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Abstract

With more than one-quarter of Swedish residents having an immigration background, it
becomes important to understand the family formation patterns of immigrants and their
descendants. In this study, we examine the risk of entry to first-time homeownership, marriage,
and childbirth by immigrant origin and generations in Sweden focusing on only immigrants
arriving in Sweden before the age of 18 (1.5 generation (G)) and on descendants of immigrants
with two (2G) or one (2.5G) non-Swedish-born parent(s). We use individual-level register data
from Sweden over a period of 20 years (1997-2016). To assess the risk of entry to first-time
homeownership, marriage, or childbirth, we use Cox-Proportional Hazards modelling whereby
everyone is at risk of the three events starting the age of 18. An interaction term is included
between the type of event experienced first and immigrant generations and origin. Results
showed the importance of owning a house for everyone before moving to marriage or
childbirth. After homeownership, native-Swedes, all 2.5G, and certain 1.5G and 2G groups
(e.g., Nordic, Western and Southern Europe, and Latin America) showed higher risks of
childbirth then marriage, whereas 1.5G and 2G groups from conservative family cultures (e.g.,
Turkish, Ex-Yugoslavia, Iran, Middle East/North Africa, and South Asia) showed a high
marriage risk. Results also supported a gradual assimilation across the generations with 2.5G
showing the most similar risks to native-Swedes. However, variation in patterns still existed
among 1.5G and 2G groups supporting segmentation, which could be attributed to the socio-

cultural and economic heterogeneities across the countries of origin.



1. Introduction

Sweden is a popular destination for both labour migrants and refugees (Ahlén & Palme, 2020)
with 26% of its population being immigrants or Swedish-born with at least one non-Swedish-
born parent(s) (SCB, 2021). In this study, we use individual-level register data from Sweden
over a period of 20 years (1997-2016) to examine the risk of entry to first-time homeownership,
marriage, and childbirth by immigrant origin and generations. We choose to focus on these
three events because literature has shown the interconnection between homeownership and
family formation including marriage, cohabitation, divorce, and childbirth in the life course of
individuals (Feijten et al., 2003; Feijten & van Ham, 2010; Holland, 2012; Kulu & Vikat, 2007,
Mikolai et al., 2020; Mulder & Wagner, 2001; Smits & Mulder, 2008; Strom, 2010; Vignoli et
al., 2013). We focus on Swedish-born individuals and those who immigrated into Sweden
before age 18. Among the Swedish-born, we differentiate between Swedish-born with one or
two non-Swedish-born parents(s) and those with two Swedish-born parents, referred to as
native-Swedes. It is important to study whether the chronological patterns of first entry to
homeownership, marriage, and childbirth of descendants of immigrants resemble those of
native-Swedes or not, as a signal of integartion versus segmentation. We also differentiate
between individuals who have immigration background from both high- and middle- to low-
income countries. This can reveal the influence of the country of origin and culture as well as
the influence of resources and wealth on the timing and sequence of first entries to
homeownership, marriage, and childbirth. For example, previous research shows that
individuals from Sub-Saharan Africa, Latin America, West-Asia, Turkey, and North Africa
have the longest time to move to first-time homeownership following a family event (e.g.,
change in marital or childbearing circumstances) (Turner & Hedman, 2014). Similarly, the
differences in family demographic events have been noted between natives and immigrants in
the Netherlands, France, and United Kingdom (UK) whereby immigrants and their descendants
from socio-culturally conservative countries of origin (e.g., Turkey, Morocco, and South Asia)
tend to start family formation relatively early in the life course and are more likely to form
families through childbearing within the context of marriage compared to the native population
(Delaporte & Kulu, 2023; Kleinepier & de Valk, 2016; Mikolai & Kulu, 2022; Zorlu & Mulder,
2011). In contrast, European immigrants are more similar to the native population by showing
less conservative family formation practices such as cohabitation followed by childbearing,
then marriage (Delaporte & Kulu, 2023; Mikolai & Kulu, 2022). This highlights segmentation

in the family formation behaviour between immigrants and their descendants and the native



population and emphasises the importance of culture and values specific for each country of
origin. It should be noted, however, that a closer pattern in family formation to that of the native
population is usually observed among the descendants of immigrants, yet differences are still
noted depending on the country of origin, which supports both segmentation through the effect
of ethnic sub-culture community and intergenerational transmission of patterns as well as

adaptation and assimilation to the local patterns.
In this paper, we attempt to answer the following hypotheses:

H1: Differences in the timing and sequence of the three events of first-time homeownership,
marriage, and childbirth exist between the generations of descendants of immigrants. However,
gradual assimilation across generations is expected with the descendants of one foreign-born

and one Swedish-born parent(s) exhibiting the closest patterns to native-Swedes.

H2: The differences in the timing and sequence of the three events are mostly expected between
native-Swedes and descendants of immigrants with origins from geographically, socio-
culturally, and socio-economically distant countries. For example, immigrants from more
conservative family formation backgrounds (e.g., Turkey, Middle East/North Africa, and South

Asia) are expected to experience marriage and/or homeownership first rather than childbirth.

H3: Although differences are expected between the immigrant generations and origin compared
to native-Swedes, we expect that first-time entry to homeownership will precede entries to first
marriage and childbirth for everyone. This is because homeownership provides a sense of
security, which is essential for family formation as highlighted by Holland (2012) through the
concept of “Secure Investment Model” in which homeownership is considered a secure
investment and a way to transition to stability coupled with a high-level of social

commitment(s) for example through marriage or childbearing (Holland, 2012).

Our study contributes to the current literature by investigating the timing and risk of entry to
first-time homeownership, marriage, and childbirth by immigrant generations and origin within
the same model using competing events survival analysis. We also use the high-quality Swedish
register data, which possess advantage over census and survey data as they provide longitudinal
information on residential moves, housing tenure, marital status, and childbirth histories and
covers the whole population of Sweden, allowing for detailed analysis by immigrant sub-
groups. Furthermore, our study provides detailed insights into the integration and differences

in homeownership and family formation patterns across the different countries of origin of



immigrants arriving as children and descendants of immigrants in Sweden, differentiating

descendants with two foreign-born parents from those with one foreign-born parent.

2. Previous research on the interconnection of homeownership, marriage, and

childbirth

Previous research has shown the interconnection between homeownership and family
demographic events such as marriage, cohabitation, divorce, and childbirth. For example, in
Italy and Sweden, it was shown that couples who were secure in their housing situation (e.g.,
homeowners) were more likely to have their first child than couples who did not have a secure
housing situation (e.g., renters) (Strom, 2010; Vignoli et al., 2013). Living in a detached single-
family housing in both Finland and Sweden was also associated with a higher likelihood of
parity transitions, while living in rental apartments was related to lower parity transitions
(Chudnovskaya, 2019; Kulu & Vikat, 2007). In the Netherlands, first-time homeownership was
more frequent among singles, cohabiters, and those who are just starting cohabitation compared
to married people without children (Smits & Mulder, 2008). Another study from the
Netherlands has shown that married couples have the highest probability of becoming
homeowners in the 18-24 age group, while homeownership probability was the highest in the
25-29 age group for cohabitors and in the 30-34 age group for singles (Feijten et al., 2003). In
Germany, entry to homeownership was associated with marriage and becoming a parent in the
same or next year (Mulder & Wagner, 2001). In contrast, divorce, and union dissolution in the
UK resulted in moving out of homeownership and single-family housing (Feijten & van Ham,
2010). Similarly, in Denmark, Sweden, and the Netherlands, the likelihood of leaving

homeownership was greatest following separation and widowhood (Herbers et al., 2014).

The interconnection between homeownership and family events can move in both directions.
Family events can be a trigger for changing the housing type and tenure and can also occur
because of changes in the housing type and tenure. For example, a person might move to
homeownership or detached single-family housing due to marriage or childbirth because family
commitments require transition to stability and long-term investments as well as a bigger living
space to raise children which could be achieved through homeownership, especially through
owning a single-family house. Yet, the scenario could also be that a person starts having
intentions for childbearing and/or marriage after moving to homeownership or detached single-
family housing, mainly due to the fact that homeownership provides a sense of security, which

is a trigger for family formation events (Holland, 2012). In both situations, there is a clear



relationship between family events and housing type and tenure transitions, regardless of the

temporal sequence of the events.

3. Previous research and theoretical considerations on homeownership, marriage,

and childbirth in the context of immigration

Entry to homeownership, marriage, and childbearing and the interconnection between those
three events can differ between the population-subgroups, including differences based on
immigrants’ status and countries of origin (Abramsson et al., 2002; Delaporte & Kulu, 2023;
Gobillon & Solignac, 2020; Kulu et al., 2019; Mikolai & Kulu, 2022; Nygaard, 2011). For
example, in the US, immigrants had lower homeownership rates than natives (Borjas, 2002).
In the Netherlands, migrant youth, particularly Turkish and Moroccan youth, tend to leave the
parental home at a significantly young age, primarily for marriage formation reasons, which is
not the case for Dutch youth (Zorlu & Mulder, 2011). A study by Kleinepier and de Valk (2016)
focusing on the descendants of immigrants in the Netherlands also found that family formation
starts relatively early in the life course of Turkish and Moroccan women, while native Dutch
tend to postpone marriage and childbearing (Kleinepier & de Valk, 2016). In the same study,
the authors noted different family trajectories characterised by cohabitation and single

motherhood for women with a Surinamese and Antillean origins (Kleinepier & de Valk, 2016).

Differences in entry to homeownership, marriage, and childbearing in relation to migration
status and country of origin can be related to (1) Socio-cultural (i.e., preferences, ethnic sub-
culture communities, socialisation, and transmission of behaviours), (2) Socioeconomic (i.e.,
resources, wealth, employment, income, and education), and (3) political-institutional (i.e.,

policies, local markets, and region of residence) factors.

Socio-cultural factors play an important role in explaining the differences in family and
housing choices between individuals with an immigration background and the rest of the
population. Individuals may choose to live in communities with whom they share common
characteristics and culture. In the context of immigrants, this may imply living in
neighbourhoods dominated by co-ethnics, which provides cultural and social support as well
as better connections for housing opportunities and family business employment (Andersson
etal., 2021; Bevelander et al., 2019). Additionally, immigrants, especially immigrants from the
global south may face discrimination and avoidance from the mainstream population, which
traps them in ethnic concentration neighbourhoods (Tammaru et al., 2014). Previous studies

have shown that in the USA and Europe, natives who are white in majority, fly away from



residential areas characterised with a high proportion of immigrants, a phenomenon named
“White flight” (Bradma, 2006; Skifter Andersen et al., 2016). Residing in ethnic concentration
communities may also extend to the descendants of immigrants given the common
characteristics they share and the fact that children often live in the same housing market as
their parents (Kunz, 1968; Ryabov, 2020; Smits & Mulder, 2008). For example, in England and
Wales, all immigrants and their descendants were less likely to own a house and more likely to

live in deprived housing than the white British (Wallace et al., 2022).

Living next to co-ethnics does not only affect the housing preferences but would also affect the
family formation decisions of immigrants and their descendants. Based on the Socialization
theory in which the behaviour of immigrants and their descendants can be shaped by the
preferences that prevailed in their childhood origin (Kunz, 1968), individuals who live in co-
ethnic dominated neighbourhoods will be affected by the norms and culture of their
surrounding ethnic sub-culture community (Kulu et al., 2019). However, with time, some
immigrants and their descendants adapt to the culture, social and economic situation of the
destination country and acquire knowledge that enables them to leave ethnic concentration
neighbourhoods, which is known as spatial assimilation (Malmberg et al., 2018; Vinke et al.,
2020). This lead us to the adaptation theory which states that the behaviour of immigrants and
their descendants can be adapted with time to the social, cultural, and economic situation of
the recipient country (Vinke et al., 2020). Given that descendants of immigrants are either born
or spent most of their childhood time in the destination country, they may show stronger
patterns of assimilation and adaptation in their housing and family formation careers to that of

the native population, especially if they lived outside ethnic sub-culture communities.

Taken together, recent literature from France and UK have shown that immigrants are more
likely to form families through childbearing within the context of marriage compared to the
native population (Delaporte & Kulu, 2023; Mikolai & Kulu, 2022). However, not all
immigrants behaved the same with respect to family formation decisions, which reveals the
importance of culture and values specific for each country of origin. Turkish immigrants in
France and South Asian immigrants in UK showed the most conservative family pathways (i.e.,
early marriage, staying married for longer time, childbearing after marriage, and having a
relatively large family), whereas European immigrants had less conservative family formation
practices (i.e., many cohabit first and then have children and/or marry) and were more similar
to the native population (Delaporte & Kulu, 2023; Mikolai & Kulu, 2022). Descendants of

immigrants showed a more similar pattern in family formation to that of the native population,
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yet differences were observed depending on the country of origin, supporting both socialisation
and the effect of ethnic sub-culture community as well as adaptation and assimilation to the
local patterns. Specifically, individuals with European origins followed a similar pattern in
family formation to that of the native population, while descendants of Turkish immigrants in
France and South Asian immigrants in UK were more conservative (Delaporte & Kulu, 2023;
Mikolai & Kulu, 2022). Descendants of sub-Saharan African and Southeast-Asian immigrants
in France were mostly single and childless by age 35 (Delaporte & Kulu, 2023). Similar results
were observed in West Germany with descendants of immigrants showing adaptation to the

lower fertility levels of West Germans (Milewski, 2007).

Socioeconomic factors such as educational qualifications, employment, income, wealth, and
resources can impact entry to first-time homeownership, marriage, and childbearing. Previous
research has shown that low income and insecure employment are associated with lower rates
of homeownership (Lersch & Dewilde, 2015; Turner & Smith, 2009), while having more
financial resources increases homeownership (McKee, 2012). This is because moving to
homeownership requires long-term economic progress and accumulation of wealth and
financial resources (Boehm & Schlottmann, 2008; Sinning, 2010). Similarly, entry to marriage
and first birth is reduced with greater income inequality, unavailability of jobs, and insecure
employment (Cherlin et al., 2016; Nishikitani et al., 2018; van Wijk et al., 2021). Furthermore,
research has shown an association between lower educational attainment and lower access to
homeownership (Colom Andrés & Molés Machi, 2021). On the contrary, women with higher
education delay their entry to marriage and childbearing mainly because of career aspirations

(Billari et al., 2006; Bratti & Tatsiramos, 2012).

Differences in entry to homeownership between individuals with an immigration background
and the native population can be also explained by socioeconomic factors. For example, newly
arrived immigrants require time to assimilate to the local context, build connections, and gain
employment stability that enhances their financial resources in the destination country and
enable them to move to homeownership (Andersen, 2016; Ballarino & Panichella, 2015;
Gobillon & Solignac, 2020). In Sweden, Turner and Hedman (2014) found that the duration of
stay in Sweden and having a university degree reduce the differences between native-Swedes
and immigrant groups in the tendency to enter homeownership (Turner & Hedman, 2014).
Similar to all population sub-groups, immigrants whose employment and financial future is
uncertain would be less willing to invest in homeownership (Andersen, 2016). The

presence/lack of financial resources can move beyond the immigrants onto their descendants
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(Smits & Mulder, 2008). This is because wealthy parents can contribute financially to their
children’s future, enabling them to move faster and at a higher rate to homeownership
(Helderman & Mulder, 2007). Although the intergenerational transmission of resources can
happen to both the immigrant and native populations, research has shown that immigrants,
especially those from low and middle income countries are usually less financially secured
compared to natives (Bertocchi et al., 2022). This reflects in a higher rate of intergenerational
transmission of financial disadvantage between the immigrants and their descendants.
Additionally, natives could have accumulated wealth through property inheritance, which

positively boosts their financial situation and that of their descendants (Halliday, 2018).

Similar to homeownership, socioeconomic factors can also explain the differences in entry to
marriage and childbearing due to immigration status and origin. In general, the more similar
the socioeconomic structure of immigrants and their descendants to the native population, the
more similar are their family formation behaviour. For example, Milewski (2011) found that
descendants of Turkish immigrants in Germany, Switzerland, Sweden, the Netherlands, and
France adapt to the fertility patterns in their host country (Milewski, 2011). However,
differences in the first-birth rates were detected among Turkish immigrants in the different host
countries, whereby Milewski offered education as one of the main explanations (Milewski,
2011). Turkish women with secondary or apprenticeship education showed lower first-birth
rates than Turkish women with only primary educational attainment (Milewski, 2011). Similar
to Milewski (2011), Scott & Stanfors showed the importance of strong labour market
attachment in explaining childbearing behaviour for both the descendants of immigrants and
native population (Scott & Stanfors, 2010, 2011). Likewise, Andersson and Scott (2005)
showed that in almost all nationality groups, women who are not established in the labour
market are less likely to give birth. Andersson and Scott (2005) further showed that among
those who are established in the labour market, having a higher annual income increases the

risk of childbearing (Andersson & Scott, 2005).

Political-institutional factors may influence homeownership access differently for individuals
with an immigration background compared to the rest of population, which in turn affects entry
to marriage and childbearing due to the connection between those three life course events. For
example, the “Right to Buy” policy in England and Wales worsened the individuals’ access to
homeownership for all population sub-groups, yet it impacted more the children of Caribbean
immigrants than the British-White group (Wallace et al., 2022). Likewise in Sweden, the

transformation of public rental housing in major cities (e.g., Stockholm) in the 1990s into

9



tenant-owner cooperatives increased the housing inequalities between immigrants and natives
by making households in non-converted public housing in the suburbs relatively poorer
compared to those in converted housing (Andersson & Turner, 2014). Finally, local housing
markets related to housing supply and price elasticity such as zoning policies in relation to city
size and geographic constraints play an important role in homeownership accessibility for all
population sub-groups (Oikarinen et al., 2015). In this context, housing supply is mostly
available in the form of residential renting in highly populated urban areas where space is
limited, whereas access to single-family housing ownership is more abundant outside the
densely populated regions and in the outermost ring of urban areas (Haandrikman et al., 2021).
This also implies that the type of municipality where immigrants reside can partially explain
the differences in housing careers between immigrants and the native population as shown by
Turner and Hedman (2014) in Sweden (Turner & Hedman, 2014). For example, municipalities
where public rental housing is more available such as in large cities and sub-urban
municipalities (Magnusson & Turner, 2008) would make immigrants’ and natives’ residents

less inclined to move to homeownership (Kauppinen et al., 2015).

Limited access to homeownership, especially single-family housing ownership, may play a role
in delaying entry to marriage and childbearing given the interconnection between
homeownership and family formation events. If an individual, cannot get access to
homeownership, which provides a sense of housing security, they may delay their intentions of
marriage and/or childbearing. For example, a study by Holland (2012) found that the risk of
marriage increases in periods of joint homeownership and that a higher risk of joint house
purchase exists in periods when couples get married (Holland, 2012). Holland (2012) further
suggested that this could be due to the “Secure Investment Model” that is when couples own a
house, this is considered a secure investment and a way to transition to stability, which comes
with a high level of commitment associated with other life course commitment processes such

as marriage or childbearing (Holland, 2012).

4. The context of Sweden

4.1.Immigrants in Sweden

Over the past century, Sweden has undergone a transformation from a predominantly
homogenous nation to one characterized by a diverse population with various countries of

origin. As of 2020, immigrants and individuals with at least one foreign-born parent accounted
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for about 26% of the population (SCB, 2021). These immigrants come from a wide range of

countries, each with distinct family-demographic and social backgrounds.

The largest group in Sweden with foreign-born origins consists of immigrants from Finland,
which is attributed to historical ties and significant economic disparities between Finland and
Sweden until the 1980s, leading to substantial labour migration (Andersson et al., 2015). Other
Nordic immigrants primarily include Danish and Norwegians, with a few individuals with
Icelandic origins. The geographic proximity of the Nordic countries to Sweden, the shared
culture, and the presence of a free Nordic labour market have facilitated their integration into

the Swedish society (Andersson et al., 2015).

Sweden also received immigrants from the Baltic countries mainly from Estonia, both pre- and
post-Soviet Union. Furthermore, Sweden has many Polish immigrants arriving for various
reasons, including some seeking refuge from the previous communist regimes, while others
came as spouses of Swedish men. Migrants from the rest of Eastern Europe consist of those
who left the region during communism, particularly from Hungary, as well as post-communist
migrants from countries like Bulgaria and Romania (Andersson et al., 2015). Sweden also
includes individuals with origins from Western and Southern Europe as well as immigrants
from the former Yugoslavia. Ex-Yugoslavia immigrants in turn arrived in Sweden as labour
immigrants in the 1960s (mainly Serbs and Croats) and as refugee immigrants during the

Balkan wars of the 1990s, mostly from Bosnia (Andersson et al., 2015).

Outside Europe, Sweden received numerous immigrants from the Middle East. Those included
immigrants from Turkey with Turkish labour migrants arriving during the 1960s, followed by
a shift towards refugee immigration, predominantly comprised of ethnic Kurds. Additionally,
many of the Turkish immigrants belong to the Syriac minority (Andersson et al., 2015).
Individuals with Turkish origins form an interesting group in Sweden because of the relatively
strong attachment to their culture and identity, and the formation of a social distance from the
native Swedes (Bayram et al., 2009). Turkish immigrants are also less likely to move out of the
public rental sector and have a higher probability of remaining in immigrant-dense
neighbourhoods (Magnusson & Oziiekren, 2002). Iranians arriving as refugees in the 1980s
also constitute one of Sweden's largest immigrant nationalities (Andersson et al., 2015).
Furthermore, Sweden has been receiving in the latest century large numbers of immigrants

from Middle East Arab countries including a substantial number of Iraqis, with most of them
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arriving after the 2003 US invasion of Iraq and Syrian refugees following the Syrian civil war

that started in 2011.

Immigrants also came to Sweden from Latin America in the 1970s as refugees (e.g., Chilean
refugees) following wars and regional conflicts and from North Africa and Sub-Saharan Africa.
South-East Asian immigrants mainly consist of ethnic-Chinese refugees from Vietnam and,
more recently, immigrants from Thailand who often came to Sweden as spouses of Swedish
men (Andersson et al., 2015). Finally, immigrants from India constitute a relatively new group
in Sweden that requires further research (Myrvold, 2012). So far, research has shown that this
group of Indian immigrants are characterised with high educational attainment and strong

presence in the information technology and healthcare sectors (Myrvold, 2012).

Given the history of immigration in Sweden, in this study, we focus on the following groups
of immigrants representing both high- and middle- to low-income countries: Nordic, Western
Europe, Central and Eastern Europe, Southern Europe, Ex-Yugoslavia, Poland, Latin America,
Turkey, Iran, Middle East and North Africa, Sub-Saharan Africa, East Asia, South-East Asia,
India, and Pakistan/Afghanistan/Bangladesh.

4.2.Homeownership in Sweden

Sweden is characterised by three types of housing tenure: rental housing, tenant-owner
cooperative housing, and homeownership (Granath Hansson et al., 2021; Musterd &
Andersson, 2005). Rental housing could be either public rental governed by the municipality
or private rental managed by independent landlords and bigger companies. Public renting is
available to everyone regardless of their socioeconomic status and it is allocated based on
waiting lists. Tenant-owner cooperative housing is a form of market-based tenure mostly in the
form of multifamily housing apartments whereby each resident buys and sells his/her own
apartment. Homeownership which consists of single-family housing forms the largest tenure
category, corresponding to 46% of all housing units (Granath Hansson et al., 2021; Musterd &
Andersson, 2005). In this study, we consider both single-family homeownership and tenant-

owner cooperative multifamily housing apartments as homeownership.

In the last 20 years, the Swedish housing market has been performing in under optimal
conditions due to the rapid urban growth, which was accompanied by an insufficient number
of rental accommodations (Engerstam et al., 2022). In addition, the 1990s policy which
transformed several public rental housing in Sweden into market-based cooperatives

exacerbated the rental market condition and increased the social inequalities in housing
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(Andersson & Turner, 2014). If we take Stockholm as an example, 32% of its residents lived
in rental housing in 1990, whereas this percentage was reduced to 18% in 2010 (Andersson &
Turner, 2014). This resulted in long waiting queues for rental housing in major Swedish cities
with 70% of municipalities reporting a housing shortage (GovernmentofSweden, 2021). This
also exacerbated the inequalities in housing between the different population sub-groups (e.g.,
sub-groups based on immigrant status and origin) with individuals who can afford to buy a
house, buying one, while individuals who cannot afford to buy a house seek subletting

opportunities.
4.3.Marriage in Sweden

During the 1960s and 1970s, Sweden saw decreasing rates of marriage formation accompanied
with increased non-marital cohabitation (Andersson, 1998; Andersson et al., 2015; Bernhardt
& Hoem, 1985). However, in 1989, there was a remarkable but temporary increase in marriage
rates due to changes in eligibility rules for a widow's pension (Hoem, 1991). Thereafter and
since the late 1990s, marriage rates in Sweden started to rise again (Ohlsson-Wijk, 2011).
Compared to other European countries, Swedish women and men tend to form unions at

relatively young ages but delay marriage (Andersson & Philipov, 2002).

In Sweden, the benefits of being married in terms of social rights are relatively few. Since 1971,
taxation has been based on individual spouses' earnings, and most social benefits depend on a
person's own economic status, irrespective of their marital or family status (Andersson et al.,
2015). The relatively weak instrumental role of marriage in Sweden leaves room for various
cultural and symbolic factors related to marriage, which may be different among different
population sub-groups (Ohlsson-Wijk, 2011, 2014). In the context of immigrants and their
descendants, factors related to family systems and cultural heritage in their countries of origin

may play an important role in their attitudes towards marriage.
4.4.Childbirth in Sweden

The total fertility rate in Sweden has fluctuated over the years. Childbearing declined from the
late 1960s to the mid-1980s, which was largely attributed to the increasing number of women
entering the workforce and improved access to reliable birth control methods (SCB, 2023).
However, around 1990, there was a resurgence in childbearing, driven by a robust economy
and changes in family policy (Andersson, 1999; SCB, 2023). Sundstrom and Stafford (1992)

related this increased fertility to the social policies directed towards parents, which reduced the
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cost of having children and made it easier for women to combine work and family life

(Sundstrom & Stafford, 1992).

Subsequently, in the late 1990s, there was another decline in childbearing, which was primarily
attributed to economic downturns and challenges faced by younger individuals in establishing
themselves in the labour market. Many pursued higher education and delayed having children
(SCB, 2023). By 1999, the total fertility rate reached its lowest point since the 1970s, with 1.5
children per woman. From the 2000s until 2010, childbearing increased again, but it declined
thereafter. As of 2022, the total fertility rate was nearly at its lowest observed level, with 1.52
children per woman (SCB, 2023).

The fertility rates among women born in Sweden and foreign-born women have generally
followed similar trends over time, with foreign-born women experiencing slightly higher
fertility levels. This is due to the fact that foreign-born women often exhibit elevated fertility
rates shortly after immigrating to Sweden, and some of them emigrate after a few years,
meaning they are present in Sweden during a period when they are more likely to give birth
(SCB, 2023). This also aligns with research that shows that migration and family formation are
interrelated events (Andersson, 2004; Mulder & Wagner, 1993; Singley & Landale, 1998).
However, the elevated fertility rates among women with an immigration background may show
differences by countries of origin. For example, Persson and Hoem (2014) found an elevation
in fertility rates after migration for immigrants from low-income non-European countries,
whereas immigrants from Nordic countries showed low fertility rates after arrival in Sweden
because they migrated for study and work rather than childbearing reasons (Persson & Hoem,
2014). Andersson and Scott (2005) also found an evidence for the impact of institutional factors
and labour-market integration on childbearing dynamics for everyone in the country, regardless

of ethnic/immigration origin (Andersson & Scott, 2005).

5. Data and methods

Individual-level register data from Statistics Sweden were used in this study. The dataset
includes all individuals legally residing in Sweden between 1997 and 2016 (Statistics-Sweden,
2023c). The Swedish register data provide accurate and complete information on the total
population of Sweden, dating back to 1968 when digitization of records began, and are of high
quality as corroborated by previous research (Antelius & Bjorklund, 2000; Filip et al., 2020;
Gerdtham & Johannesson, 2005; Lindgren et al., 2016).
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We used monthly and yearly information on individuals’ date of birth, marital status, childbirth,
deaths, country of birth, international migrations (i.e., immigration and emigration), internal
migrations (i.e., residential mobility), residential property identification number and housing
tenure/type of dwelling to construct a relevant dataset. The study population included all
individuals born in Sweden and immigrants arriving before age 18 who turned 18 between
January 1997 and December 2016. Individuals enter the study at age 18 and exit the study upon
death, emigration, entry to first-time homeownership (i.e., single-family housing or apartments
tenant-owner cooperative ownership), entry to first-time marriage (i.e., marriage to an opposite
sex partner), giving birth to first child (i.e., giving birth to the first biological child), or the end
of the study period (i.e., December 2016), whichever comes first. Information on residential
property identification number and housing tenure/type of dwelling are collected by property
registers and residential taxations on a yearly rather than monthly basis. However, by
combining this data with the monthly data on residential moves, we were able to identify the
exact month and year of each move into a first-time homeownership property. Where
residential mobility data were missing, we assumed that the move into homeownership
happened at the beginning of the respective year. Therefore, the unit of time in this study is

months since age 18.

The immigrant generations and origin variable was constructed by first distinguishing the
immigrants arriving before age 18 (1.5 generation (G)) from the Swedish-born individuals.
Second, among the Swedish-born individuals, we distinguished those with two foreign-born
parents (2G immigrants) from those with one foreign-born parent (2.5G immigrants) from the
native-Swedes with two Swedish-born parents. Given our interest in comparing the patterns of
which of first-time homeownership, marriage, or childbirth happens first between individuals
with an immigrant family background and native-Swedes, we only focus on Swedish-born
individuals and immigrants arriving in Sweden prior to their 18" birthday, so that everyone has
a common starting age of 18. Finally, we categorised individuals with an immigration
background based on their country of birth or their parents’ country of birth if they were born
in Sweden as follows: Nordic, Western Europe, Central and Eastern Europe, Southern Europe,
Ex-Yugoslavia, Poland, Latin America, Turkey, Iran, Middle East and Northern Africa, Sub-
Saharan Africa, East Asia, South-East Asia, India, and Afghanistan/Pakistan/Bangladesh
(Appendix Table 1). For individuals with two foreign-born parents, if both parents had the same
country of birth, the individual takes that country of birth. If parents were from different

countries of birth, the individual is assigned the country of birth of the mother. This is because
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children spend more time with their mother than father especially at pre-school ages, and thus
are expected to show family patterns similar to that of their mothers (Kunz, 1968; McKinney

& Renk, 2007; Schoppe-Sullivan et al., 2013).

For statistical analysis, we conducted competing risks survival analysis Cox-Proportional
Hazards modelling to assess entry to first-time homeownership, marriage or childbirth. In the
competing risks setup, everyone is at risk of the three events starting the age of 18 and are
followed-up until they experience any of the three events of interest, otherwise they are
censored. An interaction term between the type of event experienced first and immigrant
generations and origin is included with the reference category being native-Swedes who enter
homeownership first. If individuals experience more than one event simultaneously within the

same month and year, then they are grouped into a fourth type of event.

In our modelling, we also adjusted for individual’s sex (male, female), education (reference -
secondary 3 years, post-secondary 5 or more years, post-secondary 3 to 4 years, post-secondary
less than 3 years, secondary less than 3 years, pre-secondary 9 or less schooling years), earnings
(reference - moderate income, very low income, low income, high income, very high income,
student, unemployed, receiving unemployment benefit), region of residence (reference - large
cities, metropolitan cities, commuter municipality near metropolitan cities, commuter
municipalities near large or small cities, small cities and towns, rural municipalities), and birth

cohort (reference - 1984-1988, 1979-1983, 1989-1993, 1994-1998).

The municipalities were categorised into six regions of residence by following the “Swedish
Association of Local Authorities and Regions” documentation (SKR, 2022). See Appendix
Table 2 for more details about the region categories. The education variable was constructed
following the harmonized classification of the Swedish SUN codes from the Swedish register,
and it determines the highest achieved level of education during the respective calendar year
(Statistics-Sweden, 2023b). The earnings variable was created in four steps based on the
income and benefits data (Statistics-Sweden, 2023b). In the first step, we created five-
categories cut-offs based on the quintiles of the sum of income and work-related benefits (e.g.,
sick leave and parental leave) in 2010. In a second step, we weighted the five cut-offs with the
rate of inflation in each year compared to the year of 2010. The rate of inflation (KPI) for each
year between 1997 and 2016 relative to 2010 was obtained from Statistics Sweden (Statistics-
Sweden, 2023a). In a third step, we categorised the sum of income and work-related benefits

for each individual in each year into five categories (i.e., very low, low, moderate, high, very
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high) based on the weighted cut-offs. In a fourth step, we added into the earnings variable a
category for students based on receiving student benefits/income. We also added a category for
unemployed people who received unemployment benefits/income excluding those who are

classified as students.

Statistical analysis was performed in stataig software. Descriptive results are presented in terms
of counts, percentages, and person-months at risk by immigrant generations and origin and the
study socio-demographic, economic, and contextual covariates. Results of the Competing risks
Cox Proportional Hazards modelling are presented in terms of Hazard ratios (HRs) with 95%

confidence intervals (CIs).

6. Results

6.1.Descriptives of person-months at risk and first entry to homeownership,
marriage, or childbirth events

Table 1 describes person-months at risk and first-time entry to homeownership, marriage, or
childbirth events in a competing risks approach by immigrant generations and origin and the
study socio-demographic, economic, and contextual covariates. Our study included 2,196,101
individuals who either are born in Sweden or immigrated to Sweden before age 18. Those
individuals are followed for up to 240 months (1997-2016) with a total of 149,479,585 person-
months at risk and 957,282, 89,719, 156,803, and 31,790 entries to first-time homeownership,
marriage, childbirth, and more than one event simultaneously within the same month,
respectively. Most individuals were native-Swedes (76%), males (55%), had secondary 3 years
of schooling (50%), had low (15%) or moderate (12%) earnings or were students (41%), lived
in large (28%) or metropolitan (19%) cities, and were born between 1979 and 1988 (62%).

Around 81% and 74% of those who moved first to homeownership and childbirth, respectively,
were native-Swedes. In contrast, only 49% of those who moved first to marriage belonged to
the native-Swedes category, while 10% and 8% belonged to the Middle east/North Africa 1.5G
and Ex-Yugoslavia 1.5G immigrant groups, respectively. In general, the rates of moving first
to homeownership were slightly higher/similar among Nordic, Western Europe, East Asia, and
India 1.5G compared to native-Swedes (6.9 per 1000 person-months), yet lower for the other
1.5G groups, with the lowest rates being observed among 1.5G immigrants from Sub-Saharan
Africa (2.8 per 1000 person-months), Middle East/North Africa (3.6 per 1000 person-months),
and Turkey (3.4 per 1000 person-months). All 2G immigrants exhibited lower rates of first
entry to homeownership than native-Swedes, with the lowest rates being recorded among Sub-

Saharan Africans (1.9 per 1000 person-months). The rates of first entry to homeownership were
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more similar to the native-Swedes for all the 2.5G immigrants than their 1.5G and 2G

counterparts (Table 1).

The rates of moving first to marriage were much more higher than the native-Swedes (0.4 per
1000 person-months) for 1.5G groups from Ex-Yugoslavia (2.7 per 1000 person-months),
Central and Eastern Europe (1.4 per 1000 person-months), Turkey (4 per 1000 person-months),
Iran (1.4 per 1000 person-months), Middle East/North Africa (3.3 per 1000 person-months),
Sub-Saharan Africa (2.6 per 1000 person-months), and Pakistan/Afghanistan/Bangladesh (2.8
per 1000 person-months). A similar trend continues to the 2G with those from Ex-Yugoslavian,
Turkish, Middle Eastern/North African, and Pakistan/Afghanistan/Bangladesh origins showing
higher rates of first entry to marriage than native-Swedes. Conversely, all groups of the 2.5G
show closer rates of first entry to marriage to that of native-Swedes. The rates of moving first
to childbirth are more or less similar between the native-Swedes and immigrant generations
and countries of origin, except for Latin American 1.5G and 2G and Sub-Saharan African 1.5G
who show slightly higher rates of first entry to childbirth at around 1.8 per 1000 person-months
(Table 1).

Comparing the immigrant groups with respect to the overall trend of which of the three events
is more likely to happen first shows that homeownership followed by childbirth then marriage
is the trend for native-Swedes, all 2.5G groups, 2G from Nordic, Western Europe, Central and
Eastern Europe, Southern Europe, Poland, and Latin America groups, and 1.5G from Nordic,
Western Europe, Southern Europe, Poland, Latin America, East Asia, South-East Asia, and
India groups. In contrast, homeownership followed by marriage then childbirth is the most
common pattern of events for 1.5G from Central and Eastern Europe, Ex-Yugoslavia, Iran,
Middle East/North Africa, Sub-Saharan Africa, and Pakistan/Afghanistan/Bangladesh groups,
and for 2G from Ex-Yugoslavia, Turkey, Iran, Middle East/North Africa, Sub-Saharan Africa,
East Asia, South-East Asia, India, and Afghanistan/Pakistan/Bangladesh groups. Finally,
Turkish 1.5G group were more likely to enter marriage first followed by homeownership then

childbirth (Table 1).
6.2.Risk of entry to first-time homeownership, marriage, and childbirth events

Figure 1 shows the risk of entry to either first-time homeownership, marriage, childbirth or
more than one event simultaneously (within the same month) across the immigrant generations
and countries of origin with native-Swedes who enter first to homeownership being the

reference group. Results showed that 1.5G Nordic and Western Europeans were more likely to
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enter first homeownership compared to native-Swedes, whereas all other 1.5G groups,
especially Ex-Yugoslavians, Turkish, and Sub-Saharan Africans were less likely to enter first
homeownership. All 2G groups were less likely to enter first homeownership than native-
Swedes with the lowest risk being observed also among Sub-Saharan Africans. The risk of
entry to homeownership first was closer to that of native-Swedes, though still slightly lower

(difference in risk does not exceed 20%) for all groups of 2.5G (Figure 1 — Panel a).

Compared to native-Swedes who enter first marriage, almost all groups of 1.5G and to a lesser
extent 2G showed higher risk of first entry to marriage with the highest risks being shown
among 1.5G Ex-Yugoslavian, Turkish, Middle-Eastern/North African, Sub-Saharan African,
and Pakistan/Afghanistan/Bangladesh and 2G Ex-Yugoslavian, Turkish, Middle-East/North
Africa, Indian, and Pakistan/Afghanistan/Bangladesh. The 2.5G risks of first entry to marriage
were more or less similar to that of native-Swedes, except for 2.5G from Turkish, Middle
Eastern/North African and Pakistan/Afghanistan/Bangladesh origin who still show slightly
higher risks of first entry to marriage (Figure 1 — Panel b).

Compared to native-Swedes who enter first childbirth, some of the 1.5G and 2G groups showed
higher risks (e.g., Nordics, Ex-Yugoslavians, Latin Americans, Sub-Saharan Africans, and
South-East Asians from the 1.5G and Nordics and Latin Americans from the 2G), while others
showed lower risks (e.g., Iranians and East Asians from the 1.5G and Turkish, Iranian, Middle-
Eastern/North African, Sub-Saharan African, East Asian, South-East Asian, and South Asians
—1.e., Indians and Pakistan/Afghanistan/Bangladesh from the 2G) of entry to first childbirth.
All 2.5G groups showed similar risks of first entry to childbirth to that of native-Swedes, except
Nordics 2.5G who still show slightly higher risks (Figure 1 — Panel c).

Similar to the descriptive analysis, comparing the risks of first entry to marriage and childbirth
to that of first entry to homeownership shows that for native-Swedes, almost all 2.5G groups,
2G from Nordic, Western Europe, Central and Eastern Europe, Southern Europe, Poland, and
Latin America, and 1.5G from Nordic, Southern Europe, Poland, Latin America, South-East
Asia, and India are more likely to first enter homeownership followed by childbirth then
marriage. In contrast, higher risks of homeownership followed by marriage then childbirth
were observed among 1.5G groups from Central and Eastern Europe, Ex-Yugoslavia, Iran,
Middle East/North Africa, and Pakistan/Afghanistan/Bangladesh and among 2G groups from
Ex-Yugoslavia, Turkey, Iran, Middle East/North Africa, Sub-Saharan Africa, East Asia, South-
East Asia, India, and Afghanistan/Pakistan/Bangladesh. Western European and East Asian 1.5G
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showed higher risks for first entry to homeownership followed by an equal risk of first entry to
marriage and childbirth, while Sub-Saharan African 1.5G showed an equal risk of first entry to
homeownership and marriage followed by childbirth. Turkish 1.5G were distinctive by
showing a higher risk of first entry to marriage followed by homeownership then childbirth
(Figure 1 — Panels a, b, and c).

Finally, Panel d in Figure 1 do not show major differences between the native-Swedes who
enter to more than one of the three events simultaneously within the same month and immigrant
groups, except for 1.5G and 2G from Turkish and Middle-Eastern/North African origins who
are more likely to experience simultaneous entry to more than one event, mostly simultaneous
entry to homeownership and marriage or marriage and childbirth as shown in further analysis

in Appendix Figure 1.

In Appendix Tables 3 to 5, we also show the full models of the competing risks of first entries
to first-time homeownership, marriage, and childbirth. Higher risks of first entry to
homeownership were observed among females, individuals with higher educational levels,
individuals with high/very high income, and older birth cohorts. Higher risks of first entry to
marriage were observed among females, individuals with high/very high income, individuals
living in metropolitan areas and large cities, and older birth cohorts. Finally, higher risks of
first entry to childbirth were noticed among females, individuals with lower educational levels,
individuals with very low income, individuals living in small cities/towns and their surrounding

commuter areas, and older birth cohorts.
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Table 1. Description of person-months at risk and first-time entry to homeownership, marriage, or childbirth events in a competing risks

approach by immigrant generations and origin and the study socio-demographic, economic, and contextual covariates (N=2,196,101

individuals).
Person- % Homeownership Marriage Childbirth More than one event
months simultaneously
n % Rate per n % Rate per n % Rate per n % Rate per
1000 1000 1000 1000
person- person- person- person-
months months months months
Immigrant groups
Native-Swedes 112815524 75.5 773931 80.8 6.9 44281 494 04 116503 743 1.0 23551 741 0.2
Nordic 1.5G 482480 0.3 3487 0.4 7.2 297 0.3 0.6 603 0.4 1.2 104 0.3 0.2
Western Europe 1.5G 471170 0.3 2981 0.3 6.3 375 04 0.8 336 0.2 0.7 73 0.2 0.2
Central and Eastern Europe 994757 0.7 4538 0.5 4.6 1347 15 1.4 987 0.6 1.0 203 0.6 0.2
1.5G
Southern Europe 1.5G 111817 0.1 582 0.1 5.2 101 0.1 0.9 116 0.1 1.0 15 0.0 0.1
Ex-Yugoslavia 1.5G 2565422 1.7 10102 1.1 3.9 7050 7.9 2.7 3906 2.5 15 912 29 0.4
Poland 1.5G 530330 0.4 2355 0.2 4.4 485 0.5 0.9 622 0.4 1.2 86 0.3 0.2
Latin America 1.5G 1267506 0.8 6142 0.6 4.8 1078 1.2 0.9 2340 15 1.8 252 0.8 0.2
Turkey 1.5G 328374 0.2 1126 0.1 34 1309 15 4.0 375 0.2 1.1 139 04 0.4
Iran 1.5G 999918 0.7 5478 0.6 55 1412 1.6 1.4 564 0.4 0.6 188 0.6 0.2
Middle East and North 2729859 1.8 9904 1.0 3.6 9039 10.1 3.3 2931 1.9 1.1 879 2.8 0.3
Africa 1.5G
Sub-Saharan Africa 1.5G 1367863 0.9 3800 0.4 2.8 3603 4.0 2.6 2484 1.6 1.8 195 0.6 0.1
East Asia 1.5G 459837 0.3 2890 0.3 6.3 292 0.3 0.6 281 0.2 0.6 73 0.2 0.2
South-East Asia 1.5G 759538 0.5 4033 0.4 53 741 0.8 1.0 1172 0.7 1.5 152 0.5 0.2
India 1.5G 376407 0.3 2335 0.2 6.2 267 0.3 0.7 414 0.3 1.1 99 0.3 0.3
Afghanistan/Pakistan/Bangl| 528163 0.4 2661 0.3 5.0 1468 1.6 2.8 501 0.3 0.9 124 0.4 0.2
adesh 1.5G
Other 1.5G 441816 0.3 2893 0.3 6.5 363 0.4 0.8 408 0.3 0.9 89 0.3 0.2
Nordic 2G 1774541 1.2 10642 1.1 6.0 1113 1.2 0.6 2647 1.7 1.5 393 1.2 0.2
Western Europe 2G 149666 0.1 744 0.1 5.0 74 0.1 0.5 130 0.1 0.9 30 0.1 0.2

21




Central and Eastern Europe
2G

Southern Europe 2G
Ex-Yugoslavia 2G
Poland 2G

Latin America 2G
Turkey 2G

Iran 2G

Middle East and North
Africa 2G

Sub-Saharan Africa 2G
East Asia 2G

South-East Asia 2G
India 2G
Afghanistan/Pakistan/Bang|
adesh 2G

Other 2G

Nordic 2.5G

Western Europe 2.5G
Central and Eastern Europe
2.5G

Southern Europe 2.5G
Ex-Yugoslavia 2.5G
Poland 2.5G

Latin America 2.5G
Turkey 2.5G

Iran 2.5G

Middle East and North
Africa 2.5G

Sub-Saharan Africa 2.5G
East Asia 2.5G
South-East Asia 2.5G
India 2.5G

314946

220782
1173801
521268
607958
1154051
432528
1414324

483458
101724
305833
104038
163108

51009
6014699
1475082

490096

733119
664648
658160
729530
189105
237143
511886

334321
162856
390398

83288

0.2

0.1
0.8
0.3
0.4
0.8
0.3
0.9

0.3
0.1
0.2
0.1
0.1

0.0
4.0
1.0
0.3

0.5
0.4
0.4
0.5
0.1
0.2
0.3

0.2
0.1
0.3
0.1

1499

869
4583
2371
2041
3913
2307
4878

931
506
1326
368
391

220
39914
9336
2846

3907
3676
3731
3622

915
1348
2587

1542
937
2122
500

0.2

0.1
0.5
0.2
0.2
0.4
0.2
0.5

0.1
0.1
0.1
0.0
0.0

0.0
4.2
1.0
0.3

0.4
0.4
0.4
0.4
0.1
0.1
0.3

0.2
0.1
0.2
0.1

4.8

3.9
3.9
4.5
3.4
3.4
5.3
3.4

1.9
5.0
4.3
3.5
2.4

4.3
6.6
6.3
5.8

5.3
5.5
5.7
5.0
4.8
5.7
5.1

4.6
5.8
54
6.0

191

163
1310
333
420
2710
177
2530

317

37
180
126
294

56
2560
627
229

374
369
315
337
174

97
429

156
42
111
37

0.2

0.2
15
0.4
0.5
3.0
0.2
2.8

0.4
0.0
0.2
0.1
0.3

0.1
2.9
0.7
0.3

0.4
0.4
0.4
0.4
0.2
0.1
0.5

0.2
0.0
0.1
0.0

0.6

0.7
11
0.6
0.7
2.3
0.4
1.8

0.7
0.4
0.6
1.2
18

11
0.4
0.4
0.5

0.5
0.6
0.5
0.5
0.9
0.4
0.8

05
0.3
0.3
0.4

258

199
950
455
985
677

90
816

206
15
122
18
63

30
7700
1328

451

774
704
604
820
194
178
524

361
100
366

49

0.2

0.1
0.6
0.3
0.6
0.4
0.1
0.5

0.1
0.0
0.1
0.0
0.0

0.0
4.9
0.8
0.3

0.5
0.4
0.4
0.5
0.1
0.1
0.3

0.2
0.1
0.2
0.0

0.8

0.9
0.8
0.9
1.6
0.6
0.2
0.6

0.4
0.1
0.4
0.2
0.4

0.6
1.3
0.9
0.9

11
11
0.9
11
1.0
0.8
1.0

11
0.6
0.9
0.6

41

59
288
72
88
665
27
449

21

28
17
40

1239
269
84

131
120
103
107
48
21
96

40
15
55

0.1

0.2
0.9
0.2
0.3
2.1
0.1
1.4

0.1
0.0
0.1
0.1
0.1

0.0
3.9
0.8
0.3

0.4
0.4
0.3
0.3
0.2
0.1
0.3

0.1
0.0
0.2
0.0

0.1

0.3
0.2
0.1
0.1
0.6
0.1
0.3

0.0
0.1
0.1
0.2
0.2

0.1
0.2
0.2
0.2

0.2
0.2
0.2
0.1
0.3
0.1
0.2

0.1
0.1
0.1
0.1
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Afghanistan/Pakistan/Bangl 49118 0.0 242 0.0 4.9 53 0.1 11 39 0.0 0.8 10 0.0 0.2
adesh 2.5G

Other 2.5G 552320 0.4 3230 0.3 5.8 270 0.3 0.5 407 0.3 0.7 76 0.2 0.1
Sex

Male 82714917 55.3 473406 495 5.7 36613 408 04 69653 444 0.8 13506 425 0.2
Female 66764668 44.7 483876 505 7.2 53106 59.2 0.8 87150 55.6 1.3 18284 575 0.3
Education

Post-secondary 5 or more 699907 0.5 11219 1.2 16.0 1990 2.2 2.8 1403 0.9 2.0 591 1.9 0.8
years

Post-secondary 3 to 4 years 12327729 8.2 135821 142 110 19076 213 15 18734 119 15 6359 20.0 05
Post-secondary less than 3 21698316 14.5 147004 154 6.8 12898 14.4 0.6 13607 8.7 0.6 3678 116 0.2
years

Secondary 3 years 75199602 50.3 499439 522 6.6 29975 334 04 69334 442 0.9 14328 45.1 0.2
Secondary less than 3 years 6529401 4.4 37909 4.0 5.8 5344 6.0 0.8 13031 8.3 2.0 1834 5.8 0.3
Pre-secondary 9 or less 29693365 19.9 115159 120 3.9 17269 19.2 0.6 37989 242 1.3 4669 147 0.2
schooling years

Unknown information 3331265 2.2 10731 1.1 3.2 3167 3.5 1.0 2705 1.7 0.8 331 1.0 0.1
Earnings

Not belonging to the below 12310618 8.2 36902 3.9 3.0 6833 7.6 0.6 13119 8.4 1.1 1426 4.5 0.1
categories/unknown

information

Very low income 3856425 2.6 16291 1.7 4.2 2235 25 0.6 9929 6.3 2.6 1263 4.0 0.3
Low income 22712362 15.2 146250 153 6.4 11303 126 05 26764 171 1.2 5250 16,5 0.2
Moderate income 18314549 12.3 165458 17.3 9.0 12460 139 0.7 31841 203 1.7 6389 20.1 0.3
High income 14190533 9.5 166794 174 11.8 13578 151 1.0 23525 150 1.7 5886 185 0.4
Very high income 10700058 7.2 160895 16.8 15.0 15095 16.8 1.4 20088 128 1.9 6743 212 0.6
Student 60811474 40.7 237080 248 3.9 23982 26.7 04 20396 13.0 0.3 3653 115 0.1
Unemployed, receiving 6583566 4.4 27612 2.9 4.2 4233 47 0.6 11141 7.1 1.7 1180 3.7 0.2
unemployment benefit

Region of residence

Metropolitan cities 28607525 19.1 221830 232 7.8 26528 29.6 0.9 30510 195 1.1 4712 148 0.2

(Stockholm, Goteborg, and
Malmdg)
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Commuter municipality 23685265 15.8 144026 15.0 6.1 12644 141 05 20680 13.2 0.9 5124 16.1 0.2
near metropolitan cities

Large cities 42468301 28.4 249236 26.0 5.9 28128 314 0.7 45767 292 1.1 7411 233 0.2
Commuter municipalities 26871278 18.0 164974 172 6.1 11130 124 04 29636 189 1.1 7561 23.8 0.3
near large or small cities

Small cities and towns 19118562 12.8 121504 12.7 6.4 8620 9.6 0.5 20993 134 11 4542 143 0.2
Rural municipalities 8724232 5.8 55712 5.8 6.4 2657 3.0 0.3 9212 5.9 1.1 2438 7.7 0.3
Birth cohort

1979-1983 46026109 30.8 315530 33.0 6.9 37023 413 0.8 63047 402 14 13464 424 0.3
1984-1988 46081800 30.8 313127 32.7 6.8 32306 36.0 0.7 55044 351 1.2 11182 352 0.2
1989-1993 42267842 28.3 260664 27.2 6.2 17263 19.2 04 33421 213 038 6220 196 0.1
1994-1998 15103834 10.1 67961 7.1 4.5 3127 3.5 0.2 5291 3.4 0.4 924 2.9 0.1
Total 149479585 100 957282 100 6.4 89719 100 0.6 156803 100 1.0 31790 100 0.2
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Figure 1. Hazard ratios of entry into first-time homeownership, marriage, and childbirth in a competing risks Cox Proportional Hazards models
by immigrant generations (1.5G, 2G, 2.5G) and country-groups of origin (N=2,196,101 individuals).
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Results are presented in terms of hazard ratios (HRs) with 95% confidence intervals (Cls). The baseline hazard is monthly time since age 18 and the model is adjusted for sex,
education, earnings, region of residence, and birth cohort. The hazard ratios of entry into first-time (a) homeownership, (b) marriage and (c) childbirth are calculated within
the same model with the reference category being native-Swedes who experience homeownership first before marriage or childbirth (red coloured bar; dotted horizontal dark
blue line where HR=1; confidence intervals crossing this line represent statistical insignificance). Native-Swedes who experience marriage first before homeownership or
childbirth are highlighted in a yellow bar (b) and native-Swedes who experience childbirth first before homeownership or marriage are highlighted in a light green bar (c). We
also added a fourth category for individuals who experience more than one of the three events simultaneously within the same month; native-Swedes in this category are
highlighted in a pink bar (d). The dotted vertical grey line separates between the generations of descendants of immigrants as 1.5G, 2G, and 2.5G.
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7. Discussion and Conclusion

Using the large and comprehensive Swedish individual-level register data that covers the whole
population of Sweden, this study investigated first-time entry to homeownership, marriage, and
childbirth in a competing risks approach across the generations and countries of origin of
descendants of immigrants in comparison to native-Swedes who enter first homeownership.
The novelties were threefold. First, this study differentiated between the generations of
descendants of immigrants: 1.5G (immigrants arriving in Sweden before the age of 18), 2G
(Swedish-born with two foreign-born parents), and 2.5G (Swedish-born with one foreign-born
and one Swedish-born parent). Second, we also differentiated between descendants of
immigrants from different countries of origin, considering both high- and low- to middle-
income countries and countries with similar socio-cultural factors to Sweden (e.g., Nordic and
Western Europe) as well as countries with different socio-cultural factors. Third, this study
contributed new insights by analysing three types of events related to family formation:
homeownership, marriage, and childbirth, placing emphasis on the timing of which of those
events is experienced first among the native-Swedes and across the generations of descendants
of immigrants and countries of origin. This would also show whether heterogeneities still exist
in the patterns of family formation across the descendants of immigrants compared to native-
Swedes or whether gradual integration is to happen over time throughout the immigrant

generations.

Our results highlight the importance of homeownership as a prerequisite to family formation
(i.e., first-time marriage and childbirth) for the native-Swedes and for almost all immigrant
generations and countries of origin, which is in line with hypothesis H3. This is because
homeownership provides a sense of security, which is essential for family formation as
discussed in the “Secure Investment Model” by Holland 2012 (Holland, 2012). Across all
immigrant groups and native-Swedes, individuals are at a higher risk of moving first to
homeownership, then they either move to childbirth followed by marriage, or they move to
marriage followed by childbirth. The former is the case of native-Swedes, all 2.5G groups, and
1.5G and 2G groups from socio-culturally similar countries of origin (e.g., Nordic, Western
Europe, Southern Europe, Poland, and Latin America). The latter is the case of 1.5G and 2G
groups from socio-culturally distant countries of origin that are characterised with a
conservative family formation pattern and are most prone to marriage such as Turkish, Central
and Eastern Europe, Ex-Yugoslavian, Iran, Middle Eastern/North African, and South Asians as
corroborated by relevant literature (Delaporte & Kulu, 2023; Kleinepier & de Valk, 2016;
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Mikolai & Kulu, 2022; Zorlu & Mulder, 2011). Turkish 1.5G immigrants were also distinctive

with a high risk of first entry to marriage rather than homeownership or childbirth.

In line with hypothesis H1, our results support gradual assimilation and integration. Although
we find deviating patterns in the risk and time of entry to first-time homeownership, marriage,
and childbirth across the 1.5G and 2G, the 2.5G shows very close patterns to that of native-
Swedes. In line with hypothesis H2, most of the differences in the risk and time of entry to
first-time homeownership, marriage, and childbirth are observed between the native-Swedes
and descendants of immigrants from 1.5G and 2G with origins from geographically, socio-
culturally, and socio-economically distant countries. For example, 1.5G individuals with
origins from Nordic and Western Europe showed slightly faster entry to homeownership than
native-Swedes and were characterised with similar rates of first entry to marriage and
childbirth. In contrast, 1.5G and 2G with origins from Sub-Saharan African were the least group
to enter first-time homeownership, confirming to the findings of other Swedish and Nordic
countries studies (Kauppinen et al., 2015; Turner & Hedman, 2014). Immigrants of the 1.5G
and 2G from socio-culturally conservative family formation backgrounds (e.g., Ex-Yugoslavia,
Turkish, Middle East/North Africa, and South Asia) showed a higher risk of first entry to
marriage than the native-Swedes. Literature from the Netherlands, UK, France, and Norway
corroborate our findings (Delaporte & Kulu, 2023; Kleinepier & de Valk, 2016; Mikolai &
Kulu, 2022; Wiik, 2022; Zorlu & Mulder, 2011). Additional sensitivity analysis also confirmed
the more conservative family formation practices among individuals with origins from Turkey,
and the Middle East/North Africa, whereby they had a higher risk of first entry to more than
one event simultaneously within the same month, mostly for homeownership and marriage and
marriage and childbirth (Appendix Figure 1). Finally, the risk of first entry to childbirth was
similar across the 2.5G and 1.5G to that of native-Swedes with exception of 1.5G from Latin
American and Sub-Saharan African showing higher risks, whereas the 2G showed the most
deviating patterns from native-Swedes with Latin Americans having a higher risk of first entry
to childbirth, while Turkish, Iranians, Middle-East/North African, Sub-Saharan Africans, East

Asians, and South Asians showing a lower risk.

In summary, our results show the interconnection between homeownership and family events
and the importance of owning a house for everyone before moving to family formation
commitments such as marriage and childbirth. Our results also support a gradual assimilation
in the risk of first entry to the three events of homeownership, marriage, and childbirth across

the immigrant generations. However, patterns still varied by countries of origin, with exception
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for descendants of immigrants with one foreign-born and one Swedish-born parent(s)
supporting segmentation, which could be attributed to the socio-cultural, socioeconomic, and
political-institutional heterogeneities across the countries of origin. Future research could
expand on this topic by considering the possibility of linking administrative data to surveys
that collect information on the socio-cultural and economic backgrounds of individuals with
an immigration history to better understand the existing segmentation and potential integration

in family formation life-course domains.
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Appendix

Table 1. Definition of immigrant groups according to the country of origin

Immigrant groups

Countries of origin

Nordic

Finland, Denmark, Iceland, and Norway

Western Europe

UK, Ireland, Germany, Austria, Switzerland, Liechtenstein,
Netherlands, France, Belgium, Luxemburg, Monaco

Central and Eastern Europe

Latvia, Lithuania, Russia, Ukraine, Moldova, Belarus,
Bulgaria, Romania, Czech Republic, Slovakia, Hungary,
Armenia, Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan, Georgia, Kyrgyzstan,
Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan, Estonia

Southern Europe

Portugal, Spain, Greece, Cyprus, Italy, Malta, San Marino,
Vatican, Andorra, Gibraltar

Ex-Yugoslavia Yugoslavia, Croatia, Macedonia, Montenegro, Serbia,
Slovenia, Bosnia, and Herzegovina

Poland Poland

Latin America Mexico, Guatemala, Honduras, Nicaragua, El Salvador, Costa
Rica, Panama, Belize, Caribbean, Chile, Argentina, Bolivia,
Brazil, Columbia, Ecuador, Guyana, Paraguay, Peru, Surinam,
Uruguay, Venezuela, Brazil

Turkey Turkey

Iran Iran

Middle East and Northern Africa

Egypt, Algeria, Morocco, Libya, Tunisia, Palestine, Lebanon,
Syria, Iraq, and other middle east (UAE, Bahrain, Yemen,
Jordan, Kuwait, Oman, Palestine, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, Gaza,
West Bank)

Sub-Saharan Africa

Somalia, Djibouti, Eritrea, Ethiopia, Nigeria, Kenya, Ghana,
Uganda, Zambia, Tanzania, and rest of Africa except for the
north and the horn

East Asia

China, Hong Kong, Japan, Korea, Singapore, Taiwan, Korea

South-East Asia

Brunei, Burma, Cambodia, Timor-Leste, Indonesia, Laos,
Malaysia, Pacific Islands, Philippines, Vietnam, Thailand

India

India

Afghanistan, Pakistan, Bangladesh

Afghanistan, Pakistan, and Bangladesh
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Table 2. Definition of the municipalities’ classification into six regions of residence

Region name

Definition

Metropolitan cities

Municipalities with at least 200,000 inhabitants, of which at least 200,000

(Stockholm, inhabitants in the largest urban area

Goteborg, and

Malmo)

Commuter Municipalities that have a commuting rate of over 40 percent to a large city

municipality near
metropolitan cities

or municipality close to a large city

Large cities

Municipalities with more than 50,000 inhabitants and which have at least
40,000 and fewer than 200,000 inhabitants in the largest urban area belong to
the Larger city group

Commuter
municipalities near
large or small cities

Municipalities that have a commute of more than or equal to 25 percent of
the employed night population; It also includes municipalities that has its
main commute to a different location than one of the larger ones cities or
municipalities close to large cities, and municipalities that have a commute
from another municipality that exceeds 30 percent of the daytime population

Small cities and
towns

Municipalities where the largest urban area has at least 15,000 and less than
40,000 inhabitants

Rural municipalities

Rural municipalities with a large distance to a larger city and with a low
commute. Number of inhabitants in the largest rural area is less than 15,000.
It also includes rural municipalities that have a significant tourism industry
in relation to the number of inhabitants.

36




Figure 1. Hazard ratios of simultaneous entry within the same month to first-time (a) homeownership
and marriage, (b) homeownership and childbirth, and (c) marriage and childbirth by immigrant

generations (1.5G, 2G, 2.5G) and country-groups of origin (N=2,196,101 individuals).
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Results are presented in terms of hazard ratios (HRs) with 95% confidence intervals (Cls). The baseline hazard is monthly
time since age 18 and the models are adjusted for sex, education, earnings, region of residence, and birth cohort. The dotted

horizontal yellow line where HR:

1 indicates statistical significance in comparison to native-Swedes. The vertical red line

separates between the generations of descendants of immigrants as 1.5G, 2G, and 2.5G.

37



Table 3. Hazard ratios of first entry to homeownership in a competing risks Cox Proportional
Hazards models by immigrant generations (1.5G, 2G, 2.5G) and country-groups of origin,

socioeconomic, and region of residence variables (N=2,196,101 individuals).

HR 95%  95% P-value
Lower Higher
Cl Cl

Immigrant groups (Reference: Native-Swedes) 1.00

Nordic 1.5G 123 119 1.27 0.000
Western Europe 1.5G 1.14 1.10 1.18 0.000
Central and Eastern Europe 1.5G 0.76  0.74 0.78 0.000
Southern Europe 1.5G 0.90 0.83 0.98 0.013
Ex-Yugoslavia 1.5G 057 0.56 0.58 0.000
Poland 1.5G 0.71  0.68 0.74 0.000
Latin America 1.5G 0.78  0.77 0.80 0.000
Turkey 1.5G 055 0.52 0.59 0.000
Iran 1.5G 0.84 0.82 0.87 0.000
Middle East and North Africa 1.5G 062 0.61 0.64 0.000
Sub-Saharan Africa 1.5G 051 049 0.52 0.000
East Asia 1.5G 097 093 1.01 0.095
South-East Asia 1.5G 091 0.88 0.94 0.000
India 1.5G 091 0.88 0.95 0.000
Afghanistan/Pakistan/Bangladesh 1.5G 094 0091 0.98 0.002
Other 1.5G 1.06  1.02 1.10 0.003
Nordic 2G 090 0.88 0.91 0.000
Western Europe 2G 0.75 0.70 0.81 0.000
Central and Eastern Europe 2G 0.76  0.72 0.79 0.000
Southern Europe 2G 055 0.52 0.59 0.000
Ex-Yugoslavia 2G 0.60 0.58 0.61 0.000
Poland 2G 0.67  0.65 0.70 0.000
Latin America 2G 053 0.50 0.55 0.000
Turkey 2G 050 048 0.51 0.000
Iran 2G 0.88 0.84 0.91 0.000
Middle East and North Africa 2G 055 054 0.57 0.000
Sub-Saharan Africa 2G 032 0.30 0.35 0.000
East Asia 2G 0.78 0.72 0.85 0.000
South-East Asia 2G 0.68 0.64 0.72 0.000
India 2G 052 047 0.58 0.000
Afghanistan/Pakistan/Bangladesh 2G 037 0.33 0.40 0.000
Other 2G 0.75  0.65 0.85 0.000
Nordic 2.5G 1.00 0.99 1.01 0.650
Western Europe 2.5G 095 0.93 0.97 0.000
Central and Eastern Europe 2.5G 0.88 0.85 0.91 0.000
Southern Europe 2.5G 0.78 0.75 0.80 0.000
Ex-Yugoslavia 2.5G 0.82 0.80 0.85 0.000
Poland 2.5G 083 081 0.86 0.000
Latin America 2.5G 0.78 0.76 0.81 0.000
Turkey 2.5G 0.74  0.69 0.79 0.000
Iran 2.5G 092 0.87 0.97 0.001
Middle East and North Africa 2.5G 0.78 0.75 0.81 0.000
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Sub-Saharan Africa 2.5G

East Asia 2.5G

South-East Asia 2.5G

India 2.5G
Afghanistan/Pakistan/Bangladesh 2.5G
Other 2.5G

Sex (Reference: Male)
Female

Education (Reference: Secondary 3 years)
Post-secondary 5 or more years
Post-secondary 3 to 4 years

Post-secondary less than 3 years

Secondary less than 3 years

Pre-secondary 9 or less schooling years
Unknown information

Earnings (Reference: Moderate income)

Not belonging to the below categories/unknown
information

Very low income

Low income

High income

Very high income

Student

Unemployed, receiving unemployment benefit

Region (Reference: Large cities)

Metropolitan cities (Stockholm, Goteborg, and Malmg)
Commuter municipality near metropolitan cities
Commuter municipalities near large or small cities
Small cities and towns

Rural municipalities

Birth cohort (Reference: 1984-1988)
1979-1983
1989-1993
1994-1998

0.72
0.93
0.87
0.97
0.79
0.94

1.00
1.42

1.00
1.30
1.20
1.06
0.95
1.07
1.10

1.00
0.37

0.51
0.76
1.30
1.75
0.55
0.52

1.00
1.26
1.10
1.11
1.10
1.13

1.00
1.02
1.00
1.01

0.69
0.87
0.83
0.88
0.69
0.91

1.42

1.28
1.19
1.05
0.94
1.06
1.08

0.36

0.50
0.75
1.29
1.73
0.54
0.51

1.25
1.10
1.10
1.09
1.11

1.01
0.99
1.00

0.76
0.99
0.91
1.05
0.89
0.97

1.43

1.33
1.21
1.07
0.96
1.08
1.12

0.37

0.52
0.76
1.31
1.76
0.55
0.52

1.27
1.11
1.12
1.10
1.14

1.02
1.00
1.02

0.000
0.027
0.000
0.435
0.000
0.000

0.000

0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000

0.000

0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000

0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000

0.000
0.152
0.004
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Table 4. Hazard ratios of first entry to marriage in a competing risks Cox Proportional Hazards
models by immigrant generations (1.5G, 2G, 2.5G) and country-groups of origin,

socioeconomic, and region of residence variables (N=2,196,101 individuals).

HR 95%  95% P-value
Lower Higher
Cl Cl

Immigrant groups (Reference: Native-Swedes) 1.00

Nordic 1.5G 178 159 2.00 0.000
Western Europe 1.5G 244 221 2.70 0.000
Central and Eastern Europe 1.5G 359  3.40 3.79 0.000
Southern Europe 1.5G 2.40 1.97 2.91 0.000
Ex-Yugoslavia 1.5G 6.47 6.31 6.64 0.000
Poland 1.5G 220 201 2.41 0.000
Latin America 1.5G 199 1.88 2.12 0.000
Turkey 1.5G 9.25 875 9.77 0.000
Iran 1.5G 284 270 3.00 0.000
Middle East and North Africa 1.5G 9.22 9.01 9.44 0.000
Sub-Saharan Africa 1.5G 744 7.8 7.70 0.000
East Asia 1.5G 142  1.27 1.60 0.000
South-East Asia 1.5G 273 254 2.94 0.000
India 1.5G 137 122 1.55 0.000
Afghanistan/Pakistan/Bangladesh 1.5G 10.57 10.03 11.15 0.000
Other 1.5G 192 1.73 2.13 0.000
Nordic 2G 146  1.38 1.55 0.000
Western Europe 2G 1.12 0.90 1.41 0.314
Central and Eastern Europe 2G 1.71 1.48 1.97 0.000
Southern Europe 2G 1.45 1.25 1.69 0.000
Ex-Yugoslavia 2G 3.17 3.00 3.35 0.000
Poland 2G 149 134 1.66 0.000
Latin America 2G 1.90 1.72 2.09 0.000
Turkey 2G 558  5.37 5.80 0.000
Iran 2G 140 121 1.63 0.000
Middle East and North Africa 2G 5.70 5.47 5.94 0.000
Sub-Saharan Africa 2G 2.26 2.02 2.52 0.000
East Asia 2G 1.01  0.73 1.39 0.957
South-East Asia 2G 1.70  1.47 1.97 0.000
India 2G 290 244 3.46 0.000
Afghanistan/Pakistan/Bangladesh 2G 493 440 5.53 0.000
Other 2G 352 270 4.57 0.000
Nordic 2.5G 1.09 1.05 1.13 0.000
Western Europe 2.5G 1.05 0.97 1.13 0.238
Central and Eastern Europe 2.5G 1.10 0.97 1.26 0.135
Southern Europe 2.5G 1.17 1.06 1.30 0.002
Ex-Yugoslavia 2.5G 1.43 1.29 1.59 0.000
Poland 2.5G 1.09 0.98 1.22 0.127
Latin America 2.5G 129 1.16 1.43 0.000
Turkey 2.5G 246 212 2.86 0.000
Iran 2.5G 116 095 1.42 0.145
Middle East and North Africa 2.5G 2.15 1.95 2.36 0.000
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Sub-Saharan Africa 2.5G

East Asia 2.5G

South-East Asia 2.5G

India 2.5G
Afghanistan/Pakistan/Bangladesh 2.5G
Other 2.5G

Sex (Reference: Male)
Female

Education (Reference: Secondary 3 years)
Post-secondary 5 or more years
Post-secondary 3 to 4 years

Post-secondary less than 3 years

Secondary less than 3 years

Pre-secondary 9 or less schooling years
Unknown information

Earnings (Reference: Moderate income)

Not belonging to the below categories/unknown
information

Very low income

Low income

High income

Very high income

Student

Unemployed, receiving unemployment benefit

Region (Reference: Large cities)

Metropolitan cities (Stockholm, Goteborg, and Malmg)
Commuter municipality near metropolitan cities
Commuter municipalities near large or small cities
Small cities and towns

Rural municipalities

Birth cohort (Reference: 1984-1988)
1979-1983
1989-1993
1994-1998

1.25
0.79
0.86
1.23
2.93
1.35

1.00
211

1.00
1.95
1.56
1.11
1.30
1.63
1.90

1.00

0.55
0.89
0.83
1.15
1.36
0.68
0.89

1.00
1.02
0.84
0.89
0.89
0.72

1.00
1.14
0.78
0.47

1.07
0.58
0.72
0.89
2.24
1.19

2.08

1.86
1.53
1.08
1.26
1.60
1.82

0.53
0.85
0.81
1.13
1.32
0.66
0.86

1.01
0.82
0.87
0.87
0.69

1.12
0.76
0.45

1.47
1.07
1.04
1.70
3.84
1.52

2.14

2.05
1.59
1.13
1.34
1.67
1.98

0.57
0.93
0.85
1.18
1.39
0.70
0.92

1.04
0.86
0.91
0.92
0.75

1.15
0.79
0.49

0.005
0.121
0.126
0.206
0.000
0.000

0.000

0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000

0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000

0.011
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000

0.000
0.000
0.000
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Table 5. Hazard ratios of first entry to childbirth in a competing risks Cox Proportional Hazards
models by immigrant generations (1.5G, 2G, 2.5G) and country-groups of origin,

socioeconomic, and region of residence variables (N=2,196,101 individuals).

HR 95%  95% P-value
Lower Higher
Cl Cl

Immigrant groups (Reference: Native-Swedes) 1.00

Nordic 1.5G 128 1.18 1.38 0.000
Western Europe 1.5G 0.87 0.78 0.97 0.013
Central and Eastern Europe 1.5G 1.08 1.01 1.15 0.019
Southern Europe 1.5G 1.04 0.87 1.25 0.666
Ex-Yugoslavia 1.5G 1.32 1.28 1.36 0.000
Poland 1.5G 1.07  0.99 1.16 0.090
Latin America 1.5G 151 145 1.57 0.000
Turkey 1.5G 092 0.83 1.02 0.121
Iran 1.5G 051 047 0.56 0.000
Middle East and North Africa 1.5G 1.05 1.01 1.09 0.007
Sub-Saharan Africa 1.5G 1.82 1.75 1.89 0.000
East Asia 1.5G 058  0.52 0.66 0.000
South-East Asia 1.5G 133 1.26 1.41 0.000
India 1.5G 078 0.71 0.86 0.000
Afghanistan/Pakistan/Bangladesh 1.5G 1.36 1.25 1.49 0.000
Other 1.5G 080 0.72 0.88 0.000
Nordic 2G 119 115 1.24 0.000
Western Europe 2G 086 0.72 1.02 0.080
Central and Eastern Europe 2G 098 0.87 1.11 0.793
Southern Europe 2G 0.70 0.61 0.80 0.000
Ex-Yugoslavia 2G 0.87 0.82 0.93 0.000
Poland 2G 093 0.85 1.02 0.142
Latin America 2G 1.58 1.48 1.68 0.000
Turkey 2G 049  0.46 0.53 0.000
Iran 2G 032 0.26 0.40 0.000
Middle East and North Africa 2G 0.68 0.64 0.73 0.000
Sub-Saharan Africa 2G 059 0.52 0.68 0.000
East Asia 2G 022 013 0.36 0.000
South-East Asia 2G 052 043 0.62 0.000
India 2G 021 013 0.33 0.000
Afghanistan/Pakistan/Bangladesh 2G 052 041 0.67 0.000
Other 2G 0.75  0.52 1.07 0.114
Nordic 2.5G 115 1.13 1.18 0.000
Western Europe 2.5G 091 0.86 0.96 0.000
Central and Eastern Europe 2.5G 0.93 0.85 1.03 0.152
Southern Europe 2.5G 094 0.87 1.00 0.064
Ex-Yugoslavia 2.5G 0.98 0.91 1.06 0.600
Poland 2.5G 087 081 0.95 0.001
Latin America 2.5G 119 111 1.27 0.000
Turkey 2.5G 098 0.85 1.13 0.774
Iran 2.5G 083 0.72 0.97 0.016
Middle East and North Africa 2.5G 096 0.88 1.05 0.384
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Sub-Saharan Africa 2.5G

East Asia 2.5G

South-East Asia 2.5G

India 2.5G
Afghanistan/Pakistan/Bangladesh 2.5G
Other 2.5G

Sex (Reference: Male)
Female

Education (Reference: Secondary 3 years)
Post-secondary 5 or more years
Post-secondary 3 to 4 years

Post-secondary less than 3 years

Secondary less than 3 years

Pre-secondary 9 or less schooling years
Unknown information

Earnings (Reference: Moderate income)

Not belonging to the below categories/unknown
information

Very low income

Low income

High income

Very high income

Student

Unemployed, receiving unemployment benefit

Region (Reference: Large cities)

Metropolitan cities (Stockholm, Goteborg, and Malmg)
Commuter municipality near metropolitan cities
Commuter municipalities near large or small cities
Small cities and towns

Rural municipalities

Birth cohort (Reference: 1984-1988)
1979-1983
1989-1993
1994-1998

1.12
0.82
1.00
0.66
0.87
0.84

1.00
2.06

1.00
0.72
0.74
0.61
1.66
2.55
1.31

1.00

0.44
1.67
0.87
0.83
0.90
0.34
0.88

1.00
0.81
0.80
1.05
1.02
0.98

1.00
1.01
0.89
0.64

1.01
0.68
0.91
0.50
0.63
0.76

2.04

0.68
0.73
0.60
1.63
2.51
1.26

0.43
1.63
0.85
0.81
0.88
0.33
0.86

0.80
0.79
1.03
1.00
0.95

1.00
0.88
0.62

1.24
1.00
1.11
0.88
1.19
0.92

2.08

0.76
0.75
0.62
1.69
2.58
1.37

0.45
1.71
0.88
0.84
0.92
0.34
0.90

0.82
0.81
1.07
1.04
1.00

1.02
0.91
0.66

0.038
0.053
0.950
0.004
0.374
0.000

0.000

0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000

0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000

0.000
0.000
0.000
0.019
0.032

0.094
0.000
0.000
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