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Section A: The Karlson, Holm and Breen (KHB) decomposition method 
[bookmark: _Hlk46758583]One challenge associated with assessing mediation in nonlinear probability models is that change in the regression coefficient of the mediated variable (mothers’ employment) is affected by the mediator (daughters’ education) and the scaling of the outcome variable (daughters’ employment stability) (Mood, 2010). To address this, the Karlson, Holm and Breen (KHB) approach was used to decompose unadjusted effects into direct and indirect effects in the context of ordinal regressions (Breen et al., 2013; Kohler et al., 2011; Smith et al., 2019). The estimates obtained when daughters’ employment outcomes are regressed on mothers’ employment (unadjusted) and covariates are compared with the estimates obtained when adjusting for daughters’ education (adjusted). Thus, the KHB method distinguishes between the proportion of the effect of mothers’ employment on daughters’ employment stability that is mediated by the daughters’ education (indirect effect) and the effect of mothers’ employment after adjusting for daughters’ education (direct effect). The formulae for calculating direct, indirect, and total effects for the ordinal logit models using the KHB method are:
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[bookmark: _Toc78379257]Source: Breen, Karlson & Holm (2013).
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where βyx.m is the direct mediating effect of daughters’ education (m) on the relationship between mothers’ employment (x) and daughters’ employment stability (y), σe is the scale parameter, αmx is the effect of mothers’ employment (x) on daughters’ education (m) and βym.x is the effect of mothers’ employment (x) on the relationship between daughters’ employment stability (y) and daughters’ education (m).
	Section B: Full generalized structural equation model results, predicting daughters’ education and employment stability

	
	Full sample
	Daughters’ public sector employment
	Daughters’ private sector employment

	
	Equation predicting daughters’ education
	Equation predicting daughters’ employment stability
	Equation predicting daughters’ education
	Equation predicting daughters’ employment stability
	Equation predicting daughters’ education
	Equation predicting daughters’ employment stability

	Predictor
	B (SE)
	B (SE)
	B (SE)
	B (SE)
	B (SE)
	B (SE)

	Respondent below secondary education (ref: secondary education and above) at T1 
	
	–0.29***
(0.08)
	
	–2.36***b
(0.23)
	
	0.26
(0.15)

	Mother’s employment (ref: unemployed) at T1
	0.29*
(0.13)
	0.96***
(0.09)
	
	
	
	

	Mother’s employment sector (ref: unemployed) at T1 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Employed (public) 
	
	
	–1.09**
(0.38)
	1.21***a
(0.21)
	–1.19*
(0.53)
	0.55
(0.29)

	Employed (private) 
	
	
	0.22
(0.16)
	0.47
(0.26)
	0.45***
(0.13)
	0.99***a
(0.10)

	Covariates
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Father’s employment (ref: unemployed) 
	0.02
(0.32)
	–0.23
(0.26)
	–0.10
(0.39)
	0.06
(0.43)
	–0.02
(0.34)
	–0.33
(0.29)

	Mother below secondary education (ref: secondary education and above) at T1
	–1.08***
(0.13)
	0.26**
(0.10)
	–0.94***
(0.15)
	0.36*
(0.15)
	–0.86***
(0.13)
	0.03
(0.12)

	Father below secondary education (ref: secondary education and above) at T1
	–1.17***
(0.08)
	–0.03
(0.08)
	–1.04***
(0.09)
	0.21
(0.14)
	–1.10***
(0.08)
	–0.14
(0.09)

	Birth cohort at T1 
	0.06***
(0.01)
	–0.07***
(0.01)
	0.07***
(0.01)
	–0.18***
(0.01)
	0.04***
(0.01)
	–0.02*
(0.01) 

	Number of siblings at T1 
	0.14***
(0.02)
	0.02
(0.02)
	0.15***
(0.03)
	–0.01
(0.03)
	0.13***
(0.02)
	0.04
(0.02)

	Number of children at T1 
	0.53***
(0.05)
	0.01
(0.04)
	0.53***
(0.06)
	–0.27**
(0.08)
	0.49***
(0.05)
	0.12**
(0.04)

	Number of children at T1–T3 (ref: no change)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Increased
	–0.24*
(0.11)
	0.05
(0.09)
	–0.19
(0.13)
	0.25
(0.16)
	–0.22
(0.12)
	–0.02
(0.11)

	Decreased
	0.33
(0.26)
	0.06
(0.19)
	0.51
(0.32)
	0.02
(0.48)
	0.32
(0.28)
	0.16
(0.20)

	Children’s age at T1 (ref: no)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	0–2
	–0.94***
(0.17)
	–0.23
(0.15)
	–0.97***
(0.20)
	–0.29
(0.26)
	–0.94***
(0.18)
	–0.21
(0.17)

	3–5
	–0.81***
(0.18)
	–0.27
(0.16)
	–0.84***
(0.21)
	–0.38
(0.27)
	–0.81***
(0.19)
	–0.22
(0.18)

	6+
	–0.11
(0.21)
	–0.57**
(0.18)
	0.04
(0.25)
	–0.69*
(0.34)
	–0.18
(0.22)
	–0.42*
(0.21)

	Marital status at T1 (ref: never married)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Married
	0.04
(0.23)
	–0.55**
(0.19)
	–0.20
(0.26)
	–0.42
(0.30)
	0.03
(0.23)
	–0.73***
(0.22)

	Divorced or widowed
	1.16***
(0.35)
	–0.06
(0.27)
	0.94*
(0.42)
	–0.09
(0.47)
	1.08**
(0.37)
	–0.16
(0.32)

	Married at T1–T3 (ref: no)
	–0.66**
(0.22)
	–0.34*
(0.17)
	–0.81***
(0.25)
	–0.27
(0.27)
	–0.68**
(0.22)
	–0.36
(0.20)

	Divorced or widowed at T1–T3 (ref: no)
	0.20
(0.18)
	0.29
(0.15)
	0.23
(0.21)
	0.57*
(0.23)
	0.16
(0.19)
	0.30
(0.18)

	Urban at T1 (ref: rural) 
	–0.56***
(0.08)
	–0.30***
(0.07)
	–0.40***
(0.09)
	–0.14
(0.13)
	–0.55***
(0.08)
	–0.41***
(0.09)

	Intercept 
	–1.03**
(0.40)
	
	–1.09*
(0.48)
	
	–0.51
(0.41)
	

	Cut 1
	
	–1.17
(0.33)
	
	–1.32
(0.55)
	
	–0.09
(0.37)

	Cut 2
	
	–0.05
(0.33)
	
	–1.11
(0.55)
	
	1.39
(0.37)

	Cut 3
	
	0.87
(0.33)
	
	–0.42
(0.55)
	
	2.60
(0.38)

	N (women, each were observed three times)
	
	3,345
	
	2,483
	
	3,010

	Note. SE = standard error. Ref. = reference. T1 = 2006, T3 = 2018. a F test difference at p < .01, b F test difference at p < .001. The samples for the analyses of women’s public sector and private sector employment both included unemployed women. 
* p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001 (two-tailed).



	Section C1: Sensitivity analyses (1) excluding respondents with a child between the age of 0–2 and (2) excluding sector switchers

	
	(1) Alternative sample excluding 
respondents with children aged 0–2 years 
	(2) Alternative sample excluding 
respondents who switched sectors

	
	Equation predicting daughters’ education
	Equation predicting daughters’ employment stability
	Equation predicting daughters’ education
	Equation predicting daughters’ employment stability

	Predictor
	B (SE)
	B (SE)
	B (SE)
	B (SE)

	Respondent below secondary education (ref: secondary education and above) at T1 
	
	–0.43***
(0.10)
	
	–0.26**
(0.08)

	Mother’s employment (ref: unemployed) at T1
	0.27
(0.15)
	0.93***
(0.11)
	0.29*
(0.12)
	0.95***
(0.09)

	Covariates
	
	
	
	

	Father’s employment (ref: unemployed) 
	0.02
(0.35)
	–0.09
(0.28)
	0.01
(0.33)
	–0.29
(0.27)

	Mother below secondary education (ref: secondary education and above) at T1
	–1.22***
(0.16)
	0.29*
(0.12)
	–1.07***
(0.13)
	0.21*
(0.10)

	Father below secondary education (ref: secondary education and above) at T1
	–1.11***
(0.10)
	–0.04
(0.10)
	–1.16***
(0.08)
	–0.04
(0.08)

	Birth cohort at T1 
	0.06***
(0.01)
	–0.08***
(0.01)
	0.06***
(0.01)
	–0.07***
(0.01)

	Number of siblings at T1 
	0.14***
(0.02)
	0.01
(0.02)
	0.14***
(0.02)
	0.02
(0.04)

	Number of children at T1 
	0.61
(0.07)
	–0.00
(0.05)
	0.52***
(0.05)
	0.02
(0.04)

	Number of children at T1–T3 (ref: no change)
	
	
	
	

	Increased
	–0.28*
(0.13)
	0.16
(0.11)
	–0.25*
(0.11)
	0.06
(0.19)

	Decreased
	0.34
(0.35)
	0.22
(0.23)
	0.34
(0.27)
	0.05
(0.09)

	Children’s age at T1 (ref: no)
	
	
	
	

	0–2
	

	

	–0.93***
(0.17)
	–0.26
(0.15)

	3–5
	–1.03***
(0.21)
	–0.24
(0.18)
	–0.78***
(0.18)
	–0.31
(0.16)

	6+
	–0.41
(0.25)
	–0.49*
(0.21)
	–0.08
(0.21)
	–0.60***
(0.18)

	Marital status at T1 (ref: never married)
	
	
	
	

	Married
	0.05
(0.23)
	–0.62***
(0.19)
	0.05
(0.22)
	–0.51**
(0.19)

	Divorced or widowed
	1.36***
(0.38)
	–0.10
(0.28)
	1.14***
(0.35)
	–0.01
(0.27)

	Married at T1–T3 (ref: no)
	–0.62**
(0.22)
	–0.44*
(0.18)
	–0.64**
(0.21)
	–0.37*
(0.18)

	Divorced or widowed at T1–T3 (ref: no)
	0.23
(0.22)
	0.23
(0.18)
	0.20
(0.18)
	0.23
(0.16)

	Urban at T1 (ref: rural) 
	–0.62***
(0.05)
	–0.21*
(0.09)
	–0.57***
(0.08)
	–0.32***
(0.07)

	Intercept 
	–0.86*
(0.44)
	
	–1.00
(0.40)
	

	Cut 1
	
	–1.16
(0.36)
	
	–1.13
(0.33)

	Cut 2
	
	–0.03
(0.36)
	
	0.02
(0.33)

	Cut 3
	
	0.93
(0.36)
	
	0.96
(0.33)

	N (women, each were observed three times)
	2,190
	2,190
	3,293
	3,293

	Note. SE = standard error. Ref. = reference. T1 = 2006, T3 = 2018. 
* p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001 (two-tailed).



	Section C2: Sensitivity analyses (1) excluding respondents with a child between the age of 0–2 and (2) excluding sector switchers, by sector

	
	Daughters public sector (1)
	Daughters private sector (1)
	Daughters public sector (2)
	Daughters private sector (2) 

	
	Equation predicting daughters’ education
	Equation predicting daughters’ employment stability
	Equation predicting daughters’ education
	Equation predicting daughters’ employment stability
	Equation predicting daughters’ education
	Equation predicting daughters’ employment stability
	Equation predicting daughters’ education
	Equation predicting daughters’ employment stability

	Predictor
	B (SE)
	B (SE)
	B (SE)
	B (SE)
	B (SE)
	B (SE)
	B (SE)
	B (SE)

	Below secondary education (ref: secondary education and above) at T1
	
	–2.41*** a
(0.27)
	
	0.12
(0.11)
	
	–2.73*** a
(0.28)
	

	0.33***
(0.09)

	Mother’s employment sector (ref: unemployed) at T1 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Employed (public) 
	–0.54
(0.50)
	1.17** a
(0.25)
	–0.78
(0.55)
	0.81
(0.58)
	–1.06*
(0.48)
	1.32*** a
(0.22)
	–1.15*
(0.53)
	0.14
(0.34)

	Employed (private) 
	0.07
(0.21)
	0.38
(0.27)
	0.40*
(0.16)
	0.97*** a
(0.13)
	0.21
(0.16)
	0.27
(0.26)
	0.45***
(0.13)
	1.00*** a
(0.11)

	Control variables
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Father’s employment (ref: unemployed) 
	–0.07
(0.42)
	0.15
(0.46)
	0.03
(0.36)
	–0.22
(0.31)
	–0.13
(0.40)
	0.02
(0.46)
	–0.04
(0.34)
	–0.45
(0.30)

	Mother below secondary education (ref: secondary education and above) at T1
	–1.27***
(0.20)
	0.31
(0.18)
	–1.00***
(0.17)
	0.09
(0.15)
	–0.93***
(0.15)
	0.27
(0.16)
	–0.86***
(0.14)
	–0.09
(0.13)

	Father below secondary education (ref: secondary education and above) at T1
	–1.00***
(0.12)
	0.06
(0.17)
	–1.06***
(0.11)
	–0.12
(0.11)
	–1.03***
(0.10)
	0.20
(0.15)
	–1.09***
(0.08)
	–0.16
(0.09)

	Birth cohort at T1 
	0.06***
(0.01)
	–0.18***
(0.02)
	0.03*
(0.02)
	–0.03*
(0.01)
	0.07***
(0.01)
	–0.19***
(0.01)
	0.04***
(0.01)
	–0.02
(0.01)

	Number of siblings at T1 
	0.13***
(0.03)
	–0.04
(0.04)
	0.12***
(0.02)
	0.04
(0.02)
	0.15***
(0.02)
	–0.01
(0.03)
	0.13***
(0.02)
	0.05*
(0.02)

	Number of children at T1 
	0.58***
(0.08)
	–0.29*
(0.12)
	0.58***
(0.07)
	0.09
(0.05)
	0.51***
(0.06)
	–0.31***
(0.09)
	0.47***
(0.05)
	0.14***
(0.04)

	Number of children at T1–T3 (ref: no change)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Increased
	–0.24
(0.15)
	0.45*
(0.19)
	–0.22
(0.14)
	0.33
(0.24)
	–0.20
(0.13)
	0.31
(0.17)
	–0.22
(0.12)
	–0.02
(0.11)

	Decreased
	0.89
(0.45)
	0.38
(0.60)
	0.34
(0.36)
	0.01
(0.13)
	0.52
(0.33)
	–0.19
(0.57)
	0.32
(0.28)
	0.16
(0.21)

	Children’s age at T1 (ref: no children)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	0–2
	

	

	

	

	–0.95***
(0.20)
	–0.36
(0.27)
	–0.91***
(0.18)
	–0.24
(0.18)

	3–5
	–1.01***
(0.25)
	–0.35
(0.32)
	–1.05***
(0.22)
	–0.16
(0.21)
	–0.79***
(0.21)
	–0.46
(0.28)
	–0.77***
(0.19)
	–0.26
(0.19)

	6+
	–0.22
(0.29)
	–0.62
(0.39)
	–0.51*
(0.26)
	–0.33
(0.23)
	0.08
(0.25)
	–0.78* 
(0.35)
	–0.15
(0.22)
	–0.44*
(0.21)

	Marital status at T1 (ref: never married)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Married
	–0.18
(0.27)
	–0.57
(0.31)
	0.01
(0.24)
	–0.75**
(0.23)
	–0.21
(0.26)
	–0.31
(0.31)
	0.03
(0.23)
	–0.66**
(0.32)

	Divorced or widowed
	1.34**
(0.46)
	0.07
(0.51)
	1.30**
(0.41)
	–0.21
(0.33)
	0.89*
(0.43)
	0.02
(0.50)
	1.04**
(0.38)
	–0.08
(0.32)

	Married at T1–T3 (ref: no)
	–0.74**
(0.27)
	–0.43
(0.29)
	–0.67**
(0.23)
	–0.42*
(0.21)
	–0.81**
(0.26)
	–0.33
(0.29)
	–0.67**
(0.22)
	–0.39
(0.21)

	Divorced or widowed at T1–T3 (ref: no)
	0.24
(0.26)
	0.45
(0.29)
	0.12
(0.24)
	0.28
(0.22)
	0.22
(0.21)
	0.39
(0.25)
	0.17
(0.20)
	0.19
(0.19)

	Urban at T1 (ref: rural) 
	–0.43***
(0.12)
	0.05
(0.15)
	–0.61***
(0.11)
	–0.34**
(0.10)
	–0.41***
(0.09)
	–0.18
(0.13)
	–0.56***
(0.08)
	–0.47***
(0.09)

	Intercept 
	–0.92
(0.53)
	
	–0.34
(0.45)
	
	–1.02*
(0.49)
	
	–0.46
(0.41)
	

	Cut 1
	
	–1.41
(0.61)
	
	–0.06
(0.40)
	
	–1.43
(0.59)
	
	0.01
(0.38)

	Cut 2
	
	–1.18
(0.61)
	
	1.40
(0.41)
	
	–1.19
(0.59)
	
	1.65
(0.38)

	Cut 3
	
	–0.46
(0.61)
	
	2.68
(0.42)
	
	–0.51
(0.59)
	
	3.03
(0.39)

	N (women, each were observed three times)
	1,612
	1,612  
	 1,955
	1,955
	2,431
	 2,431
	2,958
	2,958

	Note. SE = standard error. Ref. = reference. T1 = 2006, T3 = 2018. a F test difference at p < .01. The samples for the analyses of women’s public sector and private sector employment both included unemployed women. 
* p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001 (two-tailed).
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