hopes to find another job in case of they lose their 
current one, economic growth moderates the impact of labor market insecurity. For this 
group, having an insecure job has a less negative effect if GDP growth is stronger. 



  Baranowska-Rataj et al.  

 95 

Table 11 Labor market exclusion and psychological autonomy – the moderating impact of GDP growth 

 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 

 b se b se b se 
Age -0.043** (0.020) -0.041** (0.019) -0.041** (0.019) 
Women  -0.161 (0.110) -0.111 (0.106) -0.093 (0.107) 
Education (ref. primary)       
Lower secondary -0.549 (0.573) -0.842 (0.566) -0.806 (0.566) 
Upper secondary -0.501 (0.555) -0.791 (0.549) -0.752 (0.549) 
Tertiary -0.329 (0.560) -0.667 (0.554) -0.645 (0.554) 
Noncitizen (ref. citizen) -0.532* (0.273) -0.446* (0.267) -0.394 (0.272) 
Urban (ref. rural) -0.004 (0.114) 0.019 (0.110) 0.018 (0.111) 
GDP growth 0.047 (0.040)  0.029 (0.036) 0.029 (0.037) 
Fixed term (ref. permanent contract) -0.009 (0.155)     
Fixed term x GDP growth -0.002 (0.045)      
Subjective insecurity (ref. secure)   -

0.712*** 
(0.149)   

Subjective insecurity x GDP 
growth 

  0.029 (0.041)   

Subjective insecurity (detailed, ref. secure)* 
Insecure, but can find another job     -

0.954*** 
(0.279) 

Insecure, cannot find another job     -
0.713*** 

(0.174) 

Insecure, but can find another job 
x GDP growth 

    0.151* (0.088) 

Insecure, cannot find another job x 
GDP growth 

    -0.008 (0.045) 

Constant 3.026*** (0.762) 3.384*** (0.743) 3.334*** (0.744) 
Rho parameter -

0.693*** 
(0.201) -

0.767*** 
(0.198) -

0.733*** 
(0.195) 

Log likelihood -1101.6  -1168.9  -1162.0  
N 2278  2426  2417  
 

Again, we re-examine Hypothesis 1b using an indicator of aggregate unemployment 
rate. We find no support for the hypothesis that the effect of fixed term contracts varies 
depending on the unemployment rate in a given country (cp. Model 6 in Table 12). We 
also do not observe any variation in the magnitude of the effect of subjective insecurity 
(Model 7 and 8). 



Report on the impact of the institutional setting a nd 
policies on the autonomy of youth in insecure labou r 
market positions in EU-28 & Ukraine 

 96 

Table 12 Labor market exclusion and psychological autonomy – the moderating impact of unemployment rate 

 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8 
 b se b se b se 
Age -0.043** (0.020) -0.041** (0.019) -0.041** (0.019) 
Women -0.159 (0.110) -0.109 (0.106) -0.095 (0.107) 
Education (ref. primary)       
Lower secondary -0.523 (0.572) -0.843 (0.566) -0.821 (0.566) 
Upper secondary -0.492 (0.553) -0.804 (0.548) -0.774 (0.549) 
Tertiary -0.314 (0.559) -0.673 (0.554) -0.657 (0.554) 
Noncitizen (ref. citizen) -0.559** (0.272) -0.468* (0.267) -0.426 (0.271) 
Urban (ref. rural) 0.009 (0.114) 0.030 (0.110) 0.031 (0.111) 
Unemployment rate -0.062** (0.025)  -0.053** (0.024) -0.052** (0.024) 
Unemployed x Unemployment 
rate 

      

Inactivity x Unemployment rate       
Fixed term (ref. permanent 
contract) 

0.103 (0.327)     

Fixed term x  Unemployment rate  -0.011 (0.029)     
Subjective insecurity (ref. secure)   -0.618* (0.351)   
Subjective insecurity x 
Unemployment rate 

  -0.003 (0.030)   

Subjective insecurity (detailed, ref. 
secure)* 

      

Insecure, but can find another job     -0.482 (0.532) 
Insecure, cannot find another job     -0.678 (0.453) 
Insecure, but can find another 
job x Unemployment rate 

    -0.011 (0.050) 

Insecure, cannot find another 
job x Unemployment rate 

    -0.002 (0.037) 

Constant 3.701*** (0.797) 3.972*** (0.779) 3.915*** (0.780) 
Rho parameter -

0.827*** 
(0.216) -

0.857*** 
(0.207) -

0.851*** 
(0.207) 

Log likelihood -1098.9  -1167.3  -1161.6  
N 2278  2426  2417  
 

1.3 Structure of the housing market 

1.3.1 Housing autonomy and structure of the housing  market 

HP2: The higher the fraction of the rental market o n the total housing market, the 
lower the impact of unemployment on housing autonom y. Similarly, the 
easier/less-expensive access to credit or to mortga ge, the lower the impact of 
unemployment on housing autonomy (moderating the ef fect of labor market 
exclusion). 

In this section, we test the moderating effect of variables selected as proxies for the 
characteristics of the housing market on the relationship between unemployment and 
housing autonomy. The variable used for measuring the extent of the rental sector 
indicates the proportion of individuals living in a rented dwelling over the distribution of 
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population by tenure status, and it is taken from Eurostat. In addition, the proportion of 
individuals living in owned accommodations is also considered, first for completing the 
context with more background information, second as a preliminary proxy for the extent 
of the mortgage market. The variables used as proxies for the affordability/accessibility 
of the credit system are taken from the yearly report “HYPOSTAT” by the European 
Mortgage Federation (EMF). The first two macro-variables deal with the extent of the 
mortgage market: Total Outstanding Residential Loans to GDP Ratio gives a measure 
of the extent of the mortgage market in the country compared to a proxy of wealth -the 
GDP- of that country; Total Outstanding Residential Loans to Disposable Income of 
Household Ratio gives a measure of the mortgage market in relation to the spending 
capacity of families in the country. 

We expect a positive moderating role of the fraction of the rental sector on the 
relationship between unemployment and housing autonomy, given that – as explained 
in section 1.1- a higher fraction of rented dwellings implies a large supply of rental 
options and affordable pricing. On the side of homeownership, a large proportion of 
people living in owned houses with no mortgage indicates that the mortgage market is 
quite limited. Thus we expect a negative moderating effect (increasing the effect of 
unemployment on housing autonomy) of the proportion of people living in houses 
bought with no mortgage. The other proxies for the structure of the housing market are 
expected to work in the opposite directions: a high ratio between residential loans and 
GDP, as indicating a widespread use of mortgages for purchasing home, is expected to 
positively moderate the relationship between unemployment and housing autonomy. 
This is because an easier access to mortgages increases the ‘purchasing affordability’ 
of individuals. On the contrary, the ratio between residential loans and disposable 
income of the families is expected to negatively moderate the relationship between 
unemployment and housing autonomy, as it can intervene on the ‘repayment 
affordability’, namely the ability of individuals to repay their debt. This is because a high 
ratio may indicate greater exposure of a household to financial vulnerability and to the 
risk of not repaying their indebtedness. 

Table 13  List of macro-level variables used for HP2 

Macro-level indicator Source 

fraction of rental sector on total housing market: % tenant Eurostat 

RLGDP: Total Outstanding Residential Loans to GDP Ratio  
(see Filandri and Bertolini 2016) 

European Mortgage Federation, 
‘HYPOSTAT 2015: a review of 
Europe’s mortgage and Housing 
markets’, September 201514 
 

RLDI: Total Outstanding Residential Loans to Disposable 
Income of Household Ratio 

 

                                                

14 http://www.hypo.org/Content/Default.asp?PageID=524 
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Findings for the year 2007 showed that the proxies for the structure of the credit 
market play a moderating effect, as expected (Table 14). An underdeveloped mortgage 
market (proxied by a greater proportion of people owning their home with no mortgage) 
has a negative moderating effect, further increasing the negative association between 
unemployment and housing autonomy. This is because in a context in which the credit 
market is not easily accessible and not well developed, home ownership (the most 
common way of transition out of the parental home in several countries) is based on 
personal wealth (compromised by labor market exclusion). On the contrary, the 
negative association between labor market exclusion and housing autonomy is 
positively moderated (i.e. reduced) when the mortgage market is widespread and a 
common way of purchasing home, as proxied by the ratio between residential loans 
and the GDP of a country.  Thus, our hypothesis stating that a more mortgage-friendly 
structure of the housing market moderates positively by reducing the negative effect of 
unemployment and housing autonomy, is supported by empirical data.  

Findings for the year 2013  showed that the level of indebtedness of households for 
home purchasing negatively moderates the relationship between unemployment and 
housing autonomy, thus further increasing the negative association of labor market 
exclusion with housing autonomy. This can be better understood if we bear in mind that 
the payment of a mortgage increases the housing pressure, i.e. the weight of housing 
expenses on the budget. Therefore, if in the short term, an easier access to credit can 
positively mediate the effect of unemployment on housing autonomy, in the long term, it 
may worsen the economic consequences if the debt is not designed to take into 
account the specific situation of young people with precarious jobs and their risk of 
income discontinuity. Thus, empirical data support the hypothesis that high levels of 
indebtedness of households for homeownership have a negative moderating role in the 
relationship between labor market exclusion and housing autonomy. 

We may consider that across the years some changes have occurred in the variables 
considered. Indeed, from the scatterplots (Figure 8) between 2007 and 2013, the 
values of RLDI increased for many of the countries considered, (above the 45 degrees 
line), as well as the share of owner with no mortgage, which decreased in the period 
considered for many countries (those below the 45 degrees line). 



  Baranowska-Rataj et al.  

 99 

Figure 6 Macro-level indicators for the structure of the housing market and the relationship between unemployment 

and housing autonomy (Average Marginal Effects –AME) 
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Table 14 Second step regression. Year 2007 

  (1) (2) (3) (4) 
% renting 0.00241 

(0.00155) 
owner no mortgage -0.00134*** 

(0.000450) 
Residential Loans to GDP Ratio 0.000814+ 

(0.000469) 
Residential Loans to Disposable Income 
of Household Ratio 

0.000219 
(0.00024) 

Constant -0.108*** 0.00253 -0.0977*** -0.0854*** 
(0.0347) (0.0242) (0.0263) (0.0250) 

Observations 27 27 28 27 
R-squared 0.088 0.261 0.104 0.030 
Notes: Standard errors in parentheses; *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, + p<0.1. 
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Figure 7 Macro-level indicators for the structure of the housing market and the relationship between unemployment 

and housing autonomy (Average Marginal Effects –AME) 
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Table 15 Second step regression. Year 2013 

  (1) (2) (3) (4) 
  
% tenants 0.000669 

(0.00104) 
% owners with no mortgage 0.000233 

(0.000374) 
Residential Loans to GDP Ratio -0.000393 

(0.000381) 
Residential Loans to Disposable 
Income of Household Ratio 

-0.000325+ 
(0.000176) 

Constant -0.0881*** -0.0842*** -0.0546*** -0.0566*** 
(0.0255) (0.0208) (0.0195) (0.0173) 

Observations 31 31 28 24 
R-squared 0.014 0.013 0.039 0.135 
Notes: Standard errors in parentheses; *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, + p<0.1. CH excluded in model 1-2. CZ and DK 

excluded in models 3-4. 
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Figure 8 Correlation between the two time points 
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2 Institutional indicators 

2.1 Theoretical introduction 

As we know, countries differ significantly in the extent to which they provide security 
with respect to potential job loss and unemployment (Gallie 2007; Ebralidze 2011). 
Specific institutional configurations of the labor market and welfare state, as well as 
macro-structural conditions, are relevant explanations for country differences (Muller 
and Gangl 2003) and for their impact on the decisions of leaving home for unemployed 
young people.  

In particular, institutional factors that can mediate the relation between unemployment 
and housing autonomy are the level of employment protection, the level of income 
security provided in case of job loss, the active support for labor market re-integration 
of the unemployed, and family policy generosity.  

We expect that regulation and social policies filter the impact of increasing labor market 
exclusion and job insecurity for young people differently (Mills and Blossfeld 2003, 
Blossfeld e al, 2012) and this can have an impact on their decisions about leaving their 
parental home (Bertolini, 2012, Bertolini, Hofaecker Torrioni, 2012). Seeing as we want 
to address the role of the institutional setting and policies in association with labor 
market disadvantages and leaving the parental home, we will focus on labor market 
policies first of all, distinguishing between two kinds of policies that buffer the 
insecurities of those affected by unemployment: passive and active labor market 
policies and EPL.  

 Against this background, many European countries partially deregulated the labor 
market by decreasing  the  restrictions on  temporary  work, often targeted  at  the  
group  of  youths  (Baranowska and Gebel 2010).   

However, doubts on the effectiveness of those reforms arose (Kahn 2010, Noelke 
2011). As Gebel and Giesecke have shown (2016), deregulating the use of temporary 
contracts increased temporary employment risks of youths, but did not reduce (for low-
educated young men, it even increased) unemployment risks. Some countries are 
characterized by the absence of a universal system of protection and some categories 
of workers, such as the atypical category, are excluded from unemployment protection 
(Schizzerotto and Lucchini 2002). A lack of employment opportunities and limited 
earnings are a barrier for youth to achieve housing autonomy. Regardless of how much 
a government invests in active labor market policies, the impact of structural and 
macroeconomic changes may be much more powerful, because it implies the 
possibility of finding a new job if you have lost one. 

As the literature points out, the availability of universal unemployment protection can 
influence peoples' propensity for leaving the parental home because they can count on 
income continuity, even if they work with precarious contracts or even if they are 
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unemployed and then they can nevertheless afford the housing expenses. Thus, 
generous expenditure on passive labor market policies may positively moderate the 
relationship between unemployment and housing autonomy: generous unemployment 
benefits guarantee income continuity in case of job loss, providing resources for 
supporting the costs of autonomous living.  

Similarly, we expect a positive mediating role of active labor market policies, namely 
that of reducing the effect of unemployment on housing autonomy, since well-designed 
and efficient systems of activation increase the possibilities of finding a job in case of 
job loss, thereby increasing the chances of having monetary resources from 
employment to sustain housing costs.  

Finally, a high level of employment protection can guarantee continuity of jobs and thus 
of income. However, for those who are excluded from the labor market, a high level of 
employment protection translates into greater difficulties of integration in the labor 
market. Thus, we hypothesize that a high level of employment protection legislation 
negatively moderates the relationship between unemployment and housing autonomy 
since it reduces the chances of finding a new job and thus finding resources to face the 
costs of independent living. 

Included among the institutional indicators, we also considered the amount of 
institutional expenditure specifically addressed to supporting housing. Indeed, 
monetary transfer for supporting costs of housing or polices that reduce the cost itself 
of housing, reduce the economic burden of living autonomy which the individual has to 
bear. In particular, cash subsidies supporting renting have a positive effect on young 
adults’ housing autonomy, especially for young adults who earn lower incomes and are 
exposed to income instability. Therefore, a lower cost of living can reduce the negative 
effect of the loss of income associated to job loss. Consequently, we expect a positive 
moderating effect of policies supporting housing, namely reducing the negative 
association between unemployment and housing autonomy. 

Finally, we take into account policies supporting families (such as family or child 
allowance, or child day care). As argued by several scholars (see for instance Vogel, 
2002; Van de Velde, 2007; Thévenon and Neyer, 2014,) cross-national differences in 
‘transition to adulthood’ patterns mirror the policy characteristics regarding youth and 
the transition to adulthood in European countries Various policy approaches to youth’s 
“de-familialisation” make it more or less possible for young adults to leave their parental 
home and/or to start a family together with completing their education and/or moving 
from school to work. We assume that in contests in which there are family policies 
(public expenditure, cash benefits, public childcare services) oriented to support the 
transition to parenthood, the negative effect of unemployment on housing autonomy 
could be weaker because these policies are able to improve the defamilialisation 
process (Lewis, 1996), a process that is indicated by the extent to which policy 
supports an ‘individual model’ which ‘has no preferred family form’ (Kennet, 2004). The 
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possibility to have access to specific support for caring the children (in particular for 
women) could create a positive propensity to leave parental household also in case of 
unemployment because individuals are less dependent from income and also family 
provisions.  

2.2 Passive labor market policies 

2.2.1 Housing autonomy and passive labor market pol icies 

HP3: The more generous the unemployment protection,  the weaker the negative 
effect of unemployment on housing autonomy (moderat ing the effect of labor 
market exclusion). 

Table 16 List of indicators 

Macro-level indicator Source 
Public expenditure of LMP by main categories (% GDP):  
Passive measures (80-90) 

OECD15 

LMP expenditure as percentage of GDP: 
Total LMP supports (categories 8-9) 

Eurostat16 
 

Expenditure on unemployment benefits as a % of GDP: 
- Full unemployment benefits 

Eurostat17 

 
In this hypothesis, we test the effect of passive labor market policies in moderating the 
effect of unemployment on housing autonomy. We expect that in countries where the 
investment in passive LMPs is higher, the negative relationship of unemployment on 
residential autonomy decreases. In fact, the unemployment benefits help to guarantee 
a continuity of income, even if people are unemployed. This can support young people 
in making their decision to leave the parental home and to take on the responsibility of 
the regular payment of renting or mortgages of a new house. 

In summary, the estimates for the year 2007 show that there is a positive association 
between the level of public expenditure on LMP (as recorded by Eurostat) and the 
impact of unemployment and housing autonomy. Findings for the year 2013 show that 
there is a positive association between the level of public expenditure on LMP (as 
recorded by OECD) and the impact of unemployment and housing autonomy. This 
result suggests that –in line with the theory- in countries where the investment in 
passive LMPs is higher, the negative relationship of unemployment on residential 
autonomy decreases. However, the other indicator associated to the generosity of full 
unemployment benefits does not show a significant association. 

 

                                                

15 http://stats.oecd.org/Index.aspx?DatasetCode=LMPEXP 
16 http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/en/web/labor-market/labor-market-policy/database 
17 For these indicators values of EL and PL are for 2012, due to missing data for 2013. 
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Figure 9 Macro-level indicators for Passive Labor Market Policies 
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Table 17 Second step regression. Year 2007 

  (1) (2) (3) 
  
Public expenditure on PLMP (% GDP)  0.0437 
(OECD) (0.0257) 
Public expenditure on PLMP (% GDP) 0.0534+  
(Eurostat) (0.0283)  
Expenditure on full UE benefits (%GDP) 0.0461 

(0.0385) 
Constant -0.0821*** -0.0986*** -0.0779*** 

(0.0229) (0.0209) (0.0204) 

Observations 21 25 26 
R-squared 0.132 0.134 0.056 
Notes: Standard errors in parentheses; *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, + p<0.1. AT and FR excluded. 
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Figure 10 Macro-level indicators for Passive Labor Market Policies 
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Table 18 Second step regression. Year 2013 

  (1) (2) (3) 
  
Public expenditure on PLMP (% GDP) 0.0395+ 
(OECD) (0.0193) 
Public expenditure on PLMP (% GDP)  0.0187 
(Eurostat) (0.0176) 

Expenditure on full UE benefits 0.00692 
(% of GDP) (0.0191) 
Constant -0.130*** -0.0976*** -0.0812*** 

(0.0224) (0.0188) (0.0164) 

Observations 19 24 32 
R-squared 0.198 0.049 0.004 
Notes: Standard errors in parentheses; *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, + p<0.1 
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2.3 Active labor market policies 

2.3.1 Housing autonomy and active labor market poli cies 

H4: The more spending on active labor market policy , the weaker the negative 
effect of unemployment on housing autonomy (moderat ing effect on labor 
market exclusion). 

We expect a positive mediating role of active labor market policies, namely that of 
reducing the effect of unemployment on housing autonomy, since well-designed and 
efficient systems of activation increase the possibilities of finding a job in case of job 
loss, thereby increasing the chances of having monetary resources from employment 
to sustain housing costs. The we expect that when active labor market policies are 
stronger, young people can make the decision to leave the parental home more easily, 
because they trust that if they loose a job, they can find another one to support the 
expenses for their house. 

In summary, data for the year 2007 shows dispersed distribution, which results in a 
non-significant moderating effect (even when dropping DK). Similarly, estimates for the 
year 2013 do not show any statistically significant moderating effect played by the 
share of expenditure (on GDP) on active LM policies. So our hypothesis is not 
confirmed. Active labor policy does not have a direct effect of moderation on the 
relation between unemployment and housing autonomy. People probably cannot 
perceive the direct effect of this policy on the continuity of income that can support the 
decision of leaving the parental home.  

Table 19 List of macro-level indicators 

Macro-level indicator Source 
Public expenditure on ALMP as a percentage of GDP per 
capita: 
Active labor market policies (categories 20-70 only) 

Source OECD 
 

LMP expenditure as percentage of gross domestic product 
(GDP):  
Active labor market policies (categories 20-70) 

Source Eurostat 
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 Figure 11 Macro-level indicators for Active Labor Market Policies 
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Table 20 Second step regression, year 2007 

  (1) (2) 
    
Public expenditure on ALMP  
(as % GDP per capita) 
(OECD) 0.0312  
 (0.0571)  
ALMP expenditure (as % GDP) 
(Eurostat)  0.0528 
  (0.0569) 
Constant -0.0617** -0.0858*** 
 (0.0290) (0.0246) 
   
Observations 23 27 
R-squared 0.014 0.033 

Notes: Standard errors in parentheses; *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, + p<0.1.  
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Figure 12 Macro-level indicators for Active Labor Market Policies 
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Table 21 Second step regression, year 2013 

  (1) (2) 
    
Public expenditure on ALMP  
(as % GDP per capita) 
(OECD) 0.0130  
 (0.0508)  
ALMP expenditure (as % GDP) 
(Eurostat)  -0.0268 
  (0.0429) 
Constant -0.102*** -0.0738*** 
 (0.0270) (0.0209) 
   
Observations 18 23 
R-squared 0.004 0.018 

Notes: Standard errors in parentheses; *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, + p<0.1. DK not included. 
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2.4 Employment protection legislation (EPL) 

2.4.1 Housing autonomy and employment protection le gislation 

HP5: The stronger the employment protection legisla tion, the more negative the 
effect of unemployment on housing autonomy (moderat ing the effect of labor 
market exclusion). 

For those who are excluded from the labor market, a high level of employment 
protection translates into greater difficulties of integration in the labor market. Thus, we 
hypothesize that a high level of employment protection legislation negatively moderates 
the relationship between unemployment and housing autonomy, since it reduces the 
chances of finding a new job and thus finding resources to face the costs of 
independent living. 

Table 22 List of macro-level indicators 

Macro-level indicator Source 
Employment protection legislation Index  
(for permanent and temporary contracts) 
- Strictness of employment protection  (regular contracts)  
- Strictness of employment protection – temporary employment  

Indicators of Employment 
Protection, OECD18 
 

 

In summary, findings from the year 2007 show a dispersed distribution and that the 
regression in the moderating role of employment protection legislation on 
unemployment and housing autonomy does not provide any statistically significant 
association. The same can be said for the year 2013, with again no statistically 
significant moderating effect. So our hypothesis is not confirmed.  

                                                

18 https://www.oecd.org/employment/emp/oecdindicatorsofemploymentprotection.htm 
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Figure 13 macro-level indicators for EPL 
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Table 23  Second step regression. Year 2007 

  (1) (2) 
    
Employment protection legislation 
(regular contracts) 0.0479  
 (0.0501)  
Employment protection legislation 
(temporary contracts)  -0.0121 
  (0.0243) 
Constant -0.121 -0.0119 
 (0.113) (0.0450) 
   
Observations 11 15 
R-squared 0.092 0.019 

Notes: Standard errors in parentheses; *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, + p<0.1.  
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Figure 14 macro-level indicators on EPL 
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Table 24 Second step regression. Year 2013 

  (1) (2) 
    
Employment protection legislation 
(regular contracts) -0.0164  
 (0.0207)  
Employment protection legislation 
(temporary contracts)  -0.0172 
  (0.0109) 
Constant -0.0492 -0.0571** 
 (0.0472) (0.0213) 
   
Observations 25 25 
R-squared 0.027 0.097 

Notes: Standard errors in parentheses; *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, + p<0.1.  
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2.5 Policies supporting housing and family 

2.5.1 Housing autonomy and policies supporting hous ing 

HP6a: The higher the expenditure for social housing , the weaker the negative 
effect of unemployment on housing autonomy (moderat ing effect on labor 
market exclusion). 

In this hypothesis we expect that generous policies supporting directly (with cash 
subsidies) or indirectly (with social housing policies) the costs of independent living can 
positively moderate the association of unemployment on housing autonomy, i.e. 
reducing the negative effect of unemployment. This because generous policies on 
housing help the individual to support the costs of living autonomously, lowering down 
the pressure on income resources and covering part of the expenses of housing in 
case of periods of lack of income.  

Two main indicators were selected for testing this hypothesis (see table below). The 
first one refers to public expenditure (as % of GDP) for supporting specific social 
protection benefits, in particular expenditure for rent benefits19. The second one refers 
to general public expenditure on housing support, as recorded by Eurostat20 . We 
expect to find that a more generous public expenditure for supporting one of the basic 
need of citizens, as it is housing, may positively moderate the relationship between 
labor market exclusion and housing autonomy, reducing the negative effect of 
unemployment.  

However, contrary to what hypothesized, findings for both years considered (2007 and 
2013) do not show any significant moderating effect of the public expenditure for 
housing nor of the public expenditure on measures for supporting renting costs. Thus, 
the hypothesis of a positive moderating effect of generous expenditure on housing 
policies is not supported by empirical data. However, it has to be considered that levels 
of expenditure in most of the countries are very low, in particular for the expenditure on 
rent benefits (half of the distribution of rent benefits is below 0.1 % and below 0.2% for 
public expenditure on housing), which reduces the heterogeneity across countries, thus 
limiting chances of observing possible variation due to different levels of expenditure. 
However, If we give a deeper look at the scatterplot for the level of expenditure in 2007 
(figure 15) it can be detected a limited group of countries (Hungary, Germany, 
Denmark, Iceland excluding the United Kingdom as an outlier) showing lower 

                                                

19 Previous versions of this work also consider other types of benefits, as: expenditure for social housing; 
other rent benefits; benefits to owner-occupiers. However, given the high level of detail, the distribution of 
the macro-variable across EU countries is skewed toward zero, since in most of the cases countries do not 
have or have an extremely low level of expenditure.   
20 The corresponding variable from the OECD Social Expenditure Database has also been considered, but 
since it is available for a smaller number of EU countries, Eurostat database has been preferred.    
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association (lower average marginal effect) between unemployment and housing 
autonomy (on the y axis) and the level of public spending on housing (on the x axis). 
This is opposed to countries as Latvia, Lithuania, Romania which show a high 
association between labor market exclusion and housing autonomy as well as low 
levels of public expenditure on housing. Thus, overall at EU28 level a clear trend is not 
observable, some internal trend can nonetheless be spotted when looking at smaller 
groups of countries. 

 
Table 25 List of macro-level indicators for policies supporting housing 

Macro-level indicator Source 
Social protection benefits for housing as percentage 
of gross domestic product: 
- Rent benefits (means-tested) 

Eurostat 
(Tables by benefits - housing 
function21) 

Expenditure as percentage of GDP –HOUSE 
Eurostat  
(Expenditure- main results) 

Note: for all Eurostat variables data for EL and PL are based on year 2012, due to missings for 2013.  

Figure 15 Public expenditure on housing and the relationship between unemployment and housing 

autonomy (Average Marginal Effect -AME) 
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HP6.a - Policies supporting housing (2007)

 
 

                                                

21 http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/products-datasets/-/spr_exp_fho 
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Table 26 Second step regression.  Year 2007 

  (1) (2) 
  
expenditure in rent benefits (% GDP) 0.0355 

(0.0817) 
public expenditure on housing (% GDP) 0.0515 

(0.0509) 

Constant -0.0729*** -0.0789*** 
(0.0204) (0.0201) 

Observations 25 27 
R-squared 0.008 0.039 

Notes: Standard errors in parentheses; *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, + p<0.1.  In models 1-2 UK excluded. 

Figure 16 Public expenditure on housing and the relationship between unemployment and housing 

autonomy (Average Marginal Effect -AME) 
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Table 27 Second step regression. Year 2013 

  (1) (4) 
  
expenditure in rent benefits (% GDP) 0.00653 

(0.0542) 
public expenditure on housing (% GDP)  0.000706 

(0.0453) 

Constant -0.0801*** -0.0787*** 
(0.0146) (0.0146) 

Observations 29 31 
R-squared 0.001 0.000 

Notes: Standard errors in parentheses; *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, + p<0.1. In models 1-2 UK excluded.  

2.5.2 Housing autonomy and policies supporting fami ly 

H5b: the higher the expenditure in cash benefits an d family services, the weaker 
the negative effect of unemployment on housing auto nomy (moderating labor 
market exclusion) 

Despite the richness of findings on the direct effect of family policies on housing 
autonomy, there is less evidence on their role in family policies as moderation factors 
of the relationship between unemployment and housing autonomy. The aim of this 
section is to test whether and to what extent family policies moderate the relationship 
between the labor market situation and housing autonomy. 

In particular, we assume that in contests in which there are family policies (public 
expenditure, cash benefits, public childcare services) oriented to support the transition 
to parenthood, the negative effect of unemployment on housing autonomy could be 
weaker because these policies are able to improve the defamilialisation process (Lewis, 
1996), a process that is indicated by the extent to which policy supports an ‘individual 
model’ which ‘has no preferred family form’ (Kennet, 2004). The possibility to have 
access to specific support for childcare (in particular for women) could create a positive 
propensity to leave the parental household also in the case of unemployment because 
individuals are less dependent on income and also family provisions. The 
consciousness to have a strong social safety net could be an incentive to leave the 
parental household in order to achieve one's own life project. 

Considering the importance of this topic, we selected the indicators in table 28. 
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Table 28 List of macro-level indicators for policies supporting the family 

Public Expenditure: main results Source 
- Family/Children (as Percentage of gross domestic product (GDP)) Eurostat  
Social protection benefits - family/children function (as Percentage of 
gross domestic product (GDP)): 
- cash benefits 
- Income maintenance benefit in the event of childbirth 
- Periodic parental leave benefit:  
- Family or child allowance 
- Child day care 

Eurostat 
 

Public expenditure on cash benefits for families as a % of GDP (OECD) 

OECD,  Social 
Expenditure 
Database (SOCX) 
22  

Total public expenditure on families as a % of GDP (OECD) 
Length of paid maternity and parental leave available to mothers in 
weeks 
childcare coverage (0-2 yr): Proportion (%) of children aged 0-2 enrolled 
in formal childcare and pre-school 
childcare coverage (3-5 yr): Proportion (%) of children aged 3-5 enrolled 
in pre-primary education or primary school 
Note: for all Eurostat variables values for EL and PL are from year 2012 due to missing data for 2013. 

The first control concerned the correlation between indicators of the two selected years. 
As shown in Fig. 17a and b, there is an high stability of macro indicators over the time. 
All correlations are over 80%. Moreover the figure confirms the existence of differences 
between European countries.  

In the literature, the direct effect of family policies on improving labor market 
participation is well-known, in particular their influence on female labor market 
outcomes. Cross-national differences in household composition and fertility behaviour 
are key factors in explaining variations in female employment patterns (for a review see 
Thévenon and Neyder, 2014).Key in this respect is the fact that different policies have 
different effects on female employment and on the opportunity to balance work with 
family responsibilities gender equally. A recent paper by Thévenon (2013) suggests 
that female employment rates react to changes in tax rates and in leave policies, but 
the rising provision of formal childcare services to working parents with children not yet 
three years old is a main policy driver of female labor force participation (see also 
Castles, 2003). Moreover, different policy instruments interact with each other and may 
thus improve or lower overall effectiveness. In particular, the coverage of childcare 
services is found to have a greater effect on women’s participation in the labor market 
in countries with relatively high degrees of employment protection. The effect of 
childcare services on female full-time employment is particularly strong in Anglophone 
and Nordic countries. All in all, the findings suggest that the effect of childcare services 
on female employment is stronger in the presence of other measures supporting 
working mothers (such as, for instance, paid parental leave), while the presence of 
such supports seems to reduce the effectiveness of financial incentives to work for 

                                                

22 http://stats.oecd.org/index.aspx?r=623924&erroCode=403&lastaction=login_submit# 
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second earners. The effect of cash benefits for families and the duration of paid leave 
on female labor force participation also vary across welfare regimes. 

Figure 17a Macro data from Eurostat 
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Figure 17b Macro data from OECD 
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In summary, for the year 2007 there are a couple of positive and statistically significant 
relationships: among Eurostat indicators public expenditure on family and children 
(as % of GDP) and public expenditure for family or child allowance are positively 
correlated, suggesting that the negative association between unemployment and 
housing autonomy is positively moderated (thus reduced) in countries with a high level 
of public expenditure in this field. The other positive correlation found among OECD 
indicators is with the proportion of children aged 3-5 enrolled in pre-primary education 
or primary school: the greater this indicator, the lower the negative association between 
unemployment and housing autonomy. 

The results show that the moderating effect of family policies on the relationship 
between unemployment and housing autonomy is gradually weakened in time. 

Taking into account the social and economic context is crucial for better understanding 
the shifts in family policies that occurred during and after the crisis. Among the reasons 
for the disparity in poverty rates across the EU, according to a statistical Eurostat 
analysis on poverty and social exclusion, is “the uneven impact of the economic crisis 
on Member States. Differences in the structure of labor markets, welfare systems, the 
fiscal position, and fiscal consolidation measures have also played a role” (Eurostat, 
2015b). 

The economic crisis has had severe consequences for families with children: the 
number of children growing up in poverty has increased in 19 EU Member States since 
2008. One of the most persistent effects of the crisis has arguably been the loss of 
income from work (lower wages and less employment). Despite signs of economic 
recovery within some coutries in the EU zone (and stabilisation of gross domestic 
product – GDP), this has been particularly devastating for those already with lower 
incomes. These families have lost greater proportions of their incomes than those who 
are better off, especially in the hardest hit countries. Although social transfers have 
helped (without them, poverty would have increased even more), the economic losses 
have turned into a social crisis (OECD, 2014). 

We can hypothesize that the moderating effect of family policies, in particular the 
enrolment in informal childcare and pre-school services, on the relationship between 
unemployment and autonomy become weaker because of the difficulty to sustain the 
cost of these services, or because the coverage of childcare services it is not sufficient 
to guarantee all entitled families23.  

Moreover according to the recent contribution by Ahrendt, Blum and Crepaldi (2015), 
support for families is often provided in a fragmented manner, in response to specific 

                                                

23 Moreover, it is important to consider the difference among European countries on what is the best for 
the child. For instance, in Italy, in particular in the first years after birth, the prevalence of parents believed 
that the maternal care is the best for the child. If this is the prevalent social representation of the pattern of 
care, it is clear that the presence of childcare services is not a sufficient promoting factor (see Bertolini, 
Musumeci, Naldini, Torrioni, 2016). 
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emergencies and political inputs, rather than through coordinated and structural 
reforms. This results in an overlapping of strategies and of the institutions involved, 
resulting in a waste of economic and human resources. In times of crisis and cuts to 
public expenditure, the literature shows that coordination and integration are key to 
achieving the best possible results with the least input in terms of public and private 
resources. According the authors, a comprehensive family policy should integrate 
strategies and address different family needs across a broad spectrum of ‘other’ 
policies. Only through collaboration and coordination between social services, job 
centres, and agencies that provide reconciliation services can social and employment 
inclusion be achieved. 

Figure 18a Policies supporting the family (Eurostat) 
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Figure 18b Policies supporting family (OECD) 
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Table 29 Second step regression. Year 2007. Eurostat indicators 

  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
              
public expenditure (% GDP)  
on family and children 0.0345+ 

(0.0180
) 

cash benefits 
(familyandchildren) 0.0357 

(0.026
3) 

income maintenance benefits  0.0387 
(0.0656) 

parental leave benefit -0.0962 
(0.0778) 

family/child allowance 
0.0548
+ 
(0.0295
) 

child day care 0.0439 
(0.0365) 

Constant 

-
0.131**
* 

-
0.108** 

-
0.0695**
* 

-
0.0458*
* 

-
0.102**
* 

-
0.0758**
* 

(0.0401
) 

(0.038
7) (0.0226) (0.0173) 

(0.0265
) (0.0200) 

Observations 28 28 28 28 28 28 
R-squared 0.123 0.066 0.013 0.055 0.117 0.053 
Notes: Standard errors in parentheses; *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, + p<0.1. 
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Table 30 Second step regression. Year 2007. OECD indicators  

  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

              

public expenditure for families  
(% GDP) - cash benefits  

-
0.0014
4 
(0.0296
) 

total public expenditure for families 
(%GDP)  

-
0.0430 
(0.043
9) 

length of paid maternity leave 
0.00029
1 
(0.0003
6) 

childcare coverage (age 0-2) 0.00112 
(0.00074
4) 

childcare coverage (age 3-5) 
0.00200*
* 

0.00228*
* 

(0.00090
6) 

(0.00094
6) 

Constant -0.0256 0.130 -0.0350 

-
0.0963**
* -0.224*** -0.250*** 

(0.0475
) (0.144) 

(0.0231
) (0.0286) (0.0750) (0.0788) 

Observations 19 11 17 28 27 26 
R-squared 0.000 0.096 0.040 0.080 0.163 0.195 

Notes: Standard errors in parentheses; *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, + p<0.1.  In model 6 PL excluded. 
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Figure 19a Macro data from Eurostat 
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Figure 19b Macro indicators from OECD 
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Table 31 Second step regression. Year 2013. Eurostat indicators 

  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
              
public expenditure (% GDP)  
on family and children 

0.00070
1 
(0.0120) 

cash benefits 
(familyandchildren) 

-
0.00108 
(0.0189
) 

income maintenance 
benefits  -0.0340 

(0.0520) 
family/child allowance 0.0118 

(0.0193) 
parental leave benefit -0.0155 

(0.0492) 
child day care -0.00870 

(0.0246) 

Constant 

-
0.0781**
* 

-
0.0752*
* 

-
0.0685**
* 

-
0.0861**
* 

-
0.0739**
* 

-
0.0736**
* 

(0.0264) 
(0.0281
) (0.0164) (0.0186) (0.0138) (0.0139) 

Observations 32 32 32 32 32 32 
R-squared 0.000 0.000 0.014 0.012 0.003 0.004 
 Notes: Standard errors in parentheses; *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, + p<0.1. 
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Table 32 Second step regression. Year 2013. OECD indicators 

  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

              
public expenditure for families 
 (% GDP) - cash benefits  0.00604 0.0296 

(0.0164) 
(0.0223
) 

total public expenditure for families 
(%GDP)  0.0123 

(0.0132
) 

length of paid maternity leave 
-7.24e-
05 
(0.00024
9) 

childcare coverage (age 0-2) 
0.00023
6 
(0.00059
1) 

childcare coverage (age 3-5) 0.00116 
(0.00077
5) 

Constant 

-
0.0927**
* 

-
0.121**
* 

-
0.115**
* 

-
0.0786**
* 

-
0.0851**
* -0.175** 

(0.0279) 
(0.0329
) 

(0.0390
) (0.0199) (0.0228) (0.0666) 

Observations 24 22 23 24 31 31 
R-squared 0.006 0.081 0.040 0.004 0.005 0.071 
Notes: Standard errors in parentheses; *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, + p<0.1. In model 2 IE and LU excluded. 
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3 Cultural indicators 

3.1 Theoretical introduction 

If we look at the national and international literature, it is clear that the propensity to 
leave the parental household for improve housing autonomy was mainly analyzed 
starting from an economic and structural point of view. The role of economic and 
structural factors on transition to autonomy is well-known (for a literature review see 
Baranowska-Rataj et al., 2015).  

Nevertheless, some authors consider this kind of explanation non-exhaustive and 
interpret early or late departure from parental homes as the result of long-term stable 
cultural factors. Cultural and social norms and values are crucial in making sense of life 
transition: what is the meaning of adulthood? When do young people become adults? 
What is the importance (the role) of autonomy in an individual's life? Each culture, each 
institutional context, elaborated a specific “answer” to these questions, specific values 
that construct – through the socialisation process – behaviour, attitude, and 
preferences of individuals.  

Clearly, behind the differences among European countries on the pattern of exit from 
parental homes, there is a complex interlacement of dimensions: but several authors 
pointed out the impact of cultural factors, such as attitudes and value orientations 
(Goldscheider and Goldscheider 1989, 1993; Surkyn and Lesthaeghe 2004, Billari and 
Liefbroer 2007; Giuliano, 2007). As explained in the introduction, several authors have 
described how families negotiate this support and how it affects the practices of young 
people (Holdswortz 2004; Bendit et al., 2009). In parent-child negotiations, the 
familistic culture  of Southern European countries encourages parental reinforcement 
of permanence in the home as a strategy for accumulating human capital (Bynner, 
2008) and facing risks and insecurities (Moreno, 2008). In contrast, the role of the 
family in Northern European countries has been to encourage young people to leave 
home early (Holdswortz, 2004). 

Some authors also note the existence of a specific form of emancipation which 
characterizes and differentiates Southern from Northern Europe: in contraposition to a 
culture of emancipation from the family characteristic of Northern Europe, in Southern 
Europe there is a culture of emancipation within the family (Bettio and Villa 1993; 
Galland 1995; Gallic and Paugam 2000). 

From another perspective, Van de Velde (2008) argued that among the youth of 
Northern Europe, and to a lesser extent among UK young people, the exit from the 
parental household is thought of as a prerequisite by the end of adolescence for youth 
who wanted independent trajectories and "défamilialisées”; in Spain and the 
Mediterranean countries, a cohabitation deemed 'too early' is instead seen as an 
“emotional betrayal” of parents. 
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Moreover, the different patterns of exit from the parental household change profoundly 
between men and women, in particular in Southern Europe (Saraceno, Olagnero and 
Torrioni, 2005), because of the different social representation of labor market 
participation for men and women (job as the most important dimension of male identity), 
and a still prevalent of standardized patterns of exit from parental household. 

As argued in the introduction of this report, the existing literature has well described the 
direct effects of the cultural aspects on the decision to leave the parental household. 
However, there is no clear empirical evidence on the moderating effect that these 
factors may have on the relationship between unemployment and housing autonomy.  

For these reasons, the aim of this section is to test whether and to what extent 
traditional (or non-traditional) values on gender and generation relationship values 
moderate the relationship between the labor market situation and housing autonomy. 
Following the literature, we assume that where cultural values and orientations are 
inclined to sustain traditional differentiation of gender roles and where behaviors and 
policies are inclined to maintain the familistic orientation, the effect of unemployment on 
housing autonomy should be higher. 

In particular, we can assume that the diffusion of behaviors that are indicators of less 
conservative habits in the process of family formation (for example high proportion of 
births outside the marriage; low marriage rate, high divorce rate, high cohabitation rate) 
can moderate the negative effect of unemployment on housing autonomy. In fact, if the 
possibility to create a new family is less connected to the formal constraint of  marriage, 
the propensity to leave the parental household could increase because the social 
pressure to follow a specific sequence for leaving the parental household (first have a 
job, secondly get married) is less intense. 

Moreover, we can speculate that where there are widespread values and orientations 
on a less traditional conception of gender roles, the effect of unemployment on housing 
autonomy could be less negative (particularly among men) because in the social 
representation, the association between residential autonomy and job stability is 
weaker and it is less central for men to become heads of family. 

3.2 Empirical analyses 

3.2.1 Housing autonomy and cultural indicators 

H7: the negative effect of unemployment on housing autonomy is higher in 
contexts where indicators of traditional values are  high (moderating the effect of 
labor market exclusion). 

This hypothesis is divided in two groups: on one hand, we tested macro-level variables 
related to the behaviours implemented by individuals in a country, which can be 
considered as indicative of a greater (lower) orientation of the population toward a 
traditional division of gender roles and family formation.  
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We selected in particular indicators able to indicate the degree of deinstitutionalisation 
of marriage (Cherlin, 2004) in different European countries. In fact in some of them 
(especially the Southern European cluster) the transition out from parental household is 
realized through marriage and it is socially expected, in particular for women, that the 
independence is built on a formal couple's formation. But members of couple can take 
in account the decision to marry only if both or at least one of them is employed 
(normally the man) and reached a kind of economic independency. 

So in countries in which is less culturally pervasive this sequence of events and this 
way to create a couple or family, it is easier to follow other paths of exit from parental 
household. 

On the other hand, we also test a set of variables related to attitudes expressed by 
individuals living in EU28 countries, included in the European Values Study, as proxies 
for detecting the level of agreement with respect to traditional attitudes in gender roles 
and family formation in a country.  

Also in this case we can assume that where there is a social representation of gender 
roles less traditional it is possible for individuals take other paths for leave the parental 
household that are not related to marriage and therefore necessarily presume to have 
an economic stability. 

Table 33 List of macro level indicators 

Macro-level indicators Source 
Proportion of births outside marriage (over the total of births)  Eurostat  
Crude marriage rate: The ratio of the number of marriages 
during the year to the average population in that year (the 
value is expressed per 1000 inhabitants) 

Eurostat  

Divorces per 100 marriages Eurostat  
Cohabitation rate: proportion of cohabiting people among 
individuals living with a partner (people aged +20 yr) (only 
available for 2011) 

OECD, Family Database24  

 
The first control on macro indicators shows a high stability of the behaviours during the 
time: the correlations concerning proportion of births outside marriage, crude marriage 
rate, and divorces are above 0.80.  

                                                

24 http://www.oecd.org/els/family/database.htm 
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Figure 20 Macro concerning behaviors (Eurostat and OECD data) 

 

Estimates for the year 2007 show a negative and statistically significant effect of the 
crude marriage rate (a proxy for traditional/conservative habits in family formation): the 
higher the proportion of marriages over the population in the country, the more 
negative the association between unemployment and housing autonomy. On the 
contrary, a slightly positive correlation (reducing the negative association between 
unemployment and housing autonomy) can be observed for the proportion of births 
outside marriage (as a proxy for less conservative habits of family formation). 
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Figure 21 

AT
BE

BG

CY

CZ

DE DK

EE
EL

ES

FI

FR

HU

IE

IS

IT

LT

LU

LV

NL
NO

PL PT

RO

SE

SI
SK

UK

-.
2

-.
1

0
.1

A
M

E
(u

ne
m

pl
oy

m
en

t)

0 20 40 60
% births outside marriage

AT
BE

BG

CY

CZ

DE DK

EE
EL

ES

FI

FR

HU

IE

IS

IT

LT

LU

LV

NL
NO

PLPT

RO

SE

SI
SK

UK

-.
2

-.
1

0
.1

A
M

E
(u

ne
m

pl
oy

m
en

t)
2 4 6 8 10

(crude) marriage rate

AT
BE

BG

CY

CZ

DEDK

EE
EL

ES

FI

FR

HU

IE

IS

IT

LT

LU

LV

NL
NO

PL PT

RO

SE

SI
SK

UK

-.
2

-.
1

0
.1

A
M

E
(u

ne
m

pl
oy

m
en

t)

20 30 40 50 60 70
divorce rate

AT
BE

BG

CY

CZ

DE DK

EE
EL

ES

FR

HU

IE

IS

IT

LT

LU

LV

NL
NO

PL PT

RO

SE

SI
SK

UK

-.
2

-.
1

0
.1

A
M

E
(u

ne
m

pl
oy

m
en

t)

0.00 5.00 10.00 15.00 20.00
cohabitation rate

[Behaviors]
HP7a - Traditional/non-traditional society (2007)

 
Table 34 Second step regression. Year 2007 

  (1) (2) (3) (4) 
      
% births outside marriage 0.00157+    

 
(0.00082

6)    
(crude) marriage rate  -0.0280***   
  (0.00859)   
divorce rate   0.00146  

   
(0.0010

4)  
cohabitation rate    0.00388 
    (0.00347) 
Constant -0.122*** 0.0945+ -0.121** -0.0976** 
 (0.0357) (0.0490) (0.0451) (0.0369) 
     
Observations 28 28 28 27 
R-squared 0.122 0.290 0.070 0.048 

Standard errors in parentheses; *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, + p<0.1. 

The estimates for the year 2007 separate by gender show that for females there are 
two moderating effects of traditional behaviours. On one side, a proxy for non-
traditional environment, such as the proportion of births out of marriage, positively 
moderate the relationship between unemployment and housing autonomy, reducing the 
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negative effect of unemployment for females on housing autonomy (namely, in 
countries where the proportion of births out of marriage is higher, the effect of 
unemployment on housing autonomy is positive, see scatterplot). On the other side, a 
proxy for a traditional environment, such as the number of marriages in a year over the 
total population (crude marriage market) shows a negative moderating effect for 
females, namely increasing the negative effect of unemployment on independent living 
as the rate of marriages increases. Consistent with our hypothesis, in countries where 
the marriage rate is higher the negative effect of unemployment on housing autonomy 
increases. Probably for women the absence of social and institutional legitimisation of 
family outside the marriage could reinforce the postponement effect of unemployment 
on the propensity to leave out the parental household. Without job and without 
legitimisation of the cohabitation with partner, the transition to housing autonomy 
become more complex in particular in contests in which it is culturally expected that the 
exit follow a specific path. 

However, it is worth noticing that the trend is mainly driven by Baltic countries Lithuania 
and Latvia, by Romania and Cyprus. Excluding the latter, these countries are 
traditionally characterized by a dual breadwinner model in which women have high 
participation rates to the labor market, even after family formation.  

The estimates for males on the contrary, show that there is a positive moderating effect 
of the divorce rate in the country: the higher the number of divorces (per 100 marriages) 
the lower the negative effect of unemployment on housing autonomy.  

Thus, we can conclude that a less traditional environment (at least as guessed from 
some typical behaviors) has a positive moderating effect for males (as proxied by the 
divorce rate), reducing the negative association between unemployment and housing 
autonomy, implying that the association between living independently and labor market 
exclusion is weaker. A similar result is observable for females, when the proportion of 
births out of marriage guesses a less traditional environment. Also in this case a 
positive moderating effect is observable, meaning that for females the association 
between labor market exclusion and living autonomously is weaker than in more 
traditional environments (at least in countries where the proportion of births out of 
marriage is lower).  
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Figure 22 Macro-variables related to behaviours and the relationship between unemployment and housing 

autonomy for females (Average Marginal Effects –AME) 
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Figure 23 Macro-variables related to behaviours and the relationship between unemployment and housing 

autonomy for males (Average Marginal Effects –AME) 
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Table 35 Second step regression (females). Year 2007 

  (1) (2) (3) 
  
% births out of marriage 0.00294** 

(0.00111) 
crude marriage rate -0.0456*** 

(0.0119) 
divorce rate -0.000540 

(0.00169) 
Constant -0.128** 0.250*** 0.0174 

(0.0491) (0.0684) (0.0723) 

Observations 22 22 21 
R-squared 0.262 0.424 0.005 
Standard errors in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, + p<0.1 

Table 36 Second step regression (males). Year 2007 

  (1) (2) (3) 
        
% births out of marriage -9.78e-05 

(0.000678) 
crude marriage rate -0.00827 

(0.0110) 
divorce rate 0.00285*** 

(0.000701) 
Constant -0.0484 -0.00757 -0.161*** 

(0.0330) (0.0621) (0.0283) 

Observations 22 22 25 
R-squared 0.001 0.027 0.419 
Standard errors in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, + p<0.1 
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Figure 24 Housing autonomy coefficient (the effect of unemployment on housing autonomy) and indicators of 

(non)traditional behaviours 
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HP7a - Traditional/non-traditional society (2013)

 
 
Table 37 Second-step regression. Year 2013  

  (1) (2) (3) (4) 
      
% births outside marriage -0.000484    
 (0.000577)    
(crude) marriage rate  -0.000744   
  (0.0110)   
divorce rate   -0.00105  
   (0.000684)  
cohabitation rate    -0.00294 
    (0.00238) 
Constant -0.0638*** -0.0738 -0.0290 -0.0515** 
 (0.0213) (0.0510) (0.0330) (0.0239) 
     
Observations 29 31 31 30 
R-squared 0.025 0.000 0.075 0.052 
Standard errors in parentheses; *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, + p<0.1.  

Multilevel analyses have also been run on separate models for females and males but estimates remain statistically 

not significant. 
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Attitudes 

The variables used in this section are taken from the most recent wave (2008-2010) of 
the European Values Study, which is a large-scale, cross-national, and longitudinal 
survey research program on basic human values. It provides insights into the ideas, 
beliefs, preferences, attitudes, values, and opinions of citizens all over Europe. It is a 
unique research project on how Europeans think about life, family, work, religion, 
politics, and society. We selected a set of items, which, in our opinion, are potentially 
good indicators of the orientation of the citizens of a country toward gender roles and 
family formation. The sample includes all individuals from age 16 to 100 and variables 
are built as frequencies of affirmative response to the question asked among the 
individuals25. A subset of variables is also built considering only young people as 
respondents (age 16-29). 

We assume that in countries where the levels of de-istitutionalization of marriage and 
de-traditionalization of gender roles are higher, the negative effect of unemployment on 
housing autonomy is weaker because people feel free to go about their lives without 
having to question their actions or the actions of others and without the pressure to 
respect established norms on the way to go out parental family. At the same time, in 
contests in which parents consider especially important to encourage the achievement 
of independence among adult children we could expect a moderating effect on the 
negative impact of unemployment on housing autonomy because young people are 
supported in the transition also in case of lack of economic autonomy. 

                                                

25 For this analysis we considered only EU-SILC data referred to 2013.  
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Table 38 List of variables used as proxies for attitudes  

Variable name Question in the survey Operationaliza tion 

independence: 

Q: Here is a list of qualities which 
children can be encouraged to 
learn at home. Which, if any, do 
you consider to be especially 
important?  

The macro variable is built as 
the % of individuals who 
mentioned (=1) independence as 
a quality which children can be 
encouraged to learn at home. 

marriage is outdated 

Q45: Do you agree or disagree 
with the following statement: 
Marriage is an outdated 
institution? 

The macro variable is built as 
the % of individuals who replied 
“agree” (=1) to the statement. 

all right living without 
marrying 

Q47.D It is alright for two people 
to live together without getting 
married . 
How would you feel about the 
following statements? Do you 
agree or disagree with them? 

The macro variable is built as 
the % of individuals who replied 
“agree strongly (=1) and agree 
(=2)” to the statement. Those 
neutral (neither agree nor 
disagree) are kept as a third 
category. 

being a housewife is 
fulfilling 

Q48.D Being a housewife is just 
as fulfilling as working for pay.  

The macro variable is built as 
the % of individuals who replied 
“agree strongly (=1) and agree 
(=2)” to the statement. 

pre-school children 
suffer 

Q48.B A pre-school child is likely 
to suffer if his or her mother 
works.  

The macro variable is built as 
the % of individuals who replied 
“agree strongly (=1) and agree 
(=2)” to the statement. 

Source: European Vaues Study, 2008-2010 

However, none of the indicators analysed singularly gives any statistically significant 
mediating effect. The only exception is represented by the item “A pre-school child is 
likely to suffer if his or her mother works” (a proxy for traditional attitude toward gender 
roles), which has a slightly negative correlation with the relationship between 
unemployment and housing autonomy. Indeed, we hypothesized that in a context 
where gender roles are traditionally conceived (women associated to caregiver tasks), 
the exit from the parental home and family formation occur when the transition onto the 
labor market is secured and is thus linked with a stable situation of employment (for the 
man). 
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Figure 25 Relationship between unemployment and attitudes 
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Table 39 Second step regression. Year 2013. 

  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
            
independence -0.00104     
 (0.000659)     
marriage outdated  -0.00188    
  (0.00167)    
live together, no marriage    -0.000814   
   (0.000618)   
housewife is fulfilling    0.000991  
    (0.00109)  
child suffers if working mother     0.000395 
     (0.000634) 
Constant -0.0223 -0.0386 -0.0202 -0.130** -0.0967*** 
 (0.0371) (0.0369) (0.0454) (0.0578) (0.0312) 
      
Observations 31 31 31 31 31 
R-squared 0.079 0.042 0.056 0.028 0.013 
Notes: Standard errors in parentheses; *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, + p<0.1 



Report on the impact of the institutional setting a nd 
policies on the autonomy of youth in insecure labou r 
market positions in EU-28 & Ukraine 

 140 

Values (indicator of traditionalism) 

Description of the indicator of traditionalism 

As a third step, we built a synthetic indicator for measuring the orientation toward 
traditional attitudes in terms of gender and generation roles. To do so, we started with a 
set of items taken from the European Values Study, wave 2008-2010, a wider set 
compared to the list presented before in point b), and ran an explorative factor analysis 
in order to detect the latent factors behind the variables.   

The variables considered are 45, corresponding to questions Q42 to Q48; Q52; Q53 of 
EVS Questionnaire for the wave 2008-201026. The sample is made up of all individuals 
in the age range 18 to 100, living in 31 European countries (EU28 plus Iceland, 
Switzerland, and Norway). 

The method used for estimating the factor is the maximum likelihood (ML), the number 
of factors has been restricted to four on the basis of the scree plot and then to three 
factors on the basis of subsequent tests of diagnosis and explicative capability of the 
index in substantive terms. The matrix has been obliquely rotated27; the coefficients 
indicating the dependence of each variable to  each factor are summarized in the 
pattern matrix in Table 40 (values below 0.30 are left blank). It clearly emerges that 
factor 1 gathers together several variables, all pointing toward a traditional idea of 
gender and generation relationships.  

At this point, for each country we computed the country mean of factors scores (for 
factor 1) and used it as a macro-level indicator for traditional orientation of the society, 
at least in terms of attitudes, as registered in the EVS sample. A first check of the 
correlation between the indicator and the outcome variables (housing autonomy) 
shows a negative and significant correlation of about -0.72 (see Figure 26). 

The starting hypotheses are the same of previous section. In this case we have use a 
more complex factor of traditionalism in order to take in account the dimension of value 
orientations. From a general point of view we can assume that in less traditional 
countries the negative effect of unemployment on housing autonomy is weaker 
because young people have more degree of freedom in the choice and they are forced 
necessarily to follow socially established rules. 

                                                

26  http://www.europeanvaluesstudy.eu/page/data-and-documentation-survey-2008.html 
27  We decided to rotate obliquely the factors in order to allow correlation among them. Indeed, in the case 
of social research, it is unlikely that the latent dimensions are totally separate and uncorrelated each other 
(see Cattel R. 1978. The Scientific Use of Factor Analysis in the Behavioral and Life Sciences, Plenum 
Press, New York  in Albano R. 2004. Introduzione all'analisi fattoriale per la ricerca sociale, Quaderni di 
Ricerca del Dipartimento di Scienze sociali dell'Università di Torino, n°4, giugno 2004). 
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Table 40 EVS item associated to factor 1 

FACTOR 1:  coefficient of correlation 
(to the latent factor) 

q44: women need children in order to be fulfilled  (0.62) 
q47_1: men need children in order to be fulfilled  (0.67) 
q47_2: long-term relationship necessary to be happy  (0.58) 
q47_5: duty towards society to have children  (0.54) 
q43: children need both parents to grow up happily  (0.42) 
q47_7: it is a child's duty to take care of an ill parent  (0.39) 
q48_3: women really want home and children  (0.40) 
q52_3: teaching children at home: hard work  (0.34) 
q42_10: important in marriage: children  (0.34) 
q48_2: pre-school child suffers with working mother  (0.33) 
FACTOR 2:  
q53_2: abortion if couple doesn't want more children  (0.88) 
q53_1: abortion if woman not married  (0.82) 
FACTOR 3:  
q48_8: men should take the same responsibility for home and 
children  

(0.35) 

q42_9: important in marriage: share household chores  (0.34) 
q48_6: husband+wife contribute to household income  (0.32) 
q48_5: job best way for women to be independent (0.31)  
 
Figure 26 Country mean of factor scores and % of housing autonomy 

 
Source: EVS 2008-2010 and EU-SILC 2010-2013.  

Note: ρ= -0.7188 (p-value=0.000) 
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Figure 26 shows that, consistently with the literature, there is a strong relation between 
the pattern of exit from the parental household and traditional values and attitudes. The 
“earliest-early” pattern of transition is widespread in Nordic countries where the 
detraditionalisation process of gender roles is clearly more evident; the “latest-late” 
pattern is most persistent in Southern Europe, with late transitions that are highly de-
standardized by age, but very standardized by the relationship to union formation.   

Less evident, instead, is the relationship between traditionalism and risk of 
unemployment. Figure 27 shows a weak but not significant association. It is probably 
necessary to disentangle the data considering men and women. 

Figure 27 Country mean of factor scores and % of unemployed individuals (age 16-29) 
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Source: EVS 2008-2010 and Eurostat2013. Note: ρ= 0.2763 (p-value= 0.15) 

Findings from the multilevel analysis  

When estimating the second step regression between the proxy for a traditional society 
as defined by the indicator presented above (the moderating variable) and the average 
marginal effects of being unemployed and living out of the parental household, we 
divided the sample between females and males. While for females the macro-level 
relationship is not observable, for males the indicator for traditional society shows a 
slight positive association, suggesting that where more traditional values are 
widespread, the negative effect of unemployment on housing autonomy for males 
decreases (compared to less traditional countries). However, the relationship seems 
driven by two extreme cases, MT and IS, respectively in the upper and lower corner of 
the graph. Indeed, when excluding the two cases, the relationship is no longer 
observable (table 41). 
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Results show a weak but interesting moderating effect of traditional values on the 
relationship between unemployment and autonomy. More detailed analyses are clearly 
necessary but if this result is confirmed it seems not to be convergent with the 
hypothesis. We can hypothesize that the negative meaning of unemployment for the 
construction of male identity in traditional countries (like Italy, Spain, Greece, countries 
in which the effect of economic crisis was stronger) is less pressing because it is a 
widespread situation across different social groups.  

Figure 28 Macro-level indicator for traditional society, by gender 
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Table 41 Second step regression. Year 2013. 

  (females) (males) (males - no outliers) 
     
Traditionalism indicator  
(country mean) -0.00596 0.0389** 0.0173 
 (0.0201) (0.0171) (0.0170) 
Constant -0.0371*** -0.0573*** -0.0564*** 
 (0.0129) (0.0106) (0.00974) 
    
Observations 27 31 29 
R-squared 0.004 0.151 0.037 
 Notes: Standard errors in parentheses; *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, + p<0.1.  
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3.2.2 Psychological autonomy and cultural indicator s 

HP: the negative effect of labor market insecurity on psychological autonomy 
among men is stronger in conservative countries and  weaker in egalitarian 
countries 

We examined this hypothesis stating that the negative effect of labor market exclusion 
on psychological autonomy among men may be weaker in countries with positive 
attitudes towards dual breadwinner households. In such countries, men are not solely 
responsible for the economic welfare of their families and hence an insecure labor 
market situation may not necessarily have a detrimental impact on their opportunities to 
decide about their life. We used an indicator derived from European Value Survey 2008 
measuring the proportion of people who agree with a statement “Both the husband and 
wife should contribute to household income”. In Table 42, we reported the results for 
men and we also report the results for women in Table 43 (even though our hypothesis 
focuses on men only).  

The results from Table 42 suggest that the association between the unemployment, 
inactivity, or type of employment contract and psychological autonomy does not vary 
depending on attitudes towards dual breadwinner households. However, we can 
observe an interesting variation in the magnitude of the effect of subjective insecurity 
throughout. If we look at men who have an insecure job and see no opportunities to 
find an alternative employment, for them the chances of psychological autonomy are 
higher if they live in a country with positive attitudes towards dual breadwinner 
households, which confirms our hypothesis. 
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Table 42 Labor market exclusion and psychological autonomy among men – the moderating impact of attitudes 

towards dual breadwinner households. 

 m1_inter8men m2_inter8men m3_inter8men m4_inter8men 
 b se b se b se b se 
Age -0.048** (0.022) -0.030 (0.029) -0.023 (0.028) -0.019 (0.028) 
Education (ref. primary) 
Lower secondary 0.059 (0.422) -0.384 (0.812) -0.741 (0.800) -0.775 (0.802) 
Upper secondary 0.247 (0.397) -0.382 (0.779) -0.650 (0.773) -0.686 (0.775) 
Tertiary 0.253 (0.415) -0.381 (0.791) -0.669 (0.784) -0.713 (0.786) 
Noncitizen (ref. 
citizen) -0.543* (0.325) -0.650* (0.380) -0.683* (0.363) -0.680* (0.364) 

Urban (ref. rural) -0.214 (0.133) -0.290* (0.175) -0.277* (0.166) -0.285* (0.167) 
Labor market status (ref employed) 
unemployed -0.012 (0.498)       
inactive -0.555 (0.873)       
Social acceptance 
towards dual earner 
households 

-0.013 (0.010) -0.018 (0.011) -0.016 (0.010) -0.016* (0.010) 

Unemployed x Social 
acceptance -0.013 (0.013)       

Inactive x Social 
acceptance 

0.003 (0.023)       

Fixed term (ref. 
permanent contract)   -0.535 (0.606)     

Fixed term x Social 
acceptance   0.018 (0.016)     

Subjective insecurity 
(ref. secure) 

    -1.240* (0.722)   

Subjective insecurity x 
Social acceptance     0.024 (0.018)   

Insecure, but can find 
another job       0.200 (1.139) 

Insecure, cannot find 
another job       -2.507*** (0.972) 

Insecure, but can find 
another x Social 
acceptance 

      -0.014 (0.028) 

Insecure, cannot find 
another x Social 
acceptance 

      0.056** (0.026) 

Constant 3.144*** (0.759) 3.544*** (1.143) 3.591*** (1.080) 3.542*** (1.079) 
Rho parameter -0.78*** (0.215) -0.69*** (0.267) -0.84*** (0.281) -0.83*** (0.281) 
Log likelihood -799.90  -498.91  -544.66  -541.36  
N 1638  1076  1158  1154  
Source: European Quality of Life Survey 2011. 
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Table 43 Labor market exclusion and psychological autonomy among women – the moderating impact of attitudes 

towards dual breadwinner households 

 m1_i8women m2_i8women m3_i8women m4_i8women 
 b se b se b se b se 
Age -0.006 (0.019) -0.057** (0.029) -0.060** (0.028) -0.060** (0.028) 
Education (ref. primary)         
Lower secondary -0.010 (0.343) -0.444 (0.831) -0.848 (0.816) -0.774 (0.816) 
Upper secondary 0.087 (0.326) -0.305 (0.806) -0.727 (0.792) -0.641 (0.790) 
Tertiary 0.341 (0.340) -0.065 (0.811) -0.533 (0.796) -0.454 (0.795) 
Noncitizen (ref. citizen) -0.071 (0.309) -0.316 (0.403) -0.095 (0.404) 0.021 (0.421) 
Urban (ref. rural) 0.128 (0.112) 0.251 (0.157) 0.308** (0.154) 0.297* (0.156) 
Labor market status 
(ref employed) 

        

unemployed -0.677 (0.458)       
inactive -0.473 (0.515)       
Social acceptance 
towards dual earner 
households 

-
0.024*** (0.009) -0.021* (0.011) -0.022** (0.011) -0.022** (0.011) 

Unemployed x Social 
acceptance 0.002 (0.012)       

Inactive x Social 
acceptance 

0.005 (0.014)       

Fixed term (ref. 
permanent contract)   -0.005 (0.567)     

Fixed term x Social 
acceptance   -0.004 (0.014)     

Subjective insecurity 
(ref. secure) 

    -0.787 (0.580)   

Subjective insecurity x 
Social acceptance     -0.002 (0.014)   

Insecure, but can find 
another job       -1.158 (0.846) 

Insecure, cannot find 
another job       -0.406 (0.723) 

Insecure, but can find 
another x Social 
acceptance 

      0.011 (0.021) 

Insecure, cannot find 
another x Social 
acceptance 

      -0.015 (0.018) 

Constant 2.172*** (0.691) 3.719*** (1.180) 4.375*** (1.162) 4.306*** (1.163) 

Rho parameter -
0.844*** (0.232) -

0.765*** (0.295) -
0.755*** (0.270) -

0.756*** (0.271) 

Log likelihood -1029.7  -567.53  -588.83  -583.81  
N 1887  1131  1199  1194  
Source: European Quality of Life Survey 2011. 
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Appendix- Section 2  

Step 1: the individual level relationship.  

a) Micro-level hypothesis about the negative associ ation between labor market 
exclusion (proxied by being unemployed) and housing  autonomy (proxied by not 
living with parents). 

As mentioned in the section on Data and Method, the first step of the 2-step approach 
consists of a set of regressions run at the micro level per each country, where the 
dependent variable is housing autonomy (proxied by the situation in which the 
individual lives without parents) and the independent variable is labor market exclusion, 
proxied by the condition of unemployment (as done in the descriptive statistics). Here 
we present the estimates of this individual level regression for each country in the year 
2007, as representative of the pre-crisis period and in the year 2013, as representative 
of the post-crisis period. The sample used for the individual level regressions is the 
same as in the descriptive statistics: young people aged 16-29; employed or 
unemployed (students and inactive excluded) and the specification used includes 
controls for: age, sex, and educational attainment. 

As explained in the methodological section, due to the time-varying nature of macro-
level data, at this point we run the analyses on one single year. 

Coefficients of the logistic regression are presented in Tables A.1 to A.6, while Figure 
A.1 and Figure A.2 show the Average Marginal Effects (and relative 95% confidence 
intervals) computed from the logit coefficients and used as the dependent variable in 
the second-step regression. The two figures show that the association between labor 
market exclusion and housing autonomy varied in the two periods, with the post-crisis 
period showing a more negative association between the condition of unemployment 
and living without parents. Indeed, there is a shift toward the lower part of the graph for 
the year 2013, compared to the year 2007, where the trend is more diversified. Indeed, 
for the year 2007 the negative association is observable (and statistically significant) in 
FR, LT, LV, RO, IE, EL, SE, EE, IT and then even turns positive (and statistically 
significant) in BE and AT. Then there is one remaining group, placed in the centre of 
the graph, for which the relationship is slightly negative (less than -.05) but not 
significant. 

Contrary, the graph for 2013 shows a slightly different pattern, which is less diversified 
and where most of the countries slightly shift toward the negative part of the graph, 
indicating a negative and significant (for the great majority of countries: 21 out of 32) 
relationship.  

These differences observed at the individual level may contribute to partly explain the 
different moderating effect of the macro level variables considered across the two 
years, 2007 and 2013. 
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b) Micro-level hypothesis about the negative associ ation between objective job 
insecurity (proxied by having a temporary contract)  and housing autonomy 
(proxied by not living with parents). 

Consistent with the results shown in the descriptive section, multilevel analyses have 
not been run for the hypothesis related to objective job insecurity, as mentioned in the 
introduction to Section II. The relationship concerning objective job insecurity, which is 
proxied by being employed with a temporary contract (vs a permanent contract), is not 
observable –or better– not statistically significant across our group of countries. Indeed, 
as shown in Tables A.3 and A.4, as well as in Figure A.3 and a.4 

Figure , a negative association between temporary contracts and housing autonomy is 
statistically significant only in 6 out of 28 countries or 32 countries considered (in the 
year 2007, it  is negative in FR, IT, LU, PT, positive in CZ and IE; for the 2013, negative 
in CH, FR, LU, PL, SK and positive in CY). The fact that the relationship is basically not 
observable is the main reason for not performing multilevel analyses aimed at 
investigating moderating macro-level factors in a relationship which does not 
(statistically) exist at individual level. 

c) Micro-level hypothesis about the negative associ ation between subjective job 
insecurity (proxied by the perceived risk of losing  a job) and housing autonomy 
(proxied by not living with parents). 

As shown in the descriptive section, the hypothesis of a negative relationship between 
subjective job insecurity, proxied by the perception of the risk of losing a job (and not 
finding a new one), and housing autonomy, is not statistically significant, and thus 
multilevel models are not applied to this case. 
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Figure A.1 Average Marginal Effects, from logit regression between unemployment and housing autonomy, year 

2007  

 

 

Figure A.2 Average Marginal Effects, from logit regression between unemployment and housing autonomy, year 

2013  
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Figure A.3  Average Marginal Effects, from logit regression between temporary contract and housing autonomy, 

year 2007  

 

 

Figure A.4 Average Marginal Effects, from logit regression between temporary contract and housing autonomy, year 

2013   

 



Table A.1 Logit regression between being unemployed (compared to being employed) and housing autonomy (year 2007) 

 

Source: EU-SILC 2007. Notes: Standard errors in parentheses; * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 

AT BE BG CY CZ DE DK EE EL ES FI FR HU IE 
unemployed 0.587* 0.426* -0.0530 -0.558 0.0377 -0.287 -0.360 -0.558* -0.761*** -0.201 -0.0393 -1.093*** -0.103 -0.788**

(0.229) (0.196) (0.167) (0.317) (0.196) (0.202) (0.434) (0.236) (0.196) (0.129) (0.184) (0.156) (0.167) (0.288)

age 0.352*** 0.361*** 0.219*** 0.398*** 0.334*** 0.465*** 0.501*** 0.254*** 0.229*** 0.309*** 0.463*** 0.353*** 0.273*** 0.299***
(0.023) (0.027) (0.024) (0.035) (0.022) (0.024) (0.043) (0.022) (0.029) (0.018) (0.025) (0.021) (0.022) (0.027)

sex 0.374** 0.619*** 1.622*** 0.631*** 0.677*** 1.120*** 0.899*** 0.302* 0.903*** 0.432*** 1.346*** 0.778*** 0.646*** 0.315*
(0.125) (0.131) (0.143) (0.162) (0.108) (0.126) (0.213) (0.126) (0.148) (0.090) (0.128) (0.110) (0.109) (0.151)

education (ref=low)
medium -0.0431 -0.376 -0.365* -0.301 -0.0752 0.342 0.732** -0.0692 -0.578** -0.417*** 0.0441 0.382* -0.552** 0.0302

(0.188) (0.195) (0.168) (0.225) (0.230) (0.184) (0.232) (0.149) (0.181) (0.111) (0.153) (0.153) (0.171) (0.242)

high -0.375 -0.679** -0.646** -0.653** -0.124 0.0765 2.174* 0.0449 -0.796*** -0.810*** 0.274 0.489** -0.620** 0.315
(0.264) (0.215) (0.239) (0.232) (0.264) (0.236) (1.051) (0.201) (0.211) (0.110) (0.266) (0.171) (0.203) (0.248)

constant -9.196*** -8.603*** -6.786*** -10.66*** -9.241*** -12.36*** -12.24*** -6.835*** -6.752*** -8.728*** -11.17*** -8.780*** -7.387*** -8.404***
(0.544) (0.661) (0.635) (0.910) (0.608) (0.586) (0.974) (0.541) (0.785) (0.459) (0.585) (0.534) (0.578) (0.716)

N 1506 1274 1262 920 1844 1841 819 1411 1168 3136 1918 2015 1761 1090
pseudo R2 0.193 0.146 0.151 0.161 0.136 0.337 0.463 0.103 0.097 0.115 0.294 0.216 0.097 0.156

IS IT LT LU LV NL NO PL PT RO SE SI SK UK 
unemployed -0.0583 -0.685*** -0.968* -0.476 -0.810** -0.186 -0.198 -0.110 -0.102 -0.854*** -1.002*** -0.179 -0.0573 0.226

(0.577) (0.110) (0.381) (0.247) (0.275) (0.483) (0.322) (0.103) (0.235) (0.216) (0.230) (0.147) (0.216) (0.263)

age 0.356*** 0.285*** 0.283*** 0.391*** 0.255*** 0.693*** 0.434*** 0.360*** 0.286*** 0.270*** 0.512*** 0.271*** 0.326*** 0.408***
(0.031) (0.016) (0.031) (0.032) (0.025) (0.036) (0.033) (0.017) (0.030) (0.021) (0.028) (0.027) (0.030) (0.022)

sex 0.631*** 0.723*** 0.737*** 0.777*** 0.533*** 1.603*** 0.670*** 0.741*** 0.735*** 1.157*** 0.742*** 1.157*** 0.708*** 0.445***
(0.169) (0.083) (0.169) (0.152) (0.144) (0.162) (0.169) (0.081) (0.161) (0.120) (0.144) (0.116) (0.137) (0.126)

education (ref=low)
medium 0.267 -0.509*** -0.365 -0.865*** -0.221 0.163 0.195 -0.141 -0.594** -0.387* -0.163 -0.602*** -0.764* -0.402

(0.183) (0.093) (0.269) (0.180) (0.167) (0.202) (0.180) (0.150) (0.189) (0.153) (0.224) (0.165) (0.355) (0.264)

high 0.0183 -1.114*** -0.512 -0.867*** -0.493* 0.307 0.434 -0.287 -1.319*** -0.534** 0.533 -0.885*** -0.924* -0.216
(0.268) (0.143) (0.289) (0.221) (0.216) (0.224) (0.293) (0.168) (0.237) (0.202) (0.327) (0.203) (0.381) (0.295)

constant -8.997*** -8.182*** -7.694*** -9.137*** -6.819*** -17.88*** -10.26*** -10.18*** -8.214*** -7.398*** -11.59*** -8.740*** -9.534*** -9.448***
(0.750) (0.422) (0.818) (0.782) (0.626) (0.912) (0.757) (0.465) (0.758) (0.541) (0.671) (0.718) (0.849) (0.582)

N 819 3855 836 1016 1052 1573 1012 3805 1033 1590 1603 2750 1733 1549
pseudo R2 0.214 0.132 0.126 0.184 0.106 0.465 0.286 0.144 0.118 0.171 0.401 0.100 0.109 0.268



Table A.2 Logit regression between being unemployed (compared to being employed) and housing autonomy (year 2013) 

 

Source: EU-SILC 2013. Notes: Standard errors in parentheses; * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 

AT BE BG CH CY CZ DE DK EE EL ES FI FR HR HU IE 
unemployed -0.00650 -0.128 -0.102 -1.334*** -0.704*** -1.013*** 0.146 0.175 -0.416* -0.764*** -0.258* -0.363* -0.865*** 0.115 -0.313* -0.514**

(0.238) (0.226) (0.190) (0.375) (0.150) (0.253) (0.274) (0.307) (0.175) (0.152) (0.112) (0.178) (0.139) (0.183) (0.150) (0.188)

age 0.388*** 0.502*** 0.210*** 0.418*** 0.380*** 0.289*** 0.520*** 0.526*** 0.251*** 0.237*** 0.255*** 0.490*** 0.382*** 0.307*** 0.290*** 0.335***
(0.027) (0.036) (0.033) (0.030) (0.031) (0.029) (0.030) (0.047) (0.025) (0.032) (0.022) (0.028) (0.023) (0.035) (0.025) (0.030)

sex 0.725*** 0.946*** 1.280*** 0.694*** 1.162*** 0.634*** 0.998*** 1.001*** 0.447*** 0.807*** 0.532*** 1.287*** 0.866*** 1.505*** 0.880*** 0.394*
(0.152) (0.160) (0.176) (0.152) (0.146) (0.136) (0.146) (0.238) (0.127) (0.155) (0.109) (0.144) (0.118) (0.189) (0.119) (0.167)

education (ref=low)
medium -0.0178 -0.305 -1.259*** 0.611* -0.695** 0.209 -0.0758 0.0374 -0.450** -0.783** -0.372** 0.181 0.481** -1.332*** -1.049*** -0.142

(0.222) (0.252) (0.212) (0.250) (0.225) (0.332) (0.226) (0.262) (0.152) (0.243) (0.138) (0.190) (0.175) (0.299) (0.167) (0.285)

high 0.332 -0.503 -1.412*** 0.932** -1.520*** -0.341 0.130 0.519 -0.306 -1.021*** -0.810*** 0.494 0.693*** -2.504*** -1.054*** -0.0513
(0.309) (0.263) (0.268) (0.296) (0.230) (0.358) (0.273) (0.462) (0.197) (0.263) (0.133) (0.301) (0.193) (0.371) (0.200) (0.291)

constant -9.857*** -12.60*** -6.010*** -11.34*** -9.929*** -8.339*** -13.51*** -13.10*** -6.273*** -6.638*** -7.386*** -11.73*** -9.611*** -8.933*** -7.950*** -8.623***
(0.649) (0.938) (0.866) (0.712) (0.834) (0.799) (0.745) (1.097) (0.609) (0.877) (0.584) (0.691) (0.579) (0.964) (0.658) (0.824)

N 1085 967 913 1228 1293 1207 1378 614 1291 1186 2045 1636 1868 1186 1867 807
pseudo R2 0.260 0.244 0.126 0.326 0.191 0.116 0.362 0.396 0.088 0.106 0.084 0.312 0.251 0.166 0.116 0.191

IS IT LT LU LV MT NL NO PL PT RO RS SE SI SK UK 
unemployed -0.178 -0.574*** -0.711* -0.702* -0.655*** 0.162 -0.961** -1.088*** -0.444*** -0.231 -0.137 -0.453** -0.828*** -0.323* -0.666** -0.208

(0.267) (0.125) (0.288) (0.308) (0.194) (0.319) (0.349) (0.318) (0.119) (0.150) (0.243) (0.138) (0.205) (0.134) (0.225) (0.183)

age 0.344*** 0.318*** 0.387*** 0.395*** 0.312*** 0.348*** 0.716*** 0.461*** 0.313*** 0.237*** 0.271*** 0.216*** 0.530*** 0.211*** 0.314*** 0.388***
(0.032) (0.023) (0.046) (0.037) (0.030) (0.033) (0.039) (0.035) (0.020) (0.027) (0.034) (0.026) (0.034) (0.027) (0.036) (0.022)

sex 0.660*** 0.760*** 0.870*** 0.996*** 0.669*** 0.416* 1.283*** 0.752*** 0.939*** 0.732*** 1.151*** 2.025*** 0.678*** 1.386*** 0.698*** 0.646***
(0.180) (0.109) (0.209) (0.177) (0.146) (0.164) (0.164) (0.167) (0.094) (0.145) (0.159) (0.148) (0.161) (0.127) (0.154) (0.117)

education (ref=low)
medium -0.318 -0.580*** -0.972** -0.419 -0.410* -0.124 0.415 0.00384 -0.224 -0.632*** 0.0145 -0.580** -0.104 -0.826*** -0.469 -0.0638

(0.196) (0.140) (0.316) (0.218) (0.189) (0.197) (0.249) (0.187) (0.187) (0.161) (0.199) (0.197) (0.308) (0.184) (0.363) (0.238)

high 0.389 -1.142*** -1.123*** -0.551* -0.612** 0.116 0.631* 0.0714 -0.167 -1.127*** -0.414 -1.466*** 0.305 -1.585*** -1.066** -0.0501
(0.293) (0.187) (0.337) (0.257) (0.218) (0.203) (0.254) (0.267) (0.199) (0.196) (0.237) (0.248) (0.377) (0.222) (0.382) (0.246)

constant -8.681*** -9.110*** -10.29*** -10.62*** -8.230*** -10.63*** -19.12*** -10.88*** -8.970*** -6.711*** -8.481*** -7.038*** -12.46*** -6.519*** -9.377*** -9.548***
(0.763) (0.609) (1.212) (0.934) (0.780) (0.900) (1.020) (0.796) (0.534) (0.693) (0.913) (0.692) (0.842) (0.704) (1.026) (0.615)

N 739 2477 652 802 1034 1265 1443 1030 2755 1136 1019 1615 1184 1970 1453 1696
pseudo R2 0.209 0.140 0.163 0.206 0.127 0.136 0.467 0.308 0.148 0.100 0.108 0.185 0.372 0.104 0.101 0.213



Table A.3  Logit regression between having a temporary contract (compared to a permanent one) and housing autonomy (year 2007)  

 

Source: EU-SILC 2007. Notes: Standard errors in parentheses; * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 

AT BE BG CY CZ DE DK EE EL ES FI FR HU IE 
temporary contract 0.0131 -0.174 -0.0315 -0.0886 0.302* -0.223 omitted -0.820 -0.0622 -0.0427 -0.0916 -0.581*** -0.272 0.644**

(0.216) (0.162) (0.252) (0.195) (0.149) (0.176) (0.525) (0.177) (0.101) (0.203) (0.123) (0.153) (0.238)

missing (temporary) -0.155 -0.190 0.0970 -0.351 0.122 -0.253 -0.880*** 0.0461 -0.140 0.000546 -1.449*** 0.593 -0.333 -0.246
(0.327) (0.250) (0.226) (0.303) (0.211) (0.162) (0.219) (0.232) (0.206) (0.173) (0.158) (0.306) (0.255) (0.286)

age 0.347*** 0.342*** 0.271*** 0.401*** 0.333*** 0.455*** 0.510*** 0.262*** 0.218*** 0.324*** 0.505*** 0.336*** 0.289*** 0.340***
(0.025) (0.029) (0.034) (0.036) (0.024) (0.028) (0.046) (0.023) (0.033) (0.020) (0.028) (0.024) (0.025) (0.030)

sex 0.391** 0.522*** 1.407*** 0.576*** 0.636*** 1.060*** 0.834*** 0.273* 0.771*** 0.393*** 1.321*** 0.828*** 0.641*** 0.221
(0.131) (0.141) (0.179) (0.167) (0.114) (0.135) (0.226) (0.132) (0.160) (0.097) (0.144) (0.121) (0.118) (0.161)

education (ref=low)
medium 0.0278 -0.274 -0.0580 -0.365 0.000399 0.462* 0.696** -0.0292 -0.631** -0.403*** -0.0240 0.421* -0.466* 0.139

(0.224) (0.223) (0.243) (0.234) (0.274) (0.217) (0.245) (0.159) (0.198) (0.119) (0.178) (0.173) (0.204) (0.275)

high -0.266 -0.508* -0.358 -0.677** -0.00885 0.308 2.033 0.0881 -0.749** -0.788*** 0.0669 0.521** -0.532* 0.426
(0.288) (0.237) (0.294) (0.242) (0.303) (0.269) (1.058) (0.209) (0.232) (0.118) (0.297) (0.189) (0.231) (0.279)

constant -9.140*** -8.150*** -8.258*** -10.62*** -9.336*** -12.07*** -11.93*** -7.056*** -6.337*** -9.106*** -11.30*** -8.199*** -7.812*** -9.529***
(0.627) (0.724) (0.945) (0.945) (0.679) (0.693) (1.040) (0.576) (0.878) (0.537) (0.669) (0.616) (0.662) (0.813)

N 1390 1101 799 837 1652 1644 768 1278 907 2620 1712 1717 1511 951
pseudo R2 0.188 0.136 0.137 0.151 0.125 0.349 0.484 0.104 0.074 0.116 0.355 0.196 0.100 0.165

IS IT LT LU LV NL NO PL PT RO SE SI SK UK 
temporary contract -0.0305 -0.253* -0.0785 -1.009*** -0.486 -0.378 -0.0445 -0.137 -0.362* -0.460 -0.424 0.0247 -0.0749 -0.300

(0.321) (0.112) (0.287) (0.200) (0.255) (0.273) (0.269) (0.094) (0.180) (0.321) (0.247) (0.212) (0.190) (0.251)

missing (temporary) -0.628*** -0.201 -0.132 -0.362 0.181 -1.209*** -1.629*** -0.0625 -0.449 -0.375* -1.457*** -0.660*** 0.147 0.263
(0.187) (0.122) (0.405) (0.354) (0.399) (0.183) (0.203) (0.143) (0.329) (0.170) (0.190) (0.148) (0.291) (0.207)

age 0.356*** 0.285*** 0.290*** 0.335*** 0.261*** 0.686*** 0.480*** 0.369*** 0.286*** 0.284*** 0.537*** 0.271*** 0.333*** 0.405***
(0.032) (0.018) (0.033) (0.035) (0.027) (0.037) (0.038) (0.020) (0.033) (0.023) (0.032) (0.031) (0.034) (0.023)

sex 0.591*** 0.633*** 0.770*** 0.732*** 0.508*** 1.483*** 0.751*** 0.583*** 0.619*** 1.182*** 0.806*** 1.059*** 0.614*** 0.461***
(0.173) (0.091) (0.175) (0.162) (0.151) (0.168) (0.187) (0.090) (0.173) (0.127) (0.163) (0.127) (0.147) (0.130)

education (ref=low)
medium 0.293 -0.471*** -0.311 -0.896*** -0.263 0.159 0.166 -0.301 -0.510* -0.411* -0.0552 -0.542** -1.169* -0.133

(0.188) (0.103) (0.293) (0.193) (0.178) (0.214) (0.199) (0.183) (0.202) (0.181) (0.256) (0.194) (0.490) (0.288)

high -0.00130 -0.977*** -0.460 -0.724** -0.559* 0.331 0.457 -0.389 -1.153*** -0.632** 0.454 -0.774*** -1.302* 0.0743
(0.272) (0.158) (0.310) (0.236) (0.226) (0.238) (0.312) (0.200) (0.259) (0.235) (0.367) (0.233) (0.507) (0.315)

constant -8.598*** -8.087*** -7.939*** -7.493*** -6.879*** -16.87*** -10.59*** -10.13*** -8.045*** -7.631*** -11.39*** -8.310*** -9.259*** -9.638***
(0.770) (0.487) (0.866) (0.875) (0.675) (0.944) (0.887) (0.550) (0.864) (0.614) (0.780) (0.857) (1.003) (0.620)

N 798 2897 769 917 949 1534 946 3001 882 1382 1425 2205 1480 1454
pseudo R2 0.223 0.109 0.123 0.193 0.106 0.493 0.360 0.141 0.119 0.169 0.436 0.106 0.105 0.267



Table A.4 Logit regression between having a temporary contract (compared to a permanent one) and housing autonomy (year 2013) 

 
Source: EU-SILC 2013. Notes: Standard errors in parentheses; * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 

AT BE BG CH CY CZ DE DK EE EL ES FI FR HR HU IE 

temporary contract -0.0216 -0.359 -0.0182 -0.419* 0.633** 0.196 -0.178 -0.386 -0.470 -0.0913 -0.140 0.261 -0.512*** -0.223 -0.0972 0.310
(0.285) (0.212) (0.331) (0.200) (0.210) (0.168) (0.171) (0.455) (0.376) (0.265) (0.149) (0.282) (0.142) (0.254) (0.178) (0.264)

missing (contract) -0.869** 0.0703 -0.647 0.135 0.142 0.360 0.0821 -1.095*** 0.0290 -0.269 0.250 -1.402*** -0.647* 0.106 -0.540* -0.847**
(0.274) (0.319) (0.362) (0.478) (0.338) (0.264) (0.576) (0.285) (0.279) (0.232) (0.226) (0.181) (0.261) (0.487) (0.255) (0.314)

age 0.352*** 0.525*** 0.227*** 0.398*** 0.403*** 0.302*** 0.538*** 0.590*** 0.247*** 0.261*** 0.255*** 0.517*** 0.397*** 0.294*** 0.307*** 0.374***
(0.030) (0.042) (0.046) (0.032) (0.040) (0.031) (0.034) (0.057) (0.027) (0.047) (0.033) (0.033) (0.028) (0.052) (0.030) (0.039)

sex 0.630*** 1.032*** 1.098*** 0.738*** 0.967*** 0.638*** 0.953*** 0.920** 0.373** 0.458* 0.445** 1.250*** 0.746*** 1.200*** 0.827*** 0.232
(0.162) (0.181) (0.217) (0.156) (0.173) (0.143) (0.155) (0.281) (0.138) (0.206) (0.141) (0.164) (0.137) (0.239) (0.135) (0.205)

education (ref=low)
medium -0.205 -0.402 -1.526*** 0.500 -0.816** 0.146 -0.148 0.0176 -0.399* -1.268*** -0.425* 0.137 0.755*** -1.422** -1.176*** -0.0947

(0.285) (0.317) (0.314) (0.270) (0.291) (0.412) (0.261) (0.310) (0.170) (0.343) (0.179) (0.234) (0.227) (0.440) (0.218) (0.468)

high 0.366 -0.590 -1.641*** 0.914** -1.491*** -0.487 0.0708 0.428 -0.210 -1.344*** -0.642*** 0.421 0.860*** -2.315*** -1.083*** 0.00389
(0.359) (0.317) (0.356) (0.310) (0.294) (0.434) (0.301) (0.561) (0.212) (0.367) (0.166) (0.347) (0.238) (0.509) (0.244) (0.465)

constant -8.687*** -13.08*** -6.085*** -10.71*** -10.52*** -8.656*** -13.83*** -13.90*** -6.192*** -6.630*** -7.358*** -11.45*** -9.910*** -8.322*** -8.234*** -9.529***
(0.747) (1.114) (1.228) (0.793) (1.073) (0.899) (0.877) (1.324) (0.676) (1.265) (0.878) (0.814) (0.732) (1.445) (0.807) (1.110)

N 963 811 594 1168 802 1034 1269 530 1089 532 1112 1395 1461 659 1399 533
pseudo R2 0.265 0.257 0.114 0.330 0.165 0.094 0.382 0.474 0.079 0.083 0.067 0.365 0.239 0.135 0.118 0.207

IS IT LT LU LV MT NL NO PL PT RO RS SE SI SK UK 

temporary contract -0.218 -0.0847 -0.176 -0.547* -0.121 -0.354 -0.341 -0.105 -0.309** 0.0456 0.183 -0.235 -0.408 -0.171 -0.602** -0.203
(0.325) (0.148) (0.497) (0.231) (0.325) (0.354) (0.283) (0.295) (0.110) (0.191) (0.486) (0.199) (0.293) (0.245) (0.229) (0.237)

missing (contract) -0.850*** 0.0914 0.0424 -0.0255 -0.00946 0.0672 -1.391*** -1.806*** -0.472** -0.295 -0.373 -0.0776 -2.062*** -0.798*** 0.218 -0.155
(0.219) (0.154) (0.435) (0.444) (0.339) (0.180) (0.200) (0.205) (0.165) (0.281) (0.223) (0.259) (0.231) (0.177) (0.277) (0.192)

age 0.359*** 0.312*** 0.421*** 0.366*** 0.358*** 0.397*** 0.711*** 0.491*** 0.280*** 0.220*** 0.236*** 0.193*** 0.589*** 0.260*** 0.299*** 0.405***
(0.036) (0.028) (0.053) (0.039) (0.035) (0.038) (0.041) (0.040) (0.023) (0.036) (0.037) (0.037) (0.043) (0.036) (0.042) (0.025)

sex 0.418* 0.679*** 0.684** 0.915*** 0.581*** 0.521** 1.277*** 0.793*** 0.819*** 0.518** 1.147*** 1.557*** 0.745*** 1.177*** 0.716*** 0.610***
(0.198) (0.126) (0.230) (0.183) (0.163) (0.173) (0.174) (0.187) (0.105) (0.173) (0.168) (0.183) (0.198) (0.149) (0.168) (0.126)

education (ref=low)
medium -0.474* -0.564*** -1.083** -0.417 -0.385 0.0319 0.223 -0.106 -0.00745 -0.669*** -0.0880 -0.208 -0.0384 -0.698** 0.274 0.0664

(0.215) (0.171) (0.390) (0.231) (0.225) (0.212) (0.270) (0.211) (0.237) (0.196) (0.240) (0.305) (0.410) (0.243) (0.579) (0.281)

high 0.427 -1.116*** -1.113** -0.439 -0.550* 0.200 0.493 -0.0125 0.149 -1.010*** -0.540 -0.780* 0.311 -1.340*** -0.307 0.145
(0.312) (0.218) (0.402) (0.271) (0.252) (0.215) (0.277) (0.292) (0.248) (0.235) (0.290) (0.352) (0.485) (0.278) (0.591) (0.286)

constant -8.336*** -8.930*** -11.03*** -9.759*** -9.387*** -12.06*** -17.95*** -10.58*** -8.085*** -6.162*** -7.387*** -6.470*** -12.71*** -7.275*** -9.619*** -10.06***
(0.857) (0.742) (1.394) (1.012) (0.920) (1.041) (1.083) (0.905) (0.650) (0.945) (1.011) (1.034) (1.091) (0.979) (1.255) (0.698)

N 643 1593 521 698 817 1144 1352 951 2097 724 886 806 948 1345 1101 1484
pseudo R2 0.239 0.111 0.162 0.191 0.129 0.160 0.494 0.378 0.123 0.075 0.103 0.122 0.447 0.111 0.089 0.214



Table A.5 Logit regression between being unemployed (compared to being employed) and housing autonomy (year 2013). 

FEMALES ONLY 

 
Source: EU-SILC 2013. Notes: Standard errors in parentheses; * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 

F E MAL E AT B E  B G C H C Y  C Z D E  DK  E E  E L  E S  F I F R  HR  HU IE  
unemployed -0.103 0.426 0.0612 -1.763* -0.981*** -1.000 0.725 0.0796 -0.292 -0.723* -0.655** -0.0850 -0.643* 0.104 -0.795* -0.226

(0.424) (0.453) (0.394) (0.778) (0.279) (0.536) (0.457) (0.524) (0.423) (0.281) (0.219) (0.404) (0.271) (0.514) (0.346) (0.315)

age 0.322*** 0.493*** 0.0104 0.382*** 0.319*** 0.267*** 0.488*** 0.447*** 0.140* 0.192** 0.183*** 0.378*** 0.334*** 0.255** 0.234*** 0.225***
(0.051) (0.079) (0.064) (0.063) (0.056) (0.061) (0.054) (0.084) (0.055) (0.061) (0.042) (0.056) (0.044) (0.096) (0.054) (0.047)

partner 3.369*** 5.298*** 4.078*** 4.908*** 3.568*** 4.318*** 4.731*** 4.336*** 3.733*** 4.459*** 3.710*** 4.540*** 4.319*** 6.139*** 5.126*** 4.726***
(0.403) (0.628) (0.377) (0.733) (0.260) (0.404) (0.604) (1.040) (0.290) (0.464) (0.236) (0.600) (0.368) (0.537) (0.408) (0.736)

education (ref=low)
medium -0.235 -0.229 -1.155* 0.411 -0.817 0.287 -0.348 -0.624 -0.428 -0.684 -0.360 0.227 -0.0437 -0.484 -0.589 -0.856

(0.438) (0.572) (0.475) (0.489) (0.519) (0.710) (0.424) (0.479) (0.409) (0.599) (0.267) (0.417) (0.352) (0.913) (0.412) (0.529)

high 0.299 -0.720 -1.388* 0.914 -1.912*** -0.740 -0.289 -0.586 0.0818 -0.508 -0.676** 1.011 0.114 -1.597 -0.286 -0.551
(0.551) (0.591) (0.560) (0.583) (0.506) (0.753) (0.499) (0.886) (0.461) (0.606) (0.247) (0.623) (0.372) (1.069) (0.436) (0.534)

c ons tant -8.292*** -13.13*** -1.377 -10.54*** -8.348*** -8.211*** -12.51*** -10.45*** -4.720*** -5.868*** -5.994*** -9.152*** -8.525*** -10.01*** -7.255*** -5.798***
(1.164) (2.045) (1.573) (1.366) (1.505) (1.683) (1.282) (1.768) (1.313) (1.656) (1.084) (1.263) (1.126) (2.624) (1.398) (1.243)

N 431 443 363 591 668 489 662 266 507 529 939 685 841 527 782 413
ps eudo R 2 0.435 0.612 0.482 0.586 0.498 0.470 0.575 0.540 0.448 0.419 0.411 0.556 0.509 0.760 0.506 0.426

F E MAL E IS  IT  LT  L U L V MT  NL  NO  P L  P T  R O  R S  S E  S I S K  UK  
unemployed 0.433 -0.537* -0.0573 0.204 -0.264 -0.564 -0.669 -1.113 -0.502* -0.113 -0.0957 -0.496 -0.486 -0.256 -0.251 0.396

(0.530) (0.235) (0.542) (0.527) (0.381) (1.065) (0.562) (0.612) (0.210) (0.285) (0.477) (0.309) (0.451) (0.279) (0.427) (0.309)

age 0.225*** 0.175*** 0.346*** 0.320*** 0.328*** 0.220** 0.702*** 0.408*** 0.0350 0.0941 0.189** 0.0908 0.445*** 0.144* 0.234** 0.318***
(0.057) (0.041) (0.090) (0.075) (0.060) (0.084) (0.075) (0.075) (0.038) (0.053) (0.066) (0.056) (0.076) (0.057) (0.079) (0.039)

partner 3.579*** 4.179*** 3.477*** 4.358*** 3.686*** 5.359*** 5.168*** 3.812*** 3.807*** 3.939*** 3.420*** 5.225*** omitted 4.517*** 4.385*** 3.725***
(0.504) (0.304) (0.467) (0.460) (0.371) (0.435) (0.668) (0.499) (0.193) (0.294) (0.308) (0.341) (0.256) (0.313) (0.330)

education (ref=low)
medium -0.649 0.154 -2.189* -0.378 -0.230 -0.398 1.140* -0.470 -0.307 -0.0509 0.144 0.587 1.321 -0.455 0.0197 0.786

(0.370) (0.324) (0.854) (0.497) (0.432) (0.567) (0.523) (0.397) (0.410) (0.329) (0.424) (0.504) (0.801) (0.502) (0.928) (0.509)

high 0.148 0.0304 -2.339** -0.0577 -0.617 -0.317 1.245* -0.330 0.0312 0.120 -0.0393 0.140 1.886* -1.208* -0.362 0.623
(0.543) (0.363) (0.875) (0.531) (0.446) (0.567) (0.519) (0.527) (0.428) (0.372) (0.468) (0.584) (0.827) (0.541) (0.942) (0.502)

c ons tant -6.016*** -6.284*** -8.280*** -9.450*** -9.167*** -8.654*** -19.18*** -9.681*** -2.803** -4.547*** -6.740*** -4.967*** -12.30*** -5.718*** -9.018*** -9.007***
(1.251) (1.101) (2.285) (1.836) (1.559) (2.200) (1.964) (1.652) (1.004) (1.337) (1.688) (1.428) (2.086) (1.498) (2.302) (1.186)

N 318 1003 252 348 436 555 676 429 1170 561 402 702 278 828 645 808
ps eudo R 2 0.442 0.404 0.436 0.543 0.433 0.675 0.678 0.521 0.457 0.463 0.410 0.626 0.243 0.560 0.536 0.439



Table A.6 Logit regression between being unemployed (compared to being employed) and housing autonomy (year 2013). 

MALES ONLY 

 
Source: EU-SILC 2013. Notes: Standard errors in parentheses; * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.00 

MALE AT  B E  B G C H C Y  C Z D E  D K  E E  E L  E S  F I F R  HR  HU IE  
unemployed -0.0852 -0.462 -0.199 -0.703 -0.446 -0.678 -0.370 0.344 -0.154 -1.022*** -0.0843 0.0661 -0.512* -0.220 -0.527 -0.813*

(0.401) (0.462) (0.294) (0.554) (0.305) (0.409) (0.549) (0.480) (0.277) (0.262) (0.207) (0.251) (0.257) (0.376) (0.279) (0.348)

age 0.290*** 0.469*** 0.128* 0.206*** 0.188** 0.214*** 0.412*** 0.331*** 0.143*** 0.0853 0.111** 0.354*** 0.279*** 0.0623 0.176*** 0.214***
(0.039) (0.068) (0.055) (0.044) (0.066) (0.046) (0.055) (0.070) (0.041) (0.050) (0.037) (0.040) (0.040) (0.069) (0.045) (0.054)

partner 3.939*** 4.235*** 2.040*** 3.135*** 3.647*** 3.637*** 6.302*** 5.116*** 3.514*** 3.503*** 4.038*** 4.979*** 6.354*** 3.259*** 3.565*** 4.886***
(0.479) (0.468) (0.283) (0.378) (0.291) (0.303) (1.022) (1.035) (0.234) (0.425) (0.289) (0.517) (0.753) (0.361) (0.229) (0.754)

education (ref=low)
medium 0.218 -0.398 -0.647* 1.411*** -0.423 -0.0727 0.504 0.529 0.0130 -0.216 -0.00967 0.131 1.682*** -1.181* -0.257 0.219

(0.341) (0.498) (0.315) (0.416) (0.388) (0.512) (0.485) (0.430) (0.244) (0.385) (0.251) (0.289) (0.461) (0.514) (0.289) (0.518)

high 0.408 -0.249 0.176 1.779*** -0.157 -0.276 0.860 1.452* 0.211 0.00801 0.0591 0.402 2.342*** -0.159 0.378 0.861
(0.510) (0.516) (0.428) (0.494) (0.422) (0.579) (0.548) (0.675) (0.361) (0.433) (0.244) (0.432) (0.481) (0.639) (0.388) (0.518)

cons tant -8.316*** -12.90*** -5.148*** -7.422*** -7.078*** -7.026*** -12.30*** -9.691*** -5.113*** -3.641** -4.820*** -9.527*** -9.509*** -4.006* -6.935*** -6.819***
(0.919) (1.817) (1.407) (1.011) (1.715) (1.266) (1.387) (1.630) (1.026) (1.330) (0.960) (1.010) (1.070) (1.844) (1.165) (1.473)

N 653 464 550 637 625 718 716 348 784 657 1106 951 1027 659 1085 392
ps eudo R 2 0.434 0.520 0.196 0.399 0.462 0.369 0.608 0.574 0.396 0.254 0.351 0.537 0.591 0.326 0.405 0.455

MALE IS  IT  LT  LU LV MT NL  NO  P L  P T  R O  R S  S E  S I S K  UK  
unemployed -1.347** -0.747*** -1.289* -1.303 -0.450 1.809*** -0.493 -1.279* -0.492 -0.421 0.173 -0.675* -0.674* -0.492 -0.656 0.290

(0.521) (0.220) (0.553) (0.683) (0.323) (0.515) (0.616) (0.533) (0.257) (0.314) (0.345) (0.313) (0.292) (0.293) (0.496) (0.271)

age 0.184*** 0.245*** 0.146* 0.278*** 0.0718 0.0333 0.584*** 0.334*** 0.109** 0.111* 0.156** 0.0849 0.426*** 0.155** 0.182* 0.297***
(0.051) (0.037) (0.073) (0.062) (0.050) (0.066) (0.062) (0.047) (0.040) (0.053) (0.052) (0.055) (0.049) (0.051) (0.082) (0.037)

partner 3.584*** 3.782*** 4.405*** 3.777*** 3.676*** 6.219*** 4.621*** 4.846*** 3.643*** 3.900*** 2.057*** 2.523*** 3.946*** 3.185*** 4.409*** 5.012***
(0.421) (0.281) (0.576) (0.375) (0.296) (0.554) (0.560) (0.743) (0.190) (0.327) (0.258) (0.289) (0.483) (0.221) (0.339) (0.520)

education (ref=low)
medium -0.146 -0.633** -0.572 -0.185 -0.343 0.205 0.156 0.178 -0.401 0.0564 0.433 0.0230 -0.0301 -0.788** -0.151 -0.631*

(0.314) (0.216) (0.464) (0.375) (0.293) (0.458) (0.392) (0.275) (0.316) (0.320) (0.291) (0.334) (0.446) (0.292) (0.650) (0.321)

high -0.00342 -1.520*** -0.620 -0.204 -0.148 1.097* 0.588 0.342 0.499 -0.0795 0.317 0.401 0.0331 -0.639 0.0971 -0.163
(0.508) (0.380) (0.524) (0.478) (0.386) (0.548) (0.406) (0.405) (0.357) (0.447) (0.367) (0.455) (0.568) (0.393) (0.721) (0.343)

cons tant -5.554*** -7.740*** -5.145** -8.844*** -3.382** -4.772** -16.43*** -8.704*** -5.329*** -4.966*** -6.434*** -5.270*** -10.77*** -6.227*** -8.028*** -7.946***
(1.188) (0.970) (1.860) (1.563) (1.253) (1.654) (1.610) (1.074) (0.994) (1.339) (1.348) (1.442) (1.229) (1.332) (2.283) (0.971)

N 405 1474 400 453 598 695 767 601 1585 575 617 912 662 1142 808 888
ps eudo R 2 0.406 0.357 0.408 0.475 0.401 0.621 0.607 0.481 0.457 0.428 0.165 0.252 0.509 0.334 0.525 0.492
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