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Abstract

Recent young adult cohorts have delayed moving out from the parental

home, reflecting social trends and macroeconomic conditions that under-

mine the affordability of independent living. This dissertation focuses on

the timing of these nest-leaving transitions in relation to other significant

decisions and events in early adulthood. Each of the three chapters inves-

tigates whether potentially adverse outcomes lead to earlier nest-leaving,

which has been shown to be financially harrowing and disadvantaging.

To address these research questions, I utilize longitudinal data from the

Household Income and Labour Dynamics in Australia (HILDA) survey.

Methodologically, I extensively apply event history models and focus

on effects on the timing of nest-leaving events. I address potential en-

dogeneity between the nest-leaving decision and other choices in early

adulthood by estimating these simultaneously, accounting for selection

effects through random effects models.

The first essay considers how heavy drinking and cigarette smoking affect

the timing of leaving home. As risky health behaviors, I find evidence

that young adults who drink heavily leave home sooner than moderate

or non-drinking counterparts. Among women, early initiation of alcohol

or tobacco use by age 15 further compounds nest-leaving risks, showing

that substance usage is far more consequential for their co-residence with

parents.

The second essay investigates human capital investment in tertiary edu-

cation, to determine if graduation or dropout rates disfavor students who

move out and maintain their own independent household. This chapter

also considers whether parents condition their offer of co-residence on

the young adult’s enrollment. The results indicate that men clearly ben-

efit while co-residing, as they graduate sooner than counterparts who

live independently. However, women do not significantly benefit from

co-residence in this way, and instead tend to move out around the time

of graduation.



The third essay examines the pathways out from the parental home –

either with or without a partner – and how these may be affected by neg-

ative life events. Sudden illness or injury of the young adult or a family

member, the death of a close friend or a relative, and victimization to

violent or property crimes are unforeseeable events that can compromise

the young adult’s ability to navigate key transitions in adulthood. Re-

sults suggest that men are more likely to remain at home longer after a

family member is in ill health, whereas women are more likely to leave

home soon after the death of a close friend or experiences of property

crime.

The findings across these essays consistently emphasize women’s short-

lived co-residence with parents, surfacing from disaggregated analyses

by gender. Several factors which contribute to earlier nest-leaving are

themselves disadvantaging in nature, and thus raise a concern that neg-

ative experiences early in adulthood could beget further hardships later

on. This dissertation contributes to the nest-leaving literature by high-

lighting potential precursors of disadvantage, even while the young adult

co-resides and receives in-kind parental transfers.
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1

Introduction

Young adults are increasingly reliant on their parents and staying at home longer.

This is an arrangement that tends to benefit the young adult, as co-residence typ-

ically involves low-cost accommodation and the consumption of household goods.

Conversely, parents make this in-kind intergenerational transfer with ostensibly al-

truistic motives, intending to promote their child’s wellbeing. While this arrange-

ment carries over from preceding stages in the life course, parent-child co-residence

typically ends during early adulthood, as young adults eventually leave home to

form their own independent household.

This nest-leaving decision has been delayed among successive young adult cohorts in

the United States, Europe, and Australia since the 1980s (Card and Lemieux, 1997,

Weston, Stanton, Qu, Soriano et al., 2001). This widespread demographic trend is

underpinned by socioeconomic factors, and reflects the economic challenges in house-

hold formation during early adulthood (for a review of Australian and international

trends, see Cobb-Clark, 2008 and Flatau, James, Watson, Wood, and Hendershott,

2007). Among these are rising housing costs which undermine the affordability of

independent living. Additionally, young adults are studying for longer as tertiary

education becomes more important for labor market outcomes, and therefore take a

longer time to achieve a self-sufficient income. Values and attitudes have also shifted

as described by the Second Demographic Transition (SDT) hypothesis (Lesthaeghe,

1995, Van de Kaa, 2001), as an increased emphasis on individual autonomy and

self-realization has contributed to later first marriages and a diminished traditional

reason for leaving home.1 Collectively, these socioeconomic and demographic factors

1Esping-Andersen and Billari (2015) suggest that the trends to marriage, divorce, and child-
bearing identified in the SDT may be transitory, and could be reversed as social institutions adapt
to gender-egalitarian attitudes.
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1. Introduction

have made co-residence in the parental home relatively desirable against outside op-

tions. Thus, in line with the SDT hypothesis, young adults have accordingly stayed

in the parental home for longer periodsand delayed their decision to move out.

Against a backdrop of postponed nest-leaving, this thesis considers a set of individ-

ual choices and life circumstances which may instead lead to sooner nest-leaving.

These cases are important from the life course perspective, since the timing of an

event can determine its effect on the individual (Elder, Johnson, and Crosnoe, 2003).

As nest-leaving is an age-graded transition, early and socially non-normative depar-

tures from home may be detrimental to a young adult’s future trajectory. This

may have cumulative effects on other endeavors in early adulthood, such as final-

izing education, initiating a career, or forming romantic partnerships. Collectively,

these transitions to adulthood shape the young adult’s future earnings, health, and

wellbeing, and thus emphasize the risks of earlier nest-leaving.

The drawbacks of inopportune nest-leaving can manifest quickly, as studies have

highlighted some of the short-term adversities that arise after moving out. Empirical

research has shown in Europe (Aassve, Davia, Iacovou, and Mazzuco, 2007, Parisi,

2008) and Australia (Ribar, 2015) that young adults are at greater risk of financial

hardships, impoverishment, and material deprivation soon after leaving home. These

and other difficulties in early adulthood can foil the attempt to live independently. A

sustained trend over the past several decades (Arundel and Lennartz, 2017, van den

Berg, Kalmijn, and Leopold, 2018, Young, 1989) has been the increased prevalence

of returning to the parental home, marking the young adult’s renewed dependence

on the parental support. Such a reversal of the nest-leaving process is consequen-

tial for relationships between parents and children (Aquilino and Supple, 1991),

wealth accumulation, and delays family formation decisions, and wealth accumu-

lation (Arundel and Lennartz, 2017). This underscores the importance of a sound

and well-supported initial nest-leaving transition, and motivates an investigation

into the disadvantaging factors that could undermine this first move.

Nest-leaving in the Australian context

This thesis addresses the concern around unfavorable initial nest-leaving transitions

across three chapters, covering topics of risky health behaviors, tertiary educational

outcomes, and sudden negative life events. As the research questions are empirical

in nature, they are answered using the Household Income and Labour Dynamics

in Australia (HILDA) dataset, from a longitudinal survey of Australian households

over the 2001–2014 period.

2



The Australian context is worth distinguishing against other cases that have previ-

ously been studied. Although delays to nest-leaving were readily apparent in Britain

and Germany by the 1970s and 1980s, Young (1996, 1989) shows that such delays

were not evident in Australia. While aspects of the SDT hypothesis were observable

– as first marriage and first nest-leaving events decoupled during this period – the

option to return home and the increased prevalence of unmarried independent living

kept the average nest-leaving age in Australia relatively low.

Using the 2001 wave of HILDA data however, Flatau et al. (2007) shows that more

recent cohorts born in the late 1970s and early 1980s had begun to postpone nest-

leaving. In this way the Australian pattern of nest-leaving appears to lag by a

decade behind trends in the United States and in Europe (Mulder, Clark, and Wag-

ner, 2002). Relying upon recall questions collected in the survey’s first wave, Flatau

et al. (2007) attributes the differences across Australian cohorts not only to shifting

social attitudes, but also to demographic changes and increased educational invest-

ments among young people. Family backgrounds also matter, as second generation

migrants from non-English-speaking countries also tend to stay at home longer.

International differences arise for various reasons, and are influenced by both geo-

graphic and institutional factors. Mulder et al. (2002) compares the typical ages

of leaving home in the United States, the Netherlands, and Western Germany, and

finds that accessible study and work opportunities delay nest-leaving in the Eu-

ropean countries. These countries also feature more welfare support and policy in-

volvement in supplying housing when compared against the United States, where the

young adult’s personal resources are more pivotal to the nest-leaving decision.

As previous studies in Europe and the United States are facilitated by the collection

of longitudinal data; the examination of nest-leaving patterns in this thesis is sim-

ilarly made possible through the collection of the HILDA survey. Several aspects

of the HILDA dataset compare favorably to other international datasets. Attri-

tion rates are low even when compared against other leading longitudinal surveys

such as the British Household Panel Survey and the German Socio-Economic Panel

(Watson and Wooden, 2010). Additionally, despite Australia’s geographic size, the

HILDA survey follows sample members as they change residence over the years.

While following sample members is common among national longitudinal surveys,

it is nevertheless crucial for understanding the conditions young adults face after

moving out.

3



1. Introduction

The breadth of information collected by the HILDA survey is also beneficial, as

each respondent’s family background is documented and their ongoing life experi-

ences at school, work, and at home are tracked over time. Such variety in topics does

however, present some limitations. Surveys that are specifically designed to address

health behaviors or tertiary education in greater depth will likely capture details that

are not (regularly) collected in the HILDA survey. Furthermore, some nest-leaving

events are borne out of family conflict, domestic violence, or other disadvantaging

circumstances (Whitbeck, Hoyt, and Ackley, 1997). Despite the importance of un-

derstanding these harrowing transitions as potential precursors of housing insecurity

or homelessness, the HILDA data are not tailored to collect such information, which

limits the examination of particularly egregious cases of nest-leaving.

Outline of the thesis chapters

Chapter 2 examines how the timing of nest-leaving may be affected by risky health

behaviors – specifically from heavy drinking and cigarette smoking. While alcohol

and tobacco are regulated substances that become legally purchasable in adulthood,

underage consumption among adolescents is also common in the Australian context.

In either case, the consumption of these substances is associated with risks to health

that may be contentious in the parental household. Results in this chapter clearly

show that heavy drinking hastens nest-leaving for men and women, and that under-

age experimentation with either alcohol or cigarettes further increases the hazards

of nest-leaving for women.

Chapter 3 considers the relationship between living arrangements and tertiary study

outcomes. While previous studies have established a clear association between stu-

dent status and co-residence, this thesis is the first to examine how living arrange-

ments affect graduation and dropout outcomes. Attention is also given to the timing

of these transitions, recognizing that while larger disruptions may lead to dropout,

smaller setbacks could simply delay graduation. The results show that men who

live independently take longer to complete their studies than their at-home coun-

terparts, but face similar risks of dropout. Women are not set back by nest-leaving

in this way, as evidence suggests that they are more likely to leave home soon after

graduating from their studies.

Chapter 4 investigates the impact of sudden negative life events on nest-leaving

timing and partnership formation. As early adulthood can be a stressful time for

young people, unforeseeable events such as own or family injury, bereavement, or

victimization to crime can exacerbate this stress on the individual. In addition

4



to psychological costs, such events may also affect the individual’s needs from the

household, or the family’s ability to support the young adult. These may be partly

addressed by moving out to cohabiting arrangements, as supportive romantic re-

lationships can help with adapting around acute stress. The results indicate that

women are far more likely to leave home after the death of a close friend or victim-

ization to property crimes, while men’s co-residence is not significantly cut short by

stressful events.

These three chapters present an important contribution to the economic literature.

Where existing research has documented a downside of leaving home early, I identify

some of the factors leading to sooner nest-leaving in chapters two and four. These

choices and circumstances in early adulthood are themselves disadvantageous in

nature, providing a potential explanation for the difficulties young adults encounter

after leaving home. Most of the key results also differ by gender, showing that

women’s co-residence is more tenuous in adverse home circumstances. The third

chapter also shows that nest-leaving is a consequential choice, particularly for men’s

human capital investments.

Throughout this thesis, I also demonstrate the methodological value in applying

event history modeling to analyze nest-leaving timing. As virtually all young adults

leave the parental home, it does not suffice to merely model nest-leaving incidence.

Additionally, since various social, demographic, and economic factors contribute

to a wide range of nest-leaving ages, prescribing a single normative definition of

“early” nest-leaving is restrictive, and yields a narrow interpretation of the results.

I overcome these limitations by applying event history models throughout this thesis,

using information from rich longitudinal data to emphasize the effects on nest-leaving

timing.

Along with increased autonomy, the young adult may make decisions concurrently

during the transition to adulthood. These decisions could therefore be affected

by common unobserved factors, which raise a concern for the empirical work. I

overcome this issue with simultaneous equation modeling techniques, by jointly es-

timating the nest-leaving decision with substance use choices in the second chapter,

and alongside tertiary enrollment choices in the third chapter. By accounting for

frailty in the nest-leaving event histories and permitting its correlation with random

effects in the substance use or tertiary enrollment choices, my modeling approach in

these chapters addresses potential selection effects.
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1. Introduction

Early adulthood is an important stage of development, where the transitions an

individual makes can secure a pathway to economic self-sufficiency. From the life-

course perspective, the timing of these transitions is crucial, as evidenced by the

disadvantages of earlier nest-leaving. This thesis shows how adverse circumstances

and risky choices made in the parental home can contribute to such nest-leaving,

and may mark the starting point for persistent disadvantage.
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2

Drinking, Smoking, and the

Timing of Nest-leaving

2.1 Introduction

Along the transition to adulthood young adults complete their education, initiate

their careers, and form new households. While future wellbeing can be secured

through success in these domains, frustrated transitions can lead to persistent dis-

advantage and vulnerability past the early adulthood stage of the lifecourse (Elder

et al., 2003). Young adults can be at risk of dropping out from studies, they may

struggle to secure adequate employment, or face partnership dissolution. Beyond

the direct economic losses, setbacks in early adulthood can also lower human capital

and potential earnings trajectories, and may also lead to psychological distress or

damages to social reputation (Ryan, 2001).

Co-residence at home may buffer these socioeconomic instabilities for young peo-

ple. The parents’ offer of free shelter and household services is a valuable in-kind

transfer, sparing young adults from the costs of living, serving as non-employment

insurance (McElroy, 1985), and facilitating their human capital investments (Rosen-

zweig and Wolpin, 1993). While conducive to adult development, co-residence itself

is typically relinquished as a part of the transition to adulthood. Through a depar-

ture from home – nest-leaving – young adults acquire autonomy and establish both

economic and social independence from their parents (Aquilino, 1991, Goldscheider

and Goldscheider, 1989).

This independence is becoming more difficult to achieve for many young adults in

developed countries. High costs of housing contributes to this, and is associated

7



2. Drinking, Smoking, and the Timing of Nest-leaving

with delayed nest-leaving in Britain (Bayrakdar and Coulter, 2018, Ermisch, 1999),

the United States (Di and Liu, 2006), Germany (Mulder et al., 2002), and Southern

European countries (Mulder, 2006). Evidence of poor housing affordability also

extends to the Australian context as demonstrated by Bourassa, Haurin, Haurin,

and Hendershott (1994) and Haurin, Haurin, Hendershott, and Bourassa (1997),

which has been further exacerbated in recent years due to surging rents and housing

prices in major cities.

These issues with housing affordability are further complicated by the trends in hu-

man capital investments. As young people participate more in tertiary education,

their postponed entry into the labor market similarly postpones the attainment of

adequate earnings. Collectively, these various factors undermine the feasibility of

independent living. Leaving home under these unfavorable conditions may be dis-

ruptive, as the withdrawal from parental support can lead to hardship and financial

difficulty (Aassve et al., 2007, Parisi, 2008, Ribar, 2015). Establishing an indepen-

dent household in this way can consequently be detrimental rather than constructive,

especially when the individual is not yet economically self-sufficient.

Complicating the stages of late adolescence and early adulthood is greater access

to alcohol and tobacco. Commonly perceived by this age group to facilitate social

interactions (Kenkel, 2012) or relieve stress (Ling and Glantz, 2002, Schulenberg and

Maggs, 2002), harmful drinking and smoking remain prevalent despite abundant

evidence of the risks to health and wellbeing (Australian Institute of Health and

Welfare, 2014, National Health and Medical Research Council, 2009, US Department

of Health and Human Services, 2014). Habits of substance abuse may also jeopardize

important developments toward adulthood, leading to costly setbacks beyond those

directly inherent in risky health choices.

This chapter investigates the effects of drinking and smoking on the timing of nest-

leaving. As parental support dwindles after moving out, the combination of risky

health behaviors and a prompt departure from home is concerning as it poses further

adverse effects to wellbeing, health and human capital. I find empirical evidence that

smoking and excessive drinking lead to earlier nest-leaving. This is borne out of rich

longitudinal data from Australia, through modeling young adults’ decisions of nest-

leaving, drinking, and smoking in a system of simultaneous equations. This consists

of an event-history model for the duration spent at home, and two auxiliary models

of the choices to drink or smoke.
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2.2 Background and conceptual model

The empirical results show that recent heavy drinking (of five or more drinks in a

single occasion) significantly raises the odds of nest-leaving for Australian men and

women. Women who start drinking or smoking at a young age also move out sooner.

These overlaps of deleterious health behaviors and earlier residential independence

indicate that young adults who form harmful drinking and smoking habits sooner

lose valuable parental support during a key developmental phase.

By examining drinking, smoking, and residential independence, I make several con-

tributions through this chapter. First, while the consequences of risky health behav-

iors are well known, I highlight a channel through which such consequences might

manifest – an earlier separation from parental assistance and support. This increases

our understanding of how health comorbidities arise and where persistent disadvan-

tage may begin, further emphasizing the role parents play in forestalling these prob-

lems. Second, this investigation demonstrates that broader lifestyle choices made

by a young adult can have substantive effects on living arrangements and his or her

transition to adulthood. This invites further study on the effects that risky health

behaviors may have on other important young adult transitions. Third, my modeling

is novel in using a factor-loading structure to accommodate unobserved heterogene-

ity in co-residence. Heterogeneity in single-spells like co-residence is difficult to

identify (Lillard and Panis, 1996), but helps to avoid downwardly biased duration

dependence estimates. Furthermore, selection effects in deleterious health choices

deserve examination, as these may reflect unobserved attitudes favoring risk-taking

or socially harmful behaviors (Kenkel, 2012).

The remainder of the chapter is structured as follows. Section 2.2 provides a con-

ceptual model to motivate the link between substance usage and nest-leaving after

outlining both related literatures. Section 2.3 describes the analysis sample con-

structed from the Household Income and Labor Dynamics in Australia (HILDA)

data, with descriptive evidence of differences in co-residence choices by deleterious

consumption. Section 2.4 defines the econometric modeling approach, detailing the

recursive system of simultaneous equations. Section 2.5 presents estimation results

alongside sensitivity analyses and Section 2.6 concludes.

2.2 Background and conceptual model

The transition to adulthood is associated with newfound freedoms and consequential

choices, even while under co-residence. Young people often seek a wide range of

experiences at this time as a means of identity exploration and formation (Arnett,

9



2. Drinking, Smoking, and the Timing of Nest-leaving

2000). This can include moving out and establishing an independent household,

which simultaneously grants new social connections and more privacy away from

parents. Experimentation with risky behaviors is also prevalent, as many youths

find opportunities to drink and smoke even before coming of age.

Models to explain these risky health behaviors despite well known costs and harms

have long been of interest to economists; Cawley and Ruhm (2011) and Kenkel

(2012) review these developments. Becker and Murphy’s (1988) theory of rational

addiction posited that these choices were made by well-informed and forward-looking

individuals. Addiction is therefore optimal when the consumption complementarity

across time periods outweighs the anticipated future costs. Since then, approaches

have eschewed assumptions of a rational agent, appealing instead to myopic prefer-

ences (Suranovic, Goldfarb, and Leonard, 1999), excessive discounting (O’Donoghue

and Rabin, 2001), or näıveté with respect to addictiveness (Orphanides and Zervos,

1995) to justify observed risky behaviors. As such characteristics may be more

common during youth (Arnett, 2000, Green, Myerson, Lichtman, Rosen, and Fry,

1996, O’Donoghue and Rabin, 2001), these explain part of the prevalence of sub-

stance usage in adolescents and young adults. In contrast, the older parents that

young people live with are likely more cognizant, experienced, and perhaps regretful

towards substance abuse, addiction, and its associated costs.

This co-residential living arrangement typically ends during young adulthood, and

studies of nest-leaving have sought to understand its determinants and timing (Er-

misch, 2003, Ermisch and Di Salvo, 1997, McElroy, 1985, Rosenzweig and Wolpin,

1993). An excellent review of the international and Australian literature is cov-

ered by Cobb-Clark (2008). In theoretical models, independence is commonly cast

as an outcome of a non-cooperative game between parents and their adolescent or

young adult children. Parents are treated as a singular altruistic agent, caring for

their child by offering transfers (monetary or in-kind) to promote his/her wellbe-

ing. Children on the other hand are selfish, taking parental transfers as given and

making consumption and living arrangement decisions in their own best interest.

Resembling Becker’s (1974) “rotten kid” scenario, parents effectively determine the

child’s co-residence decision by conditioning transfers in anticipation of his or her

later choices and behaviors.

Few attempts have been made to connect these literatures and discuss parental re-

sponses to disagreeable behaviors at home – including risky health choices (Kenkel,

2012). Many parents are motivated to discourage these risky behaviors, knowing

that they can negatively affect the future education and labor market outcomes of
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their child. Hao, Hotz, and Jin (2008) find evidence of reduced parental support in

the wake of adolescents’ risky sexual behavior and teenage pregnancy. This follows

from strategic interaction between parents and several children, where sibling birth

order and reputation effects drive the parental decision to accommodate or punish

undesirable behaviors. Bhatt (2011) directly addresses parental responses to ado-

lescent alcohol usage, showing that parents significantly reduce transfers to teenage

co-resident children who drink heavily. Precluded from the analysis however, were

any behaviors or choices from the child in response to the pecuniary measures.

Such choices may include the decision to leave home early. While parents often

commit to providing for their children through the end of adolescence, co-residence

arrangements can be disrupted during this stage. Precocious and premature tran-

sitions have been associated with alcohol and illicit drug use among youth gang

members (Valdez, Kaplan, Cepeda, and Mata, 2005) and other high-risk groups

(Krohn, Lizotte, and Perez, 1997). These expedited developments place the young

person in adult roles without adequate preparation, and can lead to further negative

outcomes (Krohn et al., 1997, Newcomb and Bentler, 1988). This may include con-

tending with housing insecurity, as McVicar, Moschion, and van Ours (2015, 2018)

show that alcohol use among young Australians contributes to homelessness, as does

cannabis use among young men. There has been some recent evidence however that

struggling young adults reestablish their security and stability in the parental home.

Sandberg-Thoma, Snyder, and Jang (2015) finds that in the United States, young

adults who are emotionally distressed or heavy drinkers, are more likely to return

home.

This significance of the timing of an event recurs throughout lifecourse theory, since

many milestones – including nest-leaving – are age-graded (Elder et al., 2003). As

disadvantages can cumulate from earlier stages of the lifecourse to affect the indi-

vidual’s future trajectory, an early attempt to leave home is not only immediately

challenging, but could make later developments more difficult as well. While the

mechanisms driving these early transitions out of home can be complex and mul-

tifaceted, parents can influence the young adult’s decision to establish residential

independence. I illustrate and motivate this case through a brief conceptual model

of nest-leaving below.

Consider a household where altruistic parents initially live with their selfish young

adult child. Parental transfers can be made through monetary or in-kind offers,

11
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motivated by altruism and concern for the child’s wellbeing.2 The young adult

takes these transfers and selfishly sets expenditures between an unhealthy substance

(alcohol or tobacco), composite consumption, and accommodation if necessary.

For reasons mentioned above, deleterious consumption may occur if the young adult

is sufficiently myopic, discounts future costs heavily, or is simply inexperienced and

overconfident with his or her own resistance to addiction. This appreciation of risky

consumption is particular to the young adult; parents on the other hand are assumed

to bear psychic costs from their child’s substance use. Furthermore, such costs are

assumed to exceed the altruistic benefit derived from their child’s enjoyment of

drinking or smoking.3

To dissuade deleterious consumption, parents may apply pecuniary or non-pecuniary

strategies. For the former, a reduction in monetary transfers would tighten the young

adult’s budget constraint, and so reduce expenditures on alcohol or tobacco.4 This

may also be consistent with a “tough love” altruism (Bhatt and Ogaki, 2012), where

parents place their child under temporary austerity to reduce his or her undesirably

large discount rate (Becker and Mulligan, 1997). Alternatively with a non-pecuniary

approach, parents can reprimand the young adult and so create conflict at home.

This levies additional psychic costs of substance use on the co-resident child as

a disincentive to deleterious consumption. While either measure would have the

effect of reducing the young adult’s substance usage when co-residing at home, they

both also undermine the value of household membership and continued co-residence.

This makes the outside option of living independently relatively more attractive

than before, and promotes nest-leaving sooner than would otherwise have been the

case.

Aside from overt parental actions against substance usage, there are other potential

connections between the individual’s risky health choices and sooner nest-leaving.

Moving out of the parental home appeals to many young adults for the additional

privacy it grants. Independent living is therefore congruous with choices to drink

2The full value of in-kind transfers when co-residing would also include household services
provided, such as meal preparation or room cleaning.

3Contrary cases where either substance use is not appealing for the young adult or the parents
are not sufficiently burdened by risky behaviors are certainly possible. However both such cases
are also immediately trivial: the standard rational choice model of co-residence would ensue in
the former case, and parents would simply tolerate and support their offspring’s habit without
consequence in the latter case.

4That alcohol and tobacco are normal goods has been well established according to meta-
analyses by Gallet (2007) and Gallet and List (2003).
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and smoke, if young adults intend to do so discreetly away from parental moni-

toring. Alcohol and cigarette consumption is also associated with positive social

bonding for many young adults, which is unsurprising since peers often instigate

and encourage substance experimentation. This suggests that there may be positive

network effects resulting from consumption with others in a group. Such benefits

can be capitalized upon through shared residence, and may be additional reason for

risk-taking individuals to move out sooner and live with peers.

These effects may be gendered, as both nest-leaving and substance usage patterns

tend to differ between men and women. In many developed countries, women tend

to leave home sooner and engage in fewer risky behaviors than men. The former

gender difference is typically attributed to the earlier age of marriage and partnership

and the latter may reflect gender roles and stereotypes surrounding drinking and

smoking. Cultural attitudes that are more critical of women’s consumption of alcohol

(Wilsnack, Wilsnack, Kristjanson, Vogeltanz-Holm, and Gmel, 2009) or tobacco,

may also be expressed at home. In such households the parents’ response against

risky behaviors may be more pronounced for daughters than for sons, which would

accordingly promote moving out sooner.

The mechanisms outlined above largely operate through an assumed negative parental

attitude towards the young adult’s drinking and smoking choices. This need not be

the case in every household, and may not be the only substance-driven disagreement

within the household. Parents may tolerate or even facilitate the young adult’s al-

cohol and tobacco consumption, particularly if they themselves engage in habitual

drinking or smoking. If these shared habits added to the value of staying at home

longer (perhaps if alcohol and tobacco are readily accessible at home,) there could

be less impetus for the young adult to move out. However, parental substance usage

is likely to adversely impact co-residing young adults. As excessive drinking is asso-

ciated with incidents of violence, parental alcohol abuse – particularly by the father

– could result in conflict which makes the home unsafe and inhospitable. Domes-

tic violence is an unfortunately common driver for running away from home, and

is strongly linked to subsequent youth homelessness (Robertson, 1991, Whitbeck

et al., 1997). Given these potentially devastating effects to the individual’s safety

while co-residing, the parental use of alcohol (and to a much lesser extent, tobacco)

may be another substance-related channel affecting nest-leaving decisions.

Other factors that adversely affect family cohesion are also likely contributors to

nest-leaving. The aforementioned gender differences can be further compounded

here, as studies have found evidence of parental gender biases that favor sons over
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daughters (Dahl and Moretti, 2008, Lundberg, 2005). These biases can manifest in

greater time allocation and expenditure on sons, which raises the value of continued

co-residence for young adult men and delays their departure relative to women.

These gender differences are also exhibited in differential rates of separation and

divorce, where families with first-born daughters are less likely to stay intact (Raley

and Bianchi, 2006). Co-residence in such single-headed or blended households may

be less durable when compared to intact families, as parent-child relationships can

be more challenging when a biological parent is absent. Collectively, these gender

effects can diminish the relative value of a prolonged stay at home for women, and

be reasons to move out sooner.

These gendered links between family structure, parental and young adult substance

usage habits, and the departure from home require detailed intergenerational data to

assess empirically. Where previous studies have focused upon acutely disadvantaged

groups and on egregious illicit substances, this chapter examines the broader young

adult population with substances that are licit and more common to the age group

– alcohol and tobacco. This investigation is facilitated with rich longitudinal data

from Australia.

2.3 Data

2.3.1 The HILDA survey and analysis sample

The data for this analysis come from the Household Income and Labor Dynamics

in Australia (HILDA) survey, a nationally-representative longitudinal study of more

than 25,000 individuals across 9,000 Australian households. Beginning with a sam-

ple of 7,682 households in 2001, household members are followed in annual waves,

expanding the sample over time by the formation of new families and the birth or

adoption of children. Among these individuals, the survey collects information on

a broad range of socio-economic, lifestyle and demographic variables, documenting

their background as well as ongoing life experiences at school, at work and at home

(Summerfield, Freidin, Hahn, Li, Macalalad, Mundy, Watson, Wilkins, and Wooden,

2015).

These data are fitting for this investigation for several reasons. First, the survey

follows individual household members through relocation and changes in residence,

minimizing the wave-on-wave attrition rate to a low average of around 6%.5 By

5Author’s own calculations based on values reported by Summerfield et al. (2015).
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observing young adults after changing residence, the nest-leaving events of interest

are distinguished from non-responding individuals or out-of-scope cases. These lat-

ter cases correspond to the rare events of the individual’s death or a move overseas.

Second, both drinking and smoking behaviors are collected yearly for both young

people and their parents, depicting a detailed picture of substance use habits in the

household over time and across generations. This also accommodates the possibility

that an adolescent starts drinking and smoking before reaching the legal age of pur-

chase. Third, by tracking individuals starting from age 15 across the fourteen waves

spanning 2001–2014, full individual co-residence, drinking and smoking histories can

be observed up until age 28 – well past typical nest-leaving ages in Australia.6

This investigation uses information from the 2001–2014 waves collected annually

through interviews and self-complete questionnaires which are administered to all

household members aged 15 or above.7 I restrict the analysis to the 3,243 youths

who are living at home at both ages 15 and 16, establishing a personal history that

begins at adolescence which can reach into adulthood. Information collected at

age 15 is used to establish time-invariant baseline characteristics about the young

person and their family; it is at age 16 that dependent outcomes are first measured

and the onset-of-risk for nest-leaving is assumed to begin.8 While this restriction

includes younger children in HILDA households who age into the survey at later

waves, it excludes persons who are initially observed in their late teens or twenties

whose earlier living arrangement and substance use patterns are unclear. Since nest-

leaving is of fundamental interest, I limit the analysis population to those co-residing

at home – defined as living in a household with at least one biological, step, or foster

parent. The 196 youths who are first surveyed living under a different arrangement

are excluded from the analysis. Observations from 15% of young adults who have

missing responses on alcohol and tobacco usage are also dropped.

The final analysis sample consists of 2,533 young adults – 1,235 men and 1,298

women. Each individual’s annual observations are tracked up until (and including)

the year he or she leaves home, or until right-censorship from interview non-response

or reaching the end of the observation period. Since a missing interview might mask

an unobserved departure from home, subsequent observations for a non-responding

6The Family Characteristics and Transitions Survey shows that the median age of first depar-
ture in Australia is 20.9 years for men and 19.8 years for women, and that 94% of all young people
move out by age 28 (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2009).

7The sample was drawn using PanelWhiz for Stata (Haisken-DeNew and Hahn, 2010).
8Approximately 92% of youths first interviewed at age 15 are also observed again at age 16.
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individual are excluded as a precaution. The following analysis is disaggregated by

gender.

2.3.2 Nest-leaving and substance use outcomes, associated

determinants

The young adults’ co-residence, drinking, and smoking outcomes are recorded an-

nually as they age through the HILDA survey, constituting the dependent variables

in this investigation. To inspect the timing of nest-leaving, an indicator variable for

the earliest departure is constructed. This is defined as the first survey wave where

according to the household form, neither parent is present in the young adult’s

household, or when parental responses indicate that the young adult has left home.

Referring to the household form is preferable, as it does not rely on the more subjec-

tively worded recall question asked in the personal questionnaire. (Drawbacks to the

latter are explained well by Flatau et al., 2007.) For substance usage, respondents

report both their frequency and intensity of alcohol and tobacco consumption in

self-complete questionnaires.9 I demarcate “risky” drinking at the consumption of

five or more standard drinks on a given day (hereafter interchangeably referred to

as “heavy” drinking). This is in line with guidelines issued by the National Health

and Medical Research Council (2009) and is typical among studies of alcohol related

harms (reviewed by Livingston, 2013).10 For smoking, I define any consumption to

be a “risky” health behavior as evident from medical research (US Department of

Health and Human Services, 2014). Both alcohol and tobacco consumption are en-

capsulated in binary indicators of a young adult’s risky use during a given year.11

Lags of these drinking and smoking choices are also used as pre-determined co-

variates of interest when examining the effect that risky health behaviors have on

nest-leaving.

These decisions to establish an independent residence or to engage in drinking and

smoking are affected by a variety of socio-economic determinants, many of which are

accounted for in the HILDA survey. Prior to a discussion of these and their antici-

pated effects on the outcomes of interest, it should be noted that care is needed in

selecting control variables. While available in the data, controlling for some direct

9Details on the survey items and possible responses are located in Appendix 2.A1.
10Gender-specific thresholds of five drinks for men and three drinks for women were also tested,

and yield identical empirical results.
11 While more in-depth alcohol and drug use data are collected through the National Drug

Strategy Household Survey and the WHO’s Alcohol Smoking and Substance Involvement Screening
Test, these are cross-sectional in nature and ill-suited for studies on changes to co-residence.
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measures of economic capacity such as employment status and income (for either

parents or children) are susceptible to endogeneity concerns. As parental labor sup-

ply is responsive to the needs of the household, their employment status and income

will also depend upon their young adult’s co-residence at home (Haurin, Hender-

shott, and Kim, 1994). Along a similar argument, the young adult’s decision to study

or participate in the labor market is responsive to available living arrangements. As

these are not of primary interest in this chapter, I eschew these contemporaneous

measures of economic activity and capacity to limit concerns over endogeneity. In

spite of these necessary precautions, a breadth of salient variables can still be con-

trolled for in terms of personal traits, household characteristics, cultural factors and

parental attributes.

Personal traits and demographics are crucial to account for. Adult legal status is

conferred at age 18 in Australia, such that custody requirements are relaxed and

alcohol and tobacco purchases become licit. These changes for the individual over

time are flexibly captured in a set of age indicators, which also form a baseline

hazard in the nest-leaving event history model.

Pertaining to the household, I control for family structure and its size. Young adults

from step-family or single-parent households often leave home sooner (Aquilino,

1991, Goldscheider and Goldscheider, 1989), possibly reflecting strained parent-child

relations. The absence of a biological parent may also make socialization against

drinking or smoking more difficult. I therefore control for these family structures in

a pair of indicator variables. Household size is also expected to add to privacy costs

during co-residence, promoting nest-leaving. In the presence of younger siblings,

parents may also instruct the young adult to behave as a role model and thus

discourage his or her risky behaviors. These potential effects of a larger household

are captured in two separate count variables; the first is the number of persons

younger than the young adult, and the second counts others who are older (excluding

parents).

Cultural and regional factors can have an impact on young adult nest-leaving, drink-

ing or smoking choices. I include an indicator for migrant status, reflecting poten-

tially different attitudes toward moving out and substance usage if either the young

adult or both parents were born overseas. Local attitudes about independent liv-

ing and the appropriateness of drinking and smoking are also measured through an

indicator for urban residence. This is salient since the prevalence and acceptabil-

ity of alcohol and tobacco consumption likely differs between the metropolitan and

regional areas of Australia. This is also partly an economic consideration as the
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higher costs of accommodation and the convenient access to work and study oppor-

tunities in cities affect both the feasibility and necessity of nest-leaving respectively.

Furthermore, I also control for the rate of unemployment as this will likely impact

the feasibility of moving out.12

The parental attributes I control for include their level of education and their drink-

ing and smoking behaviors. Higher attained education proxies for greater economic

capacity and socioeconomic status. Whether parental resources encourages indepen-

dence depends on their transferability, as non-transferable resources contribute to a

“feathered-nest” that could delay nest-leaving (Ermisch and Di Salvo, 1997, Flatau

et al., 2007). The effect that parental education has upon substance usage is ex-

pected to be negative; those more informed of the potential health costs should also

discourage risky behaviors at home. I also construct yearly indicators of whether the

parents drank heavily or smoked cigarettes. As parental drinking may elicit conflict

and violence while the parental smoking may undermine the quality of the home

environment, either habit may encourage the young adult’s bid for independence.13

Additionally, parental use is indicative of greater availability of alcohol and tobacco

at home, which facilitates the young adult’s own experimentation and usage.

To address concerns over non-random attrition, I also control for the causes of

right-censorship. This is conveyed through indicators that distinguish complete

spells of nest-leaving (the base outcome) from records where the individual attrits

in the following wave, and from records that reach the final wave without nest-

leaving.

As moving residences is associated with survey non-response (Watson and Wooden,

2004), there may be concerns that nest-leaving is correlated with attrition in the

data. (That is, a disproportionate number of young adults who leave home are

unsuccessfully followed after changing residence.) I address this by referring to

the household roster, where parents indicate if and when the young adult leaves

home – even if the individual is unsuccessfully followed by the survey team. This

identifies an additional 10% of nest-leaving events, and ensures that nest-leaving in

itself does not disproportionately lead to a missing record or right-censorship in this

sample.

The nest-leaving, drinking and smoking choices are summarized alongside other

covariates below in Table 2.1. These data are formatted as event histories, where

12Unemployment rates are captured at the Statistical Area 4 level (SA4).
13While excessive parental drinking is a known risk factor for violence at home, such events are

not directly observed in the data and are only suggestive of the conditions in the household.
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individuals may be observed for multiple waves from age 16 onwards, until he or she

leaves home or is right censored. The 750 observed transitions out of the parental

home are depicted in Figure 2.1, displaying the age distribution of nest-leaving

events for men and women. As expected, women move out of home sooner than

similarly aged men, with most departures occurring in the late teenage years and

early twenties. This is also apparent in the non-parametric survival estimates in

Figure 2.2, showing that more than half of young adults have left home by age

22.

Figure 2.1: Age of residential independence, by gender

The age distribution of nest-leavers are shown separately for men and women. The modal
nest-leaving age is at 18, corresponding to legal adulthood and typical school completion age
in Australia.

Alcohol consumption (at any quantity) is commonplace in the young adult years,

as 77% (1948 out of 2533) of men and women in this sample have ever drank. Not

every incident of drinking is harmful – modest consumption quantities in a safe

environment is unlikely to pose substantive risks to health and wellbeing. However,

a significant proportion of young adults who drink do so in excess, as shown in

Table 2.1. Almost half of males aged 18–23 drink heavily and around a third of

similarly-aged females do so as well.14 Furthermore, underage drinking is prevalent

14While parents appear more restrained as only 18% drink heavily during their child’s young
adult years, their usage history suggests that 43% have been heavy drinkers in the past.
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Table 2.1: Sample means across age and gender

Age
Men 16–17 18–19 20–21 22–23 24+ Total

Outcome indicators:
Nest-leaving 0.013 0.089 0.102 0.157 0.209 0.061
Heavy drinking 0.283 0.512 0.498 0.448 0.279 0.388
Smoking 0.105 0.174 0.181 0.192 0.155 0.142

Own and parents’ usage:
Early drinker 0.359 0.381 0.407 0.374 0.287 0.371
Early smoker 0.093 0.085 0.086 0.073 0.047 0.087
Own × Parents’ drinking 0.045 0.092 0.127 0.112 0.109 0.076
Own × Parents’ smoking 0.039 0.059 0.077 0.073 0.047 0.052
Parents drink (historical) 0.434 0.398 0.360 0.346 0.326 0.405
Parents smoke (historical) 0.417 0.405 0.373 0.357 0.388 0.403
Parent drinks (current) 0.200 0.164 0.178 0.182 0.155 0.184
Parent smokes (current) 0.291 0.275 0.252 0.252 0.209 0.276

Demographic characteristics:
# Younger persons at home 0.987 0.992 0.985 1.035 0.969 0.990
# Other persons at home 0.555 0.452 0.346 0.294 0.271 0.472
Parents’ education:

less than High School 0.159 0.162 0.143 0.122 0.093 0.153
Degree 0.296 0.306 0.327 0.339 0.388 0.308
Post-graduate 0.055 0.055 0.044 0.056 0.039 0.053

Step-family 0.139 0.114 0.099 0.098 0.070 0.122
Single parent 0.213 0.222 0.236 0.210 0.194 0.218
Migrant 0.147 0.150 0.172 0.213 0.217 0.158
Urban 0.851 0.882 0.914 0.927 0.977 0.877
Unemployment 5.441 5.228 5.180 5.393 5.534 5.344

Attrition at t+ 1 0.122 0.103 0.095 0.080 0.023 0.108
End of obs. window 0.087 0.100 0.130 0.182 0.333 0.110

Person-year records (N) 2223 1263 664 286 129 4565

Age
Women 16–17 18–19 20–21 22–23 24+ Total

Outcome indicators:
Nest-leaving 0.020 0.132 0.147 0.188 0.217 0.084
Heavy drinking 0.184 0.381 0.334 0.221 0.264 0.265
Smoking 0.100 0.118 0.098 0.092 0.124 0.105

Own and parents’ usage:
Early drinker 0.337 0.344 0.330 0.269 0.271 0.332
Early smoker 0.086 0.066 0.046 0.011 0.000 0.068
Own × Parents’ drinking 0.030 0.079 0.079 0.030 0.008 0.050
Own × Parents’ smoking 0.034 0.042 0.025 0.033 0.023 0.035
Parents drink (historical) 0.404 0.388 0.339 0.262 0.287 0.379
Parents smoke (historical) 0.418 0.396 0.322 0.303 0.271 0.388
Parent drinks (current) 0.185 0.188 0.142 0.114 0.093 0.174
Parent smokes (current) 0.269 0.250 0.196 0.177 0.093 0.244

Demographic characteristics:
# Younger persons at home 0.944 0.865 0.847 0.926 0.868 0.905
# Other persons at home 0.622 0.532 0.413 0.328 0.295 0.543
Parents’ education:

less than High School 0.161 0.155 0.106 0.100 0.062 0.146
Degree 0.274 0.287 0.315 0.336 0.333 0.288
Post-graduate 0.078 0.083 0.109 0.125 0.124 0.088

Step-family 0.121 0.099 0.082 0.081 0.039 0.105
Single parent 0.225 0.213 0.181 0.185 0.186 0.213
Migrant 0.175 0.182 0.191 0.262 0.341 0.189
Urban 0.843 0.884 0.918 0.956 0.961 0.874
Unemployment 5.462 5.287 5.169 5.267 5.392 5.359

Attrition at t+ 1 0.098 0.082 0.062 0.044 0.031 0.083
End of obs. window 0.095 0.112 0.142 0.173 0.248 0.115

Person-year records (N) 2346 1357 634 271 129 4737

Unweighted sample means are tabulated for men in the top panel, and women in
the bottom panel. These are arrayed across age brackets, with overall averages dis-
played in the right-most column.
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Figure 2.2: Retention in the family home, by gender

with 34% of individuals experimenting by age 15. Figure 2.3 presents Kaplan-Meier

estimates of retention at home for men and women, separated by initiation of alcohol

by age 15. It is clear that early drinkers tend to move out sooner than their abstinent

counterparts; these disparities become most pronounced in the mid-twenties for men

and in the early-twenties for women.

By contrast young adult use of tobacco is quite low, as 76% of individuals in this

sample have never smoked a cigarette before. Those that have, tend to start young

as nearly two thirds of smokers experiment before reaching legal age. A family

background of smoking is somewhat common, with 42% having parents who have

smoked cigarettes before. The difference in young adults between early users and

abstainers of tobacco at age 15 is illustrated in Figure 2.4. Here the gap between

use and non-use is substantive, showing that young smokers leave the parental home

much sooner. This gap is particularly wide for young women.

These non-parametric estimates indicate that the patterns in the nest-leaving tran-

sition differ greatly by substance usage – as measured by early initiation. Use at

the young age of 15 may be indicative of a detachment from family, and is a form of

delinquent and problematic behavior. This in turn places strain on the adolescent’s

membership in the parental household, and may culminate in sooner nest-leaving.

As for later users of alcohol and tobacco, disapproval from parents may lead to an

increased desire for privacy. Young adults who intend to persist in their risky health

behaviors may therefore prefer to move out sooner.
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Figure 2.3: Retention at home by early drinking status, by gender
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Figure 2.4: Retention at home by early smoking status, by gender
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2. Drinking, Smoking, and the Timing of Nest-leaving

It is also worth addressing a competing explanation for these patterns. As many

nest-leaving events take place around the typical school-completion age of 18 – to

what extent might this timing be mere coincidence with the pursuit of study or

work? This concern over a spurious association between substance usage and expe-

dited nest-leaving is allayed by other data in the HILDA survey. Beyond the quan-

tifiable timing of nest-leaving, individuals are also asked about their main reasons

for changing residence (and are permitted to cite more than one reason), with 90%

of leavers providing some further information about the transition. Although the

reported reasons can be wide-ranging, only a handful are commonly cited among

nest-leavers. This is summarized in Table 2.2 below, showing the percentage of

leavers – further distinguished by demographics or risky consumption behaviors –

that nominate a particular reason for moving out.

Table 2.2: Major reasons for change of residence, by demographics and substance
usage

Reasons for nest-leaving:
Number of “Place of “Change of “Married “Closer to “Closer to

Nest-leavers my own” lifestyle” or with partner” study” work”

All leavers 612 35.6 % 8.3 % 20.1 % 24.7 % 11.3 %
Differences by demographics:

Young men (6 19 y.o.) 122 24.6 % 8.2 % 8.2 % 34.4 % 12.3 %
Older men 129 45.0 % 9.3 % 17.8 % 16.3 % 16.3 %
Younger women (6 19 y.o.) 201 30.8 % 9.5 % 17.9 % 32.8 % 7.5 %
Older women 160 42.5 % 6.3 % 33.8 % 13.8 % 11.3 %
Urban 482 38.2 % 8.5 % 21.4 % 21.0 % 10.0 %
Rural 130 26.2 % 7.7 % 15.4 % 38.5 % 16.2 %

Differences by risky substance usage:
Recent heavy drinkers 267 39.3 % 11.2 % 16.9 % 18.7 % 11.2 %
Non heavy drinkers 345 32.8 % 6.1 % 22.6 % 29.3 % 11.3 %
Drank by age 15 283 38.9 % 10.6 % 19.8 % 21.9 % 12.0 %
Later (or never) drinkers 329 32.8 % 6.4 % 20.4 % 27.1 % 10.6 %
Recent smokers 116 48.3 % 12.1 % 20.7 % 6.0 % 8.6 %
Non-smokers 496 32.7 % 7.5 % 20.0 % 29.0 % 11.9 %
Smoked by age 15 81 48.1 % 14.8 % 17.3 % 7.4 % 11.1 %
Later (or never) smokers 531 33.7 % 7.3 % 20.5 % 27.3 % 11.3 %

The HILDA survey permits multiple-responses for reasons for changing residence; the above comprise the five most com-
monly cited reasons among nest-leavers. Nest-leaving events that are missing such qualitative information are excluded
from tabulation.

In general, over a third of nest-leavers want “to get a place of my own,” a quarter

move “to be closer to place of study,” and a fifth leave to cohabit with a spouse or

de-facto partner. Study and work opportunities are among the common motivat-

ing factors for nest-leaving, but neither are as prevalent as the desire for privacy

among these young adults. This partially reflects the relative accessibility of ter-

tiary education institutions in Australia, as commuter campuses are common and

few university students reside on campus.
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Unsurprisingly, nest-leaving reasons differ by demographics. Younger nest-leavers

at or below the median age of 19 – many of whom had been living in rural regions

– tend to leave home for study reasons more so than older individuals. Women are

more likely than men to move out to cohabit with a spouse or partner, and are less

likely to nominate study or work related reasons.

Reasons for moving out also differ markedly by substance-use choices, with a larger

proportion of heavy drinkers and smokers choosing privacy-related reasons compared

to those who abstained from risky consumption. For example, 39% of heavy drinkers

and 48% of smokers move out to get a place for themselves, while only 33% of

non-risky drinkers and non-smokers indicated this same intention. A desire for a

“change of lifestyle” is also more common among heavy drinkers and smokers. These

responses suggest that the parental home could have been lacking in privacy or was

ill-suited to the young adult’s lifestyle patterns and choices. 15

Moving out for study-related purposes was also less common among individuals

engaged in risky behaviors; only 6% of smokers moved out for study as compared

to 29% of non-smokers. A similar (albeit more modest) pattern can be discerned

between individuals who had initiated alcohol or cigarette consumption at an early

age.

The decision to establish independence from the parental home can be complex and

may occur for a myriad of reasons; the corresponding HILDA survey item addresses

this by allowing multiple reasons to be recorded. It is therefore not straightforward

(nor is it appropriate) to distill the nest-leaving motive into a single factor – risky

drinkers’ and smokers’ reasons for moving out cannot be conclusively isolated to

their risky consumption choices. Despite this, the qualitative evidence here shows

that privacy is a frequent concern among nest-leavers, and is more prevalent among

drinkers and smokers. Hence, while young adults may plausibly leave home for

economic opportunities, such motivations are insufficient to explain away the statis-

tical association between risky substance use and sooner nest-leaving. The strength

of this link between risky health behaviors and nest-leaving timing becomes even

clearer by applying econometric methods.

15While heavy drinking or smoking may contribute to conflict and nest-leaving due to “hous-
ing/neighborhood reasons,” “personal/family reasons,” or “property no longer available” reasons,
these are exceptionally rare in the sample and may be subsumed by responses like wanting a “place
of my own”. Conflict-driven exits from home are therefore not clearly distinguished from others.
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2. Drinking, Smoking, and the Timing of Nest-leaving

2.4 Econometric model

The timing of the young adult’s nest-leaving event is of primary interest as it marks

the adoption of a significant adult role and responsibility. His or her decision to

leave home is likely to be made with lifestyle and consumption choices in mind,

all of which may be affected by common observed and unobserved factors. This

connection between co-residence and alcohol/tobacco consumption justifies the use

of a simultaneous equation framework that can account for common unobserved

factors.

I specify a system of equations consisting of three component models: an event-

history model for the duration spent in the parental home, alongside two auxiliary

models for the individual’s choice to drink heavily or to smoke. The outcomes of

these latter substance use choices enter as lags in the nest-leaving equation and are

therefore predetermined when the young adult considers moving out. In this way

the system of equations is recursive; I assume that nest-leaving may be affected by

past substance usage outcomes. As the HILDA data are collected on a yearly basis,

these models are accordingly specified in discrete-time.

The first move out of the parental home is by definition a unique and singular event.

As this can occur during adolescence, a co-resident youth becomes at-risk of moving

out from age sixteen onwards. For individual i, the observed departure from home

at age t is be modeled as a discrete-time event history with a logit link (Allison,

1982), as indicated by

Li,t =

{
1 if l∗i,t > 0

0 otherwise

which in turn is governed by an unobserved latent variable

l∗i,t = α0,t + α′1Xi,t−1 + α′2Yi,t−1 + λlηi + θlµi,t + εl,i,t (2.1)

ηi ∼ N
(
0, σ2

η

)
µi,t ∼ N

(
0, σ2

µ

)
εl,i,t ∼ Logistic(0, 1)

The propensity to leave home in equation (2.1) depends in part on the baseline

hazard α0,t, which is an interval step function formed by a set of age indicators.16 A

rich set of controls comprise Xi,t−1, and are common to all three jointly-estimated

equations. This set consists of the size of the household, the parents’ education level

and their recent drinking/smoking choices, indicators for step-parent and single-

16As the observations past age 25 become sparse – they are necessarily from the very earliest
survey waves and have never left home – they are grouped into an “age 25–28” category.
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parent families, indicators for being a migrant, or living in an urban area, and

indicators distinguishing right-censored spells.17

The young adult’s past alcohol and tobacco consumption choices are contained in

Yi,t−1, including recent heavy drinking or smoking (predetermined at period t− 1)

and historical variables of whether the young person had initiated alcohol or tobacco

use by age fifteen, prior to the onset-of-risk. Positive and significant coefficients of

interest in α2 would be indication that risky use of alcohol or tobacco increases the

log-odds of nest-leaving.

Also included in Yi,t−1 are interaction terms between own and parents’ recent drink-

ing or smoking; the direction of this effect is ambiguous. In households where alcohol

or tobacco use is a norm and acceptable (evident from parental choices), own usage

may be less contentious. Risky drinking or smoking in these more tolerant house-

holds could thus have a lesser effect on nest-leaving, which would be associated

with a negative interaction coefficient. Conversely, common use of these substances

– particularly of alcohol – could increase the risks of conflict between household

members, and thus increase the hazards of nest-leaving further.

Time-invariant unobserved heterogeneity is captured in factor-loaded λlηi, where ηi

is a normally-distributed random variable from unobserved determinants of drinking

described further below. This factor structure is made necessary due to the single-

spell nature of nest-leaving; ηi by itself would be unidentified in the nest-leaving

equation as there are no repeat spells for each individual (Lillard and Panis, 1996).

These are instead identified through repeated outcomes observed from the choice to

consume alcohol or tobacco, which may be positively or negatively correlated (via

λl) with shorter spells of co-residence at home.

To accommodate transitory errors that may be correlated across equations, an-

other normally-distributed random variable µi,t is incorporated into the nest-leaving

model. This µi,t is time-varying, and is common to all three equations to account

for idiosyncratic shocks that might affect nest-leaving, drinking or smoking choices

within a given year. Its factor-load parameter θl is estimated in order to account for

the direction and magnitude of inter-equation correlations (and its value is normal-

ized to one in the drinking equation defined below). A further restriction is imposed

by setting σ2
µ = 1 in order to identify the factor-loading parameters. Independently

distributed εl,i,t are limited to the nest-leaving model and follow a standard logistic

distribution.

17A migrant is defined as someone who was born overseas, or whose father and mother were
both born overseas.
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Both latent variables ηi and µi,t are integrated out by the default adaptive Gauss-

Hermite quadrature method. While they are normalized in the drinking equation, no

substantive difference arises if they were instead normalized in the smoking equation.

This of course does not extend to the nest-leaving equation – as mentioned previously

these time-invariant effects cannot be identified due to the single-spell nature of nest-

leaving.

This modeling approach rests upon a few assumptions and restrictions. Notably, the

logistic regression model imposes a proportional odds assumption, implying that the

odds of event occurrence are proportionally affected by independent variables over

time. This limits the effect of any variable (the α’s) to be constant and age-invariant,

which is a restrictive representation of real-world phenomena (Singer and Willett,

1993). Consequently, the approach taken here does not distinguish between the

effects on early or premature nest-leaving against the effects upon later, on-time

nest-leaving.

The model also assumes independent censoring, requiring that nest-leaving be unre-

lated to censoring. The burden of such an assumption depends on whether censored

cases were systematically overrepresented by nest-leavers. If follow-up interviews are

particularly unsuccessful after the move out from home, then this assumption will be

poorly satisfied. Despite these potential pitfalls, the logistic regression event-history

model has merits in this application. Computational convenience has been well doc-

umented (Allison, 1982, Singer and Willett, 1993), and should not be overlooked

given the task of simultaneous estimation with two other choice models described

below.

Moving on to the auxiliary models, the discrete choice to engage in (or abstain from)

risky consumption behavior is observed repeatedly over time, warranting a probit

specification for both drinking (d) and smoking (s). Let individual i’s behaviors in
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time interval (age) t be governed by latent variable y∗k,i,t, k ∈ {d, s}:

y∗d,i,t = β0,t + β′1Xi,t−1 + β′2Zi + ηi + µi,t + εd,i,t (2.2)

Yd,i,t =

{
1 if yd,i,t > 0

0 otherwise

y∗s,i,t = γ0,t + γ′1Xi,t−1 + γ′2Zi + λsηi + θsµi,t + εs,i,t (2.3)

Ys,i,t =

{
1 if y∗s,i,t > 0

0 otherwise

ηi ∼ N
(
0, σ2

η

)
µi,t ∼ N

(
0, σ̄2

µ

)
εd,i,t, εs,i,t i.i.d. N (0, 1)

Here observed risky behaviors Yk,i,t are again a function of age indicators β0,t and

γ0,t in equations (2.2) and (2.3) respectively, as well as the common covariate set

Xi,t−1.

Both parents’ historical drinking and smoking habits when the respondent was aged

fifteen are included in Zi. These parental choices are expected to influence the young

adult’s own tendency to drink and smoke by affecting attitudes and expectations

towards risky behaviors (Hawkins, Catalano, and Miller, 1992). One might further

argue that parental substance usage is indicative of the quality of the family home,

and could influence the nest-leaving decision. However, having also controlled for

more recent parental alcohol and tobacco consumption patterns (in Xi,t−1), the

parents’ historical and time-invariant consumption in Zi should have no remaining

effect upon nest-leaving. Put another way, by conditioning on the parents’ recent

drinking and smoking choices, their time-distant and historical decisions to drink or

smoke should be independent of current home quality and by extension, independent

of the young adult’s current decision to move out.

This exclusion restriction is made in line with other studies that apply simultaneous

equation modeling (Aassve, Burgess, Propper, and Dickson, 2006, Lillard and Panis,

1996, Steele, Kallis, Goldstein, and Joshi, 2005). Unlike such studies however, pa-

rameter identification is largely facilitated by functional form assumptions and the

use of lagged covariates, and does not rely on this exclusion restriction. The robust-

ness of this specification to Zi is later demonstrated in sensitivity analyses.

In equations (2.2) and (2.3), the time-invariant random effect ηi accommodates

selection effects from drinking heavily and enters the smoking equation as λsηi.

Correlated transitory errors are analogously facilitated by the inclusion of µi,t and
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θsµi,t. Independent errors εd,i,t, εs,i,t are normally distributed according to the probit

specification.

2.5 Results

2.5.1 Primary results

Equations (2.1)–(2.3) are estimated using the generalized structural equation model

(gsem) command in Stata; Table 2.3 displays the nest-leaving event history models

for men and women (in left and right panels, respectively). Across columns A—

C of Table 2.3 are specifications of increasing complexity to show the differences

from richer modeling choices. Results in column A correspond to the nest-leaving

model alone, without random effects. Column B estimates the nest-leaving model

jointly alongside the drinking and smoking choice models, allowing transitory errors

to correlate across equations. Column C presents the preferred specification, which

allows for unobserved heterogeneity through transitory errors and time-invariant

random effects.

Since the inclusion of these random effects alters the scale of parameter estimates, the

magnitudes across these models are not directly comparable (Allison, 1999). Instead,

comparisons are restricted to the broader pattern of statistically significant variables,

and the relative size of the odds ratios within each model. Throughout this section,

coefficient parameters are exponentiated and reported as odds ratios which denote a

proportional scaling to the odds of nest-leaving over the age profile. Estimates from

columns B and C in particular are interpreted as individual-specific effects, which are

conditioned on the random effects. Full results (including those from the drinking

and smoking equations) are tabulated and presented in Appendix 2.A2.

Insight from simultaneous estimation

Although column C presents the preferred specification and will receive a more thor-

ough exposition, it is informative to first consider the difference that joint estimation

makes by comparing the two simpler models. Column A displays results from the

nest-leaving model as a rudimentary single equation, which is effectively a logit haz-

ard model. In contrast, column B models this nest-leaving equation jointly alongside

drinking and smoking probits, allowing µi,t to enter all three equations. This ac-

commodates the possibility that any (unobserved) transient shock which influences

the choice to drink excessively could also affect the decision to leave home or take

up smoking.
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Table 2.3: Nest-leaving odds ratios, by gender

Men: Women:
(A) (B) (C) (A) (B) (C)

Own usage:
Drinking at t− 1 1.513*** 1.442** 1.390** 1.403** 1.495*** 1.520***

[1.14,2.01] [1.06,1.96] [1.00,1.92] [1.07,1.83] [1.12,2.00] [1.11,2.08]
Early drinker 1.250* 1.241 1.202 1.320** 1.341** 1.320**

[0.96,1.63] [0.95,1.62] [0.92,1.57] [1.04,1.68] [1.05,1.71] [1.03,1.69]
Own × Parents’ drinking at t− 1 1.294 1.309 1.345 1.782** 1.758** 1.781**

[0.68,2.45] [0.69,2.48] [0.71,2.55] [1.05,3.02] [1.03,2.99] [1.04,3.05]
Smoking at t− 1 1.698*** 1.607** 1.319 1.096 1.180 0.938

[1.14,2.52] [1.06,2.44] [0.81,2.14] [0.72,1.67] [0.76,1.84] [0.58,1.52]
Early smoker 1.011 1.000 0.961 1.980*** 2.008*** 1.956***

[0.67,1.53] [0.66,1.52] [0.63,1.46] [1.34,2.93] [1.36,2.98] [1.32,2.91]
Own × Parents’ smoking at t− 1 1.062 1.076 1.087 0.950 0.950 0.907

[0.57,1.99] [0.57,2.02] [0.58,2.04] [0.51,1.76] [0.51,1.76] [0.49,1.69]

Parents’ usage:
Parents drink at t− 1 0.867 0.871 0.851 0.918 0.910 0.910

[0.52,1.45] [0.52,1.45] [0.51,1.42] [0.63,1.33] [0.63,1.32] [0.63,1.32]
Parents smoke at t− 1 0.629*** 0.633** 0.646** 1.100 1.089 1.116

[0.44,0.89] [0.45,0.90] [0.45,0.92] [0.84,1.45] [0.83,1.43] [0.84,1.48]

Demographic characteristics:
Parents’ education:

less than High School 1.076 1.080 1.090 1.259 1.254 1.288*
[0.76,1.52] [0.77,1.53] [0.77,1.54] [0.94,1.69] [0.93,1.69] [0.95,1.74]

Degree 0.926 0.931 0.937 0.719** 0.718** 0.715**
[0.70,1.22] [0.70,1.23] [0.71,1.24] [0.55,0.94] [0.55,0.94] [0.55,0.93]

Post-graduate 1.062 1.076 1.067 0.580** 0.580** 0.570**
[0.62,1.81] [0.63,1.84] [0.62,1.83] [0.37,0.92] [0.36,0.92] [0.36,0.91]

# Younger persons at home 0.955 0.952 0.959 1.088* 1.090* 1.088*
[0.85,1.07] [0.85,1.07] [0.86,1.07] [1.00,1.19] [1.00,1.19] [0.99,1.19]

# Other persons at home 0.671*** 0.670*** 0.669*** 0.742*** 0.739*** 0.738***
[0.54,0.83] [0.54,0.83] [0.54,0.83] [0.63,0.88] [0.62,0.88] [0.62,0.88]

Step-family 1.632*** 1.643*** 1.685*** 1.674*** 1.654*** 1.716***
[1.14,2.34] [1.15,2.36] [1.17,2.42] [1.21,2.31] [1.20,2.29] [1.23,2.39]

Single parent 1.606*** 1.616*** 1.639*** 1.365** 1.345** 1.379**
[1.21,2.13] [1.22,2.14] [1.23,2.18] [1.04,1.80] [1.02,1.77] [1.04,1.82]

Migrant 0.677** 0.671** 0.648** 0.638*** 0.646*** 0.649***
[0.46,0.99] [0.46,0.98] [0.44,0.96] [0.47,0.87] [0.47,0.88] [0.47,0.89]

Urban 0.466*** 0.466*** 0.470*** 0.465*** 0.464*** 0.463***
[0.34,0.64] [0.34,0.64] [0.34,0.65] [0.35,0.61] [0.35,0.61] [0.35,0.61]

Unemployment rate 0.879*** 0.879*** 0.879*** 0.898*** 0.899*** 0.900***
[0.81,0.96] [0.81,0.96] [0.81,0.96] [0.83,0.97] [0.83,0.97] [0.83,0.97]

Age indicators (baseline dur.) X X X X X X

Attrition at t+ 1 1.287 1.293 1.289 0.702* 0.698* 0.693*
[0.90,1.84] [0.91,1.85] [0.90,1.84] [0.46,1.06] [0.46,1.06] [0.46,1.06]

End of obs. window at t 1.064 1.051 1.080 0.744 0.750 0.744
[0.71,1.59] [0.70,1.57] [0.72,1.62] [0.51,1.08] [0.52,1.09] [0.51,1.09]

Factor loadings:
Transitory errors θl 1.098 0.896 0.882 0.722***

[0.87,1.39] [0.69,1.16] [0.71,1.09] [0.57,0.92]
Time-invariant unobs. het. λl 1.199* 1.049

[0.97,1.48] [0.90,1.22]

σµ 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
— — — —

ση 1.047*** 1.230***
(0.057) (0.069)

Estimates from logistic discrete-time event-history models, reported in odds ratios aside from ση and σµ. 95% Con-
fidence intervals in brackets. Baseline durations parameterized as age indicators are included in every specification,
fully reported in Appendix 2.A2 along with results from auxiliary drinking and smoking models. Column (A) cor-
responds to single-equation estimates. Column (B) corresponds to simultaneous equation estimates, with transient
errors µi(t). Column (C) follows from (B), with further inclusion of time-invariant random effect ηi.
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In brief, the general pattern of results is mostly similar across columns A and B,

with only one minor difference. While the simplistic model under column A suggests

that men who begin drinking by age 15 face a 25% increase to the odds of moving

out, this estimate loses its marginal statistical significance under column B. As

the former model fails to account for the positively correlated residuals between

risky behaviors and nest-leaving (evident in θl), it infers a spurious relationship

between early drinking and sooner nest-leaving among men. It is therefore prudent

to accommodate unobserved heterogeneity in these models.

Results from the preferred specification

Iterating beyond the model under column B, column C of Table 2.3 shows the

preferred specification which includes a random effect ηi. This frailty component

accounts for selection effects between risky behaviors and nest-leaving via the λ

parameters. Once again, scaling from this individual-specific term prevents direct

comparisons of the effect sizes across models A, B, and C.

The factor-loadings between drinking and smoking are positive, large and significant

(as shown in Appendix 2.A2). Young adults who choose to drink at risky levels there-

fore also tend to smoke cigarettes, suggesting a complementarity between these two

substances. Therefore in relation to nest-leaving, it suffices to discuss the direction

and degree of selection into substance-use in general.

For both young men and women, risky heavy drinking is estimated to significantly

raise the odds of leaving home. In households where the parents are not heavy

drinkers, the odds of nest-leaving for young men (women) who recently drank heav-

ily increase by 39% (52%) compared to otherwise identical young adults who had

consumed less or no alcohol. To contextualize these effects on the probability of

leaving home, at age 18 the reference-category young man or woman in this sample

(who does not drink heavily, and does not have parents who drink heavily) faces

a 12.5% or 11.7% hazard rate of leaving home respectively. Against this reference

case, recent heavy alcohol consumption on the young adult’s behalf would increase

the hazard rate to 16.6% for men, and to 16.8% for women.

Beyond recent consumption habits, there are also persistent effects from underage

drinking among women. Early initiation with alcohol by age 15 raises their odds of

nest-leaving by 32%, which is assumed to apply across the entire age profile. For the

reference-category young woman at age 18, this implies an increase to the hazard

rate (compared to non-early users) by approximately 3.2 percentage points.
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The estimates here also reveal a peculiar result about the interaction between young

women’s (own) and parental drinking. In households where parents and adult chil-

dren exhibit the same risky drinking behavior, it seems plausible that the young

adult’s own heavy drinking would not be contentious and need not compromise the

parental support received at home. Under this premise the odds ratio for the inter-

action term should be significantly less than one, attenuating the increased odds of

nest-leaving from drinking heavily. On the contrary however, the interaction term

for women is significantly greater than one, which suggests that common alcohol

usage promotes even sooner departures from home. (A sizable odds ratio is also es-

timated for men, but is imprecisely estimated.) While not immediately intuitive, it

may be the case that excessive alcohol use by parents and young women exacerbates

disagreements at home and promotes nest-leaving, as alcohol misuse is associated

with disruptive or violent behaviors.

Cigarette smoking also appears to affect women’s timing for moving out from home.

Although the odds ratio for recent smoking is insignificant and close to one, early

initiation by age 15 has a very large effect of nearly doubling the odds of nest-leaving.

This would be equivalent to an increase in the hazard rate from 11.7% to 20.6% for

women aged 18 who only differ by early-use status.

There is insufficient evidence of any effect from cigarette smoking for men. The

simplistic models under columns A and B would have implied that recent smoking

significantly increases men’s odds of nest-leaving, but this is statistically insignificant

under column C. The notable difference in this preferred specification lies in the

inclusion of λlηi, accounting for potential selection effects between substance use

and nest-leaving. With a marginally significant factor-loading greater than one,

there is some evidence that young men who are (for yet unobserved reasons) prone

to drinking and smoking, also tend to move out of home sooner. Consequently, the

earlier associations between men’s recent cigarette smoking and sooner nest-leaving

are likely spurious, and better explained by a positive selection effect.

No similar selection effect is found for women however, as the factor-loading is sta-

tistically indistinguishable from one. Accordingly, the pattern of results for women

under column C are essentially identical to those previously established under sim-

pler models.

Considering the results from column C overall, there appears to be significant ev-

idence that substance usage affects the decision to leave the parental home. Re-

cent heavy alcohol consumption heightens the nest-leaving odds for both men and
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women. In addition to this, women who begin drinking at a young age, or who drink

in excess when their parents also drink at risky levels, are far more likely to leave

home than non-risky counterparts. However, this specification uncovers further gen-

der differences that are previously obscured under simpler specifications. The more

straightforward models that ignore potentially correlated residuals or selection ef-

fects would erroneously conclude that risky smoking affects both men and women.

The preferred specification refutes this, and instead shows that cigarette smoking

affects women’s nest-leaving in particular. Thus the consequences of substance use

are far more acute for women, for whom early and continued drinking and smoking

can quickly compromise their co-residence at home.

Contextualizing effects on nest-leaving timing

The effects of other household and demographic characteristics help to contextualize

the significance and magnitude of the substance use results. As an indication of

socioeconomic status, the effects of parental education are precisely estimated for

women. Daughters whose parents have completed more education (from a reference

category of high school completion) tend to leave the nest later – their odds of

nest-leaving are reduced by 29% and 43% when parents are degree-holders or have

completed post-graduate study. This may partly reflect the parents’ use of human

capital and economic means to extend co-residence and help daughters invest in

tertiary education while navigating the school-to-work transition. This pattern does

not seem to carry over to sons however, as odds ratio estimates are close to one,

insignificant, and do not appear to be monotonic in parental education.

Measures of household size are intended to capture the privacy costs of staying

at home, and influence the share of household resources available to the young

adult. This is split between variables counting the number of younger persons at

home and other older co-residents. For women, the effect of an additional young

person (sibling) at home does seem to raise privacy costs and promote nest-leaving

– although at marginal significance. When considering the presence of older co-

residents however, for both men and women the odds of nest-leaving are lowered by

33% and 26% respectively for each additional person. Contrary to the narrative of

mounting privacy costs and the dilution of household resources, the presence of more

adults may instead be a proxy for unobserved qualities of the parental residence.

A household that attracts and sustains the membership of older family members

may exhibit hospitable yet unmeasured characteristics that also prolong the young

adult’s co-residence spell.
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Household structure in terms of parental marital status also substantively affects

young adult nest-leaving decisions. For men, the effects of co-residence with a step-

parent or a single parent are similar – the odds of nest-leaving are raised by 69% and

64% respectively when compared to co-residence with both biological parents. The

relative magnitudes of these effects differ markedly for women however, increasing

by 72% for those who co-reside with a step-parent but only increasing by 38% for

those who live with a single parent. An explanation of this difference is likely

to be multifaceted. One possibility however, could be that parental partnership

dissolution (without re-partnering) discourages the young adult from leaving home

via cohabitation or marriage – pathways which are more common among women

in this sample. Daughters of single parents may thus be less inclined to move out,

relative to daughters of remarried parents.

Other cultural and regional factors also affect the path to independence. Young

adults with an immigrant background tended to significantly delay nest-leaving;

these men and women faced 35% lower odds of nest-leaving compared to otherwise

similar individuals. This could be due to the different cultural norms and expec-

tations around nest-leaving found in other countries. For those from non-English

speaking backgrounds, this effect may also reflect language barriers or discrimina-

tion when searching for accommodation in the rental or housing market. Residing

in an urban area also decreases the odds of leaving home for the young adult by

around 53%. This effect is likely a combination of housing affordability issues in

major Australian cities, as well as a lessened need to move out for education and

work opportunities when compared to residents in regional Australia. Accordingly,

nest-leaving is also significantly delayed in regions with greater unemployment.

Consistent with much of the nest-leaving literature, many personal, familial, and

household characteristics bear upon the decision to leave home. Furthermore, com-

paring the magnitude of these results against the effects of risky drinking and smok-

ing highlights that substance usage has a sizable impact on nest-leaving timing. In

addition to the harms to health and wellbeing evidenced in other literatures, risky

health behaviors also meaningfully impact one of the milestone decisions during the

transition to adulthood.

2.5.2 Sensitivity analyses

While the preferred specification provides significant evidence that risky drinking

and smoking affects the timing of nest-leaving, this model is worth comparing and

confirming against alternative specifications. Below, I assess the sensitivity of these
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results against exclusion restriction assumptions, the form of unobserved hetero-

geneity, an alternative measure of “regular” (weekly) drinking, and the use of a

complementary log-log link. Associated estimation results from the nest-leaving

model are presented in Table 2.4, which mostly show consistent findings with those

in the primary specification.

Exclusion restriction robustness

Simultaneous equation models commonly rely upon exclusion restrictions to achieve

identification (Aassve et al., 2006, Lillard and Panis, 1996, Steele et al., 2005). Such

studies often feature non-recursive structures and are concerned with the interre-

lationship between several contemporaneous outcomes. Parameter identification in

these models consequently hinge upon the choice of excluded variables.

Unlike these however, the system of equations estimated in this chapter is recur-

sive – only considering the effect of substance usage on co-residence. Furthermore

these effects stem from pre-determined (lagged) realizations of drinking and smoking

choices, and enter the nest-leaving equation non-linearly through its latent variable.

These assumptions are necessary to establish that risky behaviors preceded (hence

plausibly contributed towards) the decision to move out.18

While this chapter takes an added step in restricting historical parental substance

usage to the drinking/smoking models, the mainline results are not sensitive to

this modeling approach. Parameter identification is instead largely facilitated by

functional form assumptions in the error structure, as well as the non-linearity of

logit and probit links. To demonstrate this robustness, column D of Table 2.4 shows

estimates from the inclusion of these instruments in the nest-leaving equation, and

their full removal from all three equations is shown in column E. For both men and

women, the pattern of results are nearly identical to those in column C of Table 2.3.

This suggests that the assumption of conditional independence in parents’ historical

substance use is quite weak, and is not crucial to parameter identification.

Regular drinking

While high-volume drinking is a more common indicator of alcohol misuse, the extent

to which it affects the lives of young adults may also depend on the prevalence of

18If this were not the case and contemporaneous measures were considered, heavy drinking or
smoking choices collected during the annual survey could instead have followed after the nest-
leaving event. The specification might then capture the reverse effect as the young adult earns
greater freedom to engage in risky behaviors away from protective parental input.

36



2.5 Results

Table 2.4: Alternative specifications, by gender

Men: Women:
(D) (E) (F) (G) (H) (D) (E) (F) (G) (H)

Own usage:
Drinking at t− 1 1.399** 1.380* 1.201 1.340* 1.52** 1.506** 1.517*** 1.062 1.443** 1.472**

[1.01,1.94] [1.00,1.91] [0.73,1.97] [0.99,1.81] [1.06,2.17] [1.10,2.07] [1.11,2.08] [0.65,1.73] [1.09,1.92] [1.06,2.05]
Early drinker 1.203 1.198 1.188 1.198 1.227 1.312** 1.319** 1.355** 1.277** 1.311*

[0.92,1.57] [0.91,1.57] [0.91,1.56] [0.93,1.54] [0.92,1.64] [1.02,1.68] [1.03,1.69] [1.06,1.72] [1.02,1.60] [0.99,1.74]
Own × Parents’ drinking at t− 1 1.349 1.348 0.940 1.322 1.288 1.797** 1.779** 1.357 1.597* 1.754**

[0.71,2.56] [0.71,2.56] [0.55,1.62] [0.72,2.42] [0.63,2.65] [1.05,3.08] [1.04,3.04] [0.79,2.33] [0.99,2.57] [1.01,3.05]
Smoking at t− 1 1.292 1.274 1.261 1.246 1.453*** 0.923 0.939 1.054 0.915 1.264**

[0.79,2.10] [0.78,2.07] [0.78,2.04] [0.81,1.92] [1.19,1.78] [0.57,1.50] [0.58,1.52] [0.65,1.70] [0.60,1.40] [1.01,1.58]
Early smoker 0.939 0.955 0.980 0.981 0.922 1.932*** 1.952*** 1.944*** 1.852*** 1.726**

[0.62,1.43] [0.63,1.45] [0.65,1.49] [0.67,1.43] [0.54,1.59] [1.30,2.88] [1.31,2.90] [1.31,2.88] [1.31,2.62] [1.07,2.78]
Own × Parents’ smoking at t− 1 1.114 1.082 1.103 1.075 1.126 0.922 0.905 1.013 0.948 0.802

[0.59,2.10] [0.58,2.03] [0.59,2.08] [0.60,1.92] [0.58,2.18] [0.49,1.73] [0.48,1.69] [0.55,1.87] [0.55,1.64] [0.42,1.52]

Parents’ usage:
Parents drink (historical) 0.893 1.030

[0.66,1.21] [0.78,1.36]
Parents smoke (historical) 1.265 1.086

[0.89,1.79] [0.79,1.49]
Parents drink at t− 1 0.896 0.826 1.135 0.850 0.868 0.886 0.906 1.019 0.909 0.9

[0.51,1.56] [0.49,1.38] [0.82,1.57] [0.52,1.39] [0.48,1.56] [0.59,1.34] [0.62,1.32] [0.79,1.32] [0.64,1.29] [0.59,1.37]
Parents smoke at t− 1 0.548*** 0.634** 0.642** 0.668** 0.614** 1.049 1.109 1.168 1.105 1.117

[0.36,0.84] [0.45,0.90] [0.45,0.91] [0.48,0.94] [0.42,0.9] [0.73,1.50] [0.84,1.47] [0.89,1.53] [0.86,1.42] [0.83,1.51]

Demographic characteristics:
Parents’ education:

less than High School 1.082 1.098 1.071 1.061 1.065 1.285 1.289* 1.298* 1.258* 1.228
[0.76,1.53] [0.78,1.56] [0.76,1.52] [0.77,1.46] [0.72,1.57] [0.95,1.74] [0.95,1.74] [0.96,1.75] [0.96,1.65] [0.87,1.74]

Degree 0.940 0.932 0.907 0.944 0.912 0.723** 0.713** 0.703*** 0.727** 0.73**
[0.71,1.25] [0.70,1.24] [0.68,1.21] [0.73,1.23] [0.67,1.24] [0.55,0.95] [0.55,0.93] [0.54,0.92] [0.57,0.93] [0.55,0.97]

Post-graduate 1.078 1.059 1.057 1.058 1.023 0.575** 0.568** 0.549** 0.592** 0.592**
[0.62,1.86] [0.62,1.82] [0.61,1.82] [0.64,1.74] [0.55,1.89] [0.36,0.92] [0.36,0.91] [0.34,0.87] [0.38,0.92] [0.36,0.98]

# Younger persons at home 0.951 0.960 0.967 0.961 0.951 1.089* 1.088* 1.080* 1.079* 1.086
[0.85,1.07] [0.86,1.07] [0.86,1.08] [0.86,1.07] [0.85,1.07] [0.99,1.19] [0.99,1.19] [0.99,1.18] [0.99,1.17] [0.98,1.21]

# Other persons at home 0.667*** 0.669*** 0.676*** 0.677*** 0.676*** 0.739*** 0.738*** 0.737*** 0.748*** 0.745***
[0.54,0.83] [0.54,0.83] [0.54,0.84] [0.55,0.83] [0.56,0.82] [0.62,0.88] [0.62,0.88] [0.62,0.87] [0.64,0.88] [0.62,0.89]

Step-family 1.675*** 1.696*** 1.728*** 1.607*** 1.579** 1.699*** 1.716*** 1.708*** 1.638*** 1.598***
[1.16,2.41] [1.18,2.44] [1.20,2.50] [1.15,2.25] [1.09,2.29] [1.22,2.37] [1.23,2.39] [1.24,2.36] [1.22,2.20] [1.13,2.26]

Single parent 1.587*** 1.636*** 1.757*** 1.561*** 1.578*** 1.372** 1.378** 1.386** 1.347** 1.292*
[1.19,2.12] [1.23,2.17] [1.31,2.36] [1.20,2.03] [1.17,2.12] [1.04,1.81] [1.04,1.82] [1.05,1.83] [1.05,1.73] [0.95,1.75]

Migrant 0.648** 0.642** 0.631** 0.656** 0.68* 0.649*** 0.648*** 0.615*** 0.661*** 0.635***
[0.44,0.96] [0.43,0.95] [0.42,0.94] [0.45,0.95] [0.45,1.03] [0.47,0.89] [0.47,0.89] [0.45,0.84] [0.49,0.89] [0.45,0.89]

Urban 0.466*** 0.468*** 0.463*** 0.503*** 0.457*** 0.462*** 0.463*** 0.453*** 0.503*** 0.463***
[0.34,0.64] [0.34,0.64] [0.34,0.64] [0.38,0.67] [0.33,0.64] [0.35,0.61] [0.35,0.61] [0.34,0.60] [0.39,0.64] [0.34,0.63]

Unemployment rate 0.879*** 0.879*** 0.886*** 0.887*** 0.879*** 0.900*** 0.900*** 0.900*** 0.904*** 0.997
[0.81,0.96] [0.81,0.96] [0.81,0.97] [0.82,0.96] [0.81,0.96] [0.83,0.97] [0.83,0.97] [0.84,0.97] [0.84,0.97] [0.93,1.07]

Age indicators (baseline dur.) X X X X X X X X X X

Attrition at t+ 1 1.293 1.289 1.298 1.231 1.297 0.689* 0.693* 0.669* 0.696* 0.693
[0.91,1.85] [0.90,1.84] [0.91,1.86] [0.89,1.71] [0.87,1.94] [0.45,1.05] [0.45,1.06] [0.44,1.02] [0.47,1.03] [0.44,1.1]

End of obs. window at t 1.075 1.079 1.047 1.060 1.047 0.742 0.744 0.772 0.758 0.68**
[0.72,1.61] [0.72,1.62] [0.70,1.57] [0.73,1.54] [0.68,1.62] [0.51,1.08] [0.51,1.08] [0.53,1.12] [0.54,1.07] [0.47,0.99]

Factor loadings:
Transitory errors θl 0.897 0.876 1.221 0.890 0.721*** 0.726*** 1.047 0.758**

[0.69,1.16] [0.68,1.13] [0.93,1.61] [0.70,1.13] [0.56,0.92] [0.57,0.93] [0.81,1.36] [0.61,0.94]
Time-invariant unobs. het. λl 1.207* 1.222* 1.234** 1.196* 0.917 1.056 1.050 1.052 1.047 0.926

[0.97,1.50] [0.99,1.51] [1.05,1.46] [0.98,1.46] [0.92,0.92] [0.91,1.23] [0.90,1.22] [0.91,1.22] [0.91,1.20] [0.93,0.93]

σµ 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
— — — — — — — —

ση 1.047*** 1.065*** 1.324*** 1.047*** 1.230*** 1.228*** 1.262*** 1.230***
(0.057) (0.057) (0.071) (0.057) (0.069) (0.069) (0.075) (0.069)

Mass Point 1 -1.86 -2.222
(0.076) (0.078)

Mass Point 2 -0.169** -0.509***
(0.09) (0.098)

Mass Point 3 -0.017 -0.273***
(0.063) (0.06)

Point 1 Probability 0.379*** 0.468
(0.057) (0.062)

Point 2 Probability 0.443*** 0.412***
(0.136) (0.119)

Point 3 Probability 0.178 0.12
— —

Estimates from discrete-time event-history models, reported in odds ratios aside from ση and σµ. 95% Confidence intervals in brackets. Baseline durations param-
eterized as age indicators are included in every specification. Column (D) and (E) relaxes exclusion restrictions by including/removing excluded variables. Column
(F) corresponds to measures of regular (weekly) drinking. Column (G) displays results from a complementary log-log link. Column (H) follows from Heckman-Singer
random-intercept model with three classes.
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drinking episodes. This frequency of alcohol consumption is a dimension of the

risky behavior also collected in the HILDA survey, which permits a look into the

link between regular alcohol intake and nest-leaving.

Collected as a categorical response, drinking “regularly” is coded as (at least) weekly

consumption of alcohol. This broad definition of habitual drinking will admittedly

capture a broad range of habits – some of which are non-risky. While even more

frequent episodes of drinking (e.g. three or more days per week; five or more days per

week) would more closely resemble a problematic dependence on alcohol, drinking

at this frequency is quite rare (only 6% of men’s and 3% of women’s observations

drink three or more times a week). With this reservation, the link between “regular”

drinking and nest-leaving is expected to be weaker than the effects found for “heavy”

drinking.

The results from weekly drinking are presented in column F in Table 2.4. As a

marked departure from previous results, regular drinking habits do not significantly

expedite nest-leaving. While the odds ratio suggests a positive association between

frequent drinking and nest-leaving for men, there is no statistical significance to the

estimate. The parent-child interaction term previously found significant for women

is also much smaller and statistically insignificant. The remaining results however,

are similar to those previously established. Overall, this specification suggests that

it is egregious drinking – or binging – that is strongly associated with nest-leaving

timing, rather than habitual (possibly modest) alcohol consumption.

Complementary log-log link

The logit link is a popular choice for discrete-time event history modeling, at least in

part due to computational advantages. Yielding results in the log-odds, its underly-

ing assumption is that effects are proportional in the odds, over time. An alternative

specification exists in the complementary log-log link, which is an approximation of

continuous-time models where the results are proportional in the hazards (Allison,

1982). Despite the asymmetry of the clog-log link, such a model specification typ-

ically yields similar results to the logit link when the hazard rates are relatively

small.

The estimates of a complementary log-log model are presented under column G in

Table 2.4. The results are yet again similar to the preferred specification. A minor

difference arises for women, where own-and-parental alcohol consumption is more

noisily estimated and only significant at the 10% level. Despite this, the broad

differences between genders – slight evidence of positive selection for men, more
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substantive effects of substance use for women – are still present while using this

alternative link function.

Unobserved heterogeneity assumptions

All the above specifications account for time-invariant unobserved heterogeneity

through a normally distributed random variable. To evaluate sensitivity against

this functional form assumption, a Heckman and Singer (1984) finite mixture model

with three support points is estimated and reported under column H of Table 2.4.

The results are again largely in-line with those previously discussed, with a few

notable exceptions.

For men, factor-loading λl loses statistical significance; the non-parametric model

does not highlight any individual-specific selection effects between substance use

and nest-leaving. In the absence of this selection effect, it is unsurprising that the

estimates also suggest a positive and significant association between recent smoking

on mens’ nest-leaving. This is similar to the simpler models in Table 2.3 which

assume away any time-invariant unobserved heterogeneity.

For women, the effects of recent heavy drinking and underage smoking that have

been established previously still remain significant under this specification. The ef-

fect of drinking alcohol before age 15 does become noisily estimated however, and

recent smoking significantly contributes to sooner nest-leaving. Despite these minor

changes, the results maintain that the odds of nest-leaving for women are greatly in-

creased after heavy drinking or early experimentation with alcohol or tobacco.

A brief summary of sensitivity analyses

These alternative specifications broadly support the main findings from the preferred

specification. This lends additional confidence that while recent heavy drinking

affects both men’s and women’s timing of nest-leaving, women are particularly likely

to leave home sooner when experimenting with alcohol or tobacco from a young age,

or if they and their parents are heavy drinkers.

One caveat is worth noting here however. For men, factor-loading λl teeters at

marginal statistical significance across several specifications.19 The evidence for

positive selection effects between drinking, smoking, and nest-leaving are therefore

19Notwithstanding the estimates under column F, as “regular” drinking is distinctly different
from heavy drinking.
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fairly weak; the results instead emphasize the effect of recent heavy drinking on

men’s nest-leaving timing.

For women, these alternative specifications corroborate nearly all earlier results.

Heavy drinking or early experimentation with tobacco and alcohol are consistently

significant risk factors for nest-leaving. Such effects persist across different specifi-

cations, affirming the association between risky health behaviors and earlier inde-

pendence from parents. A positive (and often significant) interaction term between

parents’ and daughters’ also suggests that the effect of heavy drinking is not atten-

uated in households where alcohol consumption may be normal. On the contrary,

co-residence is particularly short-lived in households where both daughters and par-

ents are heavy drinkers.

2.6 Conclusion

The decision to move out of the parental home is a choice to relinquish significant

support from the family. At a stage of the life course that is fraught with transitions

that can either secure or unsettle future wellbeing, an earlier departure from home

can introduce additional challenges during young adulthood. Beyond the intrinsic

health risks of excessive yet commonplace alcohol and tobacco consumption, in this

chapter I show that such risky behaviors also expedite the move out from home.

I adopt an event-history approach to track nest-leaving timing, and use simultaneous

equation estimation techniques to address potential selection effects. To account for

common unobservable factors that may be correlated between risky health behaviors

and nest-leaving decisions, I jointly estimate the co-residence spells alongside choice

models for drinking and smoking. Individual-specific heterogeneity is parameterized

through a factor-loading structure, which handles the difficult task of identifying

random effects in single-spell specifications. This chapter thus demonstrates com-

plex modeling techniques that overcome concerns with endogeneity and selection

effects.

Excessive drinking significantly expedites nest-leaving for both young men and

women, but beyond this shared result there are substantial gender differences else-

where. Specifically among women, underage experimentation with alcohol or cigarettes

by age 15 elevates the odds of moving out; the effects of early smoking are particu-

larly large. In addition to this, the effects of recent heavy drinking for women are

further exacerbated if their parents are also heavy drinkers, such that co-residence

between alcoholic parents and daughters is particularly fragile. Amid the literature
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studying the consequences of risky health behaviors in adolescence, I contribute by

showing that the consequences extend past adolescence into early adulthood, and

can culminate in a sooner departure from the parental home.

These gendered results are pertinent to studies that have highlighted impoverish-

ment among nest-leavers (Aassve et al., 2007, Parisi, 2008), which disproportionately

affect women (Ribar, 2015). Although heavy drinking and smoking are more preva-

lent among men in the Australian context, I show that these risky health behaviors

have more drastic effects on women’s nest-leaving decisions. This highlights a dis-

advantaging pathway for women, who face steeper trade-offs from substance usage

within the parental home, and subsequently greater difficulties and hardships after

moving out.

The findings in this chapter come from a nationally-representative study of Aus-

tralian households, beyond the acutely disadvantaged samples that have been sur-

veyed in past qualitative work. Furthermore, under examination are alcohol and

tobacco – commonplace substances during early adulthood. While the impacts of

illicit and egregious drugs are likely to be far greater, this chapter shows that even

mainstream substance use among the general young adult population can have siz-

able effects. While Australian policies have made significant inroads to curb cigarette

smoking, reductions to risky alcohol consumption have not achieved the same suc-

cess. Future initiatives promoting safer alcohol use are therefore important, not only

for young adult health outcomes, but also for mitigating disadvantageous transitions

in adulthood.

Stemming from this work are further avenues to investigate. As this chapter high-

lights the concerning effects of substance usage on nest-leaving patterns, an exami-

nation of subsequent risky behaviors after moving out could be worthwhile. Drink-

ing and smoking habits may worsen after nest-leaving, since parental interventions

against risky behaviors are limited, and peer-influences may gain more traction once

the young adult lives independently. While Sandberg-Thoma et al. (2015) do not

find increased hazards of nest-leaving among heavy drinkers in the United States,

they instead find that excessive drinking increases the likelihood of returning home.

It is therefore worth considering whether the effects of risky health behaviors among

young Australians are even more pronounced for their returning home than the

already sizable effects found in this chapter for nest-leaving.

This also invites investigations into other potential consequences of nest-leaving.

I address one such consequence in the next chapter by considering whether nest-

41



2. Drinking, Smoking, and the Timing of Nest-leaving

leaving frustrates study commitments. Other future work could also study the

impacts of moving out on the school-to-work transition, or the young adult’s financial

self-sufficiency. Investigating these possibilities would enrich the understanding of

adverse transitions in early adulthood, and contribute to policies that help young

adults navigate these crucial years successfully.
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Appendix

2.A1 HILDA data on substance usage

Outlined here are the survey questions used to construct measures of ‘risky’ drinking

and smoking behaviors. Importantly, some survey questions changed between waves

1 and 2, though have remained consistent thereafter.

Drinking frequency

In Wave 1, respondents were asked: “How often do you drink alcohol?”

In Waves 2 onwards, respondents were asked: “Do you drink alcohol?”

Responses were in ordered categories, and ‘regular’ drinking was defined thusly:

‘Regular’ drinking Wave 1 Wave 2+

0 Has never drunk alcohol I have never drunk alcohol
0 No longer drinks I no longer drink
0 Drinks very rarely Yes, but only rarely
0 Drinks less than once a week Yes, I drink alcohol 2 or 3 days per month
1 Drinks on 1 or 2 days a week Yes, I drink alcohol 1 or 2 days per week
1 Drinks on 3 or 4 days a week Yes, I drink alcohol 3 or 4 days per week
1 Drinks on 5 or 6 days a week Yes, I drink alcohol 5 or 6 days per week
1 Drinks every day Yes, I drink alcohol every day

Drinking intensity

In all waves, respondents were asked: “On a day that you have an alcoholic drink,

how many standard drinks do you usually have? ...”

While the questions were identical, from waves 2 onwards, the “9–12 drinks” re-

sponse was divided into “9–10 drinks” and “11–12 drinks.” From this, the following

defines ‘heavy’ drinking:
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‘Heavy’ drinking Wave 1 Wave 2+
0 Not asked∗ Not asked∗

0 1 to 2 standard drinks 1 to 2 standard drinks
0 3 to 4 standard drinks 3 to 4 standard drinks
1 5 to 6 standard drinks 5 to 6 standard drinks
1 7 to 8 standard drinks 7 to 8 standard drinks
1 9 to 12 standard drinks 9 to 10 standard drinks
1 11 to 12 standard drinks
1 13 or more standard drinks 13 or more standard drinks

∗ ‘Not asked’ corresponded to those who had earlier responded to not having consumed any alcohol over the
past year

Smoking (frequency)

In all waves, respondents were asked: “Do you smoke cigarettes or any other tobacco

products?”

Again, while the survey question is identical, the coding of responses does differ be-

tween waves 1 and waves 2 onwards. While in wave 1, the responses include “never,

ex-smoker, current smoker,” subsequent waves split up the current-smoker category

by frequency of smoking. Regularity of smoking cannot be inferred from wave 1

responses; this is inconsequential however as all smoking is considered ‘risky’:

‘Risky’ smoking Wave 1 Wave 2+

0 Has never smoked No, I have never smoked
0 Has given up smoking No, I no longer smoke
1 Smokes
1 Yes, I smoke less often than weekly
1 Yes, I smoke at least weekly
1 Yes, I smoke daily
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2.A2 Full estimation output

Table 2.A2.1: Single equation estimates, for column (A)

Men: Women:
Nest-leaving Drinking Smoking Nest-leaving Drinking Smoking

Own usage:
Drinking at t− 1 1.513*** 1.403**

[1.14,2.01] [1.07,1.83]
Early drinker 1.250* 1.320**

[0.96,1.63] [1.04,1.68]
Own × Parents’ drinking at t− 1 1.294 1.782**

[0.68,2.45] [1.05,3.02]
Smoking at t− 1 1.698*** 1.096

[1.14,2.52] [0.72,1.67]
Early smoker 1.011 1.980***

[0.67,1.53] [1.34,2.93]
Own × Parents’ smoking at t− 1 1.062 0.950

[0.57,1.99] [0.51,1.76]

Parents’ usage:
Parents drink (historical) 0.293*** 0.149** 0.098* 0.115*

(0.050) (0.061) (0.053) (0.065)
Parents smoke (historical) 0.012 0.312*** 0.122** 0.298***

(0.060) (0.073) (0.061) (0.073)
Parents drink at t− 1 0.867 0.256*** 0.129* 0.918 0.251*** 0.164**

[0.52,1.45] (0.060) (0.069) [0.63,1.33] (0.063) (0.076)
Parents smoke at t− 1 0.629*** 0.063 0.237*** 1.100 0.117* 0.089

[0.44,0.89] (0.064) (0.074) [0.84,1.45] (0.066) (0.076)

Demographic characteristics:
Parents’ education:

less than High School 1.076 -0.013 0.267*** 1.259 -0.060 0.124*
[0.76,1.52] (0.058) (0.067) [0.94,1.69] (0.062) (0.071)

Degree 0.926 0.083* 0.261*** 0.719** -0.074 -0.141**
[0.70,1.22] (0.047) (0.058) [0.55,0.94] (0.050) (0.067)

Post-graduate 1.062 0.292*** 0.572*** 0.580** -0.016 -0.224*
[0.62,1.81] (0.091) (0.107) [0.37,0.92] (0.079) (0.115)

# Younger persons at home 0.955 -0.034* -0.074*** 1.088* -0.061*** -0.045*
[0.85,1.07] (0.018) (0.023) [1.00,1.19] (0.020) (0.025)

# Other persons at home 0.671*** 0.007 -0.043 0.742*** 0.037 0.069**
[0.54,0.83] (0.028) (0.035) [0.63,0.88] (0.028) (0.033)

Step-family 1.632*** 0.139** 0.307*** 1.674*** 0.147** 0.471***
[1.14,2.34] (0.061) (0.071) [1.21,2.31] (0.068) (0.078)

Single parent 1.606*** 0.043 0.159*** 1.365** 0.266*** 0.531***
[1.21,2.13] (0.050) (0.059) [1.04,1.80] (0.053) (0.062)

Migrant 0.677** -0.355*** -0.136* 0.638*** -0.554*** -0.053
[0.46,0.99] (0.058) (0.073) [0.47,0.87] (0.060) (0.070)

Urban 0.466*** 0.031 -0.070 0.465*** -0.030 0.205**
[0.34,0.64] (0.058) (0.071) [0.35,0.61] (0.060) (0.084)

Unemployment rate 0.879*** -0.027** -0.012 0.898*** -0.040*** -0.022
[0.81,0.96] (0.013) (0.016) [0.83,0.97] (0.014) (0.017)

Age 16 1.000 -0.870*** -0.481*** 1.000 -0.848*** -0.176**
[1.00,1.00] (0.062) (0.078) [1.00,1.00] (0.064) (0.079)

Age 17 0.825 -0.384*** -0.152** 0.981 -0.486*** -0.121
[0.55,1.25] (0.062) (0.077) [0.70,1.38] (0.063) (0.081)

Age 18 (base) 1.000 0.000 0.000 1.000 0.000 0.000
[1.00,1.00] — — [1.00,1.00] — —

Age 19 1.991*** 0.056 0.117 3.219*** -0.055 -0.024
[1.35,2.93] (0.072) (0.086) [2.33,4.44] (0.072) (0.095)

Age 20 1.875*** 0.060 0.112 2.950*** -0.049 0.017
[1.22,2.88] (0.080) (0.095) [2.03,4.29] (0.082) (0.109)

Age 21 3.514*** -0.028 0.114 4.066*** -0.162* -0.062
[2.33,5.29] (0.089) (0.106) [2.71,6.09] (0.096) (0.132)

Age 22 4.290*** -0.043 0.171 4.804*** -0.298** -0.030
[2.69,6.84] (0.106) (0.124) [2.99,7.71] (0.118) (0.156)

Age 23 4.663*** -0.139 0.167 7.722*** -0.476*** 0.028
[2.64,8.23] (0.132) (0.154) [4.59,12.98] (0.150) (0.188)

Age 24 4.402*** -0.347** 0.024 8.664*** -0.099 0.441**
[2.09,9.28] (0.173) (0.210) [4.56,16.47] (0.177) (0.207)

Age 25+ 10.429*** -0.646*** 0.123 8.260*** -0.209 0.181
[5.56,19.54] (0.181) (0.200) [4.34,15.73] (0.179) (0.225)

Constant 0.140*** -0.019 -1.287*** 0.141*** -0.113 -1.647***
[0.07,0.26] (0.108) (0.133) [0.08,0.24] (0.108) (0.142)

Attrition at t+ 1 1.287 0.096 0.075 0.702* 0.071 0.187**
[0.90,1.84] (0.061) (0.072) [0.46,1.06] (0.071) (0.082)

End of obs. window at t 1.064 -0.270*** -0.181** 0.744 -0.177** -0.355***
[0.71,1.59] (0.067) (0.085) [0.51,1.08] (0.069) (0.099)

Estimates from the logistic discrete-time event-history model are reported in odds ratios, with 95% confidence inter-
vals in brackets. Estimates from the probit choice models for drinking and smoking are reported in coefficients, with
standard errors in parentheses.
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Table 2.A2.2: Simultaneous equation estimates, for column (B)

Men: Women:
Nest-leaving Drinking Smoking Nest-leaving Drinking Smoking

Own usage:
Drinking at t− 1 1.442** 1.495***

[1.06,1.96] [1.12,2.00]
Early drinker 1.241 1.341**

[0.95,1.62] [1.05,1.71]
Own × Parents’ drinking at t− 1 1.309 1.758**

[0.69,2.48] [1.03,2.99]
Smoking at t− 1 1.607** 1.180

[1.06,2.44] [0.76,1.84]
Early smoker 1.000 2.008***

[0.66,1.52] [1.36,2.98]
Own × Parents’ smoking at t− 1 1.076 0.950

[0.57,2.02] [0.51,1.76]

Parents’ usage:
Parents drink (historical) 0.415*** 0.191** 0.142* 0.165**

(0.070) (0.076) (0.074) (0.082)
Parents smoke (historical) 0.013 0.397*** 0.179** 0.379***

(0.085) (0.091) (0.085) (0.092)
Parents drink at t− 1 0.871 0.362*** 0.152* 0.910 0.352*** 0.209**

[0.52,1.45] (0.085) (0.086) [0.63,1.32] (0.089) (0.094)
Parents smoke at t− 1 0.633** 0.089 0.297*** 1.089 0.152 0.102

[0.45,0.90] (0.090) (0.092) [0.83,1.43] (0.093) (0.094)

Demographic characteristics:
Parents’ education:

less than High School 1.080 -0.016 0.328*** 1.254 -0.084 0.148*
[0.77,1.53] (0.082) (0.083) [0.93,1.69] (0.088) (0.089)

Degree 0.931 0.118* 0.320*** 0.718** -0.103 -0.175**
[0.70,1.23] (0.066) (0.073) [0.55,0.94] (0.071) (0.084)

Post-graduate 1.076 0.410*** 0.715*** 0.580** -0.025 -0.300**
[0.63,1.84] (0.128) (0.136) [0.36,0.92] (0.112) (0.145)

# Younger persons at home 0.952 -0.049* -0.100*** 1.090* -0.084*** -0.051
[0.85,1.07] (0.025) (0.029) [1.00,1.19] (0.028) (0.031)

# Other persons at home 0.670*** 0.007 -0.053 0.739*** 0.055 0.089**
[0.54,0.83] (0.039) (0.043) [0.62,0.88] (0.039) (0.042)

Step-family 1.643*** 0.194** 0.399*** 1.654*** 0.212** 0.602***
[1.15,2.36] (0.087) (0.089) [1.20,2.29] (0.096) (0.100)

Single parent 1.616*** 0.062 0.211*** 1.345** 0.378*** 0.680***
[1.22,2.14] (0.070) (0.074) [1.02,1.77] (0.074) (0.082)

Migrant 0.671** -0.507*** -0.214** 0.646*** -0.781*** -0.080
[0.46,0.98] (0.082) (0.093) [0.47,0.88] (0.085) (0.087)

Urban 0.466*** 0.047 -0.083 0.464*** -0.044 0.244**
[0.34,0.64] (0.082) (0.088) [0.35,0.61] (0.084) (0.104)

Unemployment rate 0.879*** -0.038** -0.014 0.899*** -0.057*** -0.030
[0.81,0.96] (0.019) (0.020) [0.83,0.97] (0.020) (0.022)

Age 16 1.000 -1.225*** -0.623*** 1.000 -1.227*** -0.269***
[1.00,1.00] (0.089) (0.101) [1.00,1.00] (0.092) (0.100)

Age 17 0.826 -0.537*** -0.208** 0.980 -0.698*** -0.182*
[0.55,1.25] (0.088) (0.096) [0.70,1.38] (0.090) (0.102)

Age 18 (base) 1.000 0.000 0.000 1.000 0.000 0.000
[1.00,1.00] — — [1.00,1.00] — —

Age 19 2.033*** 0.082 0.155 3.163*** -0.089 -0.008
[1.38,3.01] (0.102) (0.107) [2.29,4.37] (0.101) (0.117)

Age 20 1.917*** 0.085 0.146 2.891*** -0.079 0.019
[1.24,2.96] (0.113) (0.118) [1.99,4.21] (0.116) (0.136)

Age 21 3.598*** -0.034 0.163 4.002*** -0.239* -0.089
[2.38,5.45] (0.125) (0.131) [2.67,6.00] (0.135) (0.164)

Age 22 4.388*** -0.062 0.226 4.748*** -0.433*** -0.063
[2.74,7.02] (0.149) (0.153) [2.96,7.63] (0.166) (0.195)

Age 23 4.751*** -0.196 0.213 7.631*** -0.675*** 0.024
[2.68,8.41] (0.186) (0.192) [4.53,12.84] (0.211) (0.234)

Age 24 4.475*** -0.487** 0.045 8.554*** -0.158 0.548**
[2.12,9.45] (0.243) (0.259) [4.49,16.29] (0.251) (0.259)

Age 25+ 10.535*** -0.932*** 0.136 8.106*** -0.316 0.191
[5.61,19.79] (0.259) (0.252) [4.25,15.47] (0.253) (0.282)

Constant 0.142*** -0.034 -1.603*** 0.138*** -0.150 -2.040***
[0.08,0.27] (0.153) (0.174) [0.08,0.24] (0.153) (0.192)

Attrition at t+ 1 1.293 0.132 0.091 0.698* 0.099 0.242**
[0.91,1.85] (0.086) (0.090) [0.46,1.06] (0.100) (0.102)

End of obs. window at t 1.051 -0.387*** -0.242** 0.750 -0.247** -0.451***
[0.70,1.57] (0.095) (0.107) [0.52,1.09] (0.098) (0.124)

Factor loadings:
Transitory errors θl 1.098 1.000 0.744*** 0.882 1.000 0.755***

[0.87,1.39] — (0.073) [0.71,1.09] — (0.081)

σµ 1.000 1.000
— —

Estimates from the logistic discrete-time event-history model are reported in odds ratios, with 95% confidence inter-
vals in brackets. Estimates from the probit choice models for drinking and smoking are reported in coefficients, with
standard errors in parentheses.
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Table 2.A2.3: Simultaneous equation estimates, for column (C)

Men: Women:
Nest-leaving Drinking Smoking Nest-leaving Drinking Smoking

Own usage:
Drinking at t− 1 1.390** 1.520***

[1.00,1.92] [1.11,2.08]
Early drinker 1.202 1.320**

[0.92,1.57] [1.03,1.69]
Own × Parents’ drinking at t− 1 1.345 1.781**

[0.71,2.55] [1.04,3.05]
Smoking at t− 1 1.319 0.938

[0.81,2.14] [0.58,1.52]
Early smoker 0.961 1.956***

[0.63,1.46] [1.32,2.91]
Own × Parents’ smoking at t− 1 1.087 0.907

[0.58,2.04] [0.49,1.69]

Parents’ usage:
Parents drink (historical) 0.538*** 0.715*** 0.255** 0.616**

(0.107) (0.257) (0.122) (0.289)
Parents smoke (historical) 0.074 1.019*** 0.294** 1.100***

(0.123) (0.283) (0.135) (0.315)
Parents drink at t− 1 0.851 0.270*** -0.097 0.910 0.277** 0.101

[0.51,1.42] (0.101) (0.154) [0.63,1.32] (0.110) (0.168)
Parents smoke at t− 1 0.646** 0.032 0.326* 1.116 0.207* 0.093

[0.45,0.92] (0.110) (0.178) [0.84,1.48] (0.121) (0.208)

Demographic characteristics:
Parents’ education:

less than High School 1.090 -0.070 0.576* 1.288* -0.022 0.626*
[0.77,1.54] (0.131) (0.320) [0.95,1.74] (0.149) (0.356)

Degree 0.937 0.117 0.571** 0.715** -0.060 -0.250
[0.71,1.24] (0.108) (0.277) [0.55,0.93] (0.125) (0.323)

Post-graduate 1.067 0.333 1.019* 0.570** -0.076 -0.595
[0.62,1.83] (0.208) (0.524) [0.36,0.91] (0.204) (0.545)

# Younger persons at home 0.959 -0.020 -0.050 1.088* -0.117*** -0.079
[0.86,1.07] (0.038) (0.082) [0.99,1.19] (0.044) (0.100)

# Other persons at home 0.669*** 0.012 -0.087 0.738*** 0.024 0.091
[0.54,0.83] (0.052) (0.102) [0.62,0.88] (0.054) (0.103)

Step-family 1.685*** 0.277** 1.018*** 1.716*** 0.288* 1.313***
[1.17,2.42] (0.123) (0.270) [1.23,2.39] (0.149) (0.325)

Single parent 1.639*** 0.078 0.527** 1.379** 0.284** 0.913***
[1.23,2.18] (0.101) (0.226) [1.04,1.82] (0.115) (0.249)

Migrant 0.648** -0.717*** -0.872** 0.649*** -0.998*** -0.452
[0.44,0.96] (0.135) (0.357) [0.47,0.89] (0.147) (0.356)

Urban 0.470*** 0.107 0.114 0.463*** -0.088 0.308
[0.34,0.65] (0.119) (0.272) [0.35,0.61] (0.135) (0.328)

Unemployment rate 0.879*** -0.038 -0.015 0.900*** -0.042 0.004
[0.81,0.96] (0.024) (0.042) [0.83,0.97] (0.026) (0.047)

Age 16 1.000 -1.484*** -1.221*** 1.000 -1.618*** -0.692***
[1.00,1.00] (0.101) (0.155) [1.00,1.00] (0.110) (0.159)

Age 17 0.823 -0.663*** -0.402*** 0.993 -0.928*** -0.486***
[0.54,1.24] (0.098) (0.133) [0.70,1.40] (0.103) (0.152)

Age 18 (base) 1.000 0.000 0.000 1.000 0.000 0.000
[1.00,1.00] — — [1.00,1.00] — —

Age 19 2.080*** 0.091 0.314** 3.231*** -0.071 0.146
[1.40,3.08] (0.113) (0.144) [2.32,4.50] (0.114) (0.168)

Age 20 1.957*** 0.086 0.262 2.948*** -0.068 0.182
[1.26,3.03] (0.125) (0.165) [2.01,4.32] (0.133) (0.195)

Age 21 3.684*** -0.089 0.192 4.110*** -0.262* 0.157
[2.43,5.60] (0.140) (0.183) [2.71,6.22] (0.157) (0.237)

Age 22 4.494*** -0.122 0.221 4.903*** -0.446** 0.151
[2.80,7.21] (0.167) (0.219) [3.02,7.96] (0.193) (0.283)

Age 23 4.900*** -0.192 0.672** 7.919*** -0.849*** 0.185
[2.75,8.72] (0.211) (0.268) [4.65,13.49] (0.254) (0.347)

Age 24 4.790*** -0.388 0.696* 8.923*** -0.298 0.774**
[2.25,10.21] (0.275) (0.373) [4.63,17.22] (0.299) (0.394)

Age 25+ 11.581*** -0.741** 1.245*** 8.506*** -0.510 -0.232
[6.08,22.07] (0.293) (0.379) [4.40,16.45] (0.312) (0.424)

Constant 0.143*** -0.182 -4.302*** 0.133*** -0.334 -5.061***
[0.08,0.27] (0.206) (0.523) [0.08,0.23] (0.222) (0.608)

Attrition at t+ 1 1.289 0.139 0.129 0.693* -0.002 0.126
[0.90,1.84] (0.101) (0.155) [0.46,1.06] (0.123) (0.194)

End of obs. window at t 1.080 -0.256** 0.053 0.744 -0.168 -0.615***
[0.72,1.62] (0.111) (0.170) [0.51,1.09] (0.118) (0.212)

Factor loadings:
Transitory errors θl 0.896 1.000 -0.020 0.722*** 1.000 -0.257**

[0.69,1.16] — (0.091) [0.57,0.92] — (0.111)
Time-invariant unobs. het. λl 1.199* 1.000 2.733*** 1.049 1.000 2.563***

[0.97,1.48] — (0.260) [0.90,1.22] — (0.292)

σµ 1.000 1.000
— —

ση 1.047*** 1.230***
(0.057) (0.069)

Estimates from the logistic discrete-time event-history model are reported in odds ratios, with 95% confidence inter-
vals in brackets. Estimates from the probit choice models for drinking and smoking are reported in coefficients, with
standard errors in parentheses.
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3

Graduation, Dropout, and

Nest-leaving: Tertiary Enrollment

Within and Beyond the Parental

Home

3.1 Introduction

The pursuit of tertiary education typically commences and concludes in early adult-

hood. During this life course stage, many young adults navigate the school-to-work

transition by finalizing their investments in education in order to initiate their ca-

reers. As high-school attainment becomes increasingly common across both devel-

oped and developing countries (OECD, 2016), the majority of young adults must

decide whether or not – and how much – to invest in tertiary studies.

Attendance at a tertiary institution attests to the young adult’s intention to accu-

mulate human capital, with skills and knowledge often accrued over time. However,

enrollment in itself is insufficient to land a job or secure future well-being. The

individual’s human capital tends to be clearly signaled with course completion, such

that the returns to tertiary education may be non-linear with attendance (Altonji,

1993). These benefits of formally holding a qualification make graduation in itself a

common aspiration among many young adults, and are an objective of their tertiary

studies. Students’ time investments in education are subject to uncertainty however,

as challenging circumstances in early adulthood may interrupt enrollment and lead

to dropout.
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The prospects of graduation and dropout may depend on the resources and sup-

port available to the student – including transfers from the family. One common

form of support is accommodation at home, as co-residence is an in-kind transfer

that facilitates investment in human capital. This is evident among students in the

United States (Rosenzweig and Wolpin, 1993) as well as those in Britain (Ermisch,

2003), despite the relative prevalence of residential campuses that are not easily ac-

cessible from the parental home. As this chapter examines the Australian context –

where accessible commuter campuses are far more common – the salience of parental

support during tertiary studies is likely much stronger.

The primary research question of this chapter is to assess if continued co-residence

promotes sooner graduation and mitigates dropout risks, when compared to inde-

pendent living. Young adults who leave the nest and live independently may face

greater indirect costs of study, particularly if credit constraints increase time spent

in labor market activities or household production. Furthermore, as enrollment may

be prohibitively difficult without parental support, I assess if (re)entry into tertiary

studies is less likely when living independently. Finally, since parental transfers may

be conditioned on human capital investment, this chapter also addresses whether

graduation or dropout events affect co-residence at home.

The econometric aspect of this chapter comprehensively models transitions both into

and out of tertiary education and independent living. These are modeled as four

distinct processes (i.e. simultaneously estimated equations), where each is treated

as an event history. First and of primary interest is the time-consuming process

of attaining a tertiary qualification, where the distinction between graduation and

dropout outcomes is crucial. For dropouts and gap-year takers who are not studying,

their process of returning to study sometime later (if ever) is modeled, describing the

postponed investment in human capital. As most young adults spend some time in

the parental home during adolescence and early adulthood before deciding to move

out, this timing of nest-leaving is an important third process to examine. Finally,

for some individuals their first bid at independence can be short-lived. The fourth

process considers the circumstances that might prompt these individuals to return

home, marking a renewed dependence on in-kind parental support.

Concerns over unobserved heterogeneity or reverse causality are addressed in the

econometric approach. The four duration models are jointly estimated with a time-

invariant random effect; correlations across equations are parameterized in a factor-

loading structure that accounts for selection effects between study states and living

arrangements (Lillard, 1993). I also restrict the focus to lagged effects of changes
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in co-residence (study outcomes) on the young adult’s tertiary enrollment (living

arrangements) in order to avoid ambiguous effects from changes that occur simul-

taneously.

This empirical investigation uses data from the Household Income and Labour Dy-

namics in Australia survey, which covers a nationally-representative population over

2001–2014. The HILDA data are particularly fitting, as the survey follows young

adults after leaving home, and thus tracks student enrollment both at home and

beyond. I also use the rich information within the annually collected calendar to

construct finer measures that track enrollment, living arrangements and household

composition on a semester basis.

In this chapter I further explore the parents’ role in their child’s transition to adult-

hood. Parents act as altruistic agents when they make transfers to credit-constrained

young adults (Becker and Tomes, 1986), who pay fees and forgo labor market income

while studying. Although some of these transfers can be direct, a very common form

of in-kind transfer is through accommodation at home. Spared from most living ex-

penses, young adults who co-reside with parents can more easily commit to further

studies with minimal (if any) working hours and labor market income. While many

individuals are able to fully capitalize on this offer, for others this support is unavail-

able, and for others yet the decision to study necessitates a relocation and departure

from the parental home.

This nest-leaving event is a developmental milestone, through which young adults

attempt to establish a social and economic independence from their family (Aquilino

and Supple, 1991, Goldscheider and Goldscheider, 1989). Beyond gains in privacy

and autonomy, this decision may also be in pursuit of economic opportunities. Ir-

respective of the various plausible motives, moving out introduces responsibilities

and financial burdens on the independent adult. This consequently heightens the

need to allocate time towards work or household production, increasing the indirect

costs of continued study. That independent living could undermine commitments to

study – and thus undermine study outcomes – is a hypothesis that has not been well-

addressed in the extant nest-leaving literature. Studies thus far have concentrated

on the young adult’s student status, but have yet to consider the eventual outcome

of tertiary enrollment. This chapter makes the natural extension to evaluate these

outcomes, which should be of interest to both economists and policy-makers.

The remainder of this chapter proceeds as follows. Section 3.2 describes the preva-

lence of tertiary education in the Australian context in greater depth. Section 3.3
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describes both the nest-leaving and college-attendance literatures, showing where

this chapter connects and extends studies in both areas. In Section 3.4 a conceptual

framework highlights potential mechanisms and pathways that link parental support

with young adult educational outcomes. Section 3.5 describes the analysis sample

constructed from the HILDA data, showing some cursory relationships between co-

residence and study outcomes. Nonparametric evidence of duration dependence

therein suggests that event history modeling is warranted. The econometric specifi-

cation and approach follows in Section 3.6, with results presented and discussed in

Section 3.7. Section 3.8 concludes.

3.2 Education in the Australian context

Participation in tertiary education is common among young Australians, and is un-

derpinned by a trend of improving high-school outcomes. Retention rates through

to Year 12 have risen from 72% in 2000 to 84% in 2016 (ABS, 2016), with 80% of

school leavers in 2016 completing Year 12. These high rates of retention and com-

pletion reflect the longest period of compulsory education among OECD countries

– Australian students are required to attend high-school until age 17.1 With school

completion commonly occurring at age 18, students have limited opportunities to

opt out of secondary school.

High-school students in Australia also face few incentives to leave school early. Voca-

tional education and training (VET), apprenticeships, and traineeships are formally

recognized and contribute towards school completion in Australia (AIHW, 2015).

Youths who prefer these technical tracks of education can therefore pursue these

in conjunction (rather than in conflict) with their schooling (NCVER, 2007). Col-

lectively, these institutional features of the Australian school system produce high

rates of completion.

These high rates of school completion are met with even higher rates of co-residence.

From census data in 2011, fewer than 4% of high-school students aged 15–17 live

apart from their parents (ABS, 2011). This is also consistent with the trend of

delayed nest-leaving in Australia as in several other countries, which is partially

attributed to a greater social emphasis on education (Cobb-Clark, 2008). Thus the

vast majority of nest-leaving events take place after high-school completion, affecting

young adults around the time of their tertiary studies.

1The last states/territories to raise this requirement from age 15 did so in 2009.
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Unlike tertiary education in North America and the United Kingdom, colleges and

universities in Australia are typically commuter campuses. Many of the larger in-

stitutions are located in major cities, and are accessible from home for most young

adults. Consequently, only about 5% of university students live on campus.2 The

fact that nest-leaving is not often required for tertiary enrollment in Australia is ad-

vantageous for this investigation, as young adults may move out from home partway

through their studies. Previous works that examine tertiary study and nest-leaving

are limited as they regard students on residential campuses as still “living with par-

ents,” due to the financial reliance on the family. This chapter does not rely on such

a technicality.

Opportunities for study at the tertiary level are promoted through generous public

support in Australia. Government subsidies to tertiary institutions cover roughly

60% of university course costs on average (Department of Education and Training,

2015), with the remainder to be shouldered by the student. Payment of this latter

amount is often deferred through income-contingent loans under the Higher Edu-

cation Loan Programme (HELP).3 For most domestic students, the HELP scheme

effectively eliminates the immediate direct costs of study, leaving only indirect costs

and living expenses.

In addition to income-contingent loans, some domestic students also receive Youth

Allowance welfare payments to further assist with living expenses. Eligibility is

means-tested to target disadvantaged Australians who face socioeconomic barriers

in tertiary education. Ryan (2013) shows that Youth Allowance recipients indeed

enroll at equivalent rates to non-recipients (seemingly removing the barriers to par-

ticipation) and complete their course of study at higher rates as well. Although

these welfare payments do not entirely eliminate the financial pressures experienced

by disadvantaged individuals, they have been effective in encouraging young adult

investments in tertiary education.

Recent policy changes in Australia have also contributed to the prevalence of ter-

tiary education enrollment. Government-imposed limits on student placements at

public universities were lifted in 2012, effectively adopting a demand-driven system

for student funding. As universities were allowed to respond freely to domestic

student demand, government-supported enrollments grew rapidly, increasing from

around 469,000 in 2009 to approximately 577,000 in 2013 (Kemp and Norton, 2014).

2Author’s own calculation based on statistics from McDonald, Hay, Gecan, Jack, and Hallett
(2015) and Department of Education and Training (2015).

3In favor of the student, these loans are only indexed against inflation and thus charge no real
interest.
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Furthermore, these reforms also established targeted funding and initiatives to en-

courage tertiary studies among disadvantaged young adults. This included youths

from regional areas, individuals from Aboriginal or Torres Strait Island communities,

and students with disabilities.

In a country with high rates of high-school completion and policy emphasis on pro-

moting participation in tertiary education, a growing number of young Australians

will be making further investments in human capital. These investments also come

at a time when living arrangements are likely to change, as many young adults re-

consider whether co-residing with their parents is both feasible and desirable. This

chapter examines whether parental co-residential support assists with tertiary educa-

tion, and whether the outcomes of tertiary study bear upon the timing of residential

independence.

3.3 Literature review

Human capital investments have been addressed before in the nest-leaving litera-

ture. Rosenzweig and Wolpin (1993) regard co-residence as an in-kind transfer from

parents to young adult children. From the National Longitudinal Surveys, young

men in school were likely co-residents and recipients of direct transfers. By sup-

porting offspring who are unlikely to be self-sufficient while studying, parents play

an important role in the human capital accumulation of young adults. This link

between co-residence and student-status is also evident among Spanish and Italian

youth as documented by Martinez-Granado and Ruiz-Castillo (2002) and Giannelli

and Monfardini (2003) respectively, as well as in Britain from work done by Ermisch

(1996).

This empirical association between co-residence and student-status can be under-

stood from models of intergenerational transfers. The theoretical models presented

by both Rosenzweig and Wolpin (1993) and Ermisch (2003) cast the nest-leaving

decision as an outcome from a non-cooperative game between parents and offspring.

Parents act as a singular altruistic agent, who care about their adult child’s well-

being and investments in human capital. The young adult is selfish and credit-

constrained, and can only save for the future by forgoing market wages and incur-

ring fees to attend school. By conditioning their transfers (both direct or in-kind),

parents offer smoothed consumption for the young adult and sustain his or her

investment in human capital.
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These conceptualizations of human capital investment in the nest-leaving literature

stem from classic works by Becker (1975) and Mincer (1974), where time spent in

education yields an attractive return to wages. Individuals therefore make optimal

choices according to the marginal benefits and costs of school attendance, and would

only be obstructed in the presence of credit constraints. The wealth of literature

that followed these pioneering works has revealed more nuances of the returns to

education, as well as the uncertain process of attainment (Bound, Turner et al.,

2011). Altonji (1993) draws attention to this uncertainty in completion, treating

education as a sequential choice. Therein, the prospective student only discovers

her aptitude for college studies, and relative preferences between different college

courses and working after enrolling for some time. Consistent with the “experience

good” aspect of education (Smith, 2008), a student will rationally drop out of study,

change courses, or persist on to completion, according to newly revealed information.

This interpretation of education as a process further develops upon classic human

capital theory, which does not readily explain dropout decisions in a deterministic

environment.

This flexibility in decision making leads to differing perspectives on the desirability of

dropout events. Stange (2012) argues that an option value arises in an environment

with uncertainty. With the dynamics in sequential educational attainment, results

among US men suggest that the option to drop out is valuable for the individual,

particularly for moderate-ability students (for whom completion is most uncertain).

This position is also supported by Cardak and Vecci (2016), noting that dropping

out is in a sense “efficient” if students realize a lack of interest or aptitude during

their course of study.

Despite these rational motives for dropout, students who abandon their studies are

likely to have gained little; the returns to education may be nonlinear and usually

associated with completion rather than attendance per se (Altonji, 1993). Invariably,

most dropouts will have forgone earnings, incurred tuition fees, or accrued debt, the

latter of which can be difficult to shoulder as the earnings for non-graduates are

typically lower than those for graduates (OECD, 2016). Furthermore, records of an

incomplete course of study may be detrimental to the young adult’s competitiveness

in the labor market, and delays to any subsequent qualification could undermine

the “sheepskin” effects of degree attainment. Finally, public resources spent on

incomplete courses of study are a policy concern, such that the distinction between

graduation and dropout events should be made.
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The nest-leaving literature has yet to direct attention to these educational outcomes.

Empirical analyses by Martinez-Granado and Ruiz-Castillo (2002), Rosenzweig and

Wolpin (1993) and Ermisch (2003) have treated education as a simple binary state

(enrollment) or as a stock (highest completed level), yet rarely as a process of at-

tainment. This chapter contributes in this area by assessing how co-residence as a

parental transfer affects students’ timing of graduation and dropout after finishing

high school, as well as non-students’ timing of enrollment. This is also an improve-

ment over a study covering young Italians and Spaniards by Coppola (2004), who

simultaneously models the first exit from education and first union, but does not em-

pirically investigate the effect that partnership formation may have on enrollment.4

By distinguishing between successful and incomplete courses of study in this chap-

ter, the child’s reliance on parental support during the transition to adulthood is

more richly understood. The underlying link and mechanisms between co-residential

support and educational attainment is expanded upon in the conceptual framework

that follows.

3.4 Conceptual framework

Attaining a tertiary education takes time, and is a process that requires the stu-

dent to successfully progress through its sequential stages (Comay, Melnik, and Pol-

latschek, 1973, Manski, 1989). While it is convenient to address such human capital

investments in an environment of certainty, the pertinent participation dynamics

arise from an uncertain environment. A student’s enrollment may be delayed, pro-

longed or interrupted due to factors that may not be known ex-ante. Some may

be intrinsic to the nature of study itself, or are influenced by other life events –

including nest-leaving – that tend to occur during early adulthood. Below I outline

a theoretical model with enrollment dynamics and living arrangement choices. A

more thorough presentation of this model is in Appendix 3.A1.

Consider an individual who may invest in tertiary education over T discrete time

periods. Completing tertiary study is attractive, as the individual knows that the

lifetime earnings of a graduate Yg are greater than the lifetime earnings of a non-

graduate Yn. Attainment takes time however; suppose that it requires N > 2

successful (but not necessarily consecutive) periods of study. Beginning with S = 0

periods of completed study, the individual may try to make progress (such that

St+1 = St + 1) by allocating positive study effort e > 0. Progression is uncertain

4Nest-leaving in Southern European countries usually coincides with union formation.
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however, and only occurs with probability p(e). If she decides against studying by

setting e = 0, her alternative is to work.

Beyond the enrollment decision – effectively parameterized by her choice of e – the

individual also decides on her living arrangements l in each period as well. This is

distinguished between living at home h and living alone a. Suppose that altruistic

parents condition their transfers to reward students while they co-reside, such that

the relative benefits of co-residing over living independently are given by H(e), an

increasing function of study effort. Personal tastes for privacy will mean that H(e)

need not be positive.

As a second source of uncertainty, the individual is endowed with aptitudes (or

abilities) at both tertiary study and work: α = {αs, αw} respectively. Suppose

that as a high-school graduate, these aptitudes are initially unknown, since the

mode of study at the tertiary level differs from school-level study, and employment

opportunities can differ markedly between high-school students and school finishers.

This uncertainty is resolved however, according to the individual’s choice to either

study (realizing αs,) or work (realizing αw).

These aptitudes factor into the decision between studying and working. Part of

the indirect costs of committing to study for a period are the forgone earnings

as a non-graduate yn(αw), an increasing function of work aptitude αw. In addi-

tion to this, the individual also bears direct costs of studying cl(e, αs). This direct

cost is commensurate with study efforts – since the psychic costs of attendance are

substantial (Heckman, Lochner, and Todd, 2006) – and inversely related to study

aptitude. These opportunity costs of studying also differ by living arrangements,

since household production is no longer freely provided after moving out. Distin-

guishing between living at home or alone, the following properties of direct study

costs are assumed:

l ∈ {h, a} : cl(e, αs)

{
= 0 if not enrolled, e = 0

> 0 if enrolled, e > 0

∀e′ > 0 : ch(e
′, αs) 6 ca(e

′, αs),
∂ch(e, αs)

∂e

∣∣∣∣
e=e′

<
∂ca(e, αs)

∂e

∣∣∣∣
e=e′

Furthermore, suppose that the costs of study (in either living arrangement) are

increasing and convex in study efforts, and decreasing in aptitude.
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This setup leads to a dynamic problem where the individual is initially uncertain

about both tertiary study and work, and must experiment to determine her suit-

ability in one domain. Supposing that the future period is discounted by δ, the

individual chooses between studying and working by comparing the indirect utili-

ties of both alternatives – each maximized over the decision of whether to live at

home or not. She would choose to study for the first period provided that:

max
lt∈{h,a}

EVt(et, lt|St, α) > max
lt∈{h,a}

EVt(0, lt|St, α)

≡ max
lt∈{h,a}

− E(cl(e
∗
l , αs)) +H(e∗l ) · 1(lt = h)

+ δ

[
p(e∗l )EVt+1(et+1, lt+1|St + 1, α) + (1− p(e∗l ))EVt+1(et+1, lt+1|St, α)

]
> max

lt∈{h,a}
E(yn(αw)) +H(0) · 1(lt = h) + δEVt+1(et+1, lt+1|St, α) (3.1)

The left side of the inequality in expression (3.1) is the individual’s expected value of

studying. This is comprised of the current period’s expected direct costs of studying

– which are initially uncertain prior to revealing αs – and (if applicable) the relative

benefits of studying at home. She additionally considers how studying affects her

state in the coming period, as her allocation of study effort affects the uncertain

outcome of making progress in her studies.

The right side of the inequality is the individual’s expected value of working. Her

current period payoff involves an uncertain wage – which becomes subsequently

known as αw is revealed – and potentially the benefits of co-residence if she chooses

to live at home. Although she certainly does not progress with her studies, the

individual must still evaluate her future with uncertainty as she may decide to

enroll in a later period, but would be unsure of her study aptitude.

This simple model would suggest that co-residence affects students’ attainment of a

tertiary education. It is straightforward to note that since the costs of studying differ

by living arrangement, so too will the optimal choice of effort e∗ differ when com-

mitting to study. Where there are interior solutions e∗h and e∗a, it can be shown that

e∗h > e∗a.
5 Consequently, students who study from home (benefiting from parental

transfers and an advantageous cost structure) also face better odds of progressing

at study than independently-living individuals since p(e∗h) > p(e∗a). This leads to

the hypothesis that students who co-reside at home will graduate sooner than those

who live independently, a matter to be assessed empirically in Section 3.7.

5Appendix 3.A1 demonstrates this in more detail.
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This model also produces enrollment dynamics stemming from aptitude revelation.

When first choosing to study, if a sufficiently poor aptitude αs is realized, the indi-

vidual may prefer to switch in the following period and drop out voluntarily. The

converse case of delayed enrollment arises when a low αw – borne out in disappoint-

ing non-graduate earnings – prompts the individual to initiate further studies after

the “gap year.” Individuals who choose to switch can of course, find out later that

the alternative is even less favorable, and so return to study or work afterward,

leading to an erratic pattern in enrollment.

By treating study progression as a probabilistic event, this model is consistent with

the empirical observation that some study spells can be prolonged and drawn out.

Students who are unfortunate in the study progression “lottery” – potentially due

to unobserved personal health factors or teacher quality – may study for more than

the N -period requirement. If imposing additional restrictions where individuals are

only given a finite number of periods T to complete their studies, some students

who fail repeatedly may even drop out after a protracted enrollment if progress has

been insufficient and graduation becomes infeasible.

Disengaging from studies is expected to increase the chances of moving out. As the

individual’s study effort is reduced to zero, parental transfers likewise decrease from

H(e∗) to H(0). Individuals at the margin will move out from home as independent

living becomes more attractive. This represents a successful transition for gradu-

ates who persist and are fortunate enough to complete their studies to earn Yg, as

their parents no longer need to support them further. However, this incentive to

leave home also applies to dropouts who work for considerably lower earnings, rep-

resenting a downside for individuals who are unlucky or ill-suited for tertiary study.

It is therefore hypothesized that disengaging students (from either graduation or

dropout) may subsequently face higher odds of nest-leaving.

This model motivates a plausible link between living arrangements and tertiary ed-

ucation outcomes that stem from a choice set available to most young Australians.

Most higher education providers in Australia are located in metropolitan areas that

are physically accessible for the majority of the population. Several universities and

technical colleges also maintain rural campuses, leaving only a minority of house-

holds without reasonable access to further education options past high-school. For

these disadvantaged individuals, the decision to enroll in tertiary study necessitates

moving out, such that choices in education and residence differ substantively from

the model presented here.6

6Recognizing that the trade-offs for rural individuals are potentially very different, an alter-
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3.5 Data

3.5.1 The HILDA survey and analysis sample

As with the previous chapter, I use data from the Household Income and Labour

Dynamics in Australia survey. One particularly useful feature of this dataset lies

in its relatively underutilized calendar information. HILDA respondents are regu-

larly asked about their enrollment in studies and participation in the labor force,

measuring the changes in economic activity throughout the year. Augmenting this

information with other detailed responses from the household roster and from inter-

views in the annual survey, I construct semi-annual records of study and co-residence

for each young adult. These span the calendar months from January to June, and

from July to December. Conforming to the academic year in Australia, this analysis

tracks the educational outcomes, nest-leaving, and return-home events with more

accurate timing.

I track several key outcomes. During enrollment, study outcomes are delineated

between graduation and dropout. Graduation is marked by the successful comple-

tion of a tertiary course while dropout corresponds to the first record of non-study

without qualification attainment. In some cases there can be ambiguity whether the

individual reports “completion” as the final month of study, or the conferral date

of the qualification. The empirical analysis and results are not sensitive to either

definition. Nest-leaving is defined as the first record where the individual is living

apart from both parents (biological or otherwise); returning home is accordingly

marked by a subsequent residence with at least one parent. 7

To establish the analysis sample, I first consider all young adults who are newly

completing high-school during the sample period. This consists of 2,227 individuals

finishing Year 12 who are subsequently eligible to enroll in tertiary education. In

order to track these young adults’ first nest-leaving event, I exclude a minority

(6%) of individuals who had moved out from home sometime earlier. This leaves

2,094 young adults who share a common starting point – co-residing at home and

completing their final semester of high-school. These high-school graduates are

subsequently “at-risk” of participating in tertiary studies and leaving the parental

native estimation sample consisting only of urban-based households is later considered in Ap-
pendix 3.A3.

7While the HILDA survey classifies students at boarding schools or residential colleges to be
residing with their families, such cases are exceedingly rare in the data constituting only 5 out
of 7,682 households surveyed in the first wave. Therefore, virtually none of the nest-leaving or
returning home transitions are understated in this analysis sample.
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home. Onset of risk at this point is justifiable in the Australian context, as tertiary

enrollment is largely enabled by completing high-school, and only a minority of

students leave home before this stage.

Young adults’ living arrangements and their engagement in tertiary studies are

tracked over the following semesters until reaching age 26, as exceedingly few tran-

sition events occur past this age. Observations are right-censored after a return

home because subsequent departures from home are prohibitively infrequent in the

data. Similarly, since very few university graduates attempt postgraduate study,

observations after university graduation are also right-censored.

3.5.2 Tertiary studies and co-residence

Many young adults choose to pursue tertiary study upon completing high-school.

Approximately 62% of this sample is enrolled in a course of by the following semester,

closely matching rates of participation from Australian census data. Individuals may

also initiate new studies at some later point, and so contribute repeated spells. This

yields 3,183 spells of study in total. Nearly 10% of young adults move out upon

high-school completion, suggesting that some individuals relocate for new study

and work opportunities. In total there are 822 observed departures from home,

after which 138 return home sometime later. While the nest-leaving transitions are

somewhat evenly split between study and non-study states, around two-thirds of

return transitions occur while the individual is not studying. This information is

summarized briefly in Table 3.1 below, separated between tertiary study spells and

enrollment “risk” spells.

Table 3.1: Summary of education processes and co-residence transitions

Co-residence States Transitions
Spells N∗ Starting at home Obs. at home Nest-leaving Returns home

Tertiary Study 3183 11771
Spells from High School 2094 8069 100% 88% 230 11
Later spells 1089 3702 67% 62% 176 36

Enrollment Risk 1990 8323 77% 62% 416 91

Total 17268 72% 822 138

* Some observations belong to both tertiary study and enrollment “risk” spells – e.g. a dropout record corresponds
to both the end of a tertiary spell and beginning of a re-enrollment at-risk period.

The top panel in Figure 3.1 displays the Kaplan-Meier survival estimate in tertiary

studies, separated by gender. Many enrollments cease at the one-year mark, and

fewer than half are still studying without interruption after two years. Upon cursory
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inspection, there appears to be little difference in time spent studying between men

and women.

Across these 3,183 spells it is worth distinguishing between the 814 observed grad-

uation and 1,520 dropout events.8 These ends to study spells are described by the

non-parametric cumulative incidence functions in the middle panel of Figure 3.1.

Without conditioning on survival, it would seem that the probability of dropout is

generally larger than the probability of successful course completion. This differ-

ence is most pronounced in the first three years of a study spell. Evidently, although

many young adults make an attempt at a tertiary education, interruptions and set-

backs are a rather common phenomenon. This seems to be consistent with the idea

that students experiment with tertiary study briefly, and then opt out if they find

themselves ill-suited for it.

The non-parametric hazards in each semester interval are also presented at the bot-

tom panel of Figure 3.1.9 These rates are conditioned upon survival up until the

preceding semester, and are simply computed by the number of (cause-specific) ex-

its divided by the remaining at-risk population in the interval. Hazards of dropout

are greatest towards the start of the study spell, as many high-school students do

not immediately proceed to tertiary studies upon completing school. While dura-

tion dependence patterns in dropout hazards are obscured by seasonal fluctuations,

year-to-year hazards appear somewhat constant from the fourth semester onwards.

On the other hand, graduation hazards seem to exhibit some positive duration de-

pendence despite seasonality – the longer an individual persists in a study spell, the

more likely he or she is to graduate. This is remarkable as sample heterogeneity

generally produces negative bias in duration dependence patterns. Here, evidence

of (seasonal) positive duration dependence is therefore a very strong indication of

increasing hazards over time.

There is some heterogeneity according to the type of tertiary study completed by

young adults in this sample. These are shown in the top panel of Figure 3.2 be-

low, indicating that university and Certificate I–IV qualifications are more common

achievements for young adults, with relatively few individuals pursing diploma qual-

ifications. This relative popularity of VET courses is reflected in a shorter typical

course length, lower academic entry requirements, and a fairly small wage-gap be-

tween VET-qualified and university educated workers in Australia (OECD, 2016).

8High-school students who do not study in the semester after finishing school contribute 52%
of these dropout events.

9A more detailed breakdown of these graduation and dropout probabilities between men and
women is presented in Appendix 3.A2.
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Figure 3.1: Graduation or dropout transitions out of tertiary education

Kaplan-Meier survival:

Cumulative incidence function:

Cause-specific conditional hazards:

The above graphs detail the overall duration spent in tertiary education, the cumulative and
per-semester hazards of ceasing study due to graduation or dropout events over time. As few
individuals remain studying after 12 semesters leading to noisy non-parametric hazards past
this point, their observations are grouped in a “12+” semester category.
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Many VET-qualified young adults also continue with additional study, as more than

half of Certificate I–IV graduates enroll again in other (not necessarily university-

level) courses. Since many young adults invest time and effort in VET qualifications

between completing high school and initiating full-time work, they are a relevant

inclusion to the analysis.

Course completion also tends to take place at different times depending on the

qualification type. The bottom panel of Figure 3.2 shows when the courses of study

are completed in relation to finishing high-school. As many VET studies are short

courses, young adults in this sample complete these quite soon (within a year or two)

after finishing school. University degrees are longer by comparison, and are typically

obtained three to five years after finishing high-school. Such heterogeneity is later

controlled for in the multivariate analysis, distinguishing university-level spells from

VET and diploma studies.

Re-enrollment in further studies is quite common for young adults. A third of grad-

uates enroll at some point after completing an earlier course, and 51% of dropouts

are observed to study again sometime later as well. For individuals who were not

enrolled in the semester immediately after leaving school (potentially taking a “gap

year”), 55% of these young adults eventually return to study. The timing of these

enrollment events is encapsulated in the Kaplan-Meier estimate in Figure 3.3 below.

Over half of these non-students enroll within three years, though very few tend to do

so after six consecutive years away from study. A gender difference is also apparent

here, with women starting studies sooner than men.

This is more clearly visible through the discrete-time hazards presented in the bot-

tom panel of Figure 3.3. With rare exception, women face higher probabilities of

enrolling in most semesters than men (conditional upon not enrolling sometime ear-

lier). Enrollment hazards are also elevated in the third semester, corresponding to

young adults who return to study after a “gap year”. Aside from this case and

outliers past the four-year mark, the hazard rates of enrollment for both genders

tend to exhibit a negative duration dependence pattern.

Co-residence changes are common among young adults, as evidenced below in Fig-

ure 3.4. The top panel shows the age distribution of men and women who have

left home. While the same proportion of men and women leave the nest, women

tend to do so earlier than men. This is corroborated by the Kaplan-Meier survival

estimates in the parental home – measured in semesters after finishing high-school

– in the middle panel of Figure 3.4. According to these non-parametric estimates,
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Figure 3.2: Tertiary qualification attainment

Type of qualification attained among sample young adults:

Timing of qualification attainment after high school completion:

The above graphs breakdown the type of qualification attained by young adults in the sample,
and the timing of these attainments after high-school completion.
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Figure 3.3: Enrollment transitions into tertiary education spells

Kaplan-Meier survival:

Discrete-time hazards:

The above graphs display the duration of non-studying spells, which end when a non-studying
individual enrolls into a tertiary education course. Both the non-parametric survival estimates
and hazard rates are delineated between men and women. Since few individuals are observed
past 12 semesters into their non-study spells, their observations are grouped in a “12+”
semester category.
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fewer than half of the women in this sample are still at home five years out after

high-school, with men lagging about a year behind.

This can also be observed from the discrete time hazards, as women face consis-

tently higher conditional probabilities of moving out compared to men. Duration

dependence patterns are not immediately obvious for men, although tend to trend

slightly upwards for women.

There also appears to be some seasonality to the timing of nest-leaving events.

As each individual’s unique spell begins in the second semester (when high-school

finishes), the even-numbered semesters – featuring peaks in the probability of nest-

leaving – correspond to the start of the calendar year. Consistent with this non-

parametric estimate, around 72% of nest-leaving events occur in the first half of the

year.

At the nest-leaving semester, 46% of young adults were still studying. Of the re-

mainder who were not enrolled, only one-fifth had graduated sometime earlier. Thus

many independent young adults have yet to finalize their investment in education,

contributing spells of study that are potentially affected by changes in living ar-

rangements.

Nearly 17% of all nest-leavers in the sample return home at some point. This

phenomenon is potentially understated due to the panel length, as 41% of nest-

leavers are right-censored within two years after moving out. The timing of 138

return home events are represented in Figure 3.5, where the Kaplan-Meier estimate

shows that men in this sample tend to return home sooner than women. However,

the discrete-time hazards suggest that this difference is not particularly clearcut, as

men do not consistently face higher conditional probabilities of moving back in with

parents. These probabilities do tend to decrease over time however (again with the

caveat that later records are represented by fewer individuals), and negative duration

dependence suggests that independent living is quite stable after four years away

from home.

3.5.3 Influential factors on tertiary studies and co-residence

The patterns in tertiary education and co-residence are potentially affected by a

variety of factors, many of which can be accounted for in the HILDA dataset. Per-

sonal and parental attributes, household characteristics, and regional influences may

bear upon the decision to continue with studies, as well as the decision to leave
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Figure 3.4: Nest-leaving transitions out of the parental home

Age distribution of nest-leavers:

Kaplan-Meier survival:

Discrete-time hazards:

The above graphs displays for both genders the age distribution of nest-leavers, the duration
of their co-residence spells until moving out, and the per-semester nest-leaving hazards. Since
few individuals are observed past 14 semesters into their co-residence spell, their observations
are grouped in a “14+” semester category.
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Figure 3.5: Return transitions back into the parental home

Kaplan-Meier survival:

Discrete-time hazards:

The above graphs displays for both genders the duration of independent-living spells, and
per-semester hazards until returning home (if at all). Since few individuals are observed past
12 semesters into their independent-living spell, these observations are grouped in a “12+”
semester category.
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home. These are elaborated upon below, outlining the construction of various socio-

economic control variables and their relevance to tertiary study and co-residence

outcomes.

Several personal characteristics are crucial to account for. Analyses in this chapter

are separated by gender, as men and women tend to differ both in nest-leaving

patterns as well as in tertiary education participation. This is not only evident in the

HILDA sample of young adults, but is commonly the case in many OECD countries

as well (Cobb-Clark, 2008, OECD, 2016). The individual’s age is also controlled

for, as enrollment rates typically decrease with age while the tendency to leave

home increases with age. As cultural differences can bear upon attitudes toward

tertiary education and the norms around nest-leaving, the individual’s nativity is

also controlled for.10

Parental educational attainment may affect the young adult in several ways, and are

controlled for using indicators for less than high school, bachelor’s, or post-graduate

degree attainment. Further educational attainment may reflect household attitudes

towards human capital investment that promote the individual’s participation in ter-

tiary studies. It may also correlate positively with household resources that prepare

the young adult for tertiary study, which reduces risks of dropout. Additionally,

parental education proxies for greater economic capacity and socio-economic status,

which delays nest-leaving for young adults living in a better resourced home. Direct

measures of financial capacity such as income or labor supply choices are likely en-

dogenous with household membership (Haurin et al., 1994), and are thus eschewed

to limit concerns over endogeneity.

Other characteristics of the household can also be accounted for through the HILDA

survey. Indicators for step-family and single-parent households are constructed,

as young adults in these families typically leave home sooner than those who co-

reside with both biological parents (Aquilino and Supple, 1991, Goldscheider and

Goldscheider, 1989). The size of the household is also controlled for, as the presence

of more household members increases privacy costs and reduces the share of family

resources available for the young adult. This may promote sooner nest-leaving for

the young adult, or could be less conducive to human capital investments.

Regional differences can also affect participation in tertiary education and the nest-

leaving decision. Tertiary institutions are more accessible in cities, and university

qualifications may be more valuable in urban labor markets. Furthermore, as the

10Despite the diversity in cultural backgrounds, virtually all individuals in this sample are
Australian citizens or have permanent resident status.
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cost of accommodation is also higher in cities – reflecting better access to economic

opportunities – young adults in urban areas may find moving out from home less

feasible and also less necessary.

Aside from the heightened barriers to tertiary study and greater incentives to move

out from home, it can be argued that many rural young adults face a fundamentally

different decision to their counterparts from urban areas. Since access to tertiary

institutions is practically non-existent in very remote areas, co-residing at home may

be entirely incompatible with enrollment. Deciding to enroll thus necessitates nest-

leaving; for such individuals it is redundant to regard or model these as two different

choices. An alternative analysis sample consisting only of urban-based high-school

graduates is considered in Appendix 3.A3.

3.6 Econometric model

As young adults decide over their investments in human capital and their member-

ship in the parental home, tertiary education outcomes and living arrangements are

likely correlated with one another, as they may share common unobserved factors.

To assess the impact that one type of event may have on the other, these are mod-

eled jointly in a system of equations involving four component models that track

transitions in and out of study and co-residence. Describing educational outcomes

are two event-history models: a competing-risks specification for spells of tertiary

study that may end in graduation/dropout, and a single-risk specification for non-

studying individuals who may enter (or re-enter) studies over time. As for living

arrangement processes, two single-risk event-history models are specified that esti-

mate the timing of first nest-leaving, and subsequently the first return-home event.

Each of these equations are described below in further detail.

3.6.1 Tertiary study

All individuals enter the sample in their final semester of high-school. From this

point on, they may continue on to tertiary studies, or cease studying with the

possibility of enrolling at a later point in time. In either case, the individual begins

a new spell of tertiary study upon enrollment, which can continue in subsequent

periods and ends with either graduation or dropout. These outcomes are indexed
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by r:

r =


0 if continuing study

1 if graduate

2 if dropout

A model of ongoing study and these two mutually exclusive ends to enrollment can

therefore be captured in a discrete-time competing risks model. For individual i, we

observe outcome Yi = r that is dependent on its associated latent variable y∗i,r,t:

y∗i,r,t = α0,r,t + α′1,rXi,t−1 + α′2,rZi,t−1 + λrηi + εi,r,t (3.2)

Yi = r iff y∗i,r,t > y∗i,r′,t ∀ r 6= r′

εi,r,t i.i.d. EV1(0, 1)

In equation (3.2), the baseline duration in α0,r,t is measured in semesters since com-

mencing study. Xi,t−1 contain potentially time-varying socio-economic controls that

might affect the timing of study outcomes. Of particular interest are living ar-

rangement variables in Zi,t−1, comprised of recent (lagged) co-residence status and

nest-leaving indicators. Statistical significance in α2,r for co-residence would im-

ply a persistent effect of changed living arrangements, whereas significance in the

nest-leaving coefficient is indicative of a short-term effect on tertiary education out-

comes.

Aside from measurable controls, the model also accounts for unobserved hetero-

geneity. This will primarily be captured through a time-invariant random effect ηi,

which is normally distributed and scaled by factor-loading λr. This random effect

term captures frailty, and enters every equation to address across-equation selection

effects.

An individual may contribute multiple tertiary study spells. This arises if he or

she drops out and subsequently returns to study, or enrolls in a new course of study

after graduation. This latter case is limited to re-enrollments after VET graduation,

as exceedingly few university graduates attempt further studies – to the extent that

the sample is right-censored after this event.

3.6.2 Enrollment into studies

For an individual i who is not studying (either after dropout or recent graduation),

he/she is at risk of re-enrolling at some later date. Let enrollment be characterized
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as Yi,enroll = 1, the timing of which can be described as an event history:

y∗i,enroll,t = β0,t + β′1Xi,t−1 + β′2Zi,t−1 + λenrollηi + εi,enroll,t (3.3)

Yi,enroll =

{
0 if y∗i,enroll,t < 0

1 otherwise

εi,enroll,t i.i.d. Logistic(0, 1)

As before, baseline durations are contained in β0,t counting semesters since stopping

studies and common controls are in Xi,t−1. There may also be effects of changes to

living arrangements (via Zi,t−1) that impact the young adult’s chances of starting

or returning to study – these effects are captured in β2. As before, a co-residence

indicator variable captures enduring effects on enrollment timing, whereas a nest-

leaving indicator variable measures the short-term impact.

Frailty term ηi also enters the latent equation (3.3), consisting of the same draw

as in the tertiary study equation. The relation between factor loadings λr and

λenroll therefore indicate whether individuals who are predisposed to graduating or

dropping out sooner, are any more or less likely to also return to studies sooner.

3.6.3 First nest-leaving

Every young adult in the sample is initially co-residing with parents at the comple-

tion of high-school. For any given individual i, he/she is first moves out from home

when Zi,leave = 1. This is modeled as a discrete-time event history:

z∗i,leave,t = γ0,t + γ′1Xi,t−1 + γ′2Yi,t−1 + λleaveηi + εi,leave (3.4)

Zi,leave =

{
0 if z∗i,leave,t < 0

1 otherwise

εi,leave,t i.i.d. Logistic(0, 1)

In common with the tertiary education equations, γ0,t and Xi,t−1 are baseline du-

rations and the common set of covariates, respectively. Unique to the co-residence

processes however, are Yi,t−1, which are a set of variables from recent education

outcomes and changes. These arise from the tertiary study processes and consist of

recent studying, graduation, or dropout events. The unobserved heterogeneity term

λleaveηi captures the time-invariant tendency for the individual to move out from

home sooner in relation to tertiary outcome selection effects.
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3.6.4 Returns home

Individuals who have left home via the above process are considered to be at-risk

of returning home. Re-entry into the parental household is a terminal event, as

later nest-leaving events are prohibitively difficult to estimate given the observation

window. Nevertheless, the return home event is observed where Zi,return = 1, which

is determined by its associated latent variable:

z∗i,return,t = δ0,t + δ′1Xi,t−1 + δ′2Yi,t−1 + λreturnηi + εi,return (3.5)

Zi,return =

{
0 if z∗i,return,t < 0

1 otherwise

εi,return,t i.i.d. Logistic(0, 1)

Again, recent events from tertiary study/enrollment in Yi,t−1 may have some impact

on whether the young adult decides to return home. In particular, young adults who

dropout may find independent living untenable, and so return home soon after.

3.6.5 Estimation and identification

Parameters in these four equations (3.2)–(3.5) are obtained through maximum like-

lihood estimation using the gsem command in Stata. Under the assumption that

the random effect ηi is conditionally independent of residual errors ε, the former is

numerically integrated out via a Gauss-Hermite Quadrature.

There are a few sources of identification worth mentioning here. First, the indepen-

dent variables in each equation are either time-invariant or lagged by a semester,

to ensure that they predate a transition event. Second, each of these equations are

specified as discrete-time event histories in the form of logit or multinomial logit

models. The non-linearity in the link function provides some identification by func-

tional form.11 Third, an individual in the sample may make several tertiary study

transitions (of graduating, dropping out, or re-enrolling), such that repeated spells

often arise in two of the four event history models; this assists with identifying the

frailty component and factor-loadings. Fourth, use of this factor-loading structure

is parsimonious as it greatly reduces the number of parameters that would need to

be identified if each equation was specified with its own unique random effect.

A few identifying assumptions are also imposed from this econometric specification.

First, the logit and multinomial logit models assume that the effects of the indepen-

11An alternative specification using a complementary log-log link was estimated to assess the
model’s sensitivity to functional form and yielded no discernible difference.
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dent variables are proportional to the underlying odds, which does not change as

at-risk time elapses. That is, the proportional effects of co-residence or nest-leaving

on education outcomes (or changes in enrollment on living arrangements), are as-

sumed to be duration-independent. This restriction abstracts from more nuanced

effects that may change over time, but greatly eases the computational burden of

estimating several models simultaneously.

Second, the multinomial logit model in equation (3.2) assumes the independence

of irrelevant alternatives (IIA). This supposes that the odds ratio between any two

outcomes are independent of the existence or characteristics of any other outcome.

In a discrete choice context, issues with this IIA assumption are most clearly demon-

strated in the classic red bus, blue bus example by McFadden et al. (1973). Therein,

since red and blue buses are largely substitutable as a means of transportation,

when compared against distinctly different alternatives (e.g. a car or train) an IIA

assumption would suggest implausible results that ignore the correlation between

bus types.

Similarly for survival analysis, the IIA assumption supposes that the relative prob-

ability of one event’s occurrence is independent of any other type of event. This

would again be untenable for events that are close substitutes – which can be freely

chosen by the individual. In this context of students’ competing risks of gradua-

tion and dropout however, concerns over qualitative similarity or substitutability are

minimal. Virtually all enrollments begin with the intention to graduate and attain a

qualification, but students do not freely select between outcomes. Graduation is con-

tingent on an uncertain process of successfully progressing through studies, whereas

dropout reflects the realization of an unprofitable or unsustainable investment in

human capital.

There are restrictive implications from the IIA assumption however. It is not par-

ticularly realistic to assume that when an outcome is “removed” for students –

for example, if exhausted funding prohibits their continued enrollment – that they

would proportionally distribute themselves among the remaining outcomes. Despite

this non-trivial shortcoming of the competing-risks model, making this trade-off is

worthwhile in order to distinguish between graduation and dropout risks. These

two outcomes are highly dissimilar, pose distinctly different implications for the

young adult’s future trajectory, and are policy relevant. Abstracting away from

the competing-risks framework towards a single-risk specification would limit the

analysis to enrollment cessation times, conflating qualification attainment with un-

successful studies.
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Nevertheless, this econometric specification still provides some protection against

any remaining concerns regarding IIA. If the graduation or dropout events are cor-

related in some unobserved way, this is accounted for via the inclusion of a ran-

dom effect. By incorporating an individual-specific frailty component ηi in every

equation, the model addresses any unobserved characteristics that may predispose

students to a particular education outcome.

3.7 Results

3.7.1 Co-residence and tertiary study outcomes

Tables 3.2 and 3.3 present results from the simultaneous equation specifications

for men and women respectively. In both tables, the first two columns correspond

to equation (3.2), the competing risks of ending a tertiary spell in graduation or

dropout. The third column of estimates correspond to the risk of re-enrollment

from equation (3.3). The final two columns show results from the nest-leaving and

returning home event history models from equations (3.4) and (3.5) respectively.

Parameters are reported in odds ratios, where values greater than one indicate a

proportional increase to the odds of event occurrence, while values less than one

imply a reduction to the odds. Interpretation of these odds ratios are conditioned

on the same draw of the individual-specific random effect ηi, which enters every

equation and is scaled by factor loading λ. Parameters relating to the random effect

are reported as coefficients (not exponentiated) at the bottom of Tables 3.2 and 3.3.

The factor loading is normalized to equal one in the nest-leaving equation such that

any selection effects are relative to nest-leaving tendencies.

Earlier, the model in Section 3.4 suggested that co-residing young adults face better

odds at progressing through study, and are thus more likely to graduate sooner.

From the first column in Table 3.2, this appears to be the case for men since the

odds of graduating are nearly doubled while co-residing over the past semester,

as compared to otherwise identical men who live independently. The significant

estimate for recent nest-leaving also suggests that men face a further reduced odds

of completing study by 60% while adjusting to their new living arrangement, or that

men seldom leave home in their final semester of study.

A relationship between recent living arrangements and dropout events is not as clear

however. Neither co-residing at home, nor recent nest-leaving have a significant effect

on the odds of dropping out from tertiary study. This is in line with predictions

from the theoretical model, since it is the revelation of study aptitude – rather than
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a change in living arrangements per se – that drives the dropout decision. For

men who already find a tertiary education worthwhile, moving out only delays their

completion but does not significantly contribute to the risk of dropping out.

For young men who are not enrolled – who either dropped out previously or have

not studied since high school – the third column of estimates considers their return

to studies (if any). There is no indication from the these estimates that recent co-

residence or nest-leaving have statistically significant effects on enrollment timing.

In line with the conceptual model and similar to the dropout decision, the parents’

offer of co-residence does not sway men’s enrollment decisions.

The vast majority of men still co-reside with parents immediately after finishing

high-school. From the nest-leaving equation in Table 3.2, an ongoing investment in a

tertiary education does affect the decision to move out. Male students delay moving

out from home, as their odds of nest-leaving are 53% lower than non-students.

Neither recent graduation nor dropout events raise the odds of nest-leaving however,

indicating that men rely on their family in the brief period after studies have stopped.

By allowing continued co-residence, parents do not appear to strictly condition their

transfers on men’s tertiary study outcomes. Although this may seem charitable for

students who had dropped out, results from the enrollment equation show that this

co-residential support does little to encourage later re-enrollment.

Compared to the other results in Table 3.2, estimates in the return home equation

are imprecise. This reflects young adults’ diverse trajectories after moving out, such

that there is no clear pattern of returning home among students, graduates, or

dropouts. Despite this imprecision, the point estimates for recent graduation and

dropout are large and in the expected direction, since graduation should help the

individual remain self-sufficient, while dropping out may limit his ability to stay

independent.

Among the factor-loadings for men, none of the coefficients across the four equations

is statistically significant. These are near-zero in the tertiary study and enrollment

equations, indicating that any time-invariant unobserved heterogeneity that bears

upon nest-leaving has a negligible effect on study progression and participation. The

factor-loading in the return home equation is large and negative but also very noisy,

showing no clear pattern of selection between nest-leaving and returning home.

With no apparent selection effects between the co-residence processes and tertiary

study processes, the results in Table 3.2 are largely unchanged if equations (3.2)–
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(3.5) are each estimated separately.12 Thus the inference from a simpler model that

assumes away selection effects would be mostly similar to the simultaneous equation

model presented here, with only minor scaling differences due to the presence of a

random effect. Although this may be the case for men’s results, the potential for

selection effects should not be casually assumed away, as becomes evident later in

the results for women.

Overall, the results in Table 3.2 demonstrate a straightforward relationship between

co-residence and tertiary education outcomes for men. Men who live at home com-

plete their studies sooner than if they were to move out and live independently.

However, co-residence does not significantly reduce their risks of dropout, nor does

it encourage sooner re-enrollment for those who have stopped studying. While men

tend to stay at home as they study, this reliance on parental support becomes pro-

tracted as they are not more likely to leave home soon after graduation. Therefore,

co-residence benefits men who are already enrolled, primarily by helping them grad-

uate sooner.

The relationship between tertiary education outcomes and co-residence for women

– as shown in Table 3.3 – appears to be very different. Co-residing with parents

does not significantly improve women’s odds of graduation. Instead, co-residence

promotes (at marginal significance) sooner dropout. Although this may suggest that

co-residence hinders successful study, a less cynical explanation is worth considering.

McElroy (1985) describes co-residence as an insurance for young adults against eco-

nomic inactivity, which is valuable during the school-to-work transition. From this

perspective, co-residence may be facilitating women’s experimentation with tertiary

study, buffering them from setbacks if dropout occurs.

As for the nest-leaving event itself, there is a positive and significant association

between recent nest-leaving and graduation – women who move out face a 94%

increase to the odds of graduating in the following semester. This differs from

the theoretical model’s implications as well as the empirical results for men, and

alludes to a more complex relationship between co-residence and study progression

for women. Note that from the nest-leaving equation in Table 3.3, women who

graduate are also far more likely to move out in the following semester. Considering

both estimates in conjunction, this evidence suggests that women’s nest-leaving and

graduation events are timed close together.

12The corresponding output for the single-equations can be found in Appendix 3.A3 under
Table 3.A3.1.
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Table 3.2: Estimation results for men

to Graduate to Dropout to Enroll Nest-leaving Return home

Recent living arrangements: Recent study outcomes:
Co-residence at t− 1 1.930** 1.206 1.130 Studying at t− 1 0.466*** 0.919

[1.05,3.55] [0.75,1.93] [0.70,1.82] [0.30,0.72] [0.49,1.71]
Nest-leaving at t− 1 0.401** 0.674 0.789 Graduate at t− 1 1.024 0.599

[0.17,0.95] [0.34,1.32] [0.43,1.46] [0.44,2.39] [0.08,4.70]
Dropout at t− 1 0.864 1.495

[0.49,1.52] [0.55,4.07]
Enrollment characteristics:

Previously dropped out 0.636** 0.631** 0.984
[0.43,0.95] [0.40,0.99] [0.78,1.24]

Continue after High School 0.833 4.792***
[0.60,1.15] [3.40,6.75]

VET 4.775*** 1.123
[3.58,6.37] [0.93,1.36]

Part-time study 1.222 1.866***
[0.91,1.64] [1.42,2.46]

Parents’ education: Parents’ education:
less than High School 1.020 1.475*** 0.827 less than High School 11.126*** 0.169***

[0.70,1.48] [1.16,1.87] [0.62,1.10] [4.93,25.12] [0.05,0.54]
Degree 1.063 0.673*** 1.441** Degree 3.321*** 0.617

[0.79,1.43] [0.53,0.85] [1.09,1.91] [1.77,6.23] [0.28,1.37]
Post-graduate 1.450 0.619** 1.537* Post-graduate 2.140 0.575

[0.91,2.32] [0.42,0.92] [0.95,2.48] [0.80,5.71] [0.14,2.36]

Demographic characteristics: Demographic characteristics:
Age 1.308*** 1.229*** 0.890*** Age 1.587*** 0.722**

[1.19,1.44] [1.13,1.34] [0.83,0.96] [1.17,2.16] [0.54,0.97]
Step-family 1.065 1.292* 0.876 Step-family 1.627 0.448

[0.70,1.61] [0.98,1.70] [0.61,1.26] [0.80,3.32] [0.16,1.27]
Single parent 1.115 1.086 0.975 Single parent 1.056 0.530*

[0.83,1.49] [0.87,1.36] [0.75,1.27] [0.62,1.81] [0.25,1.11]
# Other persons at home 0.897** 0.981 0.992 # Other persons at home 0.555*** 0.821

[0.81,0.99] [0.92,1.05] [0.92,1.07] [0.45,0.69] [0.65,1.04]
Urban 0.876 0.905 0.971 Urban 0.127*** 3.426**

[0.63,1.22] [0.71,1.15] [0.72,1.31] [0.06,0.27] [1.30,9.00]
Public school (base) — — — Public school (base) — —

Private school 0.823 0.805* 1.054 Private school 0.684 0.622
[0.61,1.11] [0.65,1.00] [0.80,1.38] [0.38,1.23] [0.26,1.51]

Other school 1.082 0.844 1.256 Other school 0.868 1.300
[0.79,1.49] [0.66,1.08] [0.94,1.68] [0.46,1.64] [0.64,2.66]

Unemployment rate 1.036 0.996 0.943 Unemployment rate 0.851** 1.160
[0.96,1.12] [0.94,1.05] [0.88,1.01] [0.75,0.96] [0.97,1.39]

Migrant background: Migrant background:
Australia (base) — — — Australia (base) — —

North America/Europe 1.475** 0.960 1.108 North America/Europe 0.774 0.788
[1.07,2.03] [0.75,1.23] [0.83,1.48] [0.41,1.46] [0.33,1.91]

Asia 1.041 0.565*** 1.189 Asia 0.281** 1.585
[0.69,1.57] [0.40,0.79] [0.76,1.85] [0.10,0.78] [0.37,6.78]

Other 0.967 0.884 1.050 Other 0.715 0.631
[0.55,1.71] [0.58,1.34] [0.63,1.75] [0.24,2.14] [0.13,3.11]

Baseline duration: Baseline duration:
Semester indicators X X X Semester indicators X X

Jan—Jun (base) — — — Jan—Jun (base) — —

Jul—Dec 2.213*** 3.092*** 0.956 Jul—Dec 0.610 0.751
[1.68,2.91] [2.25,4.25] [0.77,1.18] [0.25,1.48] [0.44,1.29]

Factor-loading λ 0.047 -0.012 0.027 Factor-loading λ — -0.419
(0.057) (0.032) (0.037) (0.260)

ση 2.505***
(0.467)

Results from a system of four equations estimated simultaneously. Estimates are reported in odds-ratios, with 95% confidence intervals in
brackets. Factor loadings are reported as coefficients, with standard errors in parentheses. (∗ p < 0.1; ∗ ∗ p < 0.05; ∗ ∗ ∗ p < 0.01)
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Table 3.3: Estimation results for women

to Graduate to Dropout to Enroll Nest-leaving Return home

Recent living arrangements: Recent study outcomes:
Co-residence at t− 1 1.076 1.507* 1.441* Studying at t− 1 0.560** 0.474**

[0.64,1.80] [0.99,2.30] [0.97,2.15] [0.35,0.89] [0.26,0.86]
Nest-leaving at t− 1 1.939*** 1.339 1.075 Graduate at t− 1 3.293*** 0.822

[1.20,3.13] [0.80,2.23] [0.67,1.73] [1.52,7.15] [0.19,3.49]
Dropout at t− 1 1.420 1.902*

[0.81,2.51] [0.91,3.97]
Enrollment characteristics:

Previously dropped out 0.647** 0.704* 0.994
[0.45,0.93] [0.48,1.04] [0.80,1.23]

Continue after High School 0.592*** 3.754***
[0.43,0.81] [2.70,5.23]

VET 7.924*** 1.126
[6.03,10.41] [0.93,1.36]

Part-time study 1.116 2.139***
[0.83,1.50] [1.62,2.83]

Parents’ education: Parents’ education:
less than High School 1.478** 1.460*** 0.921 less than High School 36.062*** 0.367**

[1.09,2.00] [1.16,1.84] [0.70,1.20] [15.21,85.53] [0.17,0.79]
Degree 1.112 0.876 1.259* Degree 2.451*** 0.481*

[0.84,1.47] [0.71,1.09] [0.97,1.63] [1.28,4.71] [0.23,1.02]
Post-graduate 1.083 0.556*** 1.893*** Post-graduate 2.097 0.849

[0.73,1.61] [0.39,0.79] [1.24,2.90] [0.81,5.42] [0.28,2.57]

Demographic characteristics: Demographic characteristics:
Age 1.166*** 1.235*** 0.982 Age 1.917*** 0.997

[1.07,1.27] [1.14,1.34] [0.92,1.05] [1.36,2.70] [0.77,1.29]
Step-family 0.967 1.248 0.864 Step-family 3.589*** 0.515

[0.67,1.40] [0.95,1.65] [0.62,1.21] [1.61,7.99] [0.20,1.32]
Single parent 0.999 1.122 1.085 Single parent 0.675 0.832

[0.76,1.32] [0.91,1.39] [0.85,1.38] [0.37,1.25] [0.46,1.50]
# Other persons at home 1.004 0.977 0.965 # Other persons at home 0.497*** 0.930

[0.92,1.09] [0.92,1.04] [0.90,1.04] [0.40,0.62] [0.77,1.13]
Urban 1.127 0.954 0.855 Urban 0.155*** 1.737

[0.81,1.56] [0.75,1.21] [0.65,1.13] [0.07,0.33] [0.77,3.90]
Public school (base) — — — Public school (base) — —

Private school 0.863 1.022 1.125 Private school 0.389*** 1.223
[0.66,1.13] [0.84,1.25] [0.88,1.43] [0.20,0.75] [0.64,2.32]

Other school 0.894 0.854 1.191 Other school 0.408** 0.526
[0.65,1.23] [0.67,1.09] [0.89,1.60] [0.19,0.86] [0.18,1.55]

Unemployment rate 1.001 0.980 1.003 Unemployment rate 0.888* 1.196**
[0.94,1.07] [0.93,1.03] [0.94,1.07] [0.79,1.00] [1.02,1.41]

Migrant background: Migrant background:
Australia (base) — — — Australia (base) — —

North America/Europe 0.869 1.050 1.245 North America/Europe 1.114 0.998
[0.64,1.18] [0.84,1.32] [0.96,1.62] [0.57,2.19] [0.51,1.94]

Asia 1.169 0.661** 1.106 Asia 0.278*** 0.627
[0.82,1.67] [0.48,0.92] [0.74,1.65] [0.11,0.73] [0.14,2.81]

Other 0.763 1.074 1.450 Other 0.449 1.784
[0.42,1.39] [0.69,1.67] [0.89,2.36] [0.10,1.95] [0.50,6.41]

Baseline duration: Baseline duration:
Semester indicators X X X Semester indicators X X

Jan—Jun (base) — — — Jan—Jun (base) — —

Jul—Dec 3.478*** 3.392*** 0.811** Jul—Dec 1.077 0.808
[2.69,4.50] [2.54,4.53] [0.67,0.99] [0.36,3.23] [0.47,1.37]

Factor-loading λ 0.027 0.050** 0.027 Factor-loading λ — -0.085
(0.036) (0.022) (0.026) (0.129)

ση 3.123***
(0.430)

Results from a system of four equations estimated simultaneously. Estimates are reported in odds-ratios, with 95% confidence intervals in
brackets. Factor loadings are reported as coefficients, with standard errors in parentheses. (∗ p < 0.1; ∗ ∗ p < 0.05; ∗ ∗ ∗ p < 0.01)
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3. Graduation, Dropout, and Nest-leaving: Tertiary Enrollment Within
and Beyond the Parental Home

It is intuitive that graduation would precede nest-leaving. Having accrued a sub-

stantial amount of human capital after graduation, the individual likely faces better

labor market outcomes and becomes more self-sufficient. Although it is less intuitive

that nest-leaving would precede graduation, the sequential and uncertain nature of

study progression does lend a possible explanation. During the penultimate year

(or semester) of study, many students plan for imminent graduation. Some may

even make arrangements to move out, anticipating the search for full-time work. As

the final period’s study outcome is uncertain, graduation and nest-leaving events

may not coincide neatly, nor consistently follow a normative sequence. Therefore

unlike the case for men, graduation and nest-leaving are strongly positively associ-

ated with one another for women. At the completion of tertiary studies (or even

as it draws near), women reduce their reliance upon parents by moving out soon

afterwards.

Considering the other estimates in the nest-leaving equation, women who are study-

ing are also less likely to move out in the following semester – the odds are reduced

by 44%. Consistent with the results for men and with previous literature, women are

less likely to change their residence if preoccupied with study. An odds ratio greater

than one is associated with recent dropout, but this is estimated without statistical

significance. Referring instead to the frailty component in the model, a positive

and significant factor-loading is estimated in the dropout process. This reveals a

selection effect between nest-leaving and dropping out, as women who are inclined

to leave home sooner – for unobserved reasons – are also prone to interruptions in

their studies.

While the simpler specification that estimated each process separately was ade-

quate for the male subsample (in that the statistical inference remained largely the

same), this selection effect for women highlights the inadequacy of the simplistic

approach. In the single-equation results for women (shown in Appendix 3.A3 under

Table 3.A3.2), recently dropping out is a significant predictor of subsequent nest-

leaving. The preferred specification in Table 3.3 shows instead that this positive

association is likely to be spurious, reflecting the unobserved heterogeneity between

women rather the withdrawal of a conditional transfer. Furthermore by ignoring this

heterogeneity, the link between co-residence and subsequent enrollment or dropout

becomes noisy to the point of statistical insignificance, obscuring an interesting re-

sult in this preferred specification.

The final column in Table 3.3 shows how tertiary education outcomes affect women’s

return-home decisions. Female students are significantly less likely to return home
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compared to otherwise similar women who are not enrolled. Since students may

leave home to make college/university attendance more convenient, it follows that

relatively few return home while still enrolled.13 Women who drop out from their

studies are also more likely (at marginal significance) to return home afterwards.

Despite the imprecision, the increase in the odds by 90% is sizable, and further

demonstrates that the parental home can insure young women from economic inac-

tivity.

Interpreting the overall relationship between co-residence and tertiary education

outcomes for women can be somewhat complicated. Nevertheless, strong statistical

associations clearly exist between the two that stress the importance of parental

assistance during young adulthood. Women who live with their parents are more

likely to enroll and participate in tertiary studies. These students face marginally

greater odds of dropout however, suggesting that some women leverage parental

support to experiment and attempt tertiary study, even if facing unfavorable dropout

rates. Since students who live independently also tend to return home after dropping

out, the parental home effectively serves as a fallback for women when their studies

are unsuccessful. Women who progress through their studies do not remain reliant

on parental support for long however, as they tend to leave home around graduation.

Co-residence thus facilitates participation and experimentation in tertiary studies,

as the stable accommodation at home buffers against poor study outcomes.

3.7.2 Other influences to tertiary education outcomes

Aside from the relationship between co-residence and study outcomes, other insights

into tertiary enrollment can be drawn from the estimates presented in Tables 3.2

and 3.3.

Dropouts who re-enroll spend a longer time studying than other students with an

uninterrupted enrollment, despite having studied previously. Among the returning

students, the odds of graduation in a given semester are lowered by 36% for men

and 35% for women, while their odds of dropping out again are also 37% and 30%

lower. Since the effects on both competing risks are similar, re-enrolled dropouts

study for longer but complete at roughly comparable rates to students who study

without interruption. While taking a gap year in the middle of a course of study

may be a worthwhile or enriching decision, there is no evidence that this contributes

positively to the young adult’s educational attainment.

13The point estimate for men also suggests a reduction to the odds, but is minor and insignifi-
cant.
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Some young adults choose to defer their tertiary education after high school, and so

discontinue their studies in the semester following school completion. Delayed en-

rollment is somewhat common, as 38% of individuals in the sample are not studying

immediately after high school, yet half of this group enroll again sometime later.

This leads to a large odds ratio of dropout for study spells measured since school

completion, corresponding to cases where individuals either finalize education at the

high school level, or take a gap year. For women there does appear to be some ben-

efit in initiating studies later however, as spells that follow right after high school

face a 41% reduction to the odds of graduation. Women who instead begin studying

after sometime removed from high school thus face better prospects of progressing

through their studies.

The duration spent studying also differs by the level of study. Vocational training

courses and diplomas in Australia vary in length, but typically (assuming no inter-

ruptions) take two years or less to complete. By comparison, university degrees take

a minimum of three years of full-time study. Given this difference, it is unsurprising

that men and women in VET courses graduate far sooner than their counterparts

studying at university. Since the academic aspirations are likely different between

VET and university students, it is prudent to explore possible differences between

these groups further. To address this, an alternative specification was estimated

that focused on university-level study spells.14 Despite the plausible heterogene-

ity between VET and university students, the general pattern of results remained

similar to those in the preferred specification (Tables 3.2 and 3.3), although some

parameters were estimated with more noise.

The amount of time allocated towards tertiary study also bears upon education

outcomes. Studying on a part-time basis significantly raises the risks of dropout

for men and women. This may be the case for two reasons. First, students may

have chosen part-time enrollment due to other preexisting obligations. Individuals

who cannot easily substitute away from time spent in household production or labor

market activities may consequently allocate less time towards studies. These com-

peting commitments can therefore hinder progress, or increase the risks of dropping

out. Alternatively, part-time enrollment may serve as a lower-cost arrangement that

lets young adults experiment with tertiary studies. For individuals who are uncer-

tain about their aptitude – or possibly unsure about their chosen field or major

– part-time enrollment is a lower-commitment option that is easier to withdraw

from. Indeed, around two-thirds of students who begin studying on a part-time

14The associated output is presented in Appendix 3.A3 across Tables 3.A3.5 and 3.A3.6.
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basis eventually change to full-time study. The converse case is less common, as

only 10% of (initially) full-time students ever change their enrollment to a part-time

commitment.

The results in Tables 3.2 and 3.3 suggest only a modest difference between young

adults from urban and rural backgrounds. While the distinction between regions is

very pronounced in nest-leaving timing for both genders (rural-based young adults

move out from home much sooner), the effects on tertiary study outcomes appear

to be non-existent. This runs counter to an expectation that rural high-school

graduates may be disadvantaged and under-prepared for tertiary study, and may face

greater risks of dropout or lowered odds of graduation. To confirm this, the model

was re-estimated using an alternative sample consisting only of young adults from

urban households (using 85% of the full sample).15 For men, only the short-term

effect of nest-leaving remains statistically significant. As for women, the association

between co-residence and subsequent enrollment loses its marginal significance, as

does the effect of dropping out on subsequently returning home. Despite these minor

differences in the statistical significance of a few parameters, the overall pattern of

results remains robust and still shows a clear difference between genders.

3.8 Conclusion

Many young adults invest in tertiary education to prepare for the careers ahead

of them. This investment is made under uncertainty however, as steady progress

through their studies is not guaranteed. Students experiencing serious setbacks may

even drop out altogether, forgoing the returns to education that are associated with

a tertiary qualification and accruing debt along the way.

This uncertainty faced by the individual (along with other challenges encountered

during early adulthood) may also motivate parents to assist with this investment

in human capital. A common form of help is through providing accommodation,

enabling the young adult to allocate more time and effort towards study rather than

labor market activities or household production. This chapter investigates whether

such a reliance on parental support affects not only the incidence of graduation and

dropout outcomes, but also the timing of these events.

This focus on graduation and dropout outcomes constitutes a contribution to the

nest-leaving literature. Past studies have established a link between student status

15The associated output is presented in Tables 3.A3.3 and 3.A3.4 of Appendix 3.A3.
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and co-residence, but have not explored how living at home affects attainment out-

comes. An emphasis on these study outcomes is warranted and should be of interest

to policy makers, since labor market prospects differ markedly between graduates

and dropouts.

Furthermore, the econometric approach in this chapter not only considers the inci-

dence of various outcomes, but also the timing of transitions. This is important in

the context of tertiary education, as study is inherently a process over time. While

other econometric methods can be used to examine the occurrence of enrollment,

graduation, or dropout, event history modeling is particularly useful in highlighting

complex cases of deferred enrollment, or setbacks during study which delay qualifica-

tion attainment. Duration modeling approaches are also important for nest-leaving,

since its occurrence is virtually certain during early adulthood, but its timing can

have differential impacts on the individual (Elder et al., 2003). Therefore, to ac-

curately track the timing and sequencing of these transitions in alignment with

the academic calendar, I derive semester-based measures of enrollment and living

arrangements from annually collected calendar information.

Since enrollment and living arrangements can change several times in early adult-

hood, I model transitions between states comprehensively across four event his-

tories. This involves a competing risks model of primary interest, which distin-

guishes between graduation and dropout hazards. A second event history consid-

ers re-enrollment among non-students, tracking outcomes for gap-year takers and

dropouts who may return to their studies. A third event history tracks co-residing

young adults until they first move out from home, and the fourth equation con-

siders whether these independent young adults subsequently return home. These

event histories are all estimated simultaneously, and addresses individual-specific

unobserved heterogeneity through a frailty component that accounts for potential

selection effects.

The relationship between living arrangements and tertiary outcomes differs between

genders. Men clearly benefit from co-residence by graduating sooner while living at

home instead of living independently. However, their risks of dropout and rates of

enrollment are not significantly improved while co-residing, suggesting that parental

support has limited influence on men’s participation in tertiary education. This

finding also demonstrates the merit of duration modeling, as the differences between

co-residing and independent men are primarily found in the timing of graduation.

Since the overall incidence of graduation and dropout events are otherwise similar,
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other modeling approaches that ignore the timing of these events would fail to

distinguish any benefits from co-residence.

For women, co-residence does not significantly assist with study completion, but is

instead associated with sooner enrollment. Although imprecisely estimated, there is

some evidence that the parental home buffers women against setbacks when dropout

occurs, indirectly facilitating more experimentation and participation in tertiary

study. Women are also strongly inclined to leave home around graduation, showing

that their new-found human capital can be leveraged to establish an independent

household.

As high-school attainment becomes increasingly common across developed and de-

veloping countries, policy focus will accordingly turn to young adult participation,

progression, and completion of tertiary education. This chapter contributes detailed

evidence on how human capital investments at this level are interrelated with a key

transition in early adulthood, and how these differ between men and women. The

gendered findings are particularly remarkable in light of recent trends where men

tend to lag behind women in educational attainment, despite the fact that men

stay at home longer. Future research into this disparity should thus also consider

gender differences in young adults’ reliance and benefit from parental co-residential

support.
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Appendix

3.A1 Sequential education attainment model

The model I present below supposes that progress through tertiary study is prob-

abilistic and depends on effort directed towards study. An interruption to study –

whether by choice or by chance – does not prevent the individual from reattempting

study in a following period. In order to accommodate more interesting dynamics of

dropout and re-entry, the model consists of a three-period window of tertiary edu-

cation choices, after which lifetime earnings follow in accordance with educational

attainment. A completed tertiary education requires two (not necessarily consecu-

tive) successful periods of study. Let St ∈ {0, 1, 2} be the count of successful periods

completed by time t.16

Passing a period of study such that St+1 = St + 1 is governed by probability p(et),

which depends on the amount of effort et chosen by the individual. The following is

assumed:

∀et > 0 : p′(et) > 0, p′′(et) 6 0, lim
et→∞

p(et) < 1

The final condition ensures that the individual cannot entirely eliminate the uncer-

tainty of progression in study. The case where et = 0 is equivalent to non-enrollment

and thus study progression is impossible: p(0) = 0.

As another source of uncertainty, the individual is endowed with time-invariant

aptitudes (or abilities) at both tertiary study and work: α = {αs, αw} respectively.

These are initially unknown to the individual however, since the mode of study

at the tertiary level differs from school-level study, and employment opportunities

can differ markedly between high-school students and school finishers. Despite this,

16This model can be generalized to an T -period model requiring S′ < T periods of study to
graduate, but the more finite version is presented for concrete exposition.
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suppose that the distribution of these random variables is known:

αs ∼ [αs, ᾱs] , αw ∼ [αw, ᾱw]

This uncertainty becomes resolved according to the individual’s choice to either

study (realizing αs) or work (realizing αw). She therefore experiments in either ter-

tiary study or non-graduate work for a period in order to discover her own suitability

in the chosen activity.

Directing efforts toward study is costly, and is also dependent upon the individual’s

aptitude:

c(et, αs)

{
= 0 if not enrolled, et = 0

> 0 if enrolled, et > 0

∀et > 0 :
∂c(et, αs)

∂αs
< 0,

∂c(et, αs)

∂et
> 0,

∂2c(et, αs)

∂e2t
> 0

Despite these costs of effort, tertiary education is attractive primarily as it increases

earnings. Assume that the returns to completing study are all-or-nothing, as poten-

tial per-period earnings are as follows:

y =

{
yg if S = 2, (graduate)

yn(αw) if S < 2, (non-graduate)
with yg > yn(αw)

Furthermore, let non-graduate earnings be an increasing function of work aptitude:

y′n(αw) > 0, y′′n(αw) 6 0

These payoffs may be earned within the three-period window if the individual

chooses not to study (or can study no further if she has already graduated). After

the three periods, the young adult enters the labor force, and earns according to

her final educational attainment by t = 3. Let these lifetime earnings amount to

Yg and Yn, where similarly Yg > Yn. With respect to payoffs in future periods, the

individual discounts these by factor δ.

Beyond enrollment choices, the individual also makes a decision over her living

arrangement lt for each period; she can choose to either live at home h or live

alone a. Suppose that altruistic parents condition their transfers to reward students
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while they live at home, such that the relative benefit of co-residing over living

independently is H(e), which increases in study effort. I refrain from stipulating that

H(e) > 0 since individuals can value independence differently; some may ultimately

prefer the privacy associated with living alone (irrespective of the parents’ reward

for study effort).

Furthermore, suppose that the co-residence decision affects the opportunity costs of

studying since household production is no longer freely provided after moving out.

Thus, the costs of effort when studying are further distinguished in the following

manner:

c(et, αs) =

{
ch(et, αs) if lt = h

ca(et, αs) if lt = a

∀e′ > 0 : ch(e
′, αs) 6 ca(e

′, αs),
∂ch(e, αs)

∂e

∣∣∣∣
e=e′

<
∂ca(e, αs)

∂e

∣∣∣∣
e=e′

At t = 1, the individual must form expectations over her own aptitudes in order to

make the initial decision between work and study. If choosing to work (et = 0), the

individual knows with certainty that she will not progress with her studies:

EVt(et, lt|St, α) = EVt(0, lt|St, α)

= E(yn(αw)) +H(0) · 1(lt = h) + δEVt+1(et+1, lt+1|St, α)

In comparison, the expected value of choosing to enroll (where et > 0) is:

EVt(et, lt|St, α) =− E(cl(et, αs)) +H(et) · 1(lt = h)

+ δ

[
p(et)EVt+1(et+1, lt+1|St + 1, α)

+ (1− p(et))EVt+1(et+1, lt+1|St, α)

]
Supposing (for the sake of exposition) that enrollment is preferable, I first solve for

the optimal level of effort e∗. An individual who co-resides at home sets effort that

satisfies:

max
et

EVt(et, h|St, α) =− E(ch(et, αs)) +H(et)

+ δ

[
p(et)EVt+1(et+1, lt+1|St + 1, α)

+ (1− p(et))EVt+1(et+1, lt+1|St, α)

]
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Consider the FOC and suppose that the interior solution e∗h exists:

E

(
∂ch(et, αs)

∂et

)
− ∂H(et)

∂et

=
∂p(et)

∂et
δ

[
EVt+1(et+1, lt+1|St + 1, α)− EVt+1(et+1, lt+1|St, α)

]
The optimal effort to spend studying while living at home e∗h satisfies the above

condition. Analogously for the student living independently, the optimal level of

effort e∗a will be the solution to:

E

(
∂ca(et, αs)

∂et

)
=
∂p(et)

∂et
δ

[
EVt+1(et+1, lt+1|St + 1, α)− EVt+1(et+1, lt+1|St, α)

]
To compare these two e∗h, e

∗
a solutions, note that for the optimality condition of an

independent student immediately above:

E

(
∂ca(et, αs)

∂et

)
=
∂p(et)

∂et
δ

[
EVt+1(et+1, lt+1|St + 1, α)− EVt+1(et+1, lt+1|St, α)

]
> E

(
∂ch(et, αs)

∂et

)
− ∂H(et)

∂et

The inequality on the second line arises from earlier assumptions about the cost

structure. If the solution e∗h exists, it must correspond to a higher level of effort

such that e∗h > e∗a.

Most importantly, it is now obvious that since e∗h > e∗a, then accordingly p(e∗h) >

p(e∗a). This model suggests that individuals who live at home are more likely to

progress in their studies (due to the incentive and ease of spending more effort),

while students living alone face greater failure/dropout risks. While the above is

shown for the case when t = 1 when αs is unknown, this trivially extends to the

case when αs is revealed in a later period.

Having solved for optimal levels of effort, the choice to study from home takes place

provided that:

EVt(e
∗
h, h|St, α) > EVt(e

∗
a, a|St, α)

=⇒ H(e∗h) > E (ch(e
∗
h, αs)− ca(e∗h, αs))

+ δ (p(e∗a)− p(e∗h))
[
EVt+1(et+1, lt+1|St + 1, α)− EVt+1(et+1, lt+1|St, α)

]
Intuitively, students live at home provided that value of parental tied transfers is
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large, relative to any gains to privacy associated with living alone. Empirically, since

most students do indeed co-reside – at least initially – the condition above is likely

to hold.

Under what conditions would the individual prefer to study over work at t = 1?

This is the case where:

max
lt∈{h,a}

{EVt(e∗l , lt|St, α)} > max
lt∈{h,a}

{EVt(0, lt|St, α)}

= max
lt∈{h,a}

{
E(yn(αw)) +H(0) · 1(lt = h)

+ δEVt+1(et+1, lt+1|St, α)

}
Once one of the α aptitudes becomes revealed by t = 2, the individual must then

decide whether to continue with her previous activity, or switch to the other, un-

certain activity. It is this experimenting and revelation of aptitude which produces

dynamics in enrollment status, and is briefly described below.

Suppose the individual had been studying previously. Upon now realizing αs, sup-

pose that this is below some threshold α∗s which prompts a switch to try working

instead. That is, she will drop out voluntarily provided that:

∀αs < α∗s :

−cl(et, αs) +H(et) · 1(lt = h)

+ δ

[
p(e)EVt+1(et+1, lt+1|St + 1, α) + (1− p(e))EVt+1(et+1, lt+1|St, α)

]
< E(yn(αw)) +H(0)1(lt = h) + δEVt+1(et+1, lt+1|St, α)

Where on the LHS of the inequality, the individual must still form expectations

EVt+1 as αw is yet unknown. Conversely, individuals with study aptitudes greater

than this threshold α∗s continue to study for the following period.

If instead the individual had first chosen to work, she learns of her aptitude for

work αw, while study aptitude remains uncertain. Again in a similar manner, there

can be some threshold level α∗w below which the individual is disenchanted by low
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earnings, and will try her luck in tertiary study after this “gap year”:

∀αw < α∗w :

yn(αw) + EVt+1(et+1, lt+1|St, α) < −E(cl(et, αs))

+ δ

[
p(e)EVt+1(et+1, lt+1|St + 1, α) + (1− p(e))EVt+1(et+1, lt+1|St, α)

]
Individuals with aptitudes greater than this threshold level earn enough as a non-

graduate that experimenting with tertiary study is unappealing and never happens

in later periods.

Upon reaching t = 3, a variety of cases may apply to the individual. The student who

successfully passed two previous periods of study has graduated and earns yg along

with subsequent lifetime earnings Yg. Conversely, students who had not yet passed

a single period of study (S = 0) necessarily dropout at this point since graduation

(and any benefit to offset costly enrollment) is no longer attainable.

For those who switched at t = 2, all uncertainty pertaining to α is fully resolved.

Those who did not pass the one period of study thus far necessarily choose to work

in the final period. (They are identical to the S = 0 case above.) Of those who did

pass their study however, they enroll if

max
lt∈{h,a}

{Vt(e∗l , lt|St = 1, α)} > max
lt∈{h,a}

{Vt(0, lt|St = 1, α)}

Note that this allows for one final switch between activities at t = 3: individuals

who had dropped out earlier due to a low αs 6 α∗s may realize an even worse αw

and return to their studies; individuals who enrolled after taking a gap year may

find study prohibitively costly due to a low αs and choose to dropout at this late

stage.

In this model, even though the aptitude endowments are time-invariant, dynamics

in enrollment and dropout arise as the individual only learns of her suitability in

work or study through her choices over time.

91



3. Graduation, Dropout, and Nest-leaving: Tertiary Enrollment Within
and Beyond the Parental Home

3.A2 Hazards of graduation/dropout

The discrete-time hazards of transitions out of study are presented below in Fig-

ure 3.A2.1. The top panel displays the hazards of ending study spells – via any

pathway. There is no clear duration dependence pattern for either men or women

through the first ten semesters.

These transitions can of course be categorized by graduation and dropout, shown

in the bottom left and right panel of Figure 3.A2.1 respectively. From the risks

of graduation, in most semesters women face a higher probability of completing

their course as compared to men. It may be possible to argue a positive duration

dependence pattern here for both genders, though this is not clear from the “troughs”

in graduation probabilities during the even-numbered semesters. More erratic than

these however, are the hazards of dropout. No clear gender difference arises here

between men and women, and little can be said of duration dependence.

The spike in dropouts during the second semester reflects many spells that end when

high-school completing students do not enroll into a tertiary course in the following

semester. As 38% of the 2,094 high-school graduates fall into this category, around

21% of the 3,183 spells in total end quickly by this second semester.
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Figure 3.A2.1: Discrete-time hazards of leaving tertiary study

Overall rate of exit (by any means):

Comparing graduation (left) and dropout (right):
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3.A3 Results from sensitivity analyses
Table 3.A3.1: Single-equation estimates for men

to Graduate to Dropout to Enroll Nest-leaving Return home

Recent living arrangements: Recent study outcomes:
Co-residence at t− 1 1.588** 1.270 1.008 Studying at t− 1 0.618*** 0.817

[1.05,2.39] [0.86,1.88] [0.70,1.46] [0.46,0.82] [0.46,1.45]
Nest-leaving at t− 1 0.379** 0.683 0.770 Graduate at t− 1 1.012 0.540

[0.16,0.89] [0.35,1.34] [0.42,1.42] [0.53,1.94] [0.07,4.09]
Dropout at t− 1 0.942 1.327

[0.60,1.47] [0.51,3.47]
Enrollment characteristics:

Previously dropped out 0.640** 0.630** 0.983
[0.43,0.95] [0.40,0.99] [0.78,1.24]

Continue after High School 0.837 4.773***
[0.61,1.16] [3.39,6.72]

VET 4.712*** 1.126
[3.54,6.26] [0.93,1.37]

Part-time study 1.221 1.867***
[0.91,1.64] [1.42,2.46]

Parents’ education: Parents’ education:
less than High School 0.960 1.493*** 0.804 less than High School 2.605*** 0.326***

[0.68,1.36] [1.19,1.88] [0.61,1.06] [1.99,3.40] [0.16,0.66]
Degree 1.035 0.676*** 1.417** Degree 1.719*** 0.846

[0.77,1.38] [0.54,0.85] [1.07,1.87] [1.29,2.29] [0.45,1.59]
Post-graduate 1.427 0.621** 1.526* Post-graduate 1.506* 0.760

[0.90,2.27] [0.42,0.93] [0.95,2.45] [0.93,2.43] [0.21,2.69]

Demographic characteristics: Demographic characteristics:
Age 1.290*** 1.232*** 0.883*** Age 1.146* 0.914

[1.18,1.41] [1.13,1.34] [0.82,0.95] [0.99,1.33] [0.79,1.06]
Step-family 1.055 1.292* 0.871 Step-family 1.304 0.583

[0.70,1.59] [0.98,1.70] [0.61,1.25] [0.91,1.87] [0.24,1.43]
Single parent 1.121 1.084 0.976 Single parent 0.976 0.696

[0.84,1.50] [0.87,1.35] [0.75,1.27] [0.73,1.30] [0.38,1.28]
# Other persons at home 0.905** 0.979 0.997 # Other persons at home 0.754*** 0.850

[0.82,0.99] [0.92,1.05] [0.92,1.08] [0.68,0.83] [0.68,1.06]
Urban 0.905 0.902 0.985 Urban 0.360*** 1.977**

[0.65,1.25] [0.71,1.15] [0.73,1.32] [0.27,0.47] [1.02,3.83]
Public school (base) — — — Public school (base) — —

Private school 0.834 0.804* 1.062 Private school 0.859 0.560
[0.62,1.12] [0.65,1.00] [0.81,1.39] [0.64,1.15] [0.25,1.28]

Other school 1.085 0.844 1.258 Other school 0.964 1.249
[0.79,1.49] [0.66,1.08] [0.94,1.69] [0.71,1.31] [0.66,2.37]

Unemployment rate 1.038 0.995 0.943 Unemployment rate 0.919** 1.132
[0.96,1.12] [0.94,1.05] [0.88,1.01] [0.85,0.99] [0.96,1.34]

Migrant background: Migrant background:
Australia (base) — — — Australia (base) — —

North America/Europe 1.475** 0.960 1.108 North America/Europe 0.883 0.760
[1.07,2.02] [0.75,1.23] [0.83,1.48] [0.64,1.21] [0.34,1.72]

Asia 1.044 0.565*** 1.194 Asia 0.464*** 1.147
[0.69,1.58] [0.40,0.79] [0.77,1.86] [0.27,0.81] [0.32,4.07]

Other 0.967 0.884 1.061 Other 0.935 0.572
[0.55,1.71] [0.58,1.34] [0.64,1.77] [0.55,1.60] [0.13,2.54]

Baseline duration: Baseline duration:
Semester indicators X X X Semester indicators X X

Jan—Jun (base) — — — Jan—Jun (base) — —

Jul—Dec 2.207*** 3.093*** 0.954 Jul—Dec 0.614 0.747
[1.68,2.90] [2.25,4.25] [0.77,1.18] [0.28,1.35] [0.44,1.28]

Results from separately estimated equations. Estimates are in odds-ratios, with 95% confidence intervals in brackets.
(∗ p < 0.1; ∗ ∗ p < 0.05; ∗ ∗ ∗ p < 0.01)
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Table 3.A3.2: Single-equation estimates for women

to Graduate to Dropout to Enroll Nest-leaving Return home

Recent living arrangements: Recent study outcomes:
Co-residence at t− 1 0.938 1.171 1.255 Studying at t− 1 0.703** 0.464**

[0.65,1.36] [0.81,1.69] [0.93,1.70] [0.54,0.92] [0.26,0.84]
Nest-leaving at t− 1 1.880*** 1.266 1.038 Graduate at t− 1 2.215*** 0.823

[1.17,3.01] [0.76,2.11] [0.65,1.66] [1.35,3.64] [0.19,3.49]
Dropout at t− 1 1.524** 1.846*

[1.02,2.27] [0.89,3.83]
Enrollment characteristics:

Previously dropped out 0.647** 0.704* 0.995
[0.45,0.93] [0.48,1.04] [0.80,1.23]

Continue after High School 0.591*** 3.759***
[0.43,0.81] [2.70,5.24]

VET 7.919*** 1.129
[6.03,10.40] [0.93,1.36]

Part-time study 1.117 2.132***
[0.83,1.50] [1.61,2.82]

Parents’ education: Parents’ education:
less than High School 1.420** 1.364*** 0.879 less than High School 3.687*** 0.432***

[1.07,1.88] [1.09,1.70] [0.68,1.13] [2.89,4.70] [0.24,0.77]
Degree 1.102 0.865 1.248* Degree 1.466*** 0.506*

[0.83,1.46] [0.70,1.07] [0.97,1.61] [1.11,1.94] [0.24,1.06]
Post-graduate 1.075 0.551*** 1.889*** Post-graduate 1.372 0.873

[0.73,1.59] [0.39,0.78] [1.24,2.89] [0.89,2.11] [0.29,2.63]

Demographic characteristics: Demographic characteristics:
Age 1.154*** 1.211*** 0.969 Age 1.086 1.070

[1.06,1.25] [1.12,1.31] [0.91,1.03] [0.93,1.26] [0.93,1.23]
Step-family 0.950 1.228 0.856 Step-family 1.667*** 0.559

[0.66,1.37] [0.93,1.62] [0.61,1.19] [1.20,2.31] [0.23,1.38]
Single parent 1.004 1.135 1.082 Single parent 0.821 0.869

[0.76,1.32] [0.92,1.40] [0.85,1.37] [0.62,1.08] [0.49,1.54]
# Other persons at home 1.009 0.988 0.969 # Other persons at home 0.778*** 0.929

[0.93,1.10] [0.93,1.05] [0.90,1.04] [0.71,0.85] [0.77,1.12]
Urban 1.146 0.969 0.875 Urban 0.461*** 1.525

[0.83,1.58] [0.77,1.23] [0.67,1.15] [0.35,0.60] [0.75,3.09]
Public school (base) — — — Public school (base) — —

Private school 0.869 1.025 1.136 Private school 0.626*** 1.133
[0.66,1.14] [0.84,1.25] [0.89,1.44] [0.48,0.82] [0.62,2.05]

Other school 0.899 0.857 1.202 Other school 0.660** 0.498
[0.66,1.23] [0.67,1.09] [0.90,1.61] [0.48,0.91] [0.17,1.44]

Unemployment rate 1.003 0.982 1.004 Unemployment rate 0.944* 1.196**
[0.94,1.07] [0.93,1.04] [0.94,1.07] [0.88,1.01] [1.02,1.41]

Migrant background: Migrant background:
Australia (base) — — — Australia (base) — —

North America/Europe 0.868 1.045 1.237 North America/Europe 0.931 0.991
[0.64,1.18] [0.83,1.31] [0.95,1.61] [0.69,1.25] [0.51,1.92]

Asia 1.176 0.663** 1.123 Asia 0.622** 0.572
[0.83,1.68] [0.48,0.92] [0.75,1.67] [0.41,0.94] [0.13,2.49]

Other 0.760 1.065 1.457 Other 0.560* 1.626
[0.42,1.38] [0.69,1.65] [0.89,2.37] [0.29,1.10] [0.47,5.61]

Baseline duration: Baseline duration:
Semester indicators X X X Semester indicators X X

Jan—Jun (base) — — — Jan—Jun (base) — —

Jul—Dec 3.477*** 3.370*** 0.810** Jul—Dec 0.947 0.803
[2.69,4.50] [2.53,4.50] [0.67,0.99] [0.37,2.42] [0.47,1.37]

Results from separately estimated equations. Estimates are in odds-ratios, with 95% confidence intervals in brackets.
(∗ p < 0.1; ∗ ∗ p < 0.05; ∗ ∗ ∗ p < 0.01)

95



3. Graduation, Dropout, and Nest-leaving: Tertiary Enrollment Within
and Beyond the Parental Home

Table 3.A3.3: Urban-only sample of men

to Graduate to Dropout to Enroll Nest-leaving Return home

Recent living arrangements: Recent study outcomes:
Co-residence at t− 1 1.692 1.026 1.131 Studying at t− 1 0.486*** 0.851

[0.87,3.27] [0.61,1.72] [0.67,1.91] [0.29,0.81] [0.43,1.68]
Nest-leaving at t− 1 0.298** 0.641 0.589 Graduate at t− 1 1.668 0.585

[0.10,0.90] [0.30,1.35] [0.27,1.30] [0.65,4.28] [0.07,4.72]
Dropout at t− 1 0.700 0.791

[0.36,1.38] [0.21,2.99]
Enrollment characteristics:

Previously dropped out 0.641** 0.621** 0.961
[0.41,0.99] [0.39,1.00] [0.75,1.23]

Continue after High School 0.847 4.486***
[0.59,1.21] [3.10,6.50]

VET 4.475*** 1.083
[3.30,6.08] [0.88,1.33]

Part-time study 1.237 1.950***
[0.89,1.72] [1.45,2.62]

Parents’ education: Parents’ education:
less than High School 1.120 1.521*** 0.974 less than High School 14.464*** 0.216**

[0.75,1.68] [1.17,1.98] [0.71,1.33] [5.66,36.98] [0.07,0.69]
Degree 0.950 0.663*** 1.460** Degree 3.376*** 0.541

[0.69,1.31] [0.52,0.85] [1.07,2.00] [1.60,7.13] [0.22,1.30]
Post-graduate 1.376 0.645** 1.574* Post-graduate 2.672* 0.600

[0.85,2.23] [0.43,0.97] [0.96,2.57] [0.86,8.30] [0.14,2.48]

Demographic characteristics: Demographic characteristics:
Age 1.261*** 1.230*** 0.907** Age 1.503** 0.725*

[1.14,1.40] [1.12,1.35] [0.84,0.98] [1.05,2.14] [0.52,1.01]
Step-family 1.005 1.312* 0.899 Step-family 1.847 0.478

[0.65,1.56] [0.97,1.77] [0.61,1.33] [0.78,4.36] [0.16,1.43]
Single parent 0.971 1.086 0.922 Single parent 1.350 0.531

[0.71,1.33] [0.86,1.38] [0.69,1.23] [0.72,2.54] [0.24,1.16]
# Other persons at home 0.906* 0.985 1.016 # Other persons at home 0.526*** 0.859

[0.82,1.00] [0.92,1.06] [0.93,1.11] [0.41,0.68] [0.67,1.10]
Public school (base) — — — Public school (base) — —

Private school 0.808 0.923 0.976 Private school 0.517* 0.582
[0.58,1.12] [0.73,1.17] [0.72,1.31] [0.25,1.08] [0.21,1.62]

Other school 0.970 0.890 1.187 Other school 0.591 1.584
[0.68,1.38] [0.68,1.16] [0.86,1.64] [0.27,1.31] [0.71,3.54]

Unemployment rate 1.008 1.020 0.934* Unemployment rate 0.828** 1.304**
[0.92,1.10] [0.96,1.08] [0.86,1.01] [0.71,0.96] [1.06,1.60]

Migrant background: Migrant background:
Australia (base) — — — Australia (base) — —

North America/Europe 1.519** 1.059 1.222 North America/Europe 0.708 0.839
[1.08,2.14] [0.81,1.38] [0.90,1.66] [0.33,1.53] [0.33,2.14]

Asia 1.039 0.573*** 1.241 Asia 0.244** 1.610
[0.69,1.57] [0.41,0.80] [0.79,1.94] [0.08,0.75] [0.39,6.64]

Other 1.024 0.950 1.053 Other 0.609 0.683
[0.58,1.81] [0.63,1.44] [0.63,1.76] [0.17,2.12] [0.14,3.28]

Baseline duration: Baseline duration:
Semester indicators X X X Semester indicators X X

Jan—Jun (base) — — — Jan—Jun (base) — —

Jul—Dec 2.147*** 3.136*** 0.936 Jul—Dec 0.560 0.761
[1.59,2.90] [2.23,4.40] [0.74,1.18] [0.22,1.45] [0.42,1.38]

Factor-loading λ 0.032 -0.000 0.029 Factor-loading λ 1.000 -0.280
(0.051) (0.029) (0.035) (.) (0.228)

ση ση 2.924***
(0.548)

Results from a system of four equations estimated simultaneously, on a sub-sample of young adults that completed high-school in an
urban region. Estimates are in odds-ratios, with 95% confidence intervals in brackets. (∗ p < 0.1; ∗ ∗ p < 0.05; ∗ ∗ ∗ p < 0.01)
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Table 3.A3.4: Urban-only sample of women

to Graduate to Dropout to Enroll Nest-leaving Return home

Recent living arrangements: Recent study outcomes:
Co-residence at t− 1 1.468 1.494* 1.342 Studying at t− 1 0.502*** 0.506**

[0.83,2.58] [0.94,2.38] [0.87,2.08] [0.30,0.84] [0.27,0.96]
Nest-leaving at t− 1 2.654*** 1.464 1.016 Graduate at t− 1 3.721*** 1.001

[1.53,4.60] [0.82,2.61] [0.60,1.72] [1.63,8.49] [0.23,4.31]
Dropout at t− 1 1.628 1.752

[0.88,3.02] [0.78,3.92]
Enrollment characteristics:

Previously dropped out 0.665** 0.692* 1.009
[0.45,0.97] [0.45,1.06] [0.80,1.27]

Continue after High School 0.542*** 3.344***
[0.39,0.76] [2.35,4.77]

VET 7.912*** 1.124
[5.90,10.61] [0.91,1.38]

Part-time study 1.125 2.181***
[0.82,1.55] [1.60,2.97]

Parents’ education: Parents’ education:
less than High School 1.311 1.566*** 0.884 less than High School 34.168*** 0.422**

[0.94,1.82] [1.22,2.01] [0.66,1.18] [13.35,87.42] [0.19,0.95]
Degree 1.101 0.857 1.316* Degree 2.138** 0.616

[0.82,1.49] [0.68,1.09] [1.00,1.74] [1.02,4.46] [0.28,1.34]
Post-graduate 1.060 0.533*** 1.923*** Post-graduate 1.419 0.764

[0.70,1.61] [0.37,0.77] [1.22,3.03] [0.49,4.07] [0.22,2.71]

Demographic characteristics: Demographic characteristics:
Age 1.188*** 1.204*** 0.982 Age 1.910*** 1.066

[1.08,1.31] [1.10,1.32] [0.91,1.06] [1.32,2.76] [0.82,1.39]
Step-family 0.921 1.253 0.951 Step-family 4.446*** 0.593

[0.62,1.37] [0.93,1.69] [0.67,1.35] [1.84,10.74] [0.23,1.56]
Single parent 1.008 1.088 1.142 Single parent 0.704 0.784

[0.76,1.34] [0.87,1.37] [0.89,1.47] [0.37,1.35] [0.42,1.48]
# Other persons at home 1.006 0.961 0.963 # Other persons at home 0.495*** 0.907

[0.92,1.10] [0.90,1.03] [0.89,1.04] [0.39,0.63] [0.73,1.12]
Public school (base) — — — Public school (base) — —

Private school 0.782* 1.053 1.065 Private school 0.347*** 1.283
[0.58,1.05] [0.85,1.31] [0.82,1.39] [0.17,0.72] [0.64,2.58]

Other school 0.875 0.875 1.227 Other school 0.341** 0.623
[0.62,1.23] [0.67,1.14] [0.89,1.68] [0.15,0.80] [0.21,1.89]

Unemployment rate 1.003 0.974 1.007 Unemployment rate 0.973 1.206**
[0.93,1.08] [0.92,1.03] [0.94,1.08] [0.86,1.11] [1.02,1.43]

Migrant background: Migrant background:
Australia (base) — — — Australia (base) — —

North America/Europe 0.906 1.035 1.214 North America/Europe 1.807 0.961
[0.65,1.26] [0.80,1.33] [0.90,1.63] [0.84,3.88] [0.46,2.00]

Asia 1.238 0.664** 1.099 Asia 0.293** 0.676
[0.86,1.78] [0.47,0.93] [0.73,1.67] [0.11,0.81] [0.15,3.06]

Other 0.734 1.052 1.539* Other 0.364 1.849
[0.40,1.34] [0.67,1.65] [0.94,2.52] [0.08,1.74] [0.51,6.72]

Baseline duration: Baseline duration:
Semester indicators X X X Semester indicators X X

Jan—Jun (base) — — — Jan—Jun (base) — —

Jul—Dec 3.246*** 3.493*** 0.847 Jul—Dec 1.212 0.801
[2.46,4.29] [2.56,4.77] [0.69,1.05] [0.39,3.74] [0.45,1.42]

Factor-loading λ 0.044 0.059** 0.017 Factor-loading λ 1.000 -0.043
(0.038) (0.024) (0.028) (.) (0.135)

ση ση 3.176***
(0.478)

Results from a system of four equations estimated simultaneously, on a sub-sample of young adults that completed high-school in an
urban region. Estimates are in odds-ratios, with 95% confidence intervals in brackets. (∗ p < 0.1; ∗ ∗ p < 0.05; ∗ ∗ ∗ p < 0.01)
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3. Graduation, Dropout, and Nest-leaving: Tertiary Enrollment Within
and Beyond the Parental Home

Table 3.A3.5: University-only sample of men

to Graduate to Dropout to Enroll Nest-leaving Return home

Recent living arrangements: Recent study outcome:
Co-residence at t− 1 3.232** 1.364 1.081 Studying at t− 1 0.426*** 0.663

[1.16,8.99] [0.75,2.48] [0.54,2.18] [0.25,0.71] [0.35,1.27]
Nest-leaving at t− 1 0.320 0.939 0.650 Dropout at t− 1 1.150 1.318

[0.06,1.60] [0.36,2.45] [0.26,1.65] [0.56,2.35] [0.37,4.70]

Enrollment characteristics:
Previously dropped out 0.705 0.654 0.475***

[0.35,1.41] [0.34,1.27] [0.35,0.65]
Continue after High School 0.925 4.092***

[0.50,1.72] [2.32,7.23]
Part-time study 1.168 2.869***

[0.63,2.15] [1.80,4.58]

Parents’ education: Parents’ education:
less than High School 1.057 1.696*** 0.720 less than High School 17.064*** 0.188***

[0.49,2.27] [1.27,2.27] [0.45,1.14] [7.30,39.91] [0.06,0.57]
Degree 1.248 0.782* 1.984*** Degree 4.286*** 0.690

[0.77,2.03] [0.59,1.03] [1.38,2.85] [2.11,8.72] [0.32,1.51]
Post-graduate 1.371 0.688 2.636*** Post-graduate 2.826* 0.643

[0.70,2.70] [0.43,1.09] [1.52,4.57] [0.91,8.77] [0.16,2.56]

Demographic characteristics: Demographic characteristics:
Age 1.847*** 1.274*** 1.048 Age 1.785*** 0.721**

[1.51,2.26] [1.13,1.44] [0.95,1.16] [1.29,2.46] [0.53,0.99]
Step-family 0.895 1.320 1.045 Step-family 1.724 0.488

[0.44,1.84] [0.95,1.84] [0.64,1.71] [0.77,3.85] [0.18,1.32]
Single parent 1.514 1.001 1.034 Single parent 0.972 0.557

[0.91,2.51] [0.75,1.33] [0.71,1.50] [0.53,1.78] [0.27,1.13]
# Other persons at home 0.946 0.989 0.959 # Other persons at home 0.498*** 0.823*

[0.81,1.11] [0.91,1.07] [0.85,1.08] [0.39,0.63] [0.65,1.04]
Urban 1.098 1.179 1.063 Urban 0.093*** 3.123**

[0.58,2.07] [0.86,1.62] [0.68,1.66] [0.04,0.21] [1.22,8.03]
Public school (base) — — — Public school (base) — —

Private school 0.799 0.898 1.301 Private school 0.622 0.621
[0.47,1.36] [0.69,1.17] [0.91,1.87] [0.32,1.20] [0.26,1.47]

Other school 1.414 0.872 1.407* Other school 0.826 1.386
[0.85,2.34] [0.65,1.18] [0.95,2.09] [0.40,1.69] [0.69,2.77]

Unemployment rate 1.022 1.006 0.890** Unemployment rate 0.824*** 1.145
[0.89,1.18] [0.94,1.08] [0.80,0.99] [0.72,0.94] [0.96,1.36]

Migrant background: Migrant background:
Australia (base) — — — Australia (base) — —

North America/Europe 1.362 1.063 1.444* North America/Europe 0.770 0.796
[0.75,2.48] [0.79,1.43] [0.98,2.13] [0.38,1.57] [0.34,1.87]

Asia 1.363 0.569*** 1.199 Asia 0.247** 1.474
[0.76,2.44] [0.38,0.86] [0.68,2.11] [0.08,0.76] [0.36,5.98]

Other 0.543 0.911 1.272 Other 0.665 0.612
[0.19,1.59] [0.55,1.52] [0.67,2.41] [0.19,2.32] [0.13,2.86]

Baseline duration: Baseline duration:
Semester indicators X X X Semester indicators X X

Jan—Jun — — — Jan—Jun — —

Jul—Dec 5.002*** 3.306*** 0.465*** Jul—Dec 0.565 0.765
[3.12,8.01] [2.07,5.29] [0.32,0.67] [0.23,1.42] [0.45,1.31]

Factor-loading λ 0.181** 0.021 0.060 Factor-loading λ 1.000 -0.284
(0.090) (0.027) (0.044) (.) (0.196)

ση 3.103***
(0.479)

Results from a system of four equations estimated simultaneously, restricting the definition of study spells to the university level.
Estimates are in odds-ratios, with 95% confidence intervals in brackets. (∗ p < 0.1; ∗ ∗ p < 0.05; ∗ ∗ ∗ p < 0.01)
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3.A3 Results from sensitivity analyses

Table 3.A3.6: University-only sample of women

to Graduate to Dropout to Enroll Nest-leaving Return home

Recent living arrangements: Recent study outcome:
Co-residence at t− 1 1.043 1.513 1.379 Studying at t− 1 0.339*** 0.777

[0.44,2.49] [0.88,2.59] [0.83,2.30] [0.21,0.54] [0.41,1.46]
Nest-leaving at t− 1 1.545 1.371 0.776 Dropout at t− 1 0.920 2.274*

[0.70,3.41] [0.71,2.66] [0.39,1.54] [0.47,1.81] [0.91,5.69]

Enrollment characteristics:
Previously dropped out 1.503 0.810 0.469***

[0.83,2.73] [0.48,1.38] [0.36,0.61]
Continue after High School 0.741 3.346***

[0.42,1.31] [2.08,5.38]
Part-time study 0.629 2.600***

[0.34,1.17] [1.66,4.07]

Parents’ education: Parents’ education:
less than High School 1.791** 1.593*** 0.772 less than High School 42.036*** 0.373***

[1.03,3.10] [1.20,2.11] [0.54,1.10] [17.14,103.11] [0.18,0.79]
Degree 1.023 1.043 1.619*** Degree 2.802*** 0.475*

[0.66,1.59] [0.81,1.34] [1.21,2.17] [1.42,5.53] [0.22,1.02]
Post-graduate 1.063 0.657** 1.857** Post-graduate 2.527* 0.726

[0.63,1.80] [0.44,0.98] [1.13,3.06] [0.95,6.72] [0.24,2.20]

Demographic characteristics: Demographic characteristics:
Age 1.448*** 1.279*** 1.172*** Age 1.894*** 1.010

[1.24,1.69] [1.15,1.43] [1.08,1.27] [1.35,2.67] [0.80,1.28]
Step-family 1.759* 1.297 0.802 Step-family 3.507*** 0.528

[0.92,3.38] [0.92,1.82] [0.52,1.24] [1.54,8.01] [0.21,1.34]
Single parent 0.631* 1.079 1.375** Single parent 0.644 0.833

[0.40,1.00] [0.83,1.40] [1.03,1.84] [0.34,1.22] [0.46,1.49]
# Other persons at home 1.007 0.986 0.995 # Other persons at home 0.481*** 0.954

[0.87,1.16] [0.91,1.07] [0.91,1.09] [0.39,0.60] [0.79,1.15]
Urban 1.224 0.945 0.802 Urban 0.147*** 1.858

[0.71,2.12] [0.71,1.26] [0.57,1.12] [0.07,0.32] [0.83,4.15]
Public school (base) — — — Public school (base) — —

Private school 1.058 1.070 1.058 Private school 0.388*** 1.196
[0.69,1.61] [0.84,1.36] [0.79,1.42] [0.20,0.76] [0.64,2.25]

Other school 1.012 0.973 1.352* Other school 0.429** 0.534
[0.65,1.57] [0.73,1.29] [0.97,1.89] [0.20,0.92] [0.18,1.56]

Unemployment rate 0.938 0.959 1.004 Unemployment rate 0.879** 1.187**
[0.84,1.05] [0.90,1.02] [0.93,1.09] [0.78,0.99] [1.01,1.39]

Migrant background: Migrant background:
Australia (base) — — — Australia (base) — —

North America/Europe 0.551** 0.955 1.134 North America/Europe 1.108 0.996
[0.32,0.94] [0.72,1.26] [0.81,1.58] [0.55,2.22] [0.51,1.93]

Asia 0.948 0.584*** 1.113 Asia 0.290** 0.652
[0.57,1.56] [0.39,0.87] [0.70,1.76] [0.11,0.78] [0.15,2.88]

Other 0.068** 0.855 1.589 Other 0.415 1.840
[0.01,0.61] [0.49,1.50] [0.90,2.79] [0.09,1.84] [0.51,6.62]

Baseline duration: Baseline duration:
Semester indicators X X X Semester indicators X X

Jan—Jun — — — Jan—Jun — —

Jul—Dec 7.391*** 3.305*** 0.594*** Jul—Dec 1.060 0.761
[4.67,11.71] [2.24,4.89] [0.45,0.78] [0.35,3.22] [0.45,1.29]

Factor-loading λ 0.047 0.055** 0.043 Factor-loading λ 1.000 -0.091
(0.062) (0.025) (0.031) (.) (0.114)

ση 3.285***
(0.443)

Results from a system of four equations estimated simultaneously, restricting the definition of study spells to the university level. Es-
timates are in odds-ratios, with 95% confidence intervals in brackets. (∗ p < 0.1; ∗ ∗ p < 0.05; ∗ ∗ ∗ p < 0.01)
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4

Seeking Solace and Shelter:

Nest-leaving With or Without a

Partner After Negative Life

Events

4.1 Introduction

During the early adulthood stage of the lifecourse, young adults make several key

transitions and establish new identities that are independent of their parents. This

is often achieved through two key events – the move out from home, and the for-

mation of romantic partnerships. Under traditional norms, these two events tend to

coincide by way of marriage, but recent decades have featured an increased preva-

lence of leaving home for cohabiting arrangements, or independent living with part-

nership following sometime later (Goldscheider and DaVanzo, 1989, Weston et al.,

2001).

Whether nest-leaving takes place with or without a partner is of economic signifi-

cance. Across the United States, the United Kingdom, Australia, and other devel-

oped countries, moving out has become increasingly difficult to afford. With rising

costs of housing and greater incentives to dedicate time towards tertiary education,

successive young adult cohorts have prolonged their reliance on parental support

and have been co-residing at home longer. Forming an independent household is

thus a substantial economic hurdle, but may be more easily overcome with a part-

ner. Beyond alleviating the financial demands of establishing and maintaining a
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new household by oneself, residing with a partner often involves mutual care-giving,

providing the individual with a source of support. However, the benefits of leaving

home with a partner are contingent on an opportunity to do so; only a fraction of

young adults who leave home commit to cohabitation or marriage.

Therefore, as common endeavors in early adulthood, many young adults anticipate

and prepare for nest-leaving and partnership formation. However, this dynamic

stage of the lifecourse does not always proceed according to plan, as the transitions

to adulthood may be disrupted by sudden shocks to the individual or the household.

Severe illness or injury to oneself or among family members, the death of close

friends or family, or incidents of violent or property crime can affect the young

adult’s decision or ability to become economically and socially independent. This

chapter addresses this concerning possibility, assessing whether young adults who

experience such negative life events leave home at different times and along different

pathways – with or without a partner – compared to unaffected young adults.

The potential consequences of adverse life events are important to investigate fur-

ther, particularly as the events examined here are largely unforeseeable and uncon-

trollable by the young adult. Moving out soon after a negative event may reflect a

sudden deterioration in home circumstances, rather than a transition with adequate

preparation. Conversely in the case of serious illness or injury in the household, the

need for care or the responsibility to provide care may instead prolong co-residence

and delay nest-leaving. This latter possibility is of policy relevance as young carers in

Australia face a challenging school-to-work transition (Cass, Smyth, Hill, Blaxland,

and Hamilton, 2009).

Either case of sudden or delayed nest-leaving are non-normative, and can thus be

detrimental to the individual (Elder et al., 2003). Ribar (2015) and Parisi (2008)

highlight the pitfalls of leaving home without adequate preparation, where the risks

of impoverishment and material deprivation increase after moving out. As these neg-

ative experiences can cumulate into subsequent hardships beyond early adulthood,

disruptions to the timing and pathway out from the parental home are consequential

for the young adult’s development and future wellbeing.

These effects of negative life events can be complex and multifaceted. Sudden ill-

health, bereavement, or victimization can impose pecuniary costs upon the individ-

ual that strain his or her economic capacity. In addition to these however, non-

pecuniary psychological burdens from negative events may be particularly onerous.

Stress can worsen mental health, and increase the risks of depression, anxiety, or
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chronic illness (Renzaho, Houng, Oldroyd, Nicholson, D’Esposito, and Oldenburg,

2013). Collectively, the sudden changes to individual health, wellbeing, or economic

circumstance may undermine his or her relative satisfaction with co-residing in the

parental home, and so influence the decision to move out.

To address varied effects of different negative life events, this chapter uses longitu-

dinal data from the Household Income and Labour Dynamics in Australia (HILDA)

survey. Across 2001–2014, these data contain measures of the young adult’s expe-

riences and circumstances at home, health, and wellbeing. These permit the con-

struction of event histories showing the impact of a negative event on nest-leaving

timings and pathways. Furthermore, such effects are contextualized alongside plau-

sible mediating factors.

The econometric results reveal stark gender differences. While women are more

likely to leave home after the death of a close friend or being a victim to property

crimes, none of the stressful events hasten men’s nest-leaving. On the contrary, men

with seriously ill family members remain at home longer, primarily by postponing

nest-leaving without a partner. These results add to the gendered pattern of nest-

leaving, where women typically leave home sooner than men – and more often so

with a partner.

The remainder of this chapter proceeds as follows. Section 4.2 reviews the separate

literatures on nest-leaving pathways and negative life events. A brief conceptual

model also motivates a plausible mechanism between negative life events and nest-

leaving decisions. Section 4.3 describes the data used for the empirical analysis,

showing that a large proportion of young adults are affected by adverse shocks during

a transitional phase. Section 4.4 presents the econometric model and outlines its

identifying assumptions. Section 4.5 presents and discusses the results while Section

4.6 concludes.

4.2 Literature review

As young adults assume new roles and responsibilities in early adulthood, the

parental home buffers against the new stressors they face. Co-residing at home

is a valuable form of support, as many parents provide accommodation and house-

hold production at little-to-no cost. In addition to material support however, some

young adults also benefit from the care that parents provide while they co-reside

together. Companionship, socialization, and advice-giving while co-residing are also

additional transfers parents may make to the young adult (Avery, Goldscheider,

102



4.2 Literature review

and Speare, 1992, White, 1994). However, it is socially expected that young adults

eventually forgo these economic and social benefits by moving out from the parental

home.

The decision to leave home is a substantial economic consideration (for a review,

see Cobb-Clark, 2008). Most models of nest-leaving regard the young adult as

a forward looking agent who weighs up continued co-residence at home against

outside options – and moves out when his or her indirect utility improves with

other living arrangements (Ermisch, 2003, McElroy, 1985, Rosenzweig and Wolpin,

1993). Consequently, a wide range of household factors influence the nest-leaving

decision. These include the quality of familial relationships, including that between

the young adult and his or her parents. A satisfying parent-child relationship is

known to promote longer co-residence (Aquilino and Supple, 1991, Goldscheider

and Goldscheider, 1989), while conflict and disagreement may be a push-factor that

promotes nest-leaving.

Beyond deciding when to move out, young adults may also choose between pathways

out from home. The nest-leaving literature has particularly distinguished between

the formation of partnered and non-partnered households (Aassve, Burgess, Chesher,

and Propper, 2002, Avery et al., 1992, Buck and Scott, 1993, Goldscheider and Da-

Vanzo, 1989). These two pathways are meaningfully different, since establishing a

partnership is itself another milestone achievement in adulthood. Additionally, since

mutual care-giving is typical between romantic partners, partnered nest-leaving is

likely better supported than lone nest-leaving. Housing costs and household pro-

duction are also more affordable when divided between two persons, presenting an

economic benefit of partnered nest-leaving. These benefits are salient for Australian

women (Ribar, 2015), who face fewer financial hardships when moving out with a

partner as compared to living alone.

Gender differences in nest-leaving patterns are well-documented, both in the pre-

vious chapters as well as in prior literature. Women tend to leave home sooner

than men, and are more likely to do so with a partner. This earlier partnering age

is driven by historical as well as socioeconomic factors (Cobb-Clark, 2008, Weston

et al., 2001), but may also reflect gendered experiences while co-residing within the

parents’ household. Lundberg (2005) and Raley and Bianchi (2006) describe the ex-

tent of parental bias for sons over daughters, showing that fathers typically allocate

more time to boys, while mothers are less susceptible to favoring a particular gender.

Expectations for housework also differ, with more tasks assigned to daughters than

sons. Finally, gender differences are also exhibited in differential rates of separation
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and divorce, where families with first-born daughters are less likely to stay intact

(Raley and Bianchi, 2006). While the size of these effects tends to be modest in

developed countries, these factors can diminish the value in co-residing for women,

and sooner encourage their search for relatively favorable living arrangements.

There have been several approaches describing partnership formation during early

adulthood. Aassve et al. (2002) present a theoretical model of transitions between

the parental household, a lone-household, and a partnered household. Therein, co-

residing young adults always have the option to live alone (although it is not always

financially prudent), whereas the option to move in with a partner is contingent on a

matching process. Some young adults decide to move out alone, as their search is not

guaranteed to find them a partner – let alone a match of sufficient quality. A different

approach to partnership formation is emphasized by Surra, Arizzi, and Asmussen

(1988) and Ogolsky, Surra, and Monk (2016), focusing on commitment dynamics

within the couple. In particular, while some couples are observed to build steady

commitments to one another, others show erratic commitment patterns. Surra et al.

(1988) distinguishes between those that are relationship-driven and event-driven,

noting that the latter are heavily influenced by extrinsic events and can thus be

particularly volatile.

These events may include major life changes, including those considered in this chap-

ter. While other life events like marriage, child-bearing, or the loss of employment

have long been studied by economists, the analysis of arguably-exogenous and un-

foreseeable stressful events have been more recently featured in work by Buddelmeyer

and Powdthavee (2016), Frijters, Johnston, and Shields (2011) and Dustmann and

Fasani (2016). These studies find evidence of decreased wellbeing after a negative

event, and Frijters et al. (2011) show that externally-driven incidents like injury,

illness, and the death of a spouse have particularly persistent and egregious impacts

to life satisfaction. As these studies focus on the compensatory monetary value for

different life events, limited attention is given to characterizing the impacts to the

individual’s behavior, or the ways in which an individual may cope or recover from

an adverse shock.

Such responses to life events have been examined extensively in the psychology

literature (Holmes and Rahe, 1967). Adapting to new and challenging circumstances

– whether a developmental milestone or a negative life event – imposes stress on the

young adult. These add to the individual’s baseline experience of stress stemming

from his or her normal environment. If burdened in excess of the individual’s coping

ability however, stress can affect emotional health and physiology, which may lead to
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depression, anxiety, fatigue, or chronic illness (Renzaho et al., 2013). Theories that

connect stress to such health outcomes have been manifold (Lazarus and Cohen,

1977, Selye, 1956), and motivate a concern over negative life events. While chronic

stress from persistent and anticipated sources can be sufficient to introduce risks to

individual health and wellbeing, additional acute stress from unanticipated negative

shocks may compound these risks further and lead to more egregious outcomes.

Cohen and Wills (1985) review the body of research showing how social support

can abate these serious consequences of stress. Social support – broadly defined

as an individual’s relationships with others and the resources available from such

connections – facilitates adaptation and improves resilience to stress. This support

may involve a combination of emotional assistance, advice-giving, companionship, or

transfers of material resources. Since many of these benefits hinge on the individual’s

connectedness with his or her social network, the household is naturally a primary

setting where such support is transferred. For young adults who grow up under the

care of their family, the extent of social support within the parental household –

and the availability of support beyond it – can factor into their living arrangement

decisions.

It is not yet clear from the extant economic, psychological, and sociological lit-

eratures how negative life events affect nest-leaving decisions. As many of these

negative shocks can strain the economic resources of the household, continued co-

residence may not be as appealing to the young adult. However, any subsequent

financial hardships would also undermine the affordability of independent living and

thus obstruct his or her departure from home. Further ambiguity is introduced by

way of the young adult’s interpersonal relationships in the wake of a negative life

event. The ensuing stress could be mitigated through a reliance on social support

networks, but whether such assistance is rendered through the family or by deep-

ening commitments with a partner – either prolonging co-residence or promoting

partnered nest-leaving respectively – is unclear. Acute stress may even introduce

tensions to these relationships, and potentially undermine the young adult’s ability

to draw on such support.

A conceptual framework

To more concretely motivate a connection between negative life events and the

nest-leaving decision, a brief conceptual model is outlined below. Consider first a

co-residing household, where altruistic parents initially live with their young adult

child. Beyond the tangible provision of shelter, suppose that parents can also make
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additional (costly) transfers to provide companionship to the young adult. These

may take the form of advice-giving or spending time together, but the young adult’s

utility from such transfers depends on her preference for privacy. Furthermore,

assume that these transfers are restricted to the co-residence arrangement, as these

in-kind transfers involve time spent between household members.1

Taking these transfers from her parents as given, the young adult subsequently

decides upon her living arrangements. She faces (up to) three options: continue to

co-reside, move out to live alone, or move out with a partner. Suppose that the

option to move out with a partner depends on the probabilistic event of receiving a

relationship offer, and that the quality of the potential match is stochastic.

Moving out incurs housing costs – which could be shared with a partner – and also

changes the social support received in the new household. More specifically, assume

that lone nest-leaving confers no parental support in the new household (perhaps

desirable for the additional privacy), whereas partnered nest-leaving provides sup-

port from a partner that imperfectly substitutes for parental care. As a forward

looking agent, the young adult chooses the living arrangement that maximizes her

utility from the options that are available.

The altruistic parents can thus anticipate the young adult’s living arrangement

choice, given her preferences over privacy and social support. They consequently

commit to a schedule of transfers that maximizes the collective welfare for both

themselves and the young adult. This may involve low levels of social support at

home if the young adult has a strong preference for privacy or if the marginal costs

to parents is large. Normative nest-leaving would occur if the young adult finds a

high quality potential partner, or if the need for privacy becomes sufficiently large.

This latter case may arise if preferences for privacy tend to increase with age, for

example. Other exogenous factors that reduce the costs of independent living would

similarly promote nest-leaving, such as the gradual formation of skills in household

production.

In this simple framework, a negative life event can affect the young adult’s decision

to co-reside or leave home in several ways. Introduced as an exogenous shock beyond

the control or foresight of the individual, negative life events may drastically increase

the individual’s need for support, or change the family’s ability to provide social

support.

1Alternatively, one may suppose that the marginal costs of companionship and support-giving
are far greater – prohibitively so – if the young adult lives elsewhere.

106



4.2 Literature review

For example, own illness or injury would likely increase the individual’s need for

social support. Parents who can afford to assist and care for the young adult may

fill this need, and so delay the young adult’s nest-leaving. Illness or injury may also

impact the young adult’s prospects of matching with a partner, and so obstruct the

partnership pathway out from home.

Conversely, illness or injury among family members may increase the parents’ marginal

cost of supporting the young adult, and lead to reduced transfers to her. Under these

circumstances a selfishly motivated young adult would leave home sooner, while an

altruistic young adult may instead remain at home in order to provide care to family

members.

A similar case may arise when a family member passes away. Although this may

reduce the young adult’s receipt of parental transfers, bereavement may prompt

mutual care-giving between household members, where increased family cohesion

reduces the impetus to move out.

It is less clear how the death of a close friend could affect a co-residing young adult.

As the loss occurs outside the family, support that helps the individual cope may

be less family-centric and could come from other sources. While parents may still

provide substantial support – to the extent of prolonging co-residence – it is also

possible that the individual turns to peer-connections in order to adapt and cope

with bereavement.

Incidents of violent or property crime certainly place stress on the individual that

could be addressed with support from friends or family, but also directly undermine

the victim’s perception of safety. Though the response to such a traumatic event

could vary greatly, a breached sense of security could change tastes for privacy, and

so affect the timing of nest-leaving. The young adult may seek living arrangements

with trusted individuals – although whether this involves the family or a partner is

likely to be idiosyncratic and specific to the young adult’s relationships.

Unsurprisingly, there can be a wide range of possible responses to cope around

negative life events. This is reflective of the heterogeneity between young adults

in terms of their health, their family circumstances, their relationships, and other

mediating factors that exceed the scope of a simple conceptual framework. To answer

the empirical question of whether young adults leave home – and by which pathway

– after a stressful life event, it is therefore necessary to refer to rich longitudinal

data.
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4.3 Data

To examine the consequences of negative life events and whether these affect the

nest-leaving decision, the empirical analysis uses data from the Household Income

and Labour Dynamics in Australia (HILDA) survey. These data are apt for several

reasons. First, the survey design follows the sample population across changes in

residence. In addition to minimizing the wave-on-wave attrition to a low average

rate of around 6%, it also ensures that nest-leaving young adults are observable and

distinguished from non-responding or out-of-scope individuals. Second, the survey

collects a breadth of life event, health, and well-being measures on an annual basis,

minimizing recall bias that can affect retrospective data. Third, individual responses

are collected early on from age 15 which – tracked across fourteen waves spanning

2001–2014 – allows observation up until age 28 for some young adults, which is well

past typical nest-leaving ages in Australia.2 This permits observation of nest-leaving

events from late adolescence through to early adulthood, which is pertinent given

the acute stressors evaluated in this analysis.

The analysis sample is defined and constructed as follows. Across the 2001–2014

waves, I draw 2,983 young adults who are co-residing at ages 15 and 16 with at

least one parent.3 Their record at age 15 is used to construct historical baseline

variables; they are assumed to become at-risk of nest-leaving from age 16 onwards.

These yearly records are then tracked until they leave home – when they are living

apart from both parents – or become right-censored. Across the 14 waves of data,

1,095 (37%) of individuals are observed moving out from home. Those who had

not left home were generally younger individuals who entered the sample closer to

2014.

These nest-leaving events are of primary interest, and so constitute the key depen-

dent variable. These transitions can also be distinguished between partnered and

non-partnered nest-leaving destinations by referring to the relationships with other

members (if any) in the new household. Among those who leave home to live with

a partner, around 10% also reside with unrelated individuals (usually one or two

housemates); these minority cases are still coded as a partnered arrangement.

Moving out without a partner is most common among the young adult sample,

comprising 80% men’s and 66% of women’s nest-leaving events. This difference

between genders is in line with the younger average partnering age for women. This

2According to census data, 94% of young people have moved out from home by this age.
3The analysis sample was extracted using the PanelWhiz utility by Haisken-DeNew and Hahn

(2010).
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can be observed in Figure 4.1 below, which shows how the relative prevalence of

the different nest-leaving destinations changes with age. For women, the prevalence

of partnered nest-leaving increases markedly in the late-teenage years and early-

twenties; the equivalent increase for men is not observed until a few years later

in their mid-twenties. Consistent with earlier chapters and other studies of nest-

leaving, women in this sample face higher hazard rates of nest-leaving and leave

home sooner than men.

Figure 4.1: Nest-leaving destination across ages, by gender

This timeframe also encompasses the typical school-completion ages in Australia

(at either 17 or 18). Since rates of nest-leaving (particularly without a partner)

increase dramatically at these ages, it is important to consider whether these should

be attributed to pursuits of tertiary education. Table 4.1 describes nest-leavers’

participation in education, delineated by gender and destination.

Participation in education – either at the high-school or tertiary level – is high

among these young adults. Around 41% of men and 45% of women who leave home

are students. As most of these nest-leaving students are continuing existing studies

rather than beginning an entirely new course, it follows that moving out was not
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Table 4.1: Participation in education of nest-leaving young adults, by gender

Men Women
Any Non-partnered Partnered Any Non-partnered Partnered

Studying 40.6% 45.2% 22.9% 44.9% 52.8% 30.0%
—Ongoing study 24.6% 26.5% 17.1% 27.8% 32.0% 19.8%
—New enrollment 16.1% 18.7% 5.7% 17.1% 20.8% 10.2%

Not studying 59.4% 54.9% 77.1% 55.1% 47.2% 70.0%

N 517 412 105 572 375 197

Reported above is the breakdown of N nest-leaving events, by gender and nest-leaving destination. Students who are currently study-

ing are further distinguished between ongoing students (who had been studying in the previous survey wave), and new enrollments

(either those who were not studying in the previous wave, or transitioned from high-school to college/university).

necessary when they first began studying.4

In comparing partnered and non-partnered nest-leaving, students comprise a larger

proportion of non-partnered leavers. This is unsurprising, as partnered nest-leaving

only becomes prevalent later on, after some young adults have already finalized

their investment in education. Despite this, a sizable minority of cohabiting men

and women (23% and 30% respectively) are studying, indicating that educational

pursuits are not exclusive to non-partnered transitions.

While many nest-leavers are engaged in studies, the motivations to leave home

are not necessarily study-related. Some suggestive evidence can be gleaned from

information in the HILDA survey, as respondents may cite one or more reasons for

a change in residence. The most common reasons for moving out are presented in

Table 4.2 and are distinguished by gender and nest-leaving destination. For both

men and women, the intention to live on their own is the most common reason for

moving out, demonstrating that privacy is often a valued aspect of independence.

Moving to be “closer to study” is also fairly common, although this is cited less

frequently than the participation rates in Table 4.1 may suggest. This disparity

may be because respondents do not exhaustively list all the (potentially numerous)

reasons for moving out, or because their decision to leave was unrelated to their

study endeavors. From this evidence, it would seem that the pursuit of education

may not be the key motivator for leaving home.

As discussed in Chapter 3, Australian higher education providers are geographically

concentrated in urban areas. Furthermore, the majority of tertiary institutions are

commuter campuses and are able to be accessed from home for most young Aus-

tralians. Young adults who leave home for study may therefore be a select group

4This is also evident from the sample used in the previous chapter, as 89% of high-school
graduates who enroll into tertiary studies in the following semester do so from the parental home.
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Table 4.2: Cited reasons for moving out – by gender and destination

Men Women
Nest-leaving destination: Any Non-partnered Partnered Any Non-partnered Partnered

Nest-leaving reason:
Place of my own 31.0% 29.4% 37.1% 32.3% 32.3% 32.5%
Work-related 22.4% 25.2% 11.4% 15.0% 17.6% 10.2%
Closer to study 16.6% 20.4% 1.9% 18.7% 26.7% 3.6%
Move in with partner 10.4% 0.5% 49.5% 22.0% 1.6% 60.9%
Change of lifestyle 7.4% 8.3% 3.8% 7.2% 8.8% 4.1%

N 517 412 105 572 375 197

This is a tabulation of the five most cited reasons for moving out, as a percentage of N nest-leaving events. As
multiple reasons may be selected by the respondent, these percentages do not sum to 100%.

that grew up in rural areas, or have deliberately chosen to study at a distant in-

stitution. In conjunction with evidence from the previous chapter that nest-leaving

is more often timed around study completion (rather than initiation), there is lit-

tle evidence to suggest that either nest-leaving destination should be attributed as

education-focused.

Aside from the individual’s living arrangements, the HILDA survey also contains

information on numerous life events. The subset of events considered here are

unambiguously negative, and selected for their arguably exogenous and unforsee-

able nature.5 This includes serious own injury or illness, the serious injury or ill-

ness of a family member, bereavement of a family member, bereavement of a close

friend, victimization relating to a violent crime, and victimization relating to a

property-related crime. While most young adults report these events through the

self-complete questionnaires, some information is missing for 12% of person-year

records. These records are marked by an indicator for missing information.

An unfortunately large proportion of young adults experience these negative life

events. This is summarized below in Table 4.3, disaggregated between the 1467

men and 1464 women in the sample. Tabulated are the total count of events, the

prevalence of these as a percentage of person-year observations, and the number of

unique individuals affected. Nearly a quarter of the men and a fifth of the women in

the sample have ever reported a significant own injury or illness over the observation

window. Reports of serious injury among family members are even more common

with 1625 reported cases between men and women. Both genders face similar rates

of family bereavement, reported in roughly 9% of the person-year records. Rates

of friend bereavement differ by gender however, as more women than men have

lost a close friend. Violent crimes are rare, but affect 165 men and 118 women.

5A brief outline of the full set of life events in the survey is located in Appendix 4.A1.
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Finally, rates of property crime are similar for both genders, with approximately 3%

of person-year observations reporting incidents of theft or burglary.

Table 4.3: Negative life event occurrences across age, by gender:

Men, N = 1467 Women, N = 1464
# Events % of Obs. # Affected individuals # Events % of Obs. # Affected individuals

Own injury/illness 459 5.97 348 363 4.91 269
Family injury/illness 755 9.82 523 870 11.76 574
Bereavement (relative) 658 8.56 473 687 9.28 498
Bereavement (friend) 378 4.92 282 507 6.85 354
Violent crime 199 2.59 165 155 2.09 118
Property crime 261 3.39 203 229 3.09 193

Separately tabulated here are the incidence of negative life events for the sample of 1467 men and 1464 women. Displayed from left
to right are the total count of events, the prevalence of these as a percentage of person-year observations, and the number of unique
individuals affected (as some young adults experience repeat events).

The repercussions from these negative life events are broad, and can affect the indi-

vidual across several domains. Effects on health in particular are substantial (Her-

berman Mash, Fullerton, and Ursano, 2013, Stroebe, Schut, and Stroebe, 2007),

such that it is crucial to account for its mediating effects on the young adult. The

HILDA data facilitates this through the SF-36 survey instrument which is adminis-

tered in each wave. The SF-36 features multidimensional measures of both physical

and mental health; this analysis uses five of these: general health, mental health, so-

cial functioning, physical role fitness and emotional role fitness. Each of these scores

are rescaled to a 0–10 score where larger values correspond to better health.

Aside from health measures, the HILDA data also contain annual information on

subjective well-being measures. The young adult’s perceived quality of life and intra-

household relationships may be impacted by negative life events, and are plausible

mediating factors in their decision to leave home. This analysis considers young

adults’ satisfaction with life in general, their home, the neighborhood, their commu-

nity, feelings of safety, as well as relational satisfaction with their parents. Each of

these in the HILDA data are measured on a Likert scale ranging from 0–10.

While an amicable parent-child relationship constitutes one source of social support,

other measures of the young adult’s support network are also collected in the self-

complete questionnaire. Across a series of 10 questions each along 1–7 Likert scale,

respondents express the degree to which they can find help through other people.

Described further in Appendix 4.A2, these included statements like “I often need

help from other people but can’t get it” and “I often feel very lonely.” To summarize

these measures, a composite social support score is constructed by adding together

the agreement with favorable statements, and subtracting the agreement with neg-

ative statements. Greater scores therefore correspond to better access to support

from social networks; its scale reliability is high with Cronbach’s α = 0.853.
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Negative life events can also impose material and financial difficulties on the young

adult’s household. These exacerbate the strain on the individual, likely reducing the

desirability and feasibility of living at home. Following the approach taken by Cobb-

Clark and Ribar (2012) and Ribar (2015), a 0–7 index is constructed that measures

the young adult’s reports of financial stressors and hardships in the household. These

are described further in Appendix 4.A2. More direct economic measures like own

or parental income and employment status are eschewed as these are potentially en-

dogenous choices that respond to household membership (Haurin, Hendershott, and

Kim, 1993, Haurin et al., 1994). By contrast, the financial hardships index captures

the young adult’s coping strategies that are typically borne out of necessity.

These various mediators in the HILDA data broadly cover the different areas of life

that are affected by negative events. Examining these in conjunction with nest-

leaving timing and destination provides a richer description of the underlying mech-

anisms connecting these events with transitions in early adulthood. As many of

these are measured through self-complete questionnaires, some person-year records

have missing responses. To avoid heavy-handed discarding of information, missing

values are imputed with individual-specific averages from other responding years.

These observations are then marked by an indicator for having imputed values. To

allay concerns of biased estimates due to such imputation, models without mediators

(requiring no imputation) are reported alongside the specifications with mediators

in Section 4.5, and show very similar point estimates. The key findings in this chap-

ter are therefore not reliant on the imputation of these values, but the empirical

work would suffer from a greatly reduced sample if any single missing value across

thirteen mediator variables lead to a discarded observation.6

In addition to these health, life satisfaction, and financial hardship variables, several

other socioeconomic factors also bear upon the decision to leave home. The con-

struction and rationale for including these factors largely follows from Chapters 2

and 3. As shown in Figure 4.1, the propensity to leave home (to different desti-

nations) increases with age. The following analysis thus controls for age via a set

of indicators, which forms the baseline hazard profile for the event history model.

Since nest-leaving is also evidently gendered – where women tend to leave home

sooner and find partners at younger ages – the analyses are accordingly separated

between men and women.

6This would be egregious in event history models, as missing observations effectively right-
censor the spell.
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The composition and structure of the household also factor into nest-leaving deci-

sions. Household size is expected to add to privacy costs during co-residence, as well

as dilute the share of resources available to support the young adult. The house-

hold headcount is thus controlled for, as more members will likely encourage sooner

nest-leaving. Young adults from step-family or single-parent households also tend

to leave home sooner (Aquilino and Supple, 1991, Goldscheider and Goldscheider,

1989), as parent-child relations can be more difficult when a biological parent is

absent. These family structures are accounted for in a pair of indicator variables,

where the reference category is a family with both biological parents.

The ensuing analysis also controls for parental education, through dummies for less

than high-school completion or university degree attainment. The level of educa-

tional attainment proxies for economic capacity and socioeconomic status. While

these can encourage nest-leaving if parental resources are transferable and facilitate

independence, they may instead discourage nest-leaving if they are non-transferable

or make outside options less attractive.

Broader cultural and regional factors can also influence the timing and destination

of nest-leaving. As attitudes towards moving out can differ between countries and

cultures, migrant status is controlled for via an indicator variable. This applies to

young adults who were born overseas, or whose parents were both born overseas.

As the economic opportunities for work or study and the affordability of housing

differs between urban and rural areas, both the necessity and feasibility of nest-

leaving differ along this divide. This distinction is controlled for via an indicator

variable for residing in an urban area. Unemployment rates are also accounted for

(aggregated at the SA4 level), as unfavorable macroeconomic conditions may be a

barrier to nest-leaving.7

The characteristics of this analysis sample are summarized in Table 4.4. The in-

cidence of life events for men and women are fairly stable across the age profile

and similar to Table 4.3. Average health scores in the sample are also quite high,

particularly with respect to emotional and physical role functioning. These young

adults also tend to report a high level of relationship and life satisfaction, although

average satisfaction with the local community is comparatively more modest. The

majority of young adults do not experience financial hardships; the average of the

0–7 index is consistently less than one across all age brackets.

7The Statistical Area Level 4 (SA4) are devised primarily to reflect labor market boundaries.
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Table 4.4: Summary statistics for men and women, across age brackets

Men (Age) Women (Age)
16–17 18–19 20–21 22–23 24+ Total 16–17 18–19 20–21 22–23 24+ Total

Recent events:
Own injury/illness 0.067 0.057 0.040 0.048 0.033 0.057 0.051 0.042 0.042 0.064 0.054 0.048
Family injury/illness 0.119 0.073 0.046 0.070 0.058 0.088 0.128 0.097 0.100 0.062 0.118 0.110
Bereavement (relative) 0.086 0.084 0.065 0.085 0.091 0.082 0.089 0.097 0.084 0.099 0.124 0.092
Bereavement (friend) 0.053 0.048 0.051 0.050 0.041 0.051 0.079 0.068 0.057 0.035 0.054 0.069
Violent crime 0.030 0.028 0.014 0.011 0.017 0.025 0.022 0.024 0.017 0.010 0.022 0.021
Property crime 0.032 0.035 0.029 0.041 0.033 0.033 0.029 0.039 0.031 0.022 0.027 0.032

Health measures:
General health 77.04 76.04 75.78 75.12 76.84 76.42 71.56 71.59 71.40 71.05 69.77 71.46
Mental health 76.50 76.18 75.22 75.79 75.35 76.12 70.48 72.44 72.18 70.48 69.05 71.26
Role (emotional) 91.13 90.87 90.37 92.34 87.32 90.88 81.52 84.26 83.23 82.10 81.15 82.60
Social functioning 89.39 89.72 89.73 88.51 91.36 89.55 83.60 84.97 85.36 84.08 84.97 84.33
Role (physical) 92.89 93.10 93.83 92.11 94.63 93.10 91.50 91.28 90.49 90.62 88.69 91.14

Life satisfaction:
General satisfaction 8.42 8.20 8.06 8.04 7.96 8.26 8.23 8.13 8.00 7.94 7.92 8.14
Home situation 8.47 8.26 8.19 8.21 8.29 8.34 8.40 8.31 8.32 8.27 8.10 8.34
Local community 7.03 6.60 6.37 6.42 6.72 6.74 6.91 6.60 6.52 6.46 6.52 6.72
Neighborhood 8.07 7.89 7.76 7.84 8.11 7.96 7.93 7.86 7.79 7.67 7.62 7.86
Safety 8.85 8.67 8.54 8.61 8.65 8.72 8.71 8.43 8.33 8.34 8.23 8.53
Parent-child relationship 7.99 8.07 8.05 8.31 8.52 8.07 7.79 8.11 8.22 8.26 8.36 8.00
Financial hardship 0.20 0.25 0.25 0.22 0.18 0.22 0.24 0.33 0.27 0.32 0.39 0.28
Social support 15.96 15.88 15.85 15.96 17.52 15.98 16.85 16.68 17.22 16.19 15.91 16.78

Demographic characteristics:
Parents’ education:

less than High School 0.19 0.19 0.18 0.16 0.15 0.18 0.17 0.16 0.12 0.13 0.08 0.16
University 0.17 0.16 0.17 0.19 0.19 0.17 0.16 0.17 0.17 0.15 0.18 0.16

# Younger persons at home 1.01 0.98 0.98 1.03 0.98 1.00 0.95 0.86 0.87 0.92 0.76 0.90
# Other persons at home 0.55 0.44 0.35 0.30 0.26 0.46 0.63 0.53 0.45 0.37 0.31 0.55
Step-family 0.23 0.20 0.20 0.18 0.14 0.21 0.21 0.18 0.15 0.12 0.12 0.18
Single parent 0.24 0.22 0.22 0.20 0.15 0.22 0.23 0.20 0.18 0.17 0.18 0.21
Migrant 0.14 0.13 0.16 0.19 0.17 0.14 0.17 0.18 0.20 0.23 0.31 0.19
Urban 0.85 0.86 0.90 0.91 0.96 0.87 0.85 0.88 0.92 0.95 0.94 0.88
Unemployment rate 5.45 5.27 5.24 5.40 5.59 5.37 5.47 5.33 5.26 5.30 5.40 5.38

Attrit at t+ 1 0.028 0.026 0.020 0.013 0.004 0.024 0.025 0.026 0.025 0.002 0.011 0.023
End of obs. window 0.087 0.101 0.132 0.186 0.298 0.114 0.091 0.116 0.132 0.173 0.263 0.116
Missing info. indicator 0.251 0.253 0.246 0.238 0.198 0.248 0.188 0.172 0.147 0.176 0.194 0.177

Person-year records N 2739 1795 987 458 242 6221 2729 1740 877 404 186 5936

The sample is formatted as event histories, tracking co-residing men and women until (and including) the year they leave home. This table reports sample
means across age brackets.
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4.4 Econometric model

From a starting point of co-residing at home, young adults eventually decide to move

out and form their own independent household. This time until nest-leaving can be

characterized via a discrete-time event history model. Assuming that individuals

become at-risk at age 16, their yearly records at home are thus tracked until the

first instance where the young adult is living without a parent.

For individual i, the propensity to leave home within a time interval t (a year) can

thus be described as a latent variable l∗i,t, where

l∗i,t = α0,t + α′1Xi,t−1 + α′2Yi,t−1 + α′3Zi,t−1 + εi,t (4.1)

Li =

{
0 if l∗i,t < 0

1 otherwise

εi,t i.i.d. Logistic(0, 1)

The occurrence of the nest-leaving event (Li = 1) is consequently dependent on the

length of time at-risk (equivalently, the age of the individual) and a set of other

observable factors. Forming the baseline duration of the event history model is α0,t,

flexibly defined as a set of age indicators. By specifying a logit link, this discrete-time

event history model can be conveniently estimated as a logistic regression (Allison,

1982)

As many socioeconomic and demographic factors influence the timing of nest-leaving,

these are controlled for via Xi,t−1. Akin to the controls from earlier chapters, this

set is comprised of parental education, household size/structure, migrant identity,

and characteristics of the region of residence. Of particular interest are the impacts

of negative life events that comprise Yi,t−1, which may suddenly affect the desir-

ability or feasibility of living at home. These are measured from the previous year

to fully ensure that the negative event preceded the nest-leaving decision. Effects

identified from the α2 parameters are thus specific to whether negative life events

affect nest-leaving decisions in the following year. To avoid compromises on the age

of becoming at-risk and to keep the results tractable, this specification refrains from

including a longer and complicated series of lags.8 Finally, as negative life events

can affect the individual’s health and subjective wellbeing, these mediating variables

are also considered through Zi,t−1. As with the other controls, these are captured

8Since youths are first surveyed at age 15, accommodating two or three year lags would limit the
sample to young adults who co-reside until age 18. This eschews many of the early and interesting
cases of nest-leaving.
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from the year prior, to ensure that the mediated effects precede the nest-leaving

event.

In addition to timing the nest-leaving event in general, the data also distinguish

between leaving to live with or without a partner. That is, for each young adult one

of the following r outcomes is observed each period:

r =


0 if continue co-residing

1 leaving to live without a partner

2 leaving to live with a partner

A competing-risks specification can model these different transition pathways, where

akin to the single-pathway model, individual i is at-risk of leaving by pathway r as

follows:

l∗i,r,t = β0,r,t + β′1,rXi,t−1 + β′2,rYi,t−1 + β′3,rZi,t−1 + εi,r,t (4.2)

Li = r iff l∗i,r,t > l∗i,r′,t ∀ r 6= r′

εi,r,t i.i.d. EV1(0, 1)

Mirroring the single-pathway model are baseline duration variables β0,r,t, socioeco-

nomic and demographic controls Xi,t−1, recent negative life events Yi,t−1, and me-

diators Zi,t−1. Comparisons between β2,1 and β2,2 however, provide a more detailed

account of whether negative life events affect nest-leaving to live with or without a

partner.

As an extension of the discrete-time event history model that accommodates cat-

egorical outcomes, this competing-risks model is estimated as a multinomial logit

specification. Consequently, the model also imposes an independence of irrelevant

alternatives (IIA) assumption. This stipulates that the odds between any two al-

ternatives (e.g. choosing to stay at home or leaving home without a partner) are

independent of the characteristics or existence of any other alternative (e.g. leaving

home with a partner). Outcomes or choices that are close substitutes (as in the red

and blue bus example set out by McFadden et al., 1973,) would poorly satisfy this

assumption.

To the extent that leaving home with or without a partner are similar – or are influ-

enced by common unobservables – some care may be warranted when imposing the

IIA assumption. These concerns can be mitigated in two ways. First, the following

results are reported alongside estimates from the single-pathway nest-leaving model.

This specification does not rely on the IIA assumption but generally reports similar
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effect magnitudes (despite abstracting from nest-leaving destinations). Second, a

specification with an individual-specific random effect (frailty) term is estimated as

a robustness check and is presented in Appendix 4.A4.9 This accounts for potential

correlations between nest-leaving alternatives arising from unobserved heterogene-

ity that is time-invariant. Results from this model are very similar to the preferred

specification, limiting the concerns over the IIA assumption.

The mediator variables Zi,t are by definition, plausibly affected by negative life

events. To quantify these potential relationships while the young adult is still co-

residing, a series of linear and ordered-logit models are also estimated:

Linear fixed-effect models:

Zi,t,FE = γ0,FE + γ1,FEXi,t−1 + γ2,FEYi,t−1 + η∗i + εi,t,FE (4.3)

εi,t,FE ∼ N(0, σ2)

Fixed-effects ordered-logit:

z∗i,t = γ0,OL + γ1,OLXi,t−1 + γ2,OLYi,t−1 + η∗i + εi,t,OL (4.4)

Zi,t,OL =


0 if z∗i,t 6 µ1

1 if µ1 < z∗i,t 6 µ2

...

N if µN < z∗i,t

εOL i.i.d. Logistic(0, 1)

Impacts to the five health measures and composite social support scores are exam-

ined using linear models with individual fixed-effects. The life-satisfaction, relationship-

satisfaction and financial hardships index measures are modeled as ordered-logits

with individual fixed effects, using the BUC estimator by Baetschmann, Staub, and

Winkelmann (2015). Statistically significant γ2 parameters in these models would

show how recent negative life events affect the various aspects of the individual’s well-

being. These parameters are subsequently of interest as effects on the mediators may

affect nest-leaving timing and pathways; these Zi,t variables enter equations (4.1)

and (4.2).

9As nest-leaving spells do not repeat, the frailty term requires a fixed variance to be identified,
and thus was not selected as the preferred specification.
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4.5 Results

To begin describing the broader statistical associations between negative life events

and nest-leaving, a discrete-time competing-risks model of nest-leaving is estimated

and presented in Table 4.5. A more thorough model that controls for home circum-

stances and plausible mediators follows after this basic specification consisting of

recent negative life events and a baseline duration pattern (in age dummies). The

coefficient parameters from this and subsequent event-history models are exponenti-

ated to report results as odds ratios, where values less than one imply a proportional

reduction to the odds, and values greater than one scale up the odds of nest-leaving.

Accordingly, these models impose a proportional-odds assumption, where the effects

are scaled identically across the age profile.

The results in Table 4.5 show that there may be gendered differences to consider

carefully. The estimates for men are noisy, and fail to highlight any significant

effects on nest-leaving. At marginal significance however, men who have ill family

members face reduced odds of nest-leaving to live without a partner. For women the

effects of severe illness or injury in the household have an indistinguishable effect

on nest-leaving timing. Instead, bereavement and (to a lesser extent) victimization

seem to bear upon the decision to leave home. In particular, the loss of a close

friend is associated with much higher odds of nest-leaving (via either destination)

for women. There is some limited indication that violence is a push factor, as

women establish new households with partners following the event. In contrast,

victimization relating to property crimes are significantly associated with sooner

nest-leaving to live without a partner.

The baseline duration parameters in Table 4.5 also roughly reflect the patterns

displayed previously in Figure 4.1. At the base category of age 17, the odds ratio is

exactly one – such that nest-leaving odds mirror the constant term. Thus, men at

age 17 without recent experience of negative events have an odds of non-partnered

nest-leaving of 0.019, and an odds of partnered nest-leaving of 0.002. Women at age

17 face similar odds of non-partnered nest-leaving, although their odds of partnered

nest-leaving are comparatively larger at 0.007. As the young adults age however, the

minuscule odds of leaving by either destination increase significantly, with partnered

nest-leaving scaling up very rapidly.

To describe how negative life events affect various mediator variables, the associated

regressions from equations (4.3) and (4.4) are estimated and presented in Table 4.6

for men and Table 4.7 for women. Results from health scores and the social support
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Table 4.5: Descriptive nest-leaving model

Men Women
Nest-leaving destination: Non-partnered Partnered Non-partnered Partnered

Recent events at t− 1:
Own injury/illness 0.808 0.547 1.295 0.887

[0.49,1.33] [0.17,1.77] [0.82,2.04] [0.45,1.75]
Family injury/illness 0.662* 0.788 0.880 1.417

[0.43,1.02] [0.34,1.85] [0.61,1.27] [0.92,2.18]
Bereavement (relative) 1.022 0.852 0.818 0.629

[0.70,1.50] [0.39,1.89] [0.55,1.21] [0.36,1.11]
Bereavement (friend) 1.258 1.246 1.607** 2.021***

[0.81,1.96] [0.53,2.93] [1.10,2.35] [1.25,3.26]
Violent crime 1.300 2.030 1.391 2.094*

[0.72,2.36] [0.71,5.79] [0.69,2.79] [0.92,4.77]
Property crime 0.864 0.847 1.792** 1.164

[0.47,1.58] [0.26,2.75] [1.08,2.98] [0.52,2.58]

Baseline duration:
Constant 0.019*** 0.002*** 0.020*** 0.007***

[0.01,0.03] [0.00,0.00] [0.02,0.03] [0.00,0.01]
Age 16 (omitted) — — — —

Age 17 (base) 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
[1.00,1.00] [1.00,1.00] [1.00,1.00] [1.00,1.00]

Age 18 6.234*** 8.666*** 5.384*** 5.172***
[4.40,8.83] [3.14,23.92] [3.85,7.52] [2.99,8.94]

Age 19 5.326*** 11.616*** 5.313*** 5.818***
[3.65,7.77] [4.20,32.11] [3.71,7.61] [3.28,10.33]

Age 20 6.184*** 11.478*** 3.460*** 10.043***
[4.18,9.16] [3.97,33.21] [2.23,5.38] [5.76,17.50]

Age 21 7.805*** 20.724*** 5.514*** 12.866***
[5.19,11.73] [7.40,58.06] [3.56,8.55] [7.23,22.91]

Age 22 6.921*** 34.227*** 5.224*** 12.708***
[4.31,11.13] [12.31,95.18] [3.12,8.73] [6.70,24.10]

Age 23 5.469*** 33.614*** 10.709*** 14.902***
[3.04,9.85] [11.33,99.74] [6.56,17.49] [7.25,30.64]

Age 24 10.722*** 29.619*** 11.435*** 14.170***
[6.00,19.16] [8.41,104.29] [6.23,20.99] [5.81,34.59]

Age 25+ 8.703*** 81.170*** 7.006*** 19.824***
[4.78,15.86] [28.85,228.39] [3.52,13.95] [9.19,42.76]

A discrete-time competing-risks model for nest-leaving with/without a partner. Results are reported in odds
ratios, with confidence intervals contained between brackets.
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score are from linear fixed-effects models, while those on life satisfaction, relationship

satisfaction, and financial hardship are from fixed effects ordered-logit models using

the BUC estimator (Baetschmann et al., 2015). These models are estimated on

the sample of young adults while they are co-residing; the full output from these

specifications are reported in Appendix 4.A4.

Consistent with other studies on negative life events, these descriptive models show

that stressors are associated with worsened health and well-being measures. There

are however, notable distinctions to be made between the types of events and the im-

pacts they have upon the individual. Young adults experiencing serious own injury

or illness face poorer health across all five measures. These incidents also impinge

on women’s social support, which decreases after serious injury or illness.

Recent family injury or illness is also negatively correlated with health and wellbeing

measures. As the young adult is indirectly affected by the poor health of a family

member, the magnitude of these associations is much smaller than those stemming

from own-injury. Young adults with unwell family members tend to have lower

scores of emotional health, with men also scoring poorer mental health and showing

greater dissatisfaction with their community, their neighborhood, sense of safety,

and their parents. Women are relatively less affected, although their general health

scores decrease after family illness.

Impacts of bereavement tends to differ by relationship type. Surprisingly for men,

no statistically significant negative effects follow after the death of a family member.

On the contrary, men receive more social support after such bereavement – possibly

as the family grieves collectively and copes with the loss together. While the death

of a close friend is associated with a decrease to emotional health among men, they

also find solace in the family as their relationship with parents improves, as does

their sense of safety.

In contrast, the case for bereaved women are unambiguously negative and feature

no silver linings. Women who have lost a family member tend to face significant

decreases to mental health, social functioning, and social support. The death of a

close friend also bears upon wellbeing, as young women are subsequently dissatisfied

with their home conditions and feel unsafe.

The impacts of crime victimization are also strongly gendered. Violent crimes have

no statistically significant effects on health measures for men, but substantially de-

crease women’s mental and emotional health, and social functioning. Incidences
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of violence also reduce life satisfaction for both genders – particularly in under-

mining feelings of safety. Property crimes have far fewer direct health impacts to

young adults, but significantly decrease their sense safety. Women also express

greater dissatisfaction with their parents and the conditions at home after property

crimes.

These mediator models show that negative life events can adversely affect the young

adult across several areas of life. These extend beyond the immediately obvious

connections – for example, between own injury and physical role limitations – into

effects on mental and emotional health, satisfaction with home-living, feelings of

safety, social support, and financial distress. It is therefore important to consider

these mediators in order to richly describe the possible mechanisms that connect

negative shocks to the young adult’s decision to leave the parental home.

The nest-leaving models from equations (4.1) and (4.2) are presented below in Ta-

bles 4.8 and 4.9 for men and women respectively. In each table, the first three

columns correspond to single-pathway and competing-risks models without health/life-

satisfaction controls, to emphasize the overall effects of negative life events on nest-

leaving. To then describe how the impact of life events are mediated through effects

on health and life satisfaction, the three columns that follow correspond to spec-

ifications that control for these factors. Across all models are a common set of

socio-economic controls, baseline duration age parameters, and indicators for impu-

tation or later attrition.

As evident in Table 4.8, only family injury or illness has a statistically significant

effect on men’s nest-leaving. Those with ill or injured relatives are less likely to

move out at a given age, with the odds of nest-leaving 35% lower compared to other

men without unwell family members. Considering the competing-risks models in

the second and third columns, it is evident that this is primarily a delay to non-

partnered nest-leaving. The odds ratio of partnered nest-leaving for men with ill or

injured family members is also less than one, but is not statistically significant.

Earlier results from mediator models in Table 4.6 had shown that family injury

and illness negatively impact men’s mental and emotional health, as well as vari-

ous aspects of life satisfaction. To first consider whether the subsequent delay to

nest-leaving (without a partner) operates through these channels, columns 4–6 in

Table 4.8 reestimate the event history models with these mediating variables.

Neither the single-pathway or competing-risks models attribute men’s delayed nest-

leaving to the aforementioned mediators, as recent family injury or illness still signif-
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Table 4.6: Effects of negative life events on men’s health and well-being measures

Health:
Role Social Role

General Mental (emotional) functioning (physical)

Recent events:
Own injury/illness -5.036*** -4.222*** -6.407*** -8.835*** -16.845***

(0.776) (0.781) (1.435) (1.014) (1.303)
Family injury/illness 0.067 -1.502** -2.451** -0.961 -1.115

(0.648) (0.655) (1.199) (0.848) (1.093)
Bereavement (relative) 0.075 0.798 -0.394 0.796 -0.128

(0.653) (0.660) (1.216) (0.858) (1.107)
Bereavement (friend) 0.713 0.583 -3.319** -0.635 0.161

(0.836) (0.842) (1.545) (1.093) (1.407)
Violent crime -1.701 -0.586 -2.887 -1.912 -0.275

(1.149) (1.151) (2.115) (1.497) (1.921)
Property crime 0.177 0.836 0.149 -1.012 2.670

(1.007) (1.020) (1.866) (1.317) (1.696)

Individual FE X X X X X
Socioeconomic controls X X X X X

Life satisfaction:
General Home Community Neighborhood Safety

Recent events:
Own injury/illness -0.253* 0.035 0.097 0.058 0.110

(0.149) (0.151) (0.138) (0.155) (0.152)
Family injury/illness -0.293** -0.118 -0.355*** -0.283** -0.340**

(0.132) (0.125) (0.117) (0.142) (0.144)
Bereavement (relative) -0.029 0.181 0.103 0.035 0.192

(0.126) (0.124) (0.118) (0.132) (0.128)
Bereavement (friend) -0.080 0.238 -0.074 -0.212 0.461***

(0.153) (0.149) (0.146) (0.155) (0.143)
Violent crime -0.178 -0.247 0.026 -0.559** -0.503**

(0.251) (0.204) (0.185) (0.228) (0.235)
Property crime -0.101 -0.043 -0.040 -0.369* -0.443**

(0.200) (0.188) (0.168) (0.206) (0.204)

Individual FE X X X X X
Socioeconomic controls X X X X X

Relations Financial Social
w/ Parents Hardships Support

Recent events:
Own injury/illness -0.091 -0.397 -0.220

(0.166) (0.350) (0.450)
Family injury/illness -0.330** 0.732** -0.126

(0.144) (0.371) (0.377)
Bereavement (relative) 0.196 -0.286 1.086***

(0.137) (0.294) (0.383)
Bereavement (friend) 0.500*** 0.716** 0.395

(0.171) (0.324) (0.486)
Violent crime -0.409* 0.908*** -0.283

(0.230) (0.335) (0.667)
Property crime 0.356* 0.744* 0.393

(0.215) (0.420) (0.584)

Individual FE X X X
Socioeconomic controls X X X

Results from estimating equations (4.3) and (4.4) on the subsample of co-residing young adults, to
measure associations between negative life events and various mediators while still in the parental
home.
Impacts to health measures and social support scores are from linear fixed-effect models, whereas
impacts to life satisfaction, parent-child relationship, and financial hardship measures are from fixed-
effects ordered-logit models. These include a set of age-dummies as controls (output-suppressed).
Full output is reported in Appendix 4.A4.
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Table 4.7: Effects of negative life events on women’s health and well-being measures

Health:
Role Social Role

General Mental (emotional) functioning (physical)

Recent events:
Own injury/illness -7.779*** -3.951*** -5.707*** -13.092*** -25.304***

(0.949) (0.980) (2.049) (1.296) (1.584)
Family injury/illness -1.767*** -0.369 -3.140** -1.374 0.276

(0.670) (0.693) (1.461) (0.921) (1.130)
Bereavement (relative) -0.229 -1.620** -2.296 -2.440*** -1.761

(0.684) (0.708) (1.487) (0.941) (1.149)
Bereavement (friend) 0.094 -1.393 -1.275 -1.024 0.428

(0.835) (0.864) (1.819) (1.146) (1.406)
Violent crime -0.092 -5.683*** -11.611*** -6.158*** -0.181

(1.601) (1.657) (3.444) (2.183) (2.679)
Property crime -0.481 -0.364 -1.112 -2.022 -3.299*

(1.135) (1.176) (2.457) (1.556) (1.902)

Individual FE X X X X X
Socioeconomic controls X X X X X

Life satisfaction:
General Home Community Neighborhood Safety

Recent events:
Own injury/illness -0.164 -0.228 0.229 -0.281* -0.106

(0.180) (0.153) (0.151) (0.160) (0.172)
Family injury/illness -0.109 0.142 0.017 0.217* -0.081

(0.118) (0.130) (0.124) (0.122) (0.122)
Bereavement (relative) -0.108 0.102 -0.086 -0.044 -0.176

(0.127) (0.146) (0.116) (0.128) (0.127)
Bereavement (friend) -0.266 -0.267* -0.113 -0.036 -0.355**

(0.164) (0.153) (0.142) (0.152) (0.163)
Violent crime -0.800*** -0.025 -0.217 0.403 -0.503*

(0.282) (0.299) (0.269) (0.303) (0.261)
Property crime -0.320 -0.694*** -0.200 -0.301 -0.604***

(0.198) (0.198) (0.215) (0.206) (0.211)

Individual FE X X X X X
Socioeconomic controls X X X X X

Relations Financial Social
w/ Parents Hardships Support

Recent events:
Own injury/illness -0.245 0.358 -1.135**

(0.165) (0.376) (0.507)
Family injury/illness 0.187 0.150 -0.485

(0.121) (0.291) (0.360)
Bereavement (relative) 0.172 0.189 -0.777**

(0.139) (0.301) (0.368)
Bereavement (friend) -0.030 0.257 -0.150

(0.158) (0.346) (0.447)
Violent crime 0.153 0.724 -1.594*

(0.273) (0.460) (0.852)
Property crime -0.413* 0.719 0.185

(0.222) (0.464) (0.613)

Individual FE X X X
Socioeconomic controls X X X

Results from estimating equations (4.3) and (4.4) on the subsample of co-residing young adults, to
measure associations between negative life events and various mediators while still in the parental
home.
Impacts to health measures and social support scores are from linear fixed-effect models, whereas
impacts to life satisfaction, parent-child relationship, and financial hardship measures are from fixed-
effects ordered-logit models. These include a set of age-dummies as controls (output-suppressed).
Full output is reported in Appendix 4.A4.
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Table 4.8: Single-pathway and competing-risks results for men

Without mediators With mediators
Nest-leaving (any) Non-partnered Partnered Nest-leaving (any) Non-partnered Partnered

Recent events at t− 1:
Own injury/illness 0.706 0.759 0.508 0.724 0.797 0.476

[0.44,1.12] [0.46,1.25] [0.16,1.65] [0.45,1.16] [0.48,1.32] [0.14,1.58]
Family injury/illness 0.653** 0.632** 0.745 0.602** 0.588** 0.664

[0.44,0.97] [0.41,0.98] [0.32,1.76] [0.40,0.90] [0.38,0.91] [0.28,1.60]
Bereavement (family) 0.995 1.033 0.860 1.032 1.064 0.917

[0.70,1.42] [0.70,1.52] [0.39,1.91] [0.72,1.47] [0.72,1.56] [0.41,2.05]
Bereavement (friend) 1.234 1.242 1.207 1.226 1.263 1.073

[0.82,1.85] [0.79,1.94] [0.51,2.85] [0.81,1.85] [0.80,1.99] [0.44,2.60]
Violent crime 1.537 1.417 2.069 1.349 1.260 1.722

[0.90,2.62] [0.78,2.57] [0.72,5.95] [0.79,2.32] [0.69,2.31] [0.59,5.05]
Property crime 0.902 0.916 0.853 0.845 0.883 0.771

[0.52,1.56] [0.50,1.68] [0.26,2.78] [0.49,1.47] [0.48,1.63] [0.23,2.53]

Health measures at t− 1:
General health 0.982 1.013 0.869**

[0.92,1.05] [0.94,1.09] [0.76,1.00]
Mental health 1.150*** 1.125** 1.223*

[1.05,1.26] [1.02,1.25] [1.00,1.50]
Role (emotional) 0.937** 0.911*** 1.061

[0.88,0.99] [0.85,0.97] [0.91,1.23]
Social functioning 0.981 1.015 0.868*

[0.91,1.06] [0.93,1.11] [0.75,1.01]
Role (physical) 1.090** 1.099** 1.054

[1.01,1.17] [1.01,1.19] [0.90,1.23]
Life satisfaction at t− 1:

General satisfaction 1.006 0.970 1.171
[0.91,1.11] [0.87,1.08] [0.94,1.45]

Home situation 0.957 0.945 1.003
[0.90,1.02] [0.88,1.02] [0.87,1.16]

Local community 0.963 0.980 0.900**
[0.92,1.01] [0.93,1.03] [0.82,0.99]

Neighborhood 0.989 0.989 0.996
[0.93,1.05] [0.93,1.06] [0.88,1.13]

Safety 0.985 0.964 1.089
[0.91,1.07] [0.88,1.06] [0.90,1.31]

Parent-child relationship 0.908*** 0.912*** 0.896*
[0.86,0.96] [0.86,0.97] [0.79,1.01]

Financial hardship 1.164** 1.086 1.390***
[1.02,1.32] [0.93,1.26] [1.12,1.73]

Social support 1.004 1.004 1.008
[0.99,1.02] [0.99,1.02] [0.98,1.04]

Demographic characteristics:
Parents’ education

less than High School 1.241* 1.182 1.473 1.194 1.132 1.537*
[0.97,1.59] [0.89,1.56] [0.90,2.42] [0.93,1.54] [0.85,1.50] [0.93,2.55]

University 1.038 1.106 0.790 1.035 1.094 0.822
[0.84,1.28] [0.88,1.40] [0.49,1.27] [0.83,1.28] [0.86,1.39] [0.50,1.34]

# Younger persons at home 0.935 0.876** 1.116 0.933 0.875** 1.120
[0.86,1.02] [0.79,0.97] [0.96,1.29] [0.85,1.02] [0.79,0.97] [0.96,1.30]

# Other persons at home 0.720*** 0.680*** 0.876 0.717*** 0.684*** 0.844
[0.61,0.85] [0.57,0.81] [0.63,1.23] [0.61,0.84] [0.57,0.82] [0.60,1.19]

Step-family 1.395*** 1.474*** 1.082 1.326** 1.414*** 1.004
[1.12,1.74] [1.16,1.88] [0.66,1.77] [1.06,1.66] [1.11,1.81] [0.61,1.67]

Single parent 1.175 1.094 1.561* 1.082 1.015 1.416
[0.94,1.47] [0.85,1.40] [0.98,2.49] [0.86,1.36] [0.79,1.31] [0.87,2.29]

Migrant 0.581*** 0.562*** 0.633 0.576*** 0.553*** 0.637
[0.42,0.81] [0.39,0.81] [0.33,1.22] [0.41,0.80] [0.38,0.80] [0.33,1.24]

Urban 0.534*** 0.518*** 0.612* 0.525*** 0.515*** 0.596*
[0.42,0.68] [0.40,0.67] [0.35,1.07] [0.41,0.67] [0.39,0.67] [0.34,1.06]

Unemployment rate 0.895*** 0.882*** 0.954 0.886*** 0.875*** 0.942
[0.84,0.96] [0.82,0.95] [0.82,1.10] [0.83,0.95] [0.81,0.94] [0.81,1.09]

Age indicators (Baseline dur.) X X X X X X

Attrit at t+ 1 1.414 1.720* 0.000 1.358 1.669* 0.000
[0.81,2.48] [0.98,3.03] [0.00,.] [0.77,2.39] [0.94,2.95] [0.00,.]

End of obs. window 1.107 1.180 0.874 1.107 1.196 0.837
[0.83,1.49] [0.85,1.63] [0.48,1.61] [0.82,1.49] [0.86,1.66] [0.45,1.56]

Missing SCQ/Imputed info. 1.094 1.152 0.885 1.144 1.206 0.916
[0.88,1.36] [0.91,1.46] [0.55,1.43] [0.92,1.42] [0.95,1.53] [0.56,1.50]

Results are reported in odds ratios, with confidence intervals in brackets. Event history models in the first three columns eschew health/sat-
isfaction mediating variables, while specifications in the latter three columns control for these factors.
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Table 4.9: Single-pathway and competing-risks results for women

Without mediators With mediators
Nest-leaving (any) Non-partnered Partnered Nest-leaving (any) Non-partnered Partnered

Recent events at t− 1:
Own injury/illness 1.113 1.228 0.914 0.961 1.072 0.762

[0.75,1.65] [0.78,1.94] [0.46,1.82] [0.63,1.46] [0.66,1.74] [0.37,1.57]
Family injury/illness 0.915 0.749 1.285 0.928 0.774 1.251

[0.68,1.23] [0.52,1.09] [0.83,2.00] [0.69,1.25] [0.53,1.13] [0.80,1.96]
Bereavement (family) 0.727* 0.799 0.599* 0.743* 0.826 0.604*

[0.52,1.02] [0.54,1.19] [0.34,1.07] [0.53,1.04] [0.55,1.24] [0.34,1.08]
Bereavement (friend) 1.634*** 1.541** 1.873** 1.540*** 1.428* 1.791**

[1.19,2.24] [1.05,2.26] [1.15,3.04] [1.12,2.12] [0.97,2.11] [1.09,2.93]
Violent crime 1.483 1.325 1.854 1.199 1.002 1.746

[0.85,2.60] [0.66,2.66] [0.80,4.28] [0.67,2.13] [0.49,2.05] [0.74,4.14]
Property crime 1.631** 1.857** 1.237 1.530* 1.666* 1.241

[1.04,2.57] [1.11,3.10] [0.55,2.78] [0.97,2.42] [0.99,2.81] [0.55,2.80]

Health measures at t− 1:
General health 0.980 0.989 0.955

[0.92,1.04] [0.92,1.06] [0.87,1.05]
Mental health 0.970 1.002 0.904

[0.89,1.05] [0.91,1.11] [0.79,1.03]
Role (emotional) 1.025 1.010 1.055

[0.98,1.07] [0.96,1.07] [0.97,1.14]
Social functioning 1.007 0.994 1.042

[0.94,1.08] [0.92,1.08] [0.93,1.16]
Role (physical) 0.994 1.052 0.903**

[0.94,1.05] [0.98,1.13] [0.83,0.98]
Life satisfaction at t− 1:

General satisfaction 0.956 0.944 0.977
[0.87,1.05] [0.84,1.06] [0.83,1.14]

Home situation 0.922** 0.923** 0.923
[0.86,0.98] [0.85,1.00] [0.83,1.03]

Local community 0.965 0.998 0.908**
[0.92,1.01] [0.94,1.06] [0.84,0.98]

Neighborhood 0.971 0.961 0.980
[0.91,1.03] [0.89,1.03] [0.89,1.08]

Safety 1.109** 1.059 1.230***
[1.02,1.20] [0.96,1.17] [1.07,1.41]

Parent-child relationship 0.897*** 0.859*** 0.995
[0.85,0.95] [0.81,0.91] [0.90,1.10]

Financial hardship 1.172*** 1.211*** 1.091
[1.05,1.31] [1.07,1.38] [0.91,1.31]

Social support 1.010 1.008 1.014
[1.00,1.02] [0.99,1.02] [0.99,1.04]

Demographic characteristics:
Parents’ education

less than High School 1.355** 1.322* 1.442* 1.381** 1.363** 1.391*
[1.06,1.73] [0.98,1.78] [1.00,2.09] [1.08,1.77] [1.00,1.85] [0.96,2.03]

University 0.692*** 0.906 0.370*** 0.715*** 0.963 0.362***
[0.56,0.85] [0.71,1.16] [0.25,0.55] [0.58,0.88] [0.75,1.23] [0.24,0.54]

# Younger persons at home 1.112*** 1.070 1.169*** 1.101** 1.056 1.154**
[1.03,1.20] [0.97,1.18] [1.05,1.30] [1.02,1.19] [0.96,1.16] [1.03,1.29]

# Other persons at home 0.701*** 0.620*** 0.863 0.708*** 0.635*** 0.856
[0.61,0.81] [0.52,0.74] [0.69,1.07] [0.61,0.82] [0.53,0.76] [0.68,1.07]

Step-family 1.291** 1.469*** 0.970 1.160 1.322** 0.863
[1.03,1.62] [1.13,1.91] [0.65,1.45] [0.92,1.46] [1.01,1.73] [0.57,1.30]

Single parent 1.379*** 1.459*** 1.210 1.282** 1.336** 1.146
[1.10,1.72] [1.12,1.90] [0.83,1.76] [1.02,1.61] [1.02,1.75] [0.78,1.68]

Migrant 0.642*** 0.646*** 0.607** 0.627*** 0.611*** 0.642**
[0.50,0.83] [0.47,0.88] [0.40,0.92] [0.48,0.82] [0.44,0.84] [0.42,0.98]

Urban 0.500*** 0.450*** 0.621** 0.497*** 0.449*** 0.600**
[0.40,0.63] [0.34,0.59] [0.42,0.93] [0.39,0.63] [0.34,0.60] [0.40,0.90]

Unemployment rate 0.893*** 0.843*** 1.003 0.902*** 0.853*** 1.006
[0.84,0.95] [0.78,0.91] [0.91,1.11] [0.85,0.96] [0.79,0.92] [0.91,1.11]

Age indicators (Baseline dur.) X X X X X X

Attrit at t+ 1 1.140 1.156 1.120 1.094 1.092 1.149
[0.65,2.01] [0.59,2.26] [0.44,2.85] [0.62,1.94] [0.55,2.15] [0.45,2.93]

End of obs. window 0.855 0.970 0.667 0.867 1.014 0.642*
[0.63,1.16] [0.68,1.39] [0.40,1.11] [0.64,1.18] [0.71,1.46] [0.38,1.07]

Missing SCQ/Imputed info. 1.047 0.943 1.261 1.065 0.990 1.228
[0.83,1.32] [0.71,1.26] [0.88,1.81] [0.84,1.35] [0.74,1.32] [0.85,1.77]

Results are reported in odds ratios, with confidence intervals in brackets. Event history models in the first three columns eschew health/sat-
isfaction mediating variables, while specifications in the latter three columns control for these factors.
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icantly reduces men’s odds of leaving home by around 40%. The mediator variables

in these models instead imply two opposing effects on nest-leaving. The estimate for

mental health suggests that men with higher scores leave home sooner. Conversely

then, men with ill relatives – who likely face worsened mental health – have signifi-

cantly reduced odds of moving out. However, the odds ratio estimate for emotional

health suggests that those with poorer emotional role functioning (possibly after a

family member becomes ill) face higher risks of leaving home instead. Despite the

opposing directions of these mediating factors on nest-leaving, much of the delay to

nest-leaving would seem to arise from some other mechanism.

Men with family members in ill health might – as suggested in the conceptual

framework – assume a carer role and remain at home longer to look after their

relatives. In this sample however, although proportionally more affected men spend

time taking care of relatives than unaffected men, either case is exceedingly rare

and apply only to 5.3% and 2.1% of observations respectively. Among these carers,

the amount of care-giving time also does not seem substantively different if a family

member has been recently ill or injured. As the overwhelming majority of men with

ill family members do not assume care-taking duties, there is very limited evidence

that this contributes to men’s delayed nest-leaving.10

Instead, there is evidence to suggest that men are less able to rely on their social

networks after a family member becomes seriously ill. Results from the fixed-effects

ordered logit models in Appendix Table 4.A4.4 indicate that affected men struggle

to find adequate help when needed. Such poorly satisfied needs among co-residing

men may obstruct plans or preparations for nest-leaving, and so prolong their stay

in the parental home. This case is concerning, as young men with ill or injured

family members also report greater financial hardships in the household, as well as

strained relationships with their parents.

A different pattern of results is evident for women in Table 4.9. Unlike the case

for men, recent family illness or injury has no significant bearing upon women’s

nest-leaving timing or destinations. Instead, there is slight evidence that family

bereavement delays their decision to leave the parental home. Although estimated

with marginal statistical significance, women who have recently lost a relative have

27% reduced odds of nest-leaving overall. Considering the competing-risks model in

the second and third columns, this effect is largely borne through a 40% reduction

to the odds of partnered nest-leaving.

10Aside from carer roles, affected men also do not seem to contribute more time towards house-
work or errands.
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To consider the potential underlying mechanisms, the rightmost columns in Ta-

ble 4.9 control for likely mediating factors. While a death in the family negatively

impacts women’s mental health, social functioning, and social support, these have

no statistically significant effects on nest-leaving. Thus the delaying effect of family

bereavement on nest-leaving remains marginally significant, despite accounting for

these plausible explanatory factors.

Bereavement of a close friend has a drastic effect on women’s nest-leaving patterns.

The estimates are large and significant, involving a 54% increase to the odds of

leaving to live without a partner, and an 87% increase to nest-leaving with a partner.

These effects largely persist after controlling for health and satisfaction measures,

although the odds ratio for non-partnered nest-leaving is only marginally significant.

Since the loss of a close friend has been shown to negatively affect satisfaction at

home and feelings of safety, the net effect upon women is partially explained through

these channels.

Aside from health and life-satisfaction measures, the death of a close friend is likely

to impinge on particular aspects of the individual’s social network. Results from

Appendix Table 4.A4.5 suggest that bereaved young women were less likely to report

having many friends, and also lacked enjoyable time spent with others. As reported

by co-residing women, it would seem that parental social support is an insufficient

panacea to the griefs of a lost friend. This thus suggests that the impetus to leave

home – particularly with a romantic partner – may be driven by a need for peer-level

relationships and support.

Results in Table 4.9 also indicate that property crimes significantly encourage nest-

leaving among women. The competing risks model shows that this is particularly for

forming non-partnered households, as the odds of moving out alone are increased by

86%. These estimates are somewhat smaller and become only marginally significant

after controlling for various health and life-satisfaction mediators, but still indicate

an increased need to leave home. It may be the case that these affected women ul-

timately leave home out of necessity rather than feasibility, although this is difficult

to confirm without further information. The descriptive models in Table 4.7 have

shown however, that women are less satisfied with their home situation and sense

of safety after experiencing property crimes. A straightforward explanation for sub-

sequent nest-leaving could therefore be an eroded sense of safety in the household,

prompting the individual to leave an inhospitable or insecure environment.
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While this potential explanation may be relevant to victims of violent crimes, no

such effect is immediately evident among men or women. Point estimates for the

odds ratios are much larger than one and broadly suggest sooner nest-leaving, but

these parameters are very noisy – reflecting the varied and complicated effects of

violence. The 490 incidents reported by young adults in this sample almost certainly

differ in nature and severity, along with the relationship (if any) the victim has with

the aggressor. Thus while some young adults may flee to cope with an experience

of violence, others may not have or need such an option.

4.6 Conclusion

Moving out from home marks a milestone in early adulthood, one where young

adults forgo the substantial transfers received from parents during earlier stages of

the life course. This not only reflects an economic independence, but also a social

one – particularly in cases where young adults leave the nest with a romantic part-

ner. Both the timing and destination of nest-leaving can be consequential, as some

young adults encounter financial hardships soon after establishing an independent

household (Aassve et al., 2007, Parisi, 2008, Ribar, 2015).

This chapter investigates how negative life events affect the timing of nest-leaving

and its intersection with partnership formation. These adverse shocks can be eco-

nomically costly and place acute strains on the individual; nest-leaving after these

precarious events are potentially more disadvantaging compared to normative de-

partures. This chapter contributes to the economic literature – which has thus far

focused on measuring impacts to life satisfaction – by considering the behavioral

responses of individuals as they cope around difficult circumstances. Additionally,

by examining sudden and unforeseeable life events that are almost certainly beyond

the direct control of the individual, I avoid potential endogeneity concerns compared

to previous studies on this topic.

Since negative life events can affect several aspects of wellbeing, any subsequent in-

fluence on nest-leaving or partnering could operate through these different channels.

I contribute in this chapter by accounting for a variety of plausible mediators to

bring insight into these effects. This not only documents the negative impacts on

young adults’ wellbeing, but also contextualizes these impacts alongside the effects

on nest-leaving decisions.

Results from both the single-risk and competing-risks event history models highlight

some substantial differences between men and women. Few statistically significant

129



4. Seeking Solace and Shelter: Nest-leaving With or Without a Partner
After Negative Life Events

effects are found for men other than a delay to non-partnered nest-leaving when

family members are ill or injured. In stark contrast, women face heightened odds

of nest-leaving after the death of a close friend, or incidents of property crime.

Victims of property crime are particularly likely to leave home to live without a

partner despite undermined feelings of safety, highlighting a compromised case of

nest-leaving among women.

Many young adults in Australia have opted to remain at home for longer, relying

upon their parents to finalize their education, initiate their careers, and prepare for

independent living. This chapter shows that for women, co-residential arrangements

can be tenuous in the wake of bereavement or victimization, significantly adding

to the material and psychological burdens inherent to negative life events. These

complex and compromising circumstances deserve further attention, as the effects on

young people along transition to adulthood can have subsequent and lasting effects

over the lifecourse.

Potential directions for future study include examining young adults’ adaptation

around negative life events, and the extent to which these impact later develop-

mental milestones. Although adults understandably struggle to cope with spousal

and child bereavement (Frijters et al., 2011), any such evidence from the death of

a close friend or victimization remains limited. Future work in this area would also

benefit from the collection of qualitative information, particularly as the impact

of victimization can depend greatly on the circumstances surrounding the crime.

These endeavors would further an understanding of the potential pitfalls along the

transition to adulthood.
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Appendix

4.A1 Major life events in HILDA

The following is the full list of major life events measured by the HILDA survey,

with brief comments on their suitability for this chapter.

1. Birth of a new child

A choice made by the individual, endogenous to household formation and can

be anticipated in advance.

2. Death of a close friend

Almost certainly exogenous to choices made by the individual, rather unlikely

to be anticipated for the majority of young adults.

3. Weather related disaster

This item is collected only from wave 9 onwards, with few individuals affected.

It is likely to necessitate a change of residence.

4. Death of close family member

Arguably exogenous.

5. Death of spouse or child.

This is prohibitively rare among the young adult sample.

6. Major improvements in finances

This event is rather ambiguous, and may be conflated with endogenous choices

like labor supply.

7. Major worsening in finances

As above, what this event means to respondents is likely too varied and may

reflect individual choice.
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8. Fired or made redundant

This event may be anticipated by other (unobserved) developments in the

workplace.

9. Serious injury/illness to the family member

This may be arguably exogenous.

10. Serious personal injury/illness

As above

11. Close family member detained in jail

This affects the household structure, and is too rare in the data to consider.

12. Detained in jail

As above.

13. Changed jobs

This choice is endogenously made by the individual.

14. Got married

Endogenous to household formation.

15. Changed residence

Directly the phenomenon of interest.

16. Victim of property crime

Exogenous and unlikely to be anticipated.

17. Pregnancy

As with birth of a new child, this can be anticipated and involves a choice by

the individual.

18. Promoted at work

This is likely anticipated and is endogenous to individual labor supply.

19. Reunited with spouse

This directly affects household composition.

20. Retired from workforce

Endogenous choice in labor supply.

21. Separated from spouse

This directly affects household composition.
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22. Victim of physical violence

Exogenous and difficult to anticipate.
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4.A2 Constructing hardship/support measures

Financial hardship index

As examined by Cobb-Clark and Ribar (2012) and Ribar (2015), the HILDA survey

contain a set of questions regarding the household’s financial difficulties. These are

then used to construct a 0–7 index, for the number of following experiences “because

of a shortage of money”:

� “Could not pay electricity, gas or telephone bills on time”

� “Could not pay the mortgage or rent on time”

� “Pawned or sold something”

� “Went without meals”

� “Was unable to heat home”

� “Asked for financial help from friends or family”

� “Asked for help from welfare/community organizations”

The extent to which negative life events lead to subsequent financial difficulties is

conveyed in Tables 4.A4.2 and 4.A4.3 in Appendix 4.A4.

Social support measures

HILDA survey respondents are asked about their receipt of social support in each

wave of the survey. These are administered via the Self-Complete Questionnaire,

where the individual expresses his or her agreement to the following 10 statements

via a 1–7 Likert scale:

(A) “I don’t have anyone that I can confide in”

(B) “There is someone who can always cheer me up when I’m down”

(C) “I seem to have a lot of friends”

(D) “I have no one to lean on in times of trouble”

(E) “I often need help from other people but can’t get it”

(F) “I enjoy the time I spend with the people who are important to me”

(G) “People don’t come to visit me as often as I would like”

(H) “When I need someone to help me out, I can usually find someone”
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(I) “When something’s on my mind, just talking with the people I know can make

me feel better”

(J) “I often feel very lonely”

I construct a tractable measure of social support by adding the respondent’s agree-

ment to positive statements, and subtracting his or her agreement with negative

statements. The following score thus ranges between -30 and 30:

SUPPORT = −A+B + C −D − E + F −G+H + I − J

To also consider whether negative life events affect each score component individu-

ally, a set of fixed-effects ordered-logit models are estimated, and output is displayed

in Appendix 4.A4 under Tables 4.A4.2 and 4.A4.3.
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4.A3 Frailty specification

Table 4.A3.1: Frailty specification

Men: Women:
Nest-leaving (any) Non-partnered Partnered Nest-leaving (any) Non-partnered Partnered

Recent events at t− 1:
Own injury/illness 0.724 0.796 0.494 0.961 1.072 0.762

[0.45,1.16] [0.48,1.33] [0.14,1.71] [0.63,1.46] [0.66,1.74] [0.37,1.57]
Family injury/illness 0.602** 0.578** 0.694 0.928 0.774 1.251

[0.40,0.90] [0.37,0.90] [0.27,1.76] [0.69,1.25] [0.53,1.13] [0.80,1.96]
Bereavement (family) 1.032 1.076 0.871 0.743* 0.826 0.604*

[0.72,1.47] [0.73,1.59] [0.37,2.05] [0.53,1.04] [0.55,1.24] [0.34,1.08]
Bereavement (friend) 1.226 1.296 0.981 1.540*** 1.428* 1.791**

[0.81,1.85] [0.82,2.05] [0.38,2.56] [1.12,2.12] [0.97,2.11] [1.09,2.93]
Violent crime 1.349 1.274 1.838 1.199 1.002 1.746

[0.79,2.32] [0.69,2.36] [0.57,5.91] [0.67,2.13] [0.49,2.05] [0.74,4.14]
Property crime 0.845 0.880 0.758 1.530* 1.666* 1.241

[0.49,1.47] [0.47,1.63] [0.21,2.68] [0.97,2.42] [0.99,2.81] [0.55,2.80]
Health measures at t− 1:

General health 0.982 1.016 0.849** 0.980 0.989 0.955
[0.92,1.05] [0.94,1.10] [0.72,1.00] [0.92,1.04] [0.92,1.06] [0.87,1.05]

Mental health 1.150*** 1.125** 1.252** 0.970 1.002 0.904
[1.05,1.26] [1.01,1.25] [1.00,1.57] [0.89,1.05] [0.91,1.11] [0.79,1.03]

Role (emotional) 0.937** 0.911*** 1.073 1.025 1.010 1.055
[0.88,0.99] [0.85,0.97] [0.91,1.26] [0.98,1.07] [0.96,1.07] [0.97,1.14]

Social functioning 0.981 1.014 0.867* 1.007 0.994 1.042
[0.91,1.06] [0.93,1.11] [0.74,1.02] [0.94,1.08] [0.92,1.08] [0.93,1.16]

Role (physical) 1.090** 1.102** 1.053 0.994 1.052 0.903**
[1.01,1.17] [1.01,1.20] [0.89,1.25] [0.94,1.05] [0.98,1.13] [0.83,0.98]

Life satisfaction at t− 1:
General satisfaction 1.006 0.960 1.224 0.956 0.944 0.977

[0.91,1.11] [0.86,1.07] [0.96,1.56] [0.87,1.05] [0.84,1.06] [0.83,1.14]
Home situation 0.957 0.942 1.007 0.922** 0.923** 0.923

[0.90,1.02] [0.87,1.02] [0.86,1.18] [0.86,0.98] [0.85,1.00] [0.83,1.03]
Local community 0.963 0.984 0.882** 0.965 0.998 0.908**

[0.92,1.01] [0.93,1.04] [0.79,0.99] [0.92,1.01] [0.94,1.06] [0.84,0.98]
Neighborhood 0.989 0.992 0.976 0.971 0.961 0.980

[0.93,1.05] [0.93,1.06] [0.85,1.12] [0.91,1.03] [0.89,1.03] [0.89,1.08]
Safety 0.985 0.959 1.126 1.109** 1.059 1.230***

[0.91,1.07] [0.87,1.05] [0.91,1.39] [1.02,1.20] [0.96,1.17] [1.07,1.41]
Parent-child relationship 0.908*** 0.911*** 0.893 0.897*** 0.859*** 0.995

[0.86,0.96] [0.85,0.97] [0.78,1.03] [0.85,0.95] [0.81,0.91] [0.90,1.10]
Financial hardship 1.164** 1.089 1.409*** 1.172*** 1.211*** 1.091

[1.02,1.32] [0.93,1.27] [1.10,1.81] [1.05,1.31] [1.07,1.38] [0.91,1.31]
Social support 1.004 1.004 1.006 1.010 1.008 1.014

[0.99,1.02] [0.99,1.02] [0.97,1.04] [1.00,1.02] [0.99,1.02] [0.99,1.04]
Demographic characteristics:

Parents’ education:
less than High School 1.194 1.119 1.682 1.381** 1.363** 1.391*

[0.93,1.54] [0.83,1.50] [0.90,3.14] [1.08,1.77] [1.00,1.85] [0.96,2.03]
University 1.035 1.106 0.769 0.715*** 0.963 0.362***

[0.83,1.28] [0.86,1.41] [0.43,1.39] [0.58,0.88] [0.75,1.23] [0.24,0.54]
# Younger persons at home 0.933 0.866*** 1.157 1.101** 1.056 1.154**

[0.85,1.02] [0.78,0.96] [0.96,1.40] [1.02,1.19] [0.96,1.16] [1.03,1.29]
# Other persons at home 0.717*** 0.681*** 0.844 0.708*** 0.635*** 0.856

[0.61,0.84] [0.56,0.82] [0.58,1.23] [0.61,0.82] [0.53,0.76] [0.68,1.07]
Step-family 1.326** 1.450*** 0.919 1.160 1.322** 0.863

[1.06,1.66] [1.12,1.88] [0.51,1.67] [0.92,1.46] [1.01,1.73] [0.57,1.30]
Single parent 1.082 1.001 1.523 1.282** 1.336** 1.146

[0.86,1.36] [0.77,1.30] [0.86,2.70] [1.02,1.61] [1.02,1.75] [0.78,1.68]
Migrant 0.576*** 0.548*** 0.609 0.627*** 0.611*** 0.642**

[0.41,0.80] [0.37,0.81] [0.28,1.34] [0.48,0.82] [0.44,0.84] [0.42,0.98]
Urban 0.525*** 0.502*** 0.632 0.497*** 0.449*** 0.600**

[0.41,0.67] [0.38,0.66] [0.32,1.24] [0.39,0.63] [0.34,0.60] [0.40,0.90]
Unemployment rate 0.886*** 0.871*** 0.946 0.902*** 0.853*** 1.006

[0.83,0.95] [0.81,0.94] [0.80,1.11] [0.85,0.96] [0.79,0.92] [0.91,1.11]
Age indicators (Baseline dur.) X X X X X X

Attrit at t+ 1 1.358 1.702* 0.000 1.094 1.092 1.149
[0.77,2.39] [0.95,3.05] [0.00,.] [0.62,1.94] [0.55,2.15] [0.45,2.93]

End of obs. window 1.107 1.203 0.849 0.867 1.014 0.642*
[0.82,1.49] [0.86,1.68] [0.44,1.63] [0.64,1.18] [0.71,1.46] [0.38,1.07]

Missing SCQ/Imputed info. 1.144 1.206 0.943 1.065 0.990 1.228
[0.92,1.42] [0.95,1.54] [0.55,1.61] [0.84,1.35] [0.74,1.32] [0.85,1.77]

Frailty (coeff.) -0.000 0.395 -1.191* 0.000 -0.000 0.001
(0.315) (0.251) (0.610) (0.251) (0.687) (2.375)

Frailty variance 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
— — — —

Results are reported in odds ratios, with confidence intervals in brackets. This specification includes random effects, which accounts for
correlations between non-partnered and partnered nest-leaving. The variance of this random effect is fixed at one for identification.
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4.A4 Regressions on Mediators

4.A4 Regressions on Mediators

Table 4.A4.2: Mediator regressions, for men:

Health: Life satisfaction:
Role Social Role Neighbor- Relations Financial Social

Men: General Mental (emotional) functioning (physical) General Home Community hood Safety w/ Parents Hardships Support

Recent events:
Own injury/illness -5.036*** -4.222*** -6.407*** -8.835*** -16.845*** -0.253* 0.035 0.097 0.058 0.110 -0.091 -0.397 -0.220

(0.776) (0.781) (1.435) (1.014) (1.303) (0.149) (0.151) (0.138) (0.155) (0.152) (0.166) (0.350) (0.450)
Family injury/illness 0.067 -1.502** -2.451** -0.961 -1.115 -0.293** -0.118 -0.355*** -0.283** -0.340** -0.330** 0.732** -0.126

(0.648) (0.655) (1.199) (0.848) (1.093) (0.132) (0.125) (0.117) (0.142) (0.144) (0.144) (0.371) (0.377)
Bereavement (relative) 0.075 0.798 -0.394 0.796 -0.128 -0.029 0.181 0.103 0.035 0.192 0.196 -0.286 1.086***

(0.653) (0.660) (1.216) (0.858) (1.107) (0.126) (0.124) (0.118) (0.132) (0.128) (0.137) (0.294) (0.383)
Bereavement (friend) 0.713 0.583 -3.319** -0.635 0.161 -0.080 0.238 -0.074 -0.212 0.461*** 0.500*** 0.716** 0.395

(0.836) (0.842) (1.545) (1.093) (1.407) (0.153) (0.149) (0.146) (0.155) (0.143) (0.171) (0.324) (0.486)
Violent crime -1.701 -0.586 -2.887 -1.912 -0.275 -0.178 -0.247 0.026 -0.559** -0.503** -0.409* 0.908*** -0.283

(1.149) (1.151) (2.115) (1.497) (1.921) (0.251) (0.204) (0.185) (0.228) (0.235) (0.230) (0.335) (0.667)
Property crime 0.177 0.836 0.149 -1.012 2.670 -0.101 -0.043 -0.040 -0.369* -0.443** 0.356* 0.744* 0.393

(1.007) (1.020) (1.866) (1.317) (1.696) (0.200) (0.188) (0.168) (0.206) (0.204) (0.215) (0.420) (0.584)

Demographic characteristics:
# Younger persons at home 0.375 1.151* 0.454 0.475 0.640 -0.062 -0.232* -0.064 0.103 -0.022 -0.030 -0.005 0.726**

(0.633) (0.634) (1.164) (0.824) (1.061) (0.114) (0.129) (0.112) (0.112) (0.116) (0.128) (0.198) (0.366)
# Other persons at home -0.215 0.899* 1.004 0.928 0.366 -0.051 0.086 -0.028 0.118 0.038 -0.035 -0.279 0.083

(0.511) (0.516) (0.949) (0.669) (0.865) (0.104) (0.105) (0.103) (0.109) (0.090) (0.132) (0.221) (0.299)
Step-family 2.264 0.276 2.334 0.861 4.191* 0.266 -0.454* -0.175 -0.573** -0.303 -0.368 0.308 -0.269

(1.417) (1.430) (2.595) (1.838) (2.369) (0.261) (0.275) (0.246) (0.282) (0.266) (0.348) (0.627) (0.810)
Single parent 1.229 0.542 1.870 -1.285 1.362 -0.005 -0.136 0.158 0.374 0.147 0.213 0.729 1.357*

(1.285) (1.296) (2.354) (1.668) (2.146) (0.239) (0.235) (0.212) (0.254) (0.228) (0.278) (0.625) (0.734)
Urban 1.859 1.949 2.840 4.195* 6.590** 0.317 -0.173 -0.111 0.254 0.186 0.189 1.122 2.581**

(1.837) (1.854) (3.427) (2.412) (3.123) (0.309) (0.349) (0.243) (0.354) (0.335) (0.456) (1.667) (1.085)
Unemployment rate 0.196 0.045 -0.333 -0.002 -0.179 -0.010 0.026 -0.030 -0.035 -0.065* -0.039 0.158 -0.022

(0.203) (0.204) (0.377) (0.265) (0.343) (0.042) (0.040) (0.036) (0.038) (0.038) (0.047) (0.114) (0.118)

Attrit at t+ 1 -2.560 -0.893 -0.337 1.612 -1.754 -0.251 -0.374 -0.348 -0.415 0.086 -0.536* -0.169 -1.355
(1.597) (1.600) (2.996) (2.082) (2.716) (0.243) (0.290) (0.283) (0.267) (0.290) (0.322) (0.912) (0.938)

End of obs. window 0.120 -0.202 -1.200 0.896 1.546 -0.189 -0.154 -0.092 -0.017 -0.119 0.278** -0.194 -1.500***
(0.677) (0.682) (1.252) (0.886) (1.140) (0.122) (0.118) (0.116) (0.119) (0.122) (0.132) (0.366) (0.396)

Missing info indicator -0.382 -1.460 -1.031 -2.538 -3.563 -0.076 0.105 -0.046 -0.059 0.057 -0.405 1.357** 0.586
(1.737) (1.742) (3.194) (2.265) (2.892) (0.127) (0.125) (0.121) (0.119) (0.132) (0.411) (0.554) (1.176)

Age 16 1.728*** 0.609 0.650 -0.172 0.516 0.640*** 0.386*** 0.601*** 0.352*** 0.427*** 0.146 -0.429 0.169
(0.549) (0.553) (1.017) (0.718) (0.927) (0.102) (0.109) (0.102) (0.111) (0.112) (0.121) (0.327) (0.320)

Age 17 1.150** -0.128 0.143 -0.145 0.126 0.422*** 0.365*** 0.396*** 0.179* 0.046 0.080 -0.252 0.177
(0.532) (0.535) (0.987) (0.696) (0.899) (0.097) (0.099) (0.092) (0.100) (0.096) (0.110) (0.293) (0.310)

Age 18 (base) — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Age 19 -0.493 -0.072 -0.250 -0.494 0.384 -0.162 -0.015 -0.198** -0.161 -0.230** 0.174 0.475 -0.263
(0.607) (0.612) (1.126) (0.795) (1.025) (0.105) (0.106) (0.100) (0.102) (0.104) (0.122) (0.301) (0.353)

Age 20 -0.535 -0.844 -0.475 -0.203 2.249** -0.343*** -0.215 -0.175 -0.299** -0.176 0.062 0.456 0.080
(0.675) (0.681) (1.251) (0.884) (1.140) (0.121) (0.134) (0.117) (0.126) (0.121) (0.149) (0.344) (0.392)

Age 21 -1.557** -0.971 0.505 -0.795 -0.956 -0.546*** -0.227 -0.670*** -0.216 -0.571*** 0.011 0.506 -0.220
(0.781) (0.787) (1.448) (1.024) (1.321) (0.141) (0.140) (0.130) (0.152) (0.140) (0.171) (0.390) (0.453)

Age 22 -2.176** 0.890 1.422 -2.250* 0.649 -0.443** -0.127 -0.292* -0.121 -0.230 0.250 0.894* -0.570
(0.923) (0.931) (1.708) (1.209) (1.556) (0.174) (0.182) (0.157) (0.177) (0.172) (0.213) (0.518) (0.535)

Age 23 -2.198** -1.722 -0.951 -2.435* -3.653** -0.497** -0.237 -0.368* -0.188 -0.284 0.246 -0.219 -0.064
(1.106) (1.116) (2.036) (1.443) (1.855) (0.213) (0.224) (0.199) (0.240) (0.223) (0.246) (0.597) (0.638)

Age 24 -1.767 -1.138 -5.602** -0.063 1.638 -0.688** -0.229 -0.062 0.033 -0.283 0.422 0.616 1.163
(1.400) (1.413) (2.595) (1.838) (2.364) (0.278) (0.282) (0.240) (0.239) (0.255) (0.314) (0.685) (0.812)

Age 25+ -3.217** -0.771 -2.917 -0.952 1.614 -0.958*** -0.193 -0.013 0.018 -0.046 0.601* 0.405 1.111
(1.397) (1.397) (2.568) (1.817) (2.340) (0.306) (0.291) (0.291) (0.347) (0.260) (0.317) (0.719) (0.798)

Constant 72.973*** 72.842*** 89.530*** 86.153*** 87.068*** 12.900***
(2.093) (2.110) (3.890) (2.743) (3.545) (1.225)

Individual Fixed Effects X X X X X X X X X X X X X
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4. Seeking Solace and Shelter: Nest-leaving With or Without a Partner
After Negative Life Events

Table 4.A4.3: Mediator regressions, for women:

Health: Life satisfaction:
Role Social Role Neighbor- Relations Financial Social

Women: General Mental (emotional) functioning (physical) General Home Community hood Safety w/ Parents Hardships Support

Recent events:
Own injury/illness -7.779*** -3.951*** -5.707*** -13.092*** -25.304*** -0.164 -0.228 0.229 -0.281* -0.106 0.346** 0.358 -1.135**

(0.949) (0.980) (2.049) (1.296) (1.584) (0.180) (0.153) (0.151) (0.160) (0.172) (0.160) (0.376) (0.507)
Family injury/illness -1.767*** -0.369 -3.140** -1.374 0.276 -0.109 0.142 0.017 0.217* -0.081 0.325*** 0.150 -0.485

(0.670) (0.693) (1.461) (0.921) (1.130) (0.118) (0.130) (0.124) (0.122) (0.122) (0.117) (0.291) (0.360)
Bereavement (relative) -0.229 -1.620** -2.296 -2.440*** -1.761 -0.108 0.102 -0.086 -0.044 -0.176 -0.022 0.189 -0.777**

(0.684) (0.708) (1.487) (0.941) (1.149) (0.127) (0.146) (0.116) (0.128) (0.127) (0.125) (0.301) (0.368)
Bereavement (friend) 0.094 -1.393 -1.275 -1.024 0.428 -0.266 -0.267* -0.113 -0.036 -0.355** -0.119 0.257 -0.150

(0.835) (0.864) (1.819) (1.146) (1.406) (0.164) (0.153) (0.142) (0.152) (0.163) (0.153) (0.346) (0.447)
Violent crime -0.092 -5.683*** -11.611*** -6.158*** -0.181 -0.800*** -0.025 -0.217 0.403 -0.503* 0.256 0.724 -1.594*

(1.601) (1.657) (3.444) (2.183) (2.679) (0.282) (0.299) (0.269) (0.303) (0.261) (0.245) (0.460) (0.852)
Property crime -0.481 -0.364 -1.112 -2.022 -3.299* -0.320 -0.694*** -0.200 -0.301 -0.604*** 0.115 0.719 0.185

(1.135) (1.176) (2.457) (1.556) (1.902) (0.198) (0.198) (0.215) (0.206) (0.211) (0.174) (0.464) (0.613)

Demographic characteristics:
# Younger persons at home 0.279 -1.601* -1.992 0.053 -0.111 -0.241 -0.058 0.009 -0.005 -0.294* 0.125 -0.809** -1.152**

(0.891) (0.922) (1.957) (1.227) (1.503) (0.161) (0.137) (0.161) (0.151) (0.174) (0.173) (0.326) (0.478)
# Other persons at home -1.183** -1.432*** 0.254 -0.663 -0.522 -0.139 -0.177* 0.133 0.045 0.096 0.021 0.215 -0.531*

(0.537) (0.556) (1.168) (0.739) (0.903) (0.093) (0.103) (0.103) (0.105) (0.104) (0.113) (0.207) (0.291)
Step-family 0.325 1.146 5.725 3.872* 1.918 0.189 0.046 0.281 0.193 0.450 -0.092 -0.080 0.094

(1.683) (1.742) (3.660) (2.318) (2.831) (0.282) (0.322) (0.278) (0.312) (0.285) (0.282) (0.601) (0.906)
Single parent 0.558 -1.457 -1.739 -1.261 -1.766 0.328 -0.398 0.189 -0.091 -0.470* 0.357 0.083 -0.411

(1.563) (1.618) (3.411) (2.153) (2.641) (0.265) (0.298) (0.259) (0.280) (0.280) (0.267) (0.565) (0.840)
Urban -2.021 -3.431 5.141 -0.082 -1.551 -0.220 -0.006 0.437 -0.239 0.336 0.075 -1.129 -0.804

(2.616) (2.709) (5.687) (3.604) (4.397) (0.365) (0.464) (0.342) (0.385) (0.398) (0.291) (1.157) (1.457)
Unemployment rate 0.236 -0.355 -0.316 0.047 0.052 -0.094** 0.064 -0.040 -0.027 -0.002 -0.019 -0.263** 0.160

(0.221) (0.228) (0.481) (0.303) (0.372) (0.040) (0.043) (0.036) (0.041) (0.043) (0.040) (0.105) (0.119)

Attrit at t+ 1 -1.778 -4.288** -2.001 -5.841** -4.641 -0.294 0.068 -0.252 0.095 0.440* -0.461 -2.057* 2.205**
(1.768) (1.830) (3.895) (2.435) (2.990) (0.282) (0.278) (0.269) (0.294) (0.264) (0.307) (1.084) (0.961)

End of obs. window -1.123 0.375 -1.680 -0.995 1.267 0.103 0.104 0.063 0.031 -0.082 0.315** -0.208 -1.274***
(0.712) (0.737) (1.549) (0.980) (1.200) (0.123) (0.134) (0.119) (0.125) (0.127) (0.130) (0.379) (0.384)

Missing info indicator -3.037 -2.065 -13.776*** -3.956 -16.084*** -0.089 -0.138 0.021 0.330** -0.167 4.308*** -2.816*** -1.975*
(1.956) (2.021) (4.290) (2.669) (3.317) (0.140) (0.143) (0.122) (0.141) (0.136) (0.283) (0.876) (1.166)

Age 16 1.862*** 0.521 -2.079 -0.377 1.588 0.569*** 0.233** 0.487*** 0.164 0.534*** -0.178 -0.601** 0.626**
(0.586) (0.604) (1.275) (0.804) (0.986) (0.106) (0.110) (0.101) (0.106) (0.109) (0.109) (0.286) (0.315)

Age 17 0.527 -1.701*** -3.438*** -1.404* -0.486 0.118 0.108 0.276*** 0.125 0.283*** -0.048 -0.308 0.401
(0.568) (0.586) (1.236) (0.780) (0.956) (0.102) (0.104) (0.086) (0.094) (0.097) (0.098) (0.292) (0.307)

Age 18 (base) — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Age 19 0.304 -0.144 0.232 -0.580 -0.647 -0.230** -0.131 -0.233** -0.179* -0.220* 0.205* 0.089 -0.432
(0.659) (0.681) (1.430) (0.905) (1.107) (0.109) (0.113) (0.102) (0.103) (0.117) (0.113) (0.346) (0.355)

Age 20 -0.809 -1.545** -1.471 -1.297 -0.325 -0.429*** -0.258* -0.209* -0.316** -0.327*** 0.001 0.200 -0.334
(0.750) (0.774) (1.627) (1.028) (1.258) (0.136) (0.145) (0.124) (0.130) (0.126) (0.138) (0.399) (0.402)

Age 21 -0.447 -0.434 -1.372 -0.521 -2.780* -0.389** -0.370** -0.468*** -0.462*** -0.351** -0.011 0.755* 0.302
(0.867) (0.896) (1.884) (1.192) (1.456) (0.152) (0.152) (0.150) (0.161) (0.160) (0.169) (0.405) (0.467)

Age 22 -1.075 -1.241 -0.724 -1.734 1.053 -0.428** -0.498** -0.662*** -0.675*** -0.415** 0.024 0.759 -0.305
(1.036) (1.071) (2.242) (1.419) (1.733) (0.196) (0.195) (0.173) (0.210) (0.194) (0.180) (0.472) (0.555)

Age 23 -1.193 -2.265* -4.999* -2.439 0.583 -0.677*** -0.730*** -0.653*** -0.989*** -0.405* -0.023 1.322** -0.992
(1.267) (1.312) (2.755) (1.745) (2.130) (0.206) (0.242) (0.228) (0.282) (0.223) (0.229) (0.547) (0.688)

Age 24 -0.698 -0.736 0.410 0.519 -1.167 -0.465* -0.726** -0.533* -0.562* 0.057 0.232 1.892*** -0.904
(1.650) (1.707) (3.587) (2.272) (2.773) (0.265) (0.320) (0.291) (0.312) (0.289) (0.321) (0.560) (0.888)

Age 25+ -1.159 -3.935** -4.757 -0.371 -1.725 -0.493 -0.655* -0.286 -0.600* -0.108 -0.419 0.912 0.783
(1.718) (1.778) (3.740) (2.365) (2.890) (0.322) (0.395) (0.356) (0.352) (0.289) (0.353) (0.692) (0.920)

Constant 72.845*** 80.052*** 84.512*** 86.576*** 94.324*** 18.439***
(2.812) (2.911) (6.127) (3.873) (4.732) (1.553)

Individual Fixed Effects X X X X X X X X X X X X X
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4.A4 Regressions on Mediators

To further distinguish the effects of negative life events on the various aspects of so-

cial support, ordinal specifications were estimated on each component, and reported

in the below tables.

Table 4.A4.4: Negative life events on social support measures, for men

Social
Men: (A) (B) (C) (D) (E) (F) (G) (H) (I) (J) Support

Recent events:
Own injury/illness 0.002 0.076 0.215 -0.006 0.182 0.201 0.455*** 0.037 0.011 0.282* -0.220

(0.164) (0.155) (0.149) (0.168) (0.159) (0.192) (0.137) (0.154) (0.136) (0.156) (0.450)
Family injury/illness -0.041 -0.137 0.154 0.026 0.083 0.085 -0.206* -0.274** -0.080 -0.035 -0.126

(0.137) (0.139) (0.121) (0.138) (0.130) (0.147) (0.122) (0.125) (0.122) (0.116) (0.377)
Bereavement (relative) -0.400*** 0.052 0.110 -0.383** -0.484*** 0.142 -0.224* 0.231* 0.268** -0.224 1.086***

(0.146) (0.138) (0.136) (0.166) (0.141) (0.147) (0.134) (0.138) (0.134) (0.140) (0.383)
Bereavement (friend) 0.000 0.130 -0.011 -0.051 0.045 0.226 0.203 -0.107 0.230 -0.176 0.395

(0.202) (0.171) (0.157) (0.223) (0.198) (0.172) (0.159) (0.160) (0.161) (0.197) (0.486)
Violent crime -0.070 0.059 -0.049 0.151 0.545** 0.051 0.011 -0.218 0.449** 0.305 -0.283

(0.217) (0.242) (0.216) (0.258) (0.235) (0.256) (0.218) (0.240) (0.219) (0.212) (0.667)
Property crime -0.133 0.255 -0.227 -0.290 -0.216 -0.144 0.166 0.002 0.013 -0.128 0.393

(0.207) (0.203) (0.200) (0.273) (0.201) (0.250) (0.181) (0.201) (0.207) (0.212) (0.584)

Demographic characteristics:
# Younger persons at home -0.306*** -0.024 0.155 -0.370** -0.092 0.056 -0.250** 0.069 -0.009 -0.231 0.726**

(0.111) (0.136) (0.130) (0.160) (0.152) (0.141) (0.121) (0.112) (0.106) (0.157) (0.366)
# Other persons at home 0.081 0.025 -0.063 0.072 -0.167* -0.029 -0.027 0.053 -0.068 0.053 0.083

(0.095) (0.101) (0.112) (0.110) (0.100) (0.109) (0.098) (0.110) (0.099) (0.094) (0.299)
Step-family 0.047 -0.919*** 0.132 0.080 -0.174 -0.218 -0.499** -0.017 -0.365 -0.324 -0.269

(0.260) (0.290) (0.288) (0.311) (0.301) (0.344) (0.242) (0.303) (0.259) (0.286) (0.810)
Single parent -0.426* 0.680** 0.187 -0.314 -0.514* 0.173 -0.078 0.052 0.270 -0.131 1.357*

(0.224) (0.271) (0.248) (0.269) (0.262) (0.316) (0.225) (0.264) (0.221) (0.259) (0.734)
Urban -0.450 1.093*** 0.318 -0.795** -0.176 0.962** -0.183 1.020*** -0.038 0.362 2.581**

(0.338) (0.366) (0.410) (0.392) (0.356) (0.434) (0.256) (0.359) (0.468) (0.382) (1.085)
Unemployment rate 0.028 -0.063 -0.007 -0.015 -0.038 -0.009 -0.030 -0.039 -0.033 -0.046 -0.022

(0.041) (0.041) (0.040) (0.048) (0.039) (0.047) (0.037) (0.043) (0.038) (0.039) (0.118)

Attrit at t+ 1 0.212 -0.167 0.120 0.151 0.408 -0.392 0.050 -0.821*** -0.420* 0.060 -1.355
(0.266) (0.274) (0.282) (0.281) (0.277) (0.316) (0.285) (0.293) (0.237) (0.279) (0.938)

End of obs. window 0.456*** -0.125 -0.061 0.480*** 0.461*** -0.247 0.537*** -0.032 -0.043 0.390*** -1.500***
(0.129) (0.132) (0.132) (0.135) (0.126) (0.151) (0.121) (0.128) (0.125) (0.131) (0.396)

Missing info indicator 4.548*** 4.260*** 4.338*** 4.797*** 4.737*** 3.222*** 4.257*** 3.773*** 3.687*** 4.624*** 0.586
(0.252) (0.300) (0.292) (0.252) (0.272) (0.381) (0.286) (0.284) (0.292) (0.250) (1.176)

Age 16 0.123 0.014 0.487*** 0.143 0.029 -0.109 0.055 -0.093 -0.060 -0.391*** 0.169
(0.117) (0.112) (0.112) (0.127) (0.116) (0.132) (0.104) (0.111) (0.110) (0.113) (0.320)

Age 17 0.099 0.061 0.227** 0.184 0.053 0.034 0.045 0.102 0.034 -0.275** 0.177
(0.109) (0.101) (0.102) (0.117) (0.110) (0.121) (0.093) (0.101) (0.095) (0.107) (0.310)

Age 18 (base) — — — — — — — — — — —

Age 19 0.149 -0.177 -0.122 0.160 0.148 -0.152 0.088 0.178 0.196* 0.056 -0.263
(0.108) (0.116) (0.115) (0.116) (0.116) (0.126) (0.100) (0.112) (0.112) (0.101) (0.353)

Age 20 0.030 -0.038 -0.314** 0.036 -0.045 -0.167 -0.018 0.049 0.195 -0.049 0.080
(0.135) (0.130) (0.129) (0.142) (0.134) (0.146) (0.121) (0.133) (0.119) (0.128) (0.392)

Age 21 -0.023 -0.226 -0.387** 0.080 -0.015 -0.201 0.016 -0.062 0.213 -0.091 -0.220
(0.147) (0.167) (0.153) (0.162) (0.155) (0.161) (0.149) (0.154) (0.146) (0.149) (0.453)

Age 22 0.114 -0.087 -0.640*** 0.103 0.117 -0.096 0.109 -0.232 0.167 0.127 -0.570
(0.185) (0.161) (0.182) (0.201) (0.190) (0.205) (0.163) (0.197) (0.176) (0.185) (0.535)

Age 23 0.237 -0.133 -0.542** -0.032 0.164 0.148 -0.127 0.132 0.452** 0.097 -0.064
(0.225) (0.218) (0.214) (0.255) (0.230) (0.255) (0.204) (0.211) (0.200) (0.228) (0.638)

Age 24 -0.236 0.034 -0.239 -0.108 -0.281 0.466 -0.107 0.447 1.051*** 0.339 1.163
(0.256) (0.262) (0.263) (0.258) (0.273) (0.296) (0.240) (0.292) (0.250) (0.277) (0.812)

Age 25+ -0.312 0.095 -0.285 0.183 0.218 1.209*** -0.344 0.627** 1.107*** 0.253 1.111
(0.314) (0.303) (0.327) (0.338) (0.320) (0.313) (0.262) (0.311) (0.281) (0.331) (0.798)

Constant 12.900***
(1.225)

Individual Fixed Effects X X X X X X X X X X X

Results from fixed-effects ordered-logit models on respondent’s agreement with various statements regarding his/her social support network. Column lettering
corresponds with the set of statements in Appendix 4.A2.
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4. Seeking Solace and Shelter: Nest-leaving With or Without a Partner
After Negative Life Events

Table 4.A4.5: Negative life events on social support measures, for women

Social
Women: (A) (B) (C) (D) (E) (F) (G) (H) (I) (J) Support

Recent events:
Own injury/illness -0.245 0.537*** 0.027 -0.048 0.698*** 0.055 0.082 0.320** 0.047 0.013 -1.135**

(0.165) (0.182) (0.188) (0.168) (0.205) (0.173) (0.206) (0.159) (0.186) (0.180) (0.507)
Family injury/illness 0.187 0.106 0.041 -0.152 -0.059 0.294** 0.058 0.278*** -0.032 -0.020 -0.485

(0.121) (0.139) (0.133) (0.128) (0.146) (0.128) (0.162) (0.108) (0.125) (0.121) (0.360)
Bereavement (relative) 0.172 0.168 -0.375*** -0.290** 0.169 -0.107 -0.198 -0.015 -0.123 -0.150 -0.777**

(0.139) (0.138) (0.133) (0.126) (0.143) (0.130) (0.159) (0.113) (0.132) (0.124) (0.368)
Bereavement (friend) -0.030 0.034 -0.275* 0.131 -0.076 -0.345** 0.027 -0.202 -0.246 -0.201 -0.150

(0.158) (0.152) (0.166) (0.153) (0.191) (0.173) (0.200) (0.156) (0.163) (0.170) (0.447)
Violent crime 0.153 -0.081 -0.432 -0.432* 0.006 0.297 -0.679** 0.116 -0.363 -0.142 -1.594*

(0.273) (0.310) (0.327) (0.245) (0.347) (0.246) (0.277) (0.252) (0.261) (0.245) (0.852)
Property crime -0.413* -0.175 0.173 0.015 0.000 0.017 0.217 0.329 0.494** -0.093 0.185

(0.222) (0.246) (0.230) (0.203) (0.268) (0.240) (0.264) (0.218) (0.236) (0.227) (0.613)

Demographic characteristics:
# Younger persons at home -0.157 -0.000 -0.196 -0.189 0.229 0.364** 0.069 0.401*** -0.376** -0.057 -1.152**

(0.157) (0.155) (0.178) (0.163) (0.167) (0.160) (0.175) (0.135) (0.166) (0.145) (0.478)
# Other persons at home -0.280*** 0.204* -0.109 -0.053 0.125 0.126 -0.062 0.068 -0.053 -0.129 -0.531*

(0.104) (0.120) (0.107) (0.106) (0.123) (0.104) (0.143) (0.099) (0.115) (0.104) (0.291)
Step-family -0.299 0.230 0.167 -0.014 -0.389 -0.509** 0.205 -0.083 -0.251 -0.239 0.094

(0.328) (0.400) (0.296) (0.266) (0.374) (0.245) (0.378) (0.271) (0.327) (0.294) (0.906)
Single parent -0.157 -0.243 -0.213 -0.040 0.248 0.335 -0.293 0.353 0.015 0.188 -0.411

(0.296) (0.363) (0.272) (0.239) (0.348) (0.232) (0.349) (0.250) (0.302) (0.262) (0.840)
Urban -0.481 -0.592* -0.536 -0.476 -0.303 1.064** -0.610 0.500 0.167 0.083 -0.804

(0.464) (0.327) (0.419) (0.405) (0.382) (0.423) (0.430) (0.472) (0.474) (0.350) (1.457)
Unemployment rate 0.029 -0.006 0.047 -0.027 0.022 0.019 0.140** -0.014 0.102** 0.113*** 0.160

(0.043) (0.043) (0.045) (0.039) (0.045) (0.038) (0.056) (0.039) (0.046) (0.042) (0.119)

Attrit at t+ 1 -0.283 -0.388 0.319 0.505 -0.908*** -0.127 0.488 0.137 0.863* 0.498 2.205**
(0.307) (0.325) (0.467) (0.345) (0.292) (0.318) (0.518) (0.296) (0.520) (0.442) (0.961)

End of obs. window -0.174 0.102 -0.212* -0.241* 0.128 0.295** -0.335** 0.397*** -0.085 -0.254* -1.274***
(0.147) (0.133) (0.128) (0.130) (0.140) (0.144) (0.157) (0.126) (0.135) (0.133) (0.384)

Missing info indicator 0.347 4.490*** 2.524*** 3.685*** 4.916*** 4.451*** 2.280*** 4.280*** 2.788*** 2.922*** -1.975*
(0.434) (0.281) (0.297) (0.316) (0.311) (0.277) (0.372) (0.271) (0.310) (0.302) (1.166)

Age 16 -0.181 -0.029 0.365*** 0.888*** -0.045 0.044 0.226 -0.144 -0.003 -0.206* 0.626**
(0.114) (0.121) (0.122) (0.106) (0.129) (0.115) (0.140) (0.102) (0.116) (0.110) (0.315)

Age 17 -0.223** -0.051 0.283** 0.601*** -0.043 0.009 0.171 -0.025 -0.031 -0.083 0.401
(0.106) (0.110) (0.113) (0.098) (0.122) (0.110) (0.135) (0.094) (0.105) (0.103) (0.307)

Age 18 (base) — — — — — — — — — — —

Age 19 0.066 0.104 0.113 -0.130 0.096 -0.027 -0.115 0.205* -0.058 -0.069 -0.432
(0.118) (0.124) (0.124) (0.108) (0.133) (0.127) (0.150) (0.109) (0.122) (0.124) (0.355)

Age 20 0.132 0.108 -0.041 -0.170 -0.061 -0.028 -0.190 -0.015 0.071 -0.118 -0.334
(0.150) (0.145) (0.143) (0.134) (0.162) (0.145) (0.164) (0.128) (0.146) (0.136) (0.402)

Age 21 0.452*** 0.009 0.081 -0.372** 0.015 -0.030 0.243 0.092 0.269 0.340** 0.302
(0.170) (0.177) (0.156) (0.155) (0.199) (0.169) (0.214) (0.151) (0.171) (0.161) (0.467)

Age 22 0.362* 0.044 -0.119 -0.455** 0.028 -0.007 -0.039 0.134 0.181 -0.018 -0.305
(0.208) (0.183) (0.188) (0.188) (0.179) (0.196) (0.216) (0.174) (0.213) (0.188) (0.555)

Age 23 0.280 0.217 0.001 -0.595** 0.774*** 0.192 -0.368 -0.097 -0.196 -0.298 -0.992
(0.232) (0.233) (0.210) (0.247) (0.270) (0.227) (0.264) (0.195) (0.243) (0.244) (0.688)

Age 24 0.652* 0.070 -0.280 -1.026*** 0.230 -0.276 -0.234 0.274 0.220 -0.269 -0.904
(0.342) (0.264) (0.279) (0.311) (0.269) (0.292) (0.305) (0.277) (0.281) (0.259) (0.888)

Age 25+ 0.738** 0.083 0.430 -0.714* 0.024 -0.214 0.282 0.273 0.680** 0.834*** 0.783
(0.348) (0.279) (0.341) (0.379) (0.275) (0.328) (0.406) (0.318) (0.283) (0.264) (0.920)

Constant 18.439***
(1.553)

Individual Fixed Effects X X X X X X X X X X X

Results from fixed-effects ordered-logit models on respondent’s agreement with various statements regarding his/her social support network. Column lettering
corresponds with the set of statements in Appendix 4.A2.
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5

Conclusion

Household membership is largely non-negotiable during childhood and adolescence,

yet it becomes a crucial decision in early adulthood. As one of the milestones in the

lifecourse, young adults move out from home to establish their own household to

become economically and socially independent of their parents. Across three essays

in this thesis, I investigate how the choices and circumstances young adults face

can contribute to earlier nest-leaving, and demonstrate how leaving home can affect

human capital investments.

In Chapter 2, I find that alcohol and tobacco use can contribute to earlier nest-

leaving. Heavy drinking is prevalent among young adults and is deeply embedded

in Australian culture, despite the clear risks to health. Empirical results show that

men and women who drink heavily are at greater subsequent risk of leaving the

parental home. Additionally, women who experiment with alcohol or cigarettes by

age 15 are also much more likely to move out from home.

These findings contribute evidence that connects risky health behaviors with accel-

erated transitions in adulthood. Previous studies have found such an association

among highly disadvantaged adolescents using high-impact illicit drugs; I show that

these effects are more widespread among a general young adult population, and for

regulated substances. Recent regulations in Australia have made significant inroads

to reduce cigarette smoking, but progress on safe alcohol consumption has been

more modest. Given the prevalence of heavy drinking and the significance of its im-

pact on nest-leaving decisions, continued initiatives that mitigate risky drinking are

worthwhile. These would not only lessen the direct health impact to young adults,

but could also reduce the broader costs of heavy alcohol use over the life course,

including the impacts to educational attainment.
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5. Conclusion

Chapter 3 examines the interplay between living arrangements and tertiary educa-

tion. Prior attention in this area had established a clear link between co-residence

and student status, but did not connect these to attainment outcomes. While im-

proving participation rates is desirable, graduation and dropout rates are likely more

policy relevant. My results show that men who live independently take longer to

complete their studies than their at-home counterparts, but face similar risks of

dropout. Women are not set back in this way after nest-leaving, but tend to leave

home around the time of graduation.

With high school completion becoming increasingly common among many countries,

policy emphasis has shifted towards promoting participation, progression, and com-

pletion of studies at the tertiary level. Educational attainment at this level is one of

the very few areas in which men face an unfavorable gender gap compared to women,

and this phenomenon has been of increasing interest in economic research. Since the

empirical results in Chapter 3 show that men’s human capital investments are in-

fluenced by their living arrangements, future studies on this gender disparity should

take into consideration the extent of parental support provided to students.

Chapter 4 investigates the effects that sudden life events have on co-residential

arrangements and partnership formation. Since early adulthood can be a stressful

time for young adults and their parents, the sudden deterioration in health, death

of a close friend or family member, or victimization to violent or property crimes,

could bring about a similarly sudden change in living arrangements. Results show

that men stay at home longer when a family member is seriously unwell, possibly as

family cohesion becomes a priority that delays nest-leaving. For women, the death of

a close friend or an incident of property crime hastens nest-leaving, indicating that

the parental home is ill-suited to support young women after distressing events.

These effects remain statistically significant after controlling for potential impacts

to health, life satisfaction, and relationship satisfaction with parents, suggesting

that the complex effects of these negative life events are not yet fully understood

and deserve further study.

These three chapters contribute to the economic literature by highlighting the de-

terminants and precursors of earlier nest-leaving, which can be disadvantaging to

the young adult’s health, wellbeing, and earnings trajectories. The factors that con-

tribute towards earlier nest-leaving are themselves disadvantaging in nature, such

that vulnerable young people are at greater risk of facing subsequent adversities.

The gendered results throughout this thesis also show that women’s reliance (or
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allowance to rely) on co-residence is more tenuous than the support provided to

men.

Economic scholarship is not alone in researching the nest-leaving decision. As the

young adult’s environment, relationships, and sense of identity can change signifi-

cantly after moving out, the determinants and consequences of this decision have

also been of sociological and psychological interest. My thesis draws on research

across these disciplines to inform the econometric approach, and to contextualize

the empirical findings. This has particularly shaped the methodology, where I have

extensively applied event history models in order to study the timing of nest-leaving

(and other) transitions; such timing is of fundamental importance from the life

course perspective.

Between finalizing educational investments, initiating a career, and establishing an

independent household, young adults face many significant changes in early adult-

hood. These are important to navigate successfully, as they are instrumental in

securing the individual’s future wellbeing. My research shows that moving out from

home can be particularly difficult, as young adults who already face challenging

circumstances tend to leave home sooner. This suggests that disadvantages in early

adulthood can accumulate; continued research should assess how earlier nest-leaving

or other adverse transitions lead to poorer health outcomes, joblessness, or housing

insecurity. Insights along this front are important in informing policies that assist

young adults who face greater risks, and who have greater needs.
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