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Abstract

Do economic shocks experienced in childhood carry on 
to the fertility outcomes in adulthood and if they do, 
how? Using plant closures from the years 1991–1993 
in Finland, I find that maternal and paternal job loss 
have asymmetric effects on children’s fertility outcomes.

Maternal job loss increases the probability of a son be-
coming a parent, while paternal job loss decreases it. For 
paternal job loss, I find negative effects on son’s other 
outcomes, such as having a spouse, earnings, and em-
ployment which might drive the effects on their fertility 
outcomes. Instead, maternal job loss has no effect on 
son’s other outcomes. Hence, fertility might be affected 
through other channels such as changes in parent-child 
relationship quality. For daughters, I find effects on tim-
ing; they have children earlier due to maternal job loss 
and later due to paternal job loss. There are no effects 
on daughters’ other outcomes suggesting that the ef-
fects on fertility outcomes might work through other 
channels.

The results might be best interpreted in terms of spou-
sal roles; mothers might shift more energy towards 
their role as a caregiver, while paternal job loss can be 
more stressful if the father fails to fulfill his role as a 
breadwinner.
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Lapsuusajan sokit ja hedelmällisyystulemat: 
Näyttöä vanhempien työpaikan menetyksestä

Vaikuttavatko lapsuudessa koetut taloudelliset sokit he-
delmällisyystulemiin aikuisiällä, ja jos vaikuttavat, miten? 
Tutkimalla Suomessa vuosina 1991–1993 tapahtuneita 
toimipaikkasulkeutumisia havaitsen, että äidin ja isän 
työpaikan menetyksellä on epäsymmetrisiä vaikutuk-
sia lasten hedelmällisyyteen.

Äidin työpaikan menetys lisää pojan todennäköisyyttä 
tulla vanhemmaksi, kun taas isän työpaikan menetys 
vähentää sitä. Isän työpaikan menetyksellä on negatii-
vinen vaikutus poikien muihin tulemiin, kuten koulutuk-
seen, tuloihin, työllistymiseen ja parisuhteeseen, mikä 
voi heijastua myös hedelmällisyystulemiin. Äidin työpai-
kan menetyksellä ei ole taas vaikutusta poikien muihin 
tulemiin. Hedelmällisyyteen saattavat siten vaikuttaa 
muut asiat, kuten muutokset vanhemman ja lapsen vä-
lisen suhteen laadussa. Tyttärille havaitaan vaikutuksia 
lastensaannin ajoituksessa: he saavat lapsia aikaisem-
min äidin työpaikan menetyksen seurauksena ja myö-
hemmin isän työpaikan menetyksen seurauksena. Tyt-
tärien muihin tulemiin ei ole havaittavissa vaikutuksia.

Tuloksia selittänevät parhaiten puolisoiden roolit: äidit 
saattavat työpaikan menetyksen jälkeen käyttää enem-
män aikaa lasten ja perheen hoitamiseen, kun taas isil-
le työpaikan menetys voi olla stressaavampaa osittain 
siksi, että he eivät pysty täyttämään rooliaan elättäjänä.
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1 Introduction

The decrease in fertility rates has been accelerating rapidly in the last few

decades in many countries.1 The mechanisms behind this phenomenon remain

mainly unclear. Previous evidence has indicated that economic conditions and

uncertainty can affect fertility (see e.g., Ahn and Mira, 2001; Adsera, 2005;

Huttunen and Kellokumpu, 2016; Coskun and Dalgic, 2022), but the current

drop in fertility does not coincide with worse economic conditions. The origins

of fertility decisions could be somewhere else and can even be formed in child-

hood. We know little about how parental unemployment and income shocks in

childhood affect fertility decisions and outcomes later in adulthood. Parental

job loss might affect children’s fertility outcomes through its impact on child-

hood family size (e.g., Huttunen and Kellokumpu, 2016), family income (see

e.g., Huttunen and Riukula, 2019, among many others), and parental em-

ployment and hence, both time spent with parents but also parental stress. It

might affect fertility decisions either directly affecting childhood conditions i.e.,

time spent with parents, or indirectly through affecting, for example, child’s

own labor market and educational outcomes (see e.g., Hilger, 2016; Oreopou-

los et al., 2008; Huttunen and Riukula, 2019). Education, employment and

earnings have all been shown to affect both the timing and completed fertility

for women (e.g., Becker, 1960; Adsera, 2005; Monstad et al., 2008; Currie and

Schwandt, 2014). They might also affect the fertility outcomes of men through

assortative mating.
1The total fertility rate in Finland has decreased from 1.9 in 2010 to 1.4 in 2019. In the

US it has decreased from 1.9 in 2010 to 1.7 in 2019. Source: World Development Indicators.
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In this paper I study how economic shocks in childhood affect fertility out-

comes in adulthood. Specifically, I utilize Finnish administrative data and

focus on how parental job loss due to plant closures affects children’s fertility

outcomes in their adult years. Does parental job loss affect the offspring’s

timing of fertility and completed fertility? And if it does, how? Several pa-

pers have documented that displaced workers suffer long-lasting employment

and earnings losses (Jacobson et al., 1993; Stevens, 1997; Couch and Placzek,

2010; Huttunen et al., 2011), and these effects may spill over to their offspring

through, for example, reduced investments and increased family stress. This

shock to families might affect the fertility decisions of the children. I study

the effects of maternal and paternal job loss separately; parental roles and

how parents react to job loss might differ (see, e.g., Rege et al. (2011)), which

might, in turn, affect children’s outcomes in different ways.

This study is the first to examine how parental job loss during childhood

affects fertility decisions in adulthood. Using plant closures from the years

1991–93 and focusing on children aged 11–18 at the time of job loss, the paper

provides three key findings. First, parental job loss has asymmetric effects

on children’s fertility by the gender of the parent; maternal job loss increases

sons’ probability of being a parent, or having a child by the age of 40, while

paternal job loss decreases it. Daughters have children earlier due to maternal

job loss and later due to paternal job loss. Second, fathers’ job loss results

in lower education, earnings, employment, and the probability of having a

spouse for sons, but not for daughters. This, in turn, suggests that paternal

job loss might affect sons’ prospects of finding a spouse and thus, lowering his

2



4 5

Childhood Shocks and Fertility: Evidence from Parental Job Loss

fertility outcomes. Third, as maternal job loss does not affect children’s other

outcomes, other channels such as parent-child relationship quality or changes

in the views of family life might be at work affecting children’s, particularly

sons’, fertility outcomes.

The asymmetric effects I find for paternal and maternal job loss might be

best interpreted in the light of spousal role theories from the field of sociology

(Jahoda et al., 1982; Gallie et al., 1994) following Rege et al. (2011). Paternal

job loss can be more stressful if the father fails to fulfill his role as a breadwin-

ner, thus affecting the offspring. Mothers, in turn, might more easily adapt

to job loss as it is more socially acceptable for them not to work and as a

result, they might shift more energy towards their role as a caregiver. Hence,

paternal and maternal job loss might affect children’s views on having a fam-

ily and also their other outcomes differently. Sanders (2012) suggests that

parent–child relationship quality and socioeconomic status positively predict

interest in childbearing. Furthermore, Karhunen et al.’s (2023) findings sug-

gest that the early family environment is associated with attitudes related to

fertility.

Why are sons more affected? Boys are more vulnerable to adverse events

as shown by a large literature (e.g., Golding and Fitzgerald, 2017; Schore,

2017) and might therefore react more strongly to the shock. In contrast, girls

typically mature earlier and are more resilient. For instance, García et al.

(2018) show that home care is beneficial for boys compared to low-quality

center childcare while girls are robust to their childcare arrangements.

This paper ties two brands of literature together. First, there is a growing
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body of research aiming to isolate the causal effect of childhood income shocks

(Løken, 2010; Løken et al., 2012) or policies (e.g., Hoynes et al., 2016; Dahl

and Lochner, 2012), on later outcomes. These studies find consistent evidence

that income in early childhood affects children’s health, cognitive skills, and

labor market outcomes. Related to the setting, many papers have studied

the effects of parental job loss on infant health (Schaller and Zerpa, 2019; Liu

and Zhao, 2014; Lindo, 2011), school performance and educational attainment

(Mörk et al., 2020; Hilger, 2016; Stevens and Schaller, 2011; Rege et al., 2011;

Bratberg et al., 2008) and labor market outcomes (Huttunen and Riukula,

2019; Hilger, 2016; Oreopoulos et al., 2008; Hilger, 2016). I add to the literature

on the consequences of job displacements by providing new evidence on how

childhood shocks might also carry on to the fertility outcomes of the children.

Second, there is a vast literature studying economic conditions and their

implications on fertility outcomes (see, e.g., Ahn and Mira, 2001; Adsera, 2005;

Huttunen and Kellokumpu, 2016; Lee and Orsini, 2018; Landaud, 2021). For

example, Adsera (2011) shows that high and persistent unemployment in a

country is associated with delays in childbearing.2 Most relevant to this study

are the studies concerning the effects of job loss on fertility.3 For example,

Huttunen and Kellokumpu (2016) find a negative effect of female job displace-

ment and no effect for male job displacement on the number of children. This

study, in turn, provides evidence on the intergenerational effects of job loss on
2Similarly, Landaud (2021) provide evidence that being permanently employed has a

much stronger effect than being in temporary employment on the probability of entering a
first cohabiting relationship as well as on the probability of having a first child.

3See, for example, Lindo (2010); Del Bono et al. (2012); Bono et al. (2015); Huttunen
and Kellokumpu (2016).
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fertility.4

2 Data

2.1 Sample

The key to the analysis is the Finnish Longitudinal Employer-Employee Data

(FLEED), covering the years 1988–2016. This data set covers all Finnish

residents aged 16 to 70 years and provides rich information on individuals,

including their education and labor market outcomes. I have merged this

data with the Finnish parent-child linked data using individual identification

codes. The data includes the dates of birth for all children born between

1949 and 2020, as well as details on familial relationships (identifying mothers

and fathers). This rich data set enables a thorough examination of fertility

patterns for both parents and their children.

I focus on parents working in private sector plants employing 10–500 work-

ers in Finland during 1991–1993. I label these years "base years" b. The anal-

ysis is further narrowed to include only workers who had a minimum tenure of

one year in the base year. For each base year b, I construct separate samples

by including observations for each worker from three years prior to the base

year up to ten years following it. In the analyses, I pool these three base year

samples into a panel, covering 1988–2003, for examining parental outcomes.5

4Given that the mean age of the mothers in the maternal job loss sample is over 40,
significant adjustments in their fertility are not anticipated.

5If a worker is displaced and appears multiple times in the dataset, only the first instance
of displacement is considered. Conversely, non-displaced workers may feature up to three
times, reflecting the number of base years. Children of non-displaced parents can also appear
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Consistent with prior research, I define displaced workers as those who

involuntarily lose their jobs due to exogenous shocks. A worker is defined as

displaced if their plant closed between year b and b + 1, or if they left a plant

during the same interval that subsequently closed between b+1 and b+2. The

comparison group comprises workers who were not displaced between years b

and b + 1. Importantly, I allow workers in the control group to separate for

other reasons than displacement, such as voluntary job changes and health

issues.6

In the analysis, I restrict the sample to mothers (or fathers) with at least

one child aged between 11 and 18, and who did not give birth during the base

year b. The minimum age of children in the sample ranges from 11 to 13,

varying according to the base year b, to ensure that all children can be tracked

until they reach 40 years of age. This extended follow-up period is essential

for accurately evaluating the impact of parental job loss on both the timing

and completed fertility of their children.7 For the paternal job loss sample,

children are linked through the base year spouse, as children typically reside

with their mothers post-divorce. This approach ensures that the focus is on

children who likely lived in the same household as the father during the base

year b, allowing for a more precise assessment of the father’s job loss impact

on these children.

Appendix Table A1 presents the background characteristics from the base

multiple times in the sample, contingent on the frequency of their parent’s appearance and
the child’s age in each base year sample.

6This methodology closely aligns with that used in Huttunen and Kellokumpu (2016),
Huttunen et al. (2011), and Huttunen and Riukula (2019).

7In 2020, only 3.0% of Finnish mothers giving birth were aged 41 or older. Source:
Births, Statistics Finland.
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year b for both displaced and non-displaced workers, as well as their children

in the male and female samples. By most characteristics, parents who expe-

rienced a plant closure during the deep recession in Finland were very similar

to the parents who did not experience job loss during this period. Their age,

education, income, and family characteristics, such as marital status and num-

ber of children, were similar. Unsurprisingly, the variables that significantly

differ between displaced and non-displaced workers are plant size and tenure,

indicating that plant closures occur more often in small plants. In the analysis,

I control for these characteristics. I also condition on several other observable

characteristics such as parent’s educational field and level, industry and region,

and thus compare children whose parents were observationally similar to each

other at the moment of job loss. Later, I also show how the pre-displacement

trends are similar for the non-displaced and displaced workers.

3 Specification and Results

3.1 Effect of Job Loss on Parental and Family Outcomes

To illustrate the shock resulting from a plant closure to these families, I plot

the employment status, annual earnings, and whether the parent is together

with the base year spouse, for both maternal and paternal job loss in Figure

1. Job displacement occurred between the end of year 0 and the end of year

1. I observe that during that time a significant gap opens in the outcomes

between the displaced and non-displaced workers. The figure highlights two

important aspects of the set-up. First, the workers who lost their jobs due to

7
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plant closures during the deep recession in Finland were similar to the non-

displaced workers, mitigating any selection problems I may encounter. Second,

job loss resulted in a large and long-lasting employment and earnings shock for

the workers. Additionally, a notable increase in separation rates is observed

in the paternal job loss sample.

To further calculate the magnitude of the shock to families in terms of

these outcomes, I follow the displacement literature (Jacobson et al., 1993;

Davis and Von Wachter, 2011; Huttunen and Kellokumpu, 2016) and estimate

the following specification:

Yibt = α + βXibt +
10∑

j=−3
δjDib,t+j + γbt + (αib) + εibt (1)

In equation 1, Yibt is annual earnings (deflated to year 2013 euros), the

probability of being employed, or the probability of being separated from the

base year spouse for worker i in base year sample b at time t. The variables

Dib,t+j are the variables of main interest. These are dummy variables indicating

whether a displacement occurred in year t + j, t being the observation year.

The associated parameters measure the earnings or income differentials in pre-

and post-displacement years, j ∈ [−3, ..., 10], of displaced workers relative

to non-displaced workers. The model has a full set of time dummy × base

year dummy interactions, γbt, and base-year specific individual fixed effects,

αib. Xib is a vector of the observable parent, plant and family characteristics

from the base year: age and age squared, years of tenure and tenure squared,

indicators for education level (6 categories) and field (10 categories), marital

status, dummy for spouse’s employment, spouse’s annual income, spouse’s

8
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age and age squared, plant size, and indicators for region (21 categories) and

industry (2-digit-level). I use indicators for the number of children two years

before job loss and indicators for the age of the youngest child in base year

to control for permanent differences in fertility between displaced and non-

displaced workers. When including worker-base-year fixed effects, I cannot

include any time-invariant base-year controls, but Xib includes current year

age and age squared.

I plot the fixed-effects estimates of δj for both the maternal and paternal

job loss samples in Figure 1, in panels A) and B), respectively. For both

mothers and fathers, I find a large negative effect on employment. The initial

drop is over 30 percentage points, meaning that there is a 30 percent drop in

employment one year after the job loss. The effect on employment is persistent

and five years later there is still a more than 10 percentage points smaller

probability of being employed. The shock to earnings is also prominent and

long-lasting for both the maternal and paternal job loss samples.

Job loss typically results in higher divorce and separation rates. However,

for these mothers, I do not find an effect on separation rates, measured as

being with the same spouse as in base year b. This might be because both the

mothers and the children are older. For fathers, job loss results in an increased

probability of being separated from their base year spouse.

9
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Panel A. Mothers
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Panel B. Fathers
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Figure 1: Job Loss and Labor Market and Family Outcomes
Notes: The figure plots the employment, annual earnings, and share of workers being

separated from their base year spouse by displacement status and gender of worker. Solid
lines describe the outcomes of displaced workers. Dashed lines are the outcomes of

non-displaced workers. Upper (red) Panel A) is for the mother sample and the lower
(blue) Panel B) for the father sample. The lower figures in each panel plot the fixed effects

estimates of δj obtained using equation 1. Standard errors are clustered at the
worker-base-year level.
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To sum, both maternal and paternal job loss result in a large negative

shock to the parent’s career, resulting in a considerable income shock for their

children during their childhood. However, it also potentially allows children

to spend more time with their parents due to the reduced employment rate of

these parents. Furthermore, a father’s job loss results in a higher probability of

parents getting separated. Does this shock to families affect children’s fertility

outcomes later in adulthood?

3.2 Effect of Parental Job Loss on Child’s Fertility Out-

comes

To estimate the effects of parental job loss on children’s fertility outcomes, I

estimate the following specification:

Yi,a = α + β1Dib + β2Xib + εi,a, (2)

where the dependent variable, Yi,a is an indicator variable for having a child

by age a for individual i, where a ∈ [16, ..., 40]. As before, Xib is a vector of

observable pre-displacement parent, plant and family characteristics from the

base year b, and includes the same variables as in equation 1 and a full set

of child age in base year dummies.8 Variable Dib is the variable of our main

interest. This is a dummy variable indicating whether child i’s parent’s job

displacement occurred in base year b.
8In equation 1, or for the parental outcomes, I included the age dummies for the

youngest child.
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Effects of Parental Job Loss on Child Fertility I plot the estimates for

β1 from equation 2 for ages 16 to 40 in Figure 2 for both maternal and paternal

job loss samples and separately for sons and daughters. Results for selected

ages can also be found from the Appendix Table A2. For sons, Panel A. of

Figure 2 indicates a notable impact of maternal job loss on fertility: there is

a 2.8 percentage point increase in the likelihood of becoming a parent by age

40. In contrast, daughters affected by maternal job loss tend to have children

earlier. This effect on the timing of childbirth is most pronounced around the

age of 25, after which the probability gradually aligns with that of their peers

whose mothers did not experience job loss.

For paternal job loss, I find opposite results. For sons, a father’s job loss

is linked with a decrease in fertility. Specifically, this negative effect becomes

more pronounced with age, leading to a 2.6 percentage point reduction in the

likelihood of sons having children by the age of 40. This represents a significant

decrease of approximately -3.8%, considering that the baseline probability of

being a parent in the non-displaced sample is 68.5%. Conversely, for daughters,

paternal job loss primarily leads to a delay in childbearing. However, unlike

the case with sons, this postponement does not translate into a significant

difference in the probability of daughters having children by age 40.

12
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Panel A. Mothers
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Panel B. Fathers
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Figure 2: Parental job loss and child fertility outcomes

Notes: The figure plots the estimates of β1 and 90% confidence intervals obtained using
equation 2 for ages 16 to 40 separately for both parents and separately for sons and

daughters. Children in the sample were 11–18 years old in the base year.

Timing of Job Loss Next, I study whether the effects on fertility differ

by the age of the child at the parental job loss event to see whether children

of certain ages are more sensitive to the shock than others. In Figure 3, I

plot the coefficients for the interaction between the child’s age during the base

year and the parental displacement indicator. One key result emerges; sons

who are 13 years old at the time of either maternal or paternal job loss show

13
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particularly pronounced effects on their future fertility outcomes. This age

coincides with the typical transition to upper comprehensive school in Finland.

Other studies, such as, Mörk et al. (2020) and Huttunen and Riukula (2019)

also find more prominent effects (on compulsory school gpa and earnings at

age 30, respectively) for children who were 13 years old at the time of parental

job loss.

Beyond the age thirteen, there are no consistently distinct age groups where

fertility outcomes are notably affected for both maternal and paternal job loss

samples. For paternal job loss, sons aged 12, 13 and 18 react most in terms of

fertility outcomes. 14- and 18-year-old daughters react the most to maternal

job loss; the probability of them having a child by age 40 increases significantly.

Effects by Parental Education In the Appendix Table A3, I investigate

the existence of heterogeneous effects by parental education by adding an in-

teraction term between whether the displaced parent has more than compul-

sory/primary education and the displacement dummy, and a dummy for the

parent being high educated. The findings reveal a notable divergence based on

the educational background of the parents. For maternal job loss, the effect

on sons’ fertility outcomes is completely driven by the sons of highly educated

mothers. They have a 6.2 pp higher probability of being a parent by age 40

due to maternal job loss, while the overall effect of maternal job loss is small

and imprecisely estimated. Conversely, the impact of paternal job loss on the

fertility outcomes of sons is largely confined to those with fathers who have

lower educational attainment.
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When considering daughters, those with highly educated mothers appear

to be less affected by maternal job loss. As for the effects of paternal job loss

on daughters’ fertility outcomes by age 40, these are less precisely determined

in the analysis.
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Figure 3: Parental job loss and child fertility outcomes

Notes: The figure plots the estimates of Dib interacted with base year child age dummies
and 90 confidence intervals obtained using equation 2 for outcomes measured at age 40

separately for both parents for all children, and separately for sons and daughters.
Children in the sample were 11–18 years old in the base year.
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4 Mechanisms

The study finds that parental job loss impacts children’s fertility outcomes,

with the effects varying by the gender of both the child and the parent. How-

ever, the underlying mechanisms driving these outcomes remain unclear. It

could be a direct effect from childhood, like more time with parents or changes

in family dynamics, which alters views or (perceived) costs of having children.

Alternatively, it could be an indirect effect through changes in the child’s edu-

cation, career, or marriage market prospects. It’s possible that the effects are

a result of a combination of these factors.

Effect of Parental Job loss on Children’s Other Outcomes First, I

explore how parental job loss affects children’s outcomes in employment, ed-

ucation, earnings, and spousal relationships, which may in turn impact their

fertility decisions. For instance, increased educational attainment in women

following parental job loss may lead to delayed childbearing (see, for exam-

ple, Monstad et al., 2008), while unemployment might reduce the likelihood

of having children (Currie and Schwandt, 2014; Adsera, 2005). In their re-

cent overview, Doepke et al. (2022) provide a contemporary overview, indi-

cating that the factors driving fertility decisions in advanced economies have

evolved. Their work highlights the reversed relationship between labor market

participation, education, and fertility, underscoring the importance of balanc-

ing family life with career as a critical determinant of fertility in high-income

countries.

Research focusing specifically on men’s fertility and the influence of factors

16
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such as education is unfortunately less extensive. Nonetheless, male educa-

tion and employment may impact fertility through mechanisms like assortative

mating. As De Hauw et al. (2017) note, the demographic shift where more

highly educated women than men are reaching reproductive ages has led to

an increased number of men remaining single. Additionally, Ahn and Mira

(2001) demonstrate that unemployment spells have a significant negative ef-

fect on marriage prospects for men. Consequently, if parental job loss leads to

prolonged unemployment or affects educational pathways for males, it could

indirectly influence their mating opportunities and, thereby, their fertility out-

comes.

Table 1 presents the results on the effects of maternal job loss on child

earnings, employment, relationship status, and education at the ages of 25,

30 and 35 separately for daughters and sons. Contrary to expectations, there

are no statistically significant effect of maternal job loss on these outcomes for

either gender.9 This is in line with Huttunen and Riukula (2019), who also

reported no significant impact of parental job loss on children’s earnings or ed-

ucation, with the exception of intergenerational correlation of study choices.

Consequently, it seems that maternal job loss does not directly influence chil-

dren’s labor market and educational trajectories in ways that might explain

the observed changes in fertility outcomes. Notably, despite the significant

fertility effects found among sons of highly educated mothers, there is no cor-

responding significant effect on their labor market or educational outcomes (as
9Labor market outcomes are trackable only up to 2016, limiting observations to a maxi-

mum age of 35 years.
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detailed in Appendix Table A4).10

In the context of paternal job loss, the results, particularly concerning

sons, are revealing, as shown in Table 2. There are consistently negative

and significant effects across all examined outcomes, including employment,

cohabitation status, earnings, and education. Notably, from the age of 25, sons

whose fathers experienced job loss are 1.6 percentage points less likely to be

employed. Furthermore, paternal job loss appears to hinder higher educational

attainment; by age 40, there’s a 4.0 percentage point reduction in the likelihood

of sons achieving higher education. These factors collectively may influence

sons’ chances of finding a spouse. Indeed, the probability of sons having a

spouse is negatively impacted at all ages examined. By age 35, the likelihood

of sons cohabiting is reduced by 2.5 percentage points due to paternal job

loss. This decline in cohabitation could reflect not only the diminished marital

prospects but also a shift in attitudes towards family life and partnership. In

contrast, the impact of paternal job loss on daughters is markedly different;

the coefficients for all outcomes are small and statistically insignificant.

Asymmetric Effects of Paternal and Maternal Job Loss The differ-

ing impacts of paternal and maternal job loss might be best be interpreted

in the light of spousal role theories from the field of sociology (Jahoda et al.,

1982; Gallie et al., 1994) following Rege et al. (2011). Essentially, the loss

of a job by a father might be particularly stressful due to societal expecta-

tions around the male breadwinner role, thereby affecting offspring. Research,
10While the estimates are positive, their lack of statistical significance suggests that the

channels influencing fertility changes are not directly linked to labor market or educational
outcomes. This is especially relevant given the significant fertility effects observed.
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including Kuhn et al. (2009), has indicated that men often experience more

severe mental distress following job displacement compared to women. This is

further supported by Gathmann et al. (2021), who discovered a striking gender

asymmetry: while male job displacement leads to significant, enduring health

impacts, the same severe consequences are not observed when women lose their

jobs. Conversely, mothers may adapt more readily to job loss. Societal norms

often view non-employment more acceptably for women, potentially allowing

them to focus more on their caregiver roles. This shift in focus is supported

by Gough and Killewald (2011), who found notable gender differences in ad-

justments to household labor during periods of unemployment. Specifically,

when wives are unemployed, there’s a more significant increase in their house-

work hours compared to their unemployed husbands. Therefore, a mother’s

increased presence at home might enhance the quality of the parent-child rela-

tionship, which could, in turn, influence children’s perspectives on family life

and parenthood.

Parental Unemployment and Separation due to Job Loss Parental

job loss resulted in prolonged unemployment for both mothers and fathers and

also higher separation rates for the paternal job loss sample. Having a parent

staying at home might be beneficial for the parent-child relationship quality

if it is not stressful for the parent to be unemployed. Next, I explore whether

certain outcomes, such as parental divorce or unemployment due to job loss,

are associated with changes in the probability of being a parent. To do this,

I regress the outcome variable – the probability of a child having children by
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ages 25, 30, 35, or 40 – against the same set of controls used previously. Ad-

ditionally, I will include an interaction of the job displacement indicator with

variables such as parental unemployment post-job loss and parental separa-

tion, as well as these indicator variables independently. I acknowledge that

this exercise provides purely associations and not causal estimates.

I find that maternal unemployment in t + 3, in general, is negatively asso-

ciated with sons’ fertility outcomes as shown in Panel A. in Appendix Table

A5. However, having a mother unemployed due to a plant closure is positively

associated with the probability of a son having any children by the age of 40.

This suggests that the presence of a mother at home, who would otherwise

be employed if not for the plant closure, positively influences sons’ decisions

about parenthood. In contrast, no similar significant association is observed

between maternal unemployment and daughters’ fertility outcomes, as indi-

cated in Panel A. of Appendix Table A6). Paternal unemployment due to a

plant closure is negatively associated with sons’ fertility outcomes at the age

40 (see Panel B. in Appendix Table A5).

Parental separation, defined as parents not living together in t + 5, due to

fathers’ job loss is strongly and negatively associated with sons’ fertility out-

comes, while separation due to maternal job loss is not significantly associated

with son’s fertility outcomes (see Appendix Table A7). Hence, parental sepa-

ration due to paternal job loss might also be driving the effects on sons’ fertility

outcomes either through affecting other outcomes negatively or on its own by

changing the views on having a family. Parental separation due to fathers’ job

loss is strongly and positively associated with daughters’ fertility outcomes,

22
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while separation due to maternal job loss is not significantly associated with

daughters’ fertility outcomes (see Appendix Table A8).

5 Conclusions

While there is a substantial body of literature discussing the impact of child-

hood income shocks on later outcomes, such as education and earnings, the

focus on the effects of these shocks on fertility outcomes has been notably lim-

ited. Furthermore, our understanding of the determinants of fertility decisions

remains somewhat lacking. This gap is significant because fertility decisions

are complex and have far-reaching implications for demographic trends and

societal structures.

This paper contributes to the literature on the consequences of job displace-

ment by providing novel evidence on how childhood shocks influence fertility

outcomes in adulthood. Utilizing data from plant closures in Finland during

1991-93, I find that maternal job loss increases the fertility of sons, yet it does

not impact their other outcomes. In contrast, paternal job loss leads to lower

employment, earnings, education, and probability of having a spouse for sons

and has a negative effect on their fertility. For daughters, parental job loss

primarily influences the timing of fertility but it does not affect their com-

pleted fertility or the likelihood of being a parent by the age of 40, nor does it

affect their other outcomes. Notably, 13-year-old sons are especially sensitive

to both maternal and paternal job loss.

The findings suggest that economic shocks experienced during childhood
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can impact fertility outcomes in adulthood, especially for sons. These effects

may not be solely attributable to influences on education and labor market

outcomes, but could also be mediated through the quality of parent-child re-

lationships or the overall atmosphere during childhood.
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A Additional Tables and Figures

Panel A. Mothers

-.1

-.05

0

.05

.1

.15

C
oh

ab
iti

ng
 a

t 3
5

11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18
Age at displacement

90 % Conf. Int. OLS Coef.

(a) Sons

-.2

-.1

0

.1

.2

C
oh

ab
iti

ng
 a

t 3
5

11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18
Age at displacement

90 % Conf. Int. OLS Coef.

(b) Daughters

-.1

-.05

0

.05

.1

Em
pl

oy
ed

 a
t 3

5

11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18
Age at displacement

90 % Conf. Int. OLS Coef.

(c) Sons

-.1

-.05

0

.05

.1

Em
pl

oy
ed

 a
t 3

5

11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18
Age at displacement

90 % Conf. Int. OLS Coef.

(d) Daughters
Panel B. Fathers

-.15

-.1

-.05

0

.05

C
oh

ab
iti

ng
 a

t 3
5

11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18
Age at displacement

90 % Conf. Int. OLS Coef.

(e) Sons

-.1

-.05

0

.05

.1

C
oh

ab
iti

ng
 a

t 3
5

11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18
Age at displacement

90 % Conf. Int. OLS Coef.

(f) Daughters

-.15

-.1

-.05

0

.05

Em
pl

oy
ed

 a
t 3

5

11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18
Age at displacement

90 % Conf. Int. OLS Coef.

(g) Sons

-.1

-.05

0

.05

.1

Em
pl

oy
ed

 a
t 3

5

11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18
Age at displacement

90 % Conf. Int. OLS Coef.

(h) Daughters

Figure A1: Parental job loss and child employment and cohabitation status at
age 35

Notes: The figure plots the estimates of Dib interacted with base year child age dummies
and 90 confidence intervals obtained using equation 2 for outcomes measured at age 35

separately for both parents for all children, and separately for sons and daughters.
Children in the sample were 11–18 years old in the base year.30

When considering daughters, those with highly educated mothers appear

to be less affected by maternal job loss. As for the effects of paternal job loss

on daughters’ fertility outcomes by age 40, these are less precisely determined

in the analysis.
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Figure 3: Parental job loss and child fertility outcomes

Notes: The figure plots the estimates of Dib interacted with base year child age dummies
and 90 confidence intervals obtained using equation 2 for outcomes measured at age 40

separately for both parents for all children, and separately for sons and daughters.
Children in the sample were 11–18 years old in the base year.
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Table A1: Base year characteristics of workers and their children

Displaced Not displaced P-value
Panel A. Mothers

Age 40.68 41.07 0.00
Compulsory ed. 0.53 0.52 0.23
Secondary ed. 0.28 0.29 0.42
Tertiary ed. 0.19 0.20 0.56
Annual income 25.41 25.46 0.86
Annual earnings 24.32 24.51 0.40
Annual family income 59.72 58.77 0.15
Plant size 62.55 107.34 0.00
Tenure 2.68 3.01 0.00
Spouse employed 0.81 0.81 0.66
Married 0.90 0.90 0.97
Children 2.20 2.24 0.11
Observations 1852 89181 91033
Child age 14.71 14.87 0.00
Child female 0.48 0.49 0.43
Observations 2357 112409 114766

Panel B. Fathers
Age 42.65 42.72 0.47
Compulsory ed. 0.45 0.45 0.56
Secondary ed. 0.23 0.24 0.64
Tertiary ed. 0.32 0.31 0.29
Annual income 40.84 40.55 0.57
Annual earnings 38.75 38.85 0.79
Annual family income 62.59 62.27 0.57
Plant size 65.19 127.39 0.00
Tenure 2.68 3.07 0.00
Spouse employed 0.79 0.79 0.89
Married 0.92 0.92 0.39
Children 2.39 2.41 0.24
Child age 14.68 14.76 0.01
Child female 0.48 0.49 0.34
Observations 4761 159560 164321

5705 178799 184504
Notes: The table shows the base year characteristics of displaced and non-displaced

mothers and fathers, who had a child aged 11–18 years in base year b, along with the
gender and age of these children during the same year.
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Table A2: Parental job loss and child fertility outcomes

Child 20 Child 25 Child 30 Child 35 Child 40
Panel A. Maternal Job Loss and Sons

Mother displaced 0.001 0.015 0.022 0.021 0.028
(0.005) (0.013) (0.017) (0.017) (0.015)

Mean (not displaced) 0.015 0.144 0.392 0.600 0.683
Standard deviation 0.123 0.351 0.488 0.490 0.465
Observations 44811 44811 44811 44811 44811

Panel B. Maternal Job Loss and Daughters
Mother displaced 0.010 0.023 0.001 0.005 0.010

(0.009) (0.015) (0.017) (0.015) (0.014)
Mean (not displaced) 0.049 0.244 0.536 0.722 0.783
Standard deviation 0.216 0.429 0.499 0.448 0.413
Observations 42506 42506 42506 42506 42506

Panel C. Paternal Job Loss and Sons
Father displaced 0.003 0.002 -0.017 -0.019 -0.026

(0.003) (0.008) (0.012) (0.012) (0.011)
Mean (not displaced) 0.015 0.135 0.386 0.601 0.685
Standard deviation 0.120 0.342 0.487 0.490 0.465
Observations 68752 68752 68752 68752 68752

Panel D. Paternal Job Loss and Daughters
Father displaced -0.006 -0.005 -0.009 0.002 0.011

(0.005) (0.010) (0.012) (0.011) (0.009)
Mean (not displaced) 0.047 0.238 0.532 0.724 0.787
Standard deviation 0.213 0.426 0.499 0.447 0.409
Observations 65580 65580 65580 65580 65580

Notes: The table shows the impact of parental job loss on children’s fertility outcomes.
Children in the sample were 11–18 years old during the base years. Controls include

indicators for base year and child age in base year, base year tenure and tenure squared,
base year age and age squared, education level in base year (6 categories), field of

education (11 categories), dummy for being married, number of kids in t=-2, spouse
employed dummy, spouse’s annual income, spouse’s age and age squared, plant size, and

indicators for province (21 categories) and industry (2-digit). Standard errors, presented in
parentheses, are clustered at the base-year-plant level.
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Table A3: Heterogeneity by parental education

Any birth by age 40
Panel A. Maternal Job Loss and Sons

Mother displaced -0.004
(0.023)

Mother displaced*Mother high educated 0.062
(0.031)

Mean (not displaced) 0.683
Standard deviation 0.465
Observations 44811

Panel B. Maternal Job Loss and Daughters
Mother displaced 0.032

(0.020)
Mother displaced*Mother high educated -0.044

(0.028)
Mean (not displaced) 0.783
Standard deviation 0.413
Observations 42506

Panel C. Paternal Job Loss and Sons
Father displaced -0.040

(0.018)
Father displaced*Father high educated 0.025

(0.022)
Mean (not displaced) 0.685
Standard deviation 0.465
Observations 68752

Panel D. Paternal Job Loss and Daughters
Father displaced 0.014

(0.015)
Father displaced*Father high educated -0.006

(0.019)
Mean (not displaced) 0.787
Standard deviation 0.409
Observations 65580

Notes: The table shows the impact of parental job loss on children’s fertility outcomes.
Children in the sample were 11–18 years old during the base years. Controls include

indicators for base year and child age in base year, base year tenure and tenure squared,
base year age and age squared, education level in base year (6 categories), field of

education (11 categories), dummy for being married, number of kids in t=-2, spouse
employed dummy, spouse’s annual income, spouse’s age and age squared, plant size, and

indicators for province (21 categories) and industry (2-digit). Standard errors, presented in
parentheses, are clustered at the base-year-plant level.
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