ChildrenandMarital Instability in the UK*

Tak Wing Chan
Departmenbf Sociology
University of Oxford

BrendanHalpin
Departmenbf GovernmentandSociety
University of Limerick

Decembel, 2001

*Draft only. Commentsrery welcome.But pleasedon't cite or quotewithout permission.

1



ChildrenandMarital Instability in the UK

Abstract

Therearemary goodtheoreticareasonsvhich suggesthatchildrenarea stabilizing
factorin marriage Mostempiricalresearcltonfirmsthatthisis indeedthecase In this
paper we usedatafrom threeBritish surweys to demonstratéhatin Britain the effect
of childrenon marital stability haschangedrom stabilizingto destabilizingn thelast
two decades.This shift beganin the 1980s,and by the 1990scoupleswith children
areata substantiallyhigherrisk of divorcethansimilar but childlesscouples.We also
explore someconcomitant®f the changen the childreneffect, againusingmultiple
datasourcesWe show thatthe destabilizingeffect of childrenis mostpronouncedor

low incomehouseholds.



1 Context and Motivation

In arecentpaper ChanandHalpin (2001)reportthatchildrendestabilizemarriagein
theUK. In thatpaperthey usedatafrom thefirst eightwavesof the British Household
Panel Study (BHPS 1991-98)to examinethe hazardof divorcefor womenin their
first marriage! Theirprimaryinterests to testthe so-called ndependence hypothesis.
Althoughtheir mainresultin relationto this hypothesiseemsobust, thefinding that
childrendestabilizemarriageis very puzzling. As we shallelaboraten section2, this
unexpectedfinding goesagainstmary theoreticalargumentsandthe resultsobtained
in mostempiricalresearch.

We have two goalsin this paper First, we seekto demonstratéhat childrendo
destabilizemarriagein the UK. We shalldo so by replicatingthe finding of Chanand
Halpin (2001) with two other British datasets. Our analysespoint to a shift over
marriagecohortsin how childrenaffect maritalstability. This shift beganin the 1980s,
andby the1990scoupleswith childrenareata substantiallyhigherrisk of divorcethan
similar but childlesscouples. Our secondgoalis to explore the possiblereasondor
this shift. We shallconsiderthe trendsof socialattitudetowardsdivorce,the effect of
childrenon the chanceof repartneringandthe associatiorbetweerhomeownership
anddivorce.We alsoexplore how the destabilizingeffect of childrenmightdependn
theirown characteristicgée.g.age,sex) or their parents’characteristicsWe shallshav
thathouseholdncomeis a crucialmediatingfactor

The restof this paperis structuredasfollows. In section2, we review the the-
oretical and empirical literature on children and marital stability. Section3 reports
theresultof our analysisof the retrospeciie life history datatakenfrom two British
surweys (the Family andWorking LivesSuney 1994-95andthe GeneralHousehold
Suney 1991-95¥ In sectiord, we drav on datafrom the British SocialAttitudesSur

veys, the Family andWorking LivesSurnwey andthe British HouseholdPanelStudyto

LIn this paper we usethetermdivorceto referto divorceor separation.
2Technicaldetailsof all datasetsusedin this papercanbefoundin AppendixA.



explorethechildrens effectin detail. Finally, in section5, we summarizeour results,

suggessomeinterpretationsandconsiderpotentialpolicy implications.

2 Theoriesand Empirical Evidence

Why arechildren(thoughtto be) a stabilizingfactorin marriage?It is likely thatthe
obsenedassociatiofbetweerchildrenandmaritalstabilityis partly dueto selectionjn
thatcouplesanticipatingdivorcewill delayor avoid having children.Having saidthat,
thereare goodreasongo believe that childrenactually stabilizemarriage. The most
fundamentateasons that childrenare a marital-specifianvestmentandthey would
becomdessvaluableto the parentsshouldthe marriagedissole (Becker, Landesand
Michael 1977). In a straightforward sensechildren‘belong’ to a couple,not to just
one parent. Shouldthe marriagedissol\e, the costsand benefitsof having children,
andtherelatedemotionalandsocialimplicationswould changeor bothparents.

Thearmgumentof marital-specifiegnvestmentanbeelaborateéndextendedn sev-
eralways. First, coupleswith childrenoften have a higherlevel of division of labour
than childlesscouples® Following the argumentof Becler et al. (1977), more spe-
cializationshouldleadto a higherexpectedgainfrom marriage andthereforegreater
marital stability. Morgan, Nye and Condran(1988)remindus thatthe Durkheimian
notion of ‘organicsolidarity’ is quite similar to theagumentof Becker et al.: parent-
hoodoftenimplies a greaterdegreeof role differentiationbetweerthe spousesvhich
increasesonjugalsolidarity.

Morganet al. (1988)alsopoint out that childrencreatea web of obligationsand
attachmenbetweenparentsand children, betweenthe parentsthemseles, and also

betweenthe nuclearfamily andthe wider kinship group. All theseshouldincrease

3Researclinto domestiadivision of labourrepeatedlyshavs thatthe presencef childrenincreases
the gendergapin housavork (Southand Spitze 1994, Bianchi et al. 2000). Also, despitethe general
increasen femalelabourforce participation,mothersarestill lesslikely to work, andif they do work,
lesslikely to work full time, than non-mothers. In contrast,marriageand children increasemen’s
laboursupply(Akerlof 1998),thoughthis associationmight be modifiedby men's gendetrrole attitudes
(KaufmanandUhlenbeg 2000).



marital stability.

Children’s effect on marital stability might alsowork throughtheir anticipatedm-
pacton the prospectre custodialparents (usuallythe mothers) chanceof repartner
ing. Divorcedwomenwith (especiallyyoung)childrenmight have astrongmotivation
to find a new partner partly in orderto securefinancialsupport,but alsoto complete
the family. It is well known that womensufter financially from divorce. Divorcees
with youngchildrenfaceparticularlyacutedifficultiesin having to managechildcare
andpaidwork alone.They mightalsothink thattheir childrenneedafather However,
asKoo, SuchindrarandGriffith (1984:452—-453jpoint out, ‘the prospecof assuming
thefinancialandparentaresponsibilitiesor awomanschildrenmaydeterprospectie
grooms.Childrenmayalsointerferewith awomans ability to engagen socialactwvi-
tiesthatallow herto searchfor anddeveloprelationshipswith prospectie spouseshy
limiting herfreetime andenegy and,in somecasesby actively opposingherdating
or re-marrying’.

Mostempiricalresearclsuggestshatthe probability of remarriageor cohabitation
is lowerfor divorceeswith children(LampardandPeygs2000)# In thissensegchildren
wealenthe custodialparents positionin therepartneringnarket. It is likely thatmost
prospectre custodialparentsknow this, andif we further assumehat mostof them
would want to find a new partnereventually childrenwould deterwomenwalking
away from anunhappy marriage>

As for thenon-custodiaparentgusuallythefathers)they oftenloseaccesso their
childrenor have accesgo childrenrestrictedafterdivorce. Thisin itself is likely to be
adeterrencagainstdivorce.But a furthermechanismmight operatevia their concern

for their childrenswelfare.Lossof accessnakesit difficult for thenon-custodiapar

4Kooetal. (1984)shaw thatin the US this effectis significantonly for white womendivorceeswith
3 or morechildren.

SHuberand Spitze(1980) reportthat having a child undersix reduceshe probability of both hus-
bandsandwivesthinking aboutdivorce,althoughthis effectis significantfor husband®nly. Also, for
coupleswhoseyoungesthild is betweert and11, the thoughtof divorceincreases for both husbands
andwives, but this effectis significantfor wivesonly. On the basisof the latter finding, they suggest
thatthe presencef childrenmaydeterdivorcelessnow thanthey havein the past.



entsto monitoreffectively how (much)resourcesrespenton thechildrenby their ex-
spouseWeissandWillis (1985)arguethataschildrenareapublicgoodto theparents,
wheneffective monitoringof resourceallocationis difficult, thereis a disincentve for
thenon-custodiaparentgo transferresourceso their children,eventhoughthey care
aboutthe children’s welfare. This is an instanceof the ‘free-rider’ problem,and it
explainswhy mary divorcedfathersfail to pay adequatehild support.Partly asare-
sultof underirvestmentchildrenwith divorcedparentdendto do worsethanchildren
from intactfamiliesover arangeof outcomemeasuressuchaseducationaittainment
(McLanaharandSandefurl994).0f course parentgcustodialor non-custodialpeed
not know the WeissandWillis’ amgument.As long asthey believe thatdivorceis bad
for their children,andthatthey careabouttheir children’s welfare,childrenwill bea
deterrenceo divorce.

Attitudes towardsmarriage,family and childbearinghave changeddrasticallyin
Westernindustrial societies both betweenbirth cohortsand within cohortover time
(Thornton1985,1989).However, despiteashift towardsgreateracceptancef divorce,
normatve sanctionagainstdivorceis still strongerfor coupleswith childrenthanfor
childlesscouples.No doubtthis is partly dueto concernaboutthe negative effect of
divorceon children. We shall usedatafrom the British Social Attitudes Sureys to
shaw thatthisis still thecasein the UK.

We have consideredsereral reasonsasto why childrenshouldbe associateavith
greatemaritalstability. In fact,this associatiorhasbeenconfirmedby mostempirical
research.As readerscanseefrom Table 1, thesestudiescover a rangeof industrial
countries,includingthe UK. They all usenationallyrepresentatie surwey dataor, in
somecasespopulationregisterdata,andappropriatestatisticatools (generallyspeak-
ing hazardmodelsor cognatetechniques). Thereis no reasonto doubtthe results
reportedtherein.In short,boththeoriesandempiricalevidenceweighagainsthefind-

ing thatchildrendestabilizenarriagein the UK.



Tablel: Empiricalresearchieportinga positive associatiofbetweerchildrenandmar
ital stability

country reference datausedandtime coverage

Australia Bracheretal. (1993) 1986NationalSunwey of the AustralianFamily
Finland  Jalovaara(2001) 1990Censudinkedwith DivorceRecords
Germany DiekmannandEngelhard{1999) 1988Family Surwey of the GermanYouth Institute
Sweden Anderssor(1997) SwedishFertility Register(1961-94)

UK BerringtonandDiamond(1999) NationalChild DevelopmeniStudy(1958-91)

us MorganandRindfuss(1985) Junel980CurrentPopulationSurey

us TzengandMare (1995) NLS? of Youth(1979-87)

NLS of YoungMen (1966-81)

NLS of YoungWomen(1968-85)
us WeissandWillis (1997) NLS of theHigh SchoolClassof 1972(1972-86)
us South(2001) PanelStudyof IncomeDynamics(1969-934

a NationalLongitudinalSurwey.
b The stabilizingeffect reportedn this studyis not statisticallysignificant.

2.1 Counter-evidence

But is the resultof ChanandHalpin (2001)really soimplausible? Thoughfew and
far betweentherearea handfulof studieswith similar findings. For example,Cherlin
(1977)analyzegdatafrom the first four yearsof the NationalLongitudinal Surwey of
Women(1967-71),andreportsthat althoughpreschookhildrendeterseparatiorand
divorce,schoolchildren(aged6 to 17) have no effect on marital stability. This differ-
encehearguesgxistsbecausenuchmoretime, enegy, money andotherresourcesre
neededn the careof preschoolersyhich dissuadeparentswith very youngchildren
from divorce.

Similarly, Waite andLillard (1991)analyzedatafrom the PanelStudyof Income
Dynamics(1968—85)and shav that first-bornsstabilize marriagein their preschool
years,and other children stabilize marriageonly whenthey are very young. Older
childrenandchildrenbornbeforemarriagesignificantlyincreaseshedivorcerisk.

More importantly for our purpose,in a recentpaperwhich is alsobasedon the
BHPS(1991-97) BoheimandErmisch(2001)reportthatthe risk of partnershipis-

solutionincreaseswith the numberof children. But sinceBoheimand Ermischare
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primarily interestedn the effect of financial surpriseon marital stability (Weissand
Willis 1997),they have notinvestigatedhe destabilizingeffect of childrenin detail.

Studiesreportingsuchcounterevidencearein the minority. But they areconsis-
tentwith researclhon marital satishctionwhich shows that childrenare a stressotiin
marriage. Couplesconsistentlyreport lower marital satistction with the arrival of
children (VanLaningham,JJohnsonand Amato 2001) and higher marital satistction
whenthe childrenleave the parentahome(White andEdwards1990). In the extreme
but notvery rarecaseof childrenwith disability, wherechildren-relatedtresss likely
to bevery muchgreaterthereis evidenceto suggesthat‘at very age,childrenin poor
healthare morelikely to seetheir parentsdivorce. This relationshipis strongestor
childrenbetweersix andnineyearsold’ (Mauldon1992:356)°

Theresultsof Cherlin, Waite andLillard, andBoheimandErmischalsohighlight
theneedto disentanglehe multifacetedvaysin which childrenaffect maritalstability.
The questionis not whetherchildrenincreaseor reducedivorcerisks, but underwhat
conditionswould they do so. We have seenthatthe childreneffect might dependon
theirageandnumber Furthermorethetiming of conceptiorandbirth (pre-maritalvs
marital) mightbeimportant.Becker etal. (1977:1151 aiguethatwomenwho became
pregnantaccidentallyhave anincentive to getmarriedquickly in orderto ‘legitimate’
theirchild. ThisshortenshesearcHor maritalpartnerleadingto asub-optimaimatch,
alowergainfrom marriage andthusgreatemaritalinstability. By asimilarargument,
childrenbornbeforemarriagemight alsodestabilizemarriage.

The sex of the child might alsobe important. Billed as‘perhapsthe mostinter-
estingfinding of the decaddof the 1980s]’ (White 1990),Morganetal. (1988)report
that sonsreducethe divorcerisk 9% morethandaughters.This, they suggestjs be-
causefathersoften take a more active role in raisingsonsthanin raisingdaughters,

for example,in teachingsonsto play and appreciatesports. In contrast,the raising

6Mauldon (1992:353)notesthat, in the 1981 National Health Interview Surwey, major long-term
problemghatarenotusuallycongenitale.g. stammerstutter or otherspeectdefect)accountor 6.1%
of all healthproblemsamongchildrenmentionedy therespondentandmajorlong-termproblemsthat
aremainly congenitale.g. clubfoot, deformedfoot or leg) accounfor another4.9%.
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andsocializationof daughtersre,to a greaterextent, left to mothers.Sucha division
in childrearingpracticeis in effect a secondier of role differentiation,which further
promotesconjugalorganicsolidarityandreduceghe divorcerisks.”

Finally, thereis growing evidencethatparentainvestmenin childrenandparent-
child relationshipin generalvary by family type—intactfamilies of geneticparents
andchildrenonthe onehandvs step,adoptedr fosterfamiliesonthe other In theex-
treme,Daly andWilson (1988)have documented higherrateof neglect,aluse,even
homicideof childrenin stepfamilies.Lessdramatically but still of greatpersonabnd
socialconsequencesiblarz andRaftery(1999)shaw that,on average step,adopted
andfosterparentanvestlesson childrenthando geneticparentsjeadingto lower so-
cioeconomicachiazementof the child. Thesefindingsareamenabldo explanations
in termsof evolutionary social psychology But plausiblesociologicalmechanisms
alsocometo mind. For example,theremight be moreconflict within stepfamilies,or
perhapsstepfathersdo not have the ‘full license’to disciplinetheir children. For our
presentpurpose,t would be sufiicient to notethat family dynamicsis likely to vary
by family type. Thus, geneticchildrenand non-genetiachildren may have different
effectson marital stability. Giventhe growth of non-comwventionalfamilies,this could
beimportantin theaggreate.

Giventheseconsiderationswe think thata destabilizingeffect of childrenin the
UK is atleastconcevable. But why is theresultof ChanandHalpin (2001)different
from mostpreviousresearch™ seemso usthattherearethreepossibilities:(1) faulty
analysisn thatpaper (2) deficieny of theBHPSdata,and(3) thatarealsocialchange
hastaken placein the UK. We shallarguethat(3) is the case.To do so,we now turn

to analyzetwo otherBritish datasets?

’But seeAnderssorandWoldemicael2000)for negative evidence.

8We have endeaouredto purge all mistakesfrom our analysis.But, by the natureof thesethings,
onecanneverrule outthepossibilityof makingmistales.All our programandoutputfiles areavailable
to colleaguedor examinationon request.



3 Changein the Childr en Effect

3.1 Family and Working LivesSurvey, 1994-95

TheFamily andWorking LivesSurwey (FWLS) providesretrospecitielife historydata
in the domainsof work, education,housing,family formation and dissolutionfor a

sampleof 11, 237 individualsliving in Britain. In the analysisreportedn this subsec-
tion, we selectall womenwho werein their first marriage(N = 4,430), andwe use
the proportionalhazardamodel(Cox 1972)to examinethe divorcerisks facingthese

womenover the courseof their first marriage,

A(t) = Ao(t) exp{x(t)’ B},

wherethe dependenvariableA(t)is the hazardof divorce, Ap(t) is the unspecified
baselinehazardrate,x(t) is the vectorof covariatesand the vectorof coeficientsto
beestimated.

Becausef theretrospectre natureof this surwey, the setof covariatesavailableto
usis very limited. Specifically we considerage at marriage’and ‘marriagecohort’
which aretime-constantovariates,and ‘numberof children’ which is time-varying.
We distinguishfive marriagecohorts:1 = 1950sor before,2 = 1960s,3 = 1970s 4 =
1980s,5 = 1990s!? Sincethe FWLS allows usto distinguishbetweerdifferenttypes
of children (viz. genetic,step,adoptedor fostered),we reporttwo setsof analyses
in Table2. Panel A usesthe full sample,while PanelB excludesthosemarriages
with step,adoptedor fosteredchildren. Becausehe resultsof the two panelsarevery
similar, we will discusgheestimate®f PanelA only.

Model 1 shavstheexpectedhegative coeficientfor ageat marriage—vomenwho

gotmarriedwhenthey wereolderhave morestablemarriage.Also in line with expec-

SAll hazardmodelsin this paperare fitted with TDA, a free software kindly madeavailable by
RohwerandPotter(2001).
10Fyrtherdescripte statisticsof the FWLS dataareprovidedin AppendixA.1.
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Table2: Thehazardof divorcefor womenin their first marriage proportionalhazards
modelsasappliedto FWLS (1994-95)ata.

PanelA: All first marriages modell model2
ageatmarriage -0.046+* (0.008) -0.044** (0.008)
marriagecohort 0.844* (0.034) 0.658** (0.046)
numberof children 0.037  (0.026) -0.295** (0.066)
cohortx children 0.122** (0.022)
Numberof divorce 1139 1139

Log likelihood -8413.85 -8397.41

PanelB: Firstmarriageswith step,adoptedr fosteredchildrenexcluded
ageatmarriage -0.046+* (0.008) -0.043** (0.008)
marriagecohort 0.846* (0.034) 0.648** (0.047)
numberof children 0.037  (0.026) -0.319** (0.067)
cohortx children 0.132** (0.022)
Numberof divorce 1127 1127

Log likelihood -8314.28 -8295.96

Note: Standarcerrorsin parenthesis®™* p < 1%.

tation,we seea higherdissolutionratefor morerecentmarriagecohorts.Controlling
for these,childrenincreasethe divorce hazardin model1. This resultis consistent
with the BHPS,but the effectis not significantby corventionalstandards.

Adding aninteractiontermthatallows the childreneffect to vary by marriageco-
hort (model2), we seethatthe main effect of childrenchangessign. But takinginto
accountboththemaineffectandtheinteractioneffect, it is clearthatthe effect of chil-
drenon marital stability haschangedver time: they usedto reducethe divorcerisks,

but thisis nolongertrue. A smallnumericalexamplewill make this cleat

1950s: —-0.295+1x0.122 =-0.173

1990s: —-0.295+5x0.122 =0.315

For thosewho got marriedin the 1950s eachadditionalchild wasassociateavith
a 16% (e %173 1) reductionin divorcerisk. In contrast,for the 1990smarriage
cohort,eachadditionalchild is associateavith a 37% (e*31°— 1) increasen divorce

risk. This changecannotbe explainedby the growth of non-comwventionalfamiliesin
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recentcohorts,astheresultsin PanelB, wherefamilieswith step,adoptedor fostered

childrenaredroppedrom theanalysis areessentiallythe same.

3.2 Further Testwith the General HouseholdSurvey, 1991-95

Althoughthe FWLSresultsin thelastsubsectioraresuggestre, our analysiss admit-
tedly rathercrude.Family formationbehaiour haschangedn mary waysovertime.
For example while premaritalcohabitatiorwasquitearareoccurrencen thepast,it is
now the majority practicein Britain andmary westernsocietieqseeTable9, alsoEr-
mischandFrancescorn2000,Murphy 2000). Theriseof divorcealsomeanghatmore
first-time brideswould be marryingdivorcees Furthermorethe closingof the gender
gapin educationahttainmentmight alsoaffect the dynamicsof family formationand
dissolution. It would be usefulto controlfor thesetrendsin the analysis.With these
considerationgn mind, we turnto the GeneraHouseholdSuney (GHS).

The GHS s a continuousmulti-purposesuney of peopleliving in privatehouse-
holdsin the UK. It beganin 1971, with an achiezed sampleof aboutnine thousand
householdeachyear The GHS givesus a setof repeateccross-sectionabiews of
employment, education health,leisureand variousaspectf sociallife in Britain.
Sincel991the GHS hasbeencollectingfull retrospectre marriageandfertility histo-
ries. We combinetherelevantGHS datafrom 1991to 1995. This givesusinformation
of 24,157womenin their first marriage amongwhomwe obsene 6,074casef di-
vorce.As before,ourmainconcerns how thechildreneffecton maritalstability might
have changedacrosscohorts. But the main advantageof usingthe GHS is thatit al-
lows usto includethreetime-constantovariatesn themodel: whethertherespondent
cohabitedwith her husbandeforemarriage(l = yes,0 = no), whetherthe husband
wasadivorcee(1 = yes,0 = no), andtherespondens highesteducationahttainment,

which we distinguishfour levels—university, A-levels, O-levels, no qualifications't

Thelastof theseis the referencecateyory for educationahttainment.More informationaboutthe
GHSandsomedescriptve statisticsof the covariatescanbe foundin AppendixA.2.
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Also similar to our analysisof the FWLS, we usethe proportionalhazardsnmodel.
Here we allow both the baselinehazardand the effect of the covariatesto vary by
marriagecohorts. This givesthe modelgreaterflexibility to fit the data. In practice,

we fit themodelto eachmarriagecohortseparately

A(t) = AG(t) exp{x(t)’ B}

We reportour resultin Table3. Panel A refersto all first marriagesand Panel
B excludesthosemarriageswith step,adoptedor fosteredchildren. Thereare mary
interestingchangesn theparameteestimatesFor example,in theearlycohortsjt was
the bettereducatedvomen(thosewith university degrees A-levels or O-levels) who
facedhigherdivorcerisks. However, amongthosewho got marriedsincethe 1980s,
womenwith degreesaresignificantlylesslik ely to divorce,andthosewith A-levelsor
O-levelsno longerfacehigherdivorcerisk thanthosewith no qualificationst?

Panel A of Table3 alsoshaows thatfor the earliestmarriagecohort,premaritalco-
habitationwas associateavith a three-foldincrease(e!2%%) in the divorcerisk. The
magnitudeof this effect declinesmonotonicallyover time, andit is statisticallyin-
significantfor thosewho got marriedin the 1990s'3 A similartrendcanbe obsered
for the estimateof marryinga divorcee. Thesetrendscanbe understoodn termsof
thedecreasingelectvity of thetwo variables Whenpremaritalcohabitatiorwasrare,
thosewho did cohabitwere probablyquite a selectedgroup. Perhapghey have un-
cornventionalviews aboutmarriageandthefamily, which areprobablyassociateavith
high divorcerisks. As premaritalcohabitationbecomesa majority practice,it is no
longera discriminatingindicatorof underlyingattitudes.A similar agumentapplies

to the covariateof marryingadivorcee.

12Chanand Halpin (2001) shov that once householdncomeand the relative incomebetweenthe
spousesrecontrolledfor, womenseducationatjualificationsdo nothave asignificanteffecton divorce
in the 1990s.

13A cautionarynoteis in order Therelatively smallnumberof divorcesobsenedfor the last mar
riagecohortmalesit difficult to detectstatisticallysignificantresults. But still the downwardtrendin
magnitudds notable.
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Table3: Theharzardof divorcefor womenin their first marriage proportionahazards
modelsasappliedto the GHS (1991-95)data.

1950sor
PanelA: All firstmarriages before 1960s 1970s 1980s 1990s
ageatmarriage -0.177* -0.164** -0.123* -0.107** -0.10F*
(0.029 (0.010) (0.008§ (0.009) (0.029
university? 0.418* 0.385* 0.017 -0.296** -0.82%
(0.155 (0.071) (0.068 (0.094) (0.330
A-levels? 0.876+ 0.259* 0.148 0.075 -0.337
(0.21% (0.113) (0.08) (0.096) (0.299
O-levelg 0.33#* 0.109* 0.037 -0.077 -0.270

(0.100 (0.054) (0.05) (0.068) (0.222
premaritalcohabitation 1.204* 0.816** 0.53¥* 0.530* 0.342
(0.269 (0.106) (0.058 (0.056) (0.189

husbandvasdivorcee 0.597 0.446** 0.333* 0.223* 0.254
(0.253 (0.115) (0.078 (0.083) (0.233

numberof children 0.045 -0.076** -0.143* -0.037 0.314*
(0.029 (0.022) (0.029 (0.030) (0.107

Numberof divorce 592 1855 2087 1392 148

PanelB: Firstmarriagewith step,adoptedor fosteredchildrenexcluded

ageatmarriage -0.177* -0.165** -0.122* -0.106** -0.100*
(0.029 (0.010) (0.008 (0.009) (0.029
university? 0.415* 0.385* 0.020 -0.300** -0.79%
(0.159 (0.071) (0.068 (0.094) (0.330
A-levelst 0.887* 0.262* 0.150 0.081 -0.320
(0.219%  (0.113) (0.08) (0.096) (0.300
O-levels? 0.326* 0.100 0.038 -0.079 -0.235

(0.10) (0.054) (0.05) (0.068) (0.222
premaritalcohabitation 1.268* 0.826** 0.529* 0.528* 0.345
(0.269 (0.106) (0.058 (0.056) (0.189

husbandvasdivorcee 0.65**  0.462** 0.337* 0.257%* 0.354
(0.25) (0.116) (0.078 (0.084) (0.232

numberof children 0.046 -0.083** -0.148* -0.035 0.336*
(0.029 (0.022) (0.029 (0.030) (0.107

Numberof divorce 590 1847 2081 1388 148

Note: Standarcerrorsin parenthesis®* p < 1%,* p < 5%;
4 ‘no qualifications'is thereferencecateyory.
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Comingto the main variableof interest,we note that, with the exceptionof the
earliestcohort, childrenusedto stabilizemarriage. But the children effect beganto
shift in the 1980s,andthat by the 1990s,eachadditionalchild is associatedvith a
37%(e%314— 1) increasen thedivorcerisk. This resultis remarkablysimilar to what
we obsene for the FWLS.

As before,we have repeatedour analysisof the GHS on a restrictedsamplein
which womenwith step,adoptedor fosteredchildrenare excludedfrom the analysis
(Panel B). Sincethe resultsof the two panelsare very similar, we will not discuss
themhere.Insteadwe shaw, in Figurel, the ninety-five percentconfidencantervals
of the effect of geneticchildrenon marital stability by marriagecohorts. Note that
therelatively smallnumberof divorcesobsenredfor the 1990scohortimpliesa much
wider confidenceanterval. The remarkablething is that, despitethis, the confidence

interval is still well overtheline of no effect.

Figurel: Theninety-five percentconfidencenterval of the effect of geneticchildren
on divorcerisk, by marriagecohorts,controlling for ageat marriage educationaht-
tainment premaritalcohabitatiorandhusbands previous marital status.
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4  Why Would Childr enDestabilizeMarriage in the UK?

Having establishedhatthe childreneffect on marital stability haschangecover time
in the UK, we now turn to explore why this shouldhave happenedAs notedabove,
therelevantquestions notwhetherchildrendestabilizemarriage put underwhatcon-
ditionswould they do so?We proceedasfollows. First, we provide a shorttime series
of surwey evidenceto tracehow socialattitudestowardsdivorce,especiallyin relation
to children’s welfare,have changedver time. Secondwe examinewhetherchildren
wealen a divorcedwomans positionin the repartneringnarket, andhow that effect
might be changing.Third, we testif anotherform of marital-specificcapital(namely
ownedhome)is losingits stabilizingeffecttoo. Fourth, we examinewhetherthe chil-
dreneffect might dependon their ageandsex, assomescholarshave argued.Finally,

we testif family circumstancesspecificallyhouseholdncome,matter

4.1 Social Attitudes Towards Divorce

‘Shouldparentsstaytogetherfor the sake of their children?’ To the bestof our knowl-
edgetherearefour systematisurweysin the UK whichincludesuchaquestion.Since
thefirst of thesesurweys wasfrom 1983,they do not cover theentireperiodof interest
to us. Also, thefour surneys arenotexactly comparableThey arebasedn sampleof
differentdesignt* andthe questionwordingandthe responseatayoriesvary between
studies.For thesereasonsthe evidencepresentedelov mustbetreatedwith caution.

Thewording of thequestionsaandtheresponse&ateotriesareasfollows:

e 1983BSA: ‘Parentswith unhapy marriagesshouldstaytogetherfor the sale
of their children'—agreestrongly just agree,neither just disagree disagree

strongly

1%We usetwo datasourceshere: the British Social Attitudes Survey Series(BSA) andthe BHPS.
The populationof the BSA areindividuals aged18 and above living in private householdsn Great
Britain, whereaghatfor the BHP Sarehouseholds. We have restrictedour analysisn this subsectiorio
respondentaged20to 64. SeeAppendixA.3 for technicaldetails.
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e 1988BSA: ‘When amarriageis troubledandunhappy do you think it is gener
ally betterfor thechildrenif the couplestaystogetheror getsdivorced?’—much

betterto divorce,betterto divorce,worseto divorce,muchworseto divorce.

e 1994BSA: ‘When therearechildrenin thefamily, parentsshouldstaytogether
evenif they don't getalong'—stronglyagree agree neither disagreestrongly

disagreecant choose.

e 1998BHPS:As in 1994BSA but withoutthe‘can’t choose’responseategory.

Table4: Socialattitudegowardsdivorce(columnpercentagesPDatatakenfrom 1983,
1988,1994British SocialAttitudesSurweys and1998British HouseholdPanelStudy
PanelA: Shouldparentsstaytogetherfor their children?
1983BSA 1988BSA 1994BSA 1998BHPS

divorce 59.1 76.4 65.1 59.6
neither 19.3 — 17.4 26.3
staytogether 21.6 23.6 17.4 14.1
N 1231 806 746 7802

PanelB: Doesthe presencef childrenmatter?(1994BSA)

couples couples matrital
with kids  withoutkids problems
divorce 65.1 88.2 55.8
neither 17.4 7.6 22.2
staytogether 17.4 4.2 22.0
N 746 754 738

PanelC: For whomis divorcebetter?(1988BSA)

children wife husband
divorce 76.4 86.9 87.0
staytogether  23.6 13.1 13.0
N 806 786 785

Note: Respondentsvere given four or five responseateyoriesin the interview (see
text). We have collapsedheresponsemto two or three respectiely.

PanelA of Table4 shows thatsince1983lessthanonequarterof therespondents
saythat couplesshouldstaytogetherfor their children,andthatthereis a downward
trendin thelevel of supportfor ‘stayingtogether’.Whenrespondentsverenot given

the‘neither’ optionin 1988,it wasthe ‘pro-divorce’ groupwhich grew in size.
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Doesthepresencef childrenmatter?in 1994 thequestionwe consideredn Panel
A wasfollowedby this statement:Evenwhenthereareno children,a marriedcouple
shouldstaytogetherevenif they don't getalong’. Only 4% of therespondentagreed
with this statemen{seethe secondcolumn of PanelB; the first column of Panel B
is the sameasthe third columnof PanelA). It is thereforequite clearthat normatve
sanctiomgainstivorceis strongerfor coupleswith childrenthanfor childlesscouples.
While 4% mustbe seenasa very low level of supportfor ‘stayingtogether’,we note
thatin the 1994 sunwey, respondentsverealsoaskedwhether'Divorceis usuallythe
bestsolutionwhena couplecant seenmto work outtheir marriageproblems’. Thelast
columnof panelB shavsthatwhendivorceis mootedasthebest solutionto marriage
problemssignificantlyfewer respondentendorsedhe statement.

Threequartersof therespondentsf the 1988surwey saidthat,from the children’s
point of view, divorceis generallybetterthana troubledandunhapyy marriage(see
secondcolumnof PanelA). The samesurwey alsoaskedwhetherdivorceis betteror
worsefor the wife andthe husband.We talulate theseresponses Panel C, which
shows thatwhile a large majority of therespondentthoughtthatunderthe conditions
specified,divorceis betterfor all partiesconcernedconsiderablyfewer respondents

thoughtthatdivorceis betterfor the children(76%asopposedo 87%)1°

4.2 Childrenand the Repartnering Mark et

We have arguedthat children might contribute to marital stability throughan antic-
ipatory mechanism—byvealeningthe prospectre custodialparents positionin the
repartneringmarket. If this is true, the shift in the children effect might in part be
dueto a parallelshift: thatthe disadantageacedby lone mothersin therepartnering

market, ascomparedo childlessdivorcedwomen,is decliningover time. Justasthe

15Thereis somerecurringstructurein the attitudestowardsdivorce and children. For example,in
all four surweys, womenaremorelikely thanmento endorsedivorce. This genderdifferenceremains
after controlling for age,educationafjualifications,and marital status. Becausesocial attitudesis not
thefocusof our researchye shallnot discusghesepatternsn this paper
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increasean theincidenceof premaritalcohabitatiorhasbeenaccompaniety a weak-

eningof its associatiorwith divorce(seeTable3), theimpactof childrenon divorced

womens chanceof repartneringmight have wealenedaslone motherhoodbecomes
morecommon(HarropandPlewis 1995).

To testthisidea,wereturnto theFWLS data.We selectall womenwhosefirst mar
riagehasbeendissohedthroughdivorce,separatioror widowhood.Amongthisgroup
of 1,515women,584 have repartneredi.e. remarriedor cohabitedwith a partner)by
thetime of theinterview. We usetheproportionahazardsnodelto examinetheeffects
on the chanceof repartneringpf several covariates:‘respondents ageat dissolution’,
‘causeof dissolution’ (widowhoodvs divorce/separationflength of first marriage’,
‘dissolution cohort’ (1=before1970, 2=1970s,3=1980s,4=1990s),and ‘number of

childrenatdissolution’.Our maininterestis thelastof thesecovariates.

Table5: The hazardof repartneringfor womenwhosefirst marriagehasbeendis-
solved, proportionalhazardnodelsasappliedto FWLS data.

modell model2
agewhenfirst marriagedissohed -0.084** (0.013) -0.085** (0.013)
lengthof first marriage 0.048* (0.015) 0.049* (0.015)
widow (vs div/sep) -0.671** (0.149) -0.689** (0.150)
dissolutioncohort 0.722* (0.082) 0.813* (0.097)
numberof children -0.142** (0.035) 0.010 (0.093)
cohortx children -0.0651 (0.038)
Numberof repartnering 584 584
Log likelihood -3172.37 -3170.90

Note: Standarcerrorsin parenthesis®™* p < 1%, Tp < 10%.

Table5 shovsthatwomenwho wereolderwhentheir first marriagewasdissoled,
widows (asopposedo divorcees)thosefrom the early dissolutioncohorts,aswell as
thosewith arelatively shortfirst marriagehave a lower probability of repartnering It
alsoconfirmsthatchildrenwealen a womans positionin the repartneringnarket. In
model2, we addaninteractiontermwhich allows thechildreneffectto varyin alinear
fashionby cohort. Thedeviancebetweerthetwo modelsis 2.94(—2 x [(—317237) —

(—3170Q90)]), whichis notsignificantfor 1 degreeof freedom.Sothereis noevidence
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of ary linear change.The sign of the interactionterm suggestshat, if anything, the
disadwantagefacedby divorcedwomenwith childrenhasincreasedacrosscohorts!®
Onthewhole,we seenoevidencethattheshiftin thechildreneffecton maritalstability

canbeattributedto the changingpositionof lone mothersin therepartneringnarket.

4.3 Home Ownership and DivorceRisks

As we notein section2, the mostfundamentaleasonfor childrento be a marriage-
stabilizingfactoris thatthey areaform of marital-specifianvestmentTheshift in the
children effect might thensuggesthat parentsareinvestinglessin their children. It
is alsopossiblethatthereis a generaldeclinein the stabilizing effect of all forms of
marital-specificcapital.

We explorethelatterpossibilityby testingtheeffecton divorceof homeownership.
A houseis obviously not comparablgo one’s children,asa divorcing couplecanal-
wayssellthehousethey own andsplit the proceedsBut comparedo otherjoint assets,
ownedhomeoftenembodieshot just monetaryinvestmentput alsolifestyle choicein
termsof neighbourhoo@nddecorationaswell aslocal socialnetworkswhich arenot
portable. In this sensepwnedhomecanbe consideredasa form of marital-specific
investment Of courseaswith children,the associatiorbetweerhomeownershipand
marital stability mayin partbe dueto self-selectionin thatcouplesanticipatingmari-
tal difficultiesmight avoid or delaybuying a house.Practicallyspeakingwe examine
the effect of home-avnershipbecausét is areadilyavailablemeasure.

The analysisfor the restof this paperis basedon datataken from British House-
hold Panel Study (BHPS). The BHPS is an annualpanelwhich beganin 1991. Its
sample which is representatie of the British population,covers10,264respondents
from 5,511householdsn 1991. Fromthe first eight wavesof the BHPS (i.e. 1991—

98), we have constructed datasetwith upto sevenwave-on-wave transitiongor each

16We have testedseveral specificationsof the childrenvariable,namelyby countingthe numberof
childrenunderage2, underage6 andunderagel8whenfirst marriagedvasdissohed. Theresultsare
very similar asthosereportedhere.
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respondentThis allows usto tracktheir marital statusat discreteyearly interval. We
focuson womenwho werein their first marriage. They remainin the risk setuntil
their marriageis dissohed (divorceor separationpr our obsenationis censoredOur
stratgy is to usecovariatesat timet to predicttheir marital statusatt + 1, usingthe

discrete-timdogistic regressiormodel:

log(lf"—gﬂ> =x(1)' B,

wherepy 1 is the probability of divorceatt + 1 giventhattherespondentvasmarried
att, x(t) is avectorof covariatesandp is the vectorof parameterso be estimated.
Table 6 providesthe basicdescriptve statisticsof the covariates. The value of
all covariatesareupdatedeachyear Soin termsof measurementhey areall time-
varying, thoughsome,suchas ageat marriage,are time-constanby nature. Since
themeaningof mostcovariategs fairly self-explanatorywe highlightjusttwo derived
variableshere.Thevariable'pay comparisontompareshemonthlywagesof husband

andwife (SgrenseandMcLanahanl987),calculatedasfollows:

wife’s pay— husbants pay
wife’s pay-+ husbants pay’

paycomparison=

This variablerangesfrom —1 (indicating a situationwhereall labourincomecomes
from the husbandandthusdenotinga low degreeof economicindependencef the
woman)to 1 (wherethe opposites true)1’ Thevariable‘householdncome’refersto

total annualincomefrom all householdnembersadjustedy householdsize.

We reproducethe main resultof ChanandHalpin (2001)in the first column of
Table7. Most notably the estimatedor the two childrendummiesare positive, and
theirmagnitudesresubstantialFor example the oddsof divorcefor coupleswith one
child is six timeshigher(e'-869) thanthatfacingsimilar but childlesscouples.These

effects might seemimplausibly large, thoughas we shall see,the children effect is

In casesvherea spousedoesnotwork, we imputethe valuezerofor his or herwage.
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Table6: Descriptve statisticsof the BHPSdata

variablename range mean s.d.

duration(years) 1-64 24.69 14.45

duration-squaretd 0.01-40.96 8.19 8.06

yearof marriage 30-97 70.08 14.40

ageatmarriage(years)  16-60 23.08 4.19

householdncome 0.45-3.89 1.32 0.37

pay comparison -1-1 -0.18 0.61
proportion

home-avners 75.7%

renter§ 24.3%

1 child 14.8%

2+ children 27.0%

noné 58.3%

degree 7.5%

A-level 27.3%

O-level 30.3%

no qualification8 34.9%

Notes:Theunitin thistalulationis person-yeamn the eventhistory datafile;
2 durationx duration/ 100;° referencecatagory.
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modifiedsignificantlyby householdircumstances.

Adding the covariateof homeownershipin model2, we seethathomeownersare
abouthalf aslesslik ely to divorceasrenters(e~%°9). To theextentthathomeowners
have greaterinvestmenin their marriage we seeno evidenceof a generaldeclinein

the stabilizingeffect of marital-specificcapital.

Table 7: The hazardof divorce for womenin their first marriage,discrete-time
logistic regressiommodelasappliedto BHPSdata,1991-98.

constant
pre-1991
duration
duration-squared
yearof marriage
ageatmarriage
degree

A-level

O-level

pay comparison
householdncome
homeowner

1 child

1 child x income

2+ children

2+ childrenx income

child (0-2)

child (0-2) x income

1) 2 (3) (4) (5) (6)
-0.907 0.549 0.110 0779  -1.167  -1.158
(4899  (4.893) (4929 (4904  (5.053) (5.069
-0.87*  -0.858* -0.115  -0.88%  -0.826* -0.351
(0.38%  (0.385) (0.399  (0.399  (0.392)  (0.409

0.275*  0.293*  0.144 0.279*  0.263*  0.129
(0.060  (0.061) (0.069  (0.060  (0.062)  (0.063
-0.573*  -0.603** -0.309* -0.580* -0.543* -0.250
(0.10§  (0.107)  (0.104  (0.10§  (0.109)  (0.109

0.102f  0.106*  0.122 0.104 0.095"  0.11Z
(0.05  (0.052) (0.059  (0.059  (0.053)  (0.059
-0.195*  -0.188**  -0.188*  -0.196*  -0.194**  -0.184*
(0.033  (0.032) (0.03)  (0.033  (0.034)  (0.039
-0.732  -0583  -0.93*  -0.745%t -0.633  -0.787
(0.453  (0.459) (0.465  (0.448  (0.456)  (0.466
-0.327  -0.197  -0411  -0.344  -0.324  -0.351
(0.27)  (0.277) (0.27§  (0.273  (0.280)  (0.287)
-0.198  -0.092  -0.234  -0.167  -0.155  -0.178
(0.262  (0.266) (0.265  (0.269  (0.272)  (0.279

0.487*  0.469**  0.426*  0.506*  0.522*  0.488*
(0.150  (0.150) (0.153  (0.150  (0.153)  (0.157
-9.993*  -9.953* -10.299* -10.046*  -7.170** -8.182*
(0.49%  (0.497) (0529 (0503  (0.757)  (0.659

-0.568**
(0.215)
1.860*  1.843** 5.115*
(0.339  (0.337) (1.568)
-3.395*
(1.448)
4.069*  4.031* 10.320*
(0.333  (0.333) (1.377)
-5.618**
(1.166)
0.994* 2.148
(0.292 (1.689
-1.055
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Table 7: The hazardof divorce for womenin their first marriage,discrete-time

logistic regressiommodelasappliedto BHPSdata,1991-98.

1) 2 3 4 ®) (6)
(1.450
child (3—-4) 1.305* 7.021*
(0.28) (1.728
child (3—4) x income -4.750+*
(1.445
child (5-11) 2.707* 7.183*
(0.26H (1.459
child (5-11) x income -3.592*
(1.167
child (12-15) 3.005* 4.37F
(0.338 (2.23)
child (12—-15)x income -1.121
(1.659
child (16-18) 2.493* 0.074
(0.626 (3.113
child (16—-18)x income 1.554
(2.283
1 boy 1.999*
(0.419
1 girl 1.603*
(0.410
2+ boys 3.134*
(0.479
2+ girls 3.888*
(0.45)
2+ boysandgirls 4.34F*
(0.35)
Numberof divorce 160 160 160 160 160 160
Log likelihood -487.71  -484.34  -474.33  -484.04 -474.61  -457.95

Note: Standarcerrorsin parenthesis’™ p < 1%,* p < 5%, Tp < 10%.

4.4 Children’sand Couple’s Characteristics

Doesthe children effect dependon their ageandsex? In model 3, we useseparate
dummyvariablego capturetheeffect of having atleastonechild in thefive agebrack-

etsof 0-2,3-4,5-11,12-15,and16-18. Sucha specificationdoesnot substantially
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modify otherparameteestimates® But it now becomeglearthatin the UK even
very youngchildrendestabilizemarriage.This finding is strongerthanthosereported
by Cherlin (1977)andWaite andLillard (1991). However, with the exceptionof the
lastagebraclet, we do seeanagegradientin the magnitudeof the effect: theolderthe
child, the strongerthe destabilizingeffect.

We testthe hypothesisof genderdifferenceproposedoy Morganet al. (1988)in
model4. All parameteestimatesrepositve andstatisticallysignificant. At parity 1,
thedifferencen theeffectof boy andgirl is only 0.396(1.999— 1.603),whichis well
within the rangeof samplingvariation, given the standarderrorsof both parameters
is about0.4. The sameis true for coupleswith at leasttwo children. In otherwords,

thereis no evidenceof ary genderdifference.

Figure2: Histogramof equivalisedhouseholdncome
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In model5, we addtwo interactiontermswhich allow thechildreneffectto vary by

householdncome.Herewe seethatthe childreneffect on marital stability is crucially

18The exceptionis the dummywhich distinguishesnarriagesvhich beganduring the panelperiod
for which we have completeinformationandthosewhich beganbefore1991.
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modified by householdncome. While childrendestabilizemarriagein low income
families,they have no effect or evenastabilizingeffectin middle or highincomefam-
ilies. Again, let usillustrate this point with a small numericalexample. As readers
canseein Figure2, the distribution of the equivalisedhouseholdncomevariableis
bimodal, with a spike just underl and anothermodeat around1.5. Using the pa-
rameterestimate®f model5, the effect of having onechild for threehouseholdsvith

equialisedincomeat 1, 1.5and2 are:

5115+ 1x (—3.395 = 1.720
5115+ 15x% (—3.395) = 0.023

5115+2x (—3.395) = —1.675

In model6, we testtheinteractioneffectsusingthe variousagebracket dummies.
Again, we seeevidenceof the mediatingrole of householdncome,althoughsome
parameterbecomestatisticallyinsignifcant.In particular childrenunder2 nolonger

have a significantdestabilizingeffect.

5 Summary, Inter pretationsand Possiblelmplications

In this paper we usedatafrom threeBritish sourcesto demonstratehatin the UK
the effect of children on marital stability haschangedover time. Childrenusedto
be a stabilizing factorin marriage,but they are now associatedvith greatermarital
instability. This shift beganin the 1980s,and by the 1990scoupleswith children
are at a substantiallyhigherrisk of divorcethan similar but childlesscouples. This
shiftis still evidentafterwe have excludednon-corventionalfamilies(thosewith step,
adoptedor fosteredchildren)from the analysis.

Why hasthis happened?Ve do not have a goodanswerto this question.But we

shav that sincethe early 1980sat mostone quarterof the respondentshink thatan
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unhapyy marriageis betterthandivorcefor husbandwife andchildren. Having said
that, we notethat the normatve sanctionagainstdivorceis still strongerfor couples
with children. We also shaw that childrenare still a ‘liability’ for divorcedwomen
in the repartneringmarket. Thus,the shift in the childreneffect cannotbe attributed
to a corvergencein the repartneringrate of childlessdivorceesand divorceeswith

children. Also, homeownersarestill lessinclinedto divorcethanrenters.Sothereis

no evidenceof ageneraldeclinein thestabilizingeffect of marital-specifiGnvestment.

Thereis an agegradientin the children effect—theolder the child, the stronger
thedestabilizingeffect. This gradientis partially consistentvith theresultsof Cherlin
(1977)and Waite and Lillard (1991). But the striking thing is thatin the UK even
very young children are associatedvith marital instability. Contraryto the finding
of Morganet al. (1988), we detectno genderdifferencein the associatiorbetween
childrenandmarital stability.

We seevery clearevidencethatin the 1990sthe childreneffectarecrucially modi-
fied by householdncome.Perhapgheresourceshatareavailableto middleandhigh
incomehouseholdsnake it easierfor themto copewith the stressandhigh coststhat
areassociateith raisingchildren.If thisis thecasepnemightarguethatahighlevel
of incomeinequalityis badfor marital stability. Incomeinequalitydid increasevery
rapidly in the UK sincethe 1980s(Atkinson 1997,Jenkins1996). Someconserative
political opinionis in favour of botha greaterdegreeof incomeinequalityandstable
families.Oneinterpretatiorof ourresultsis that,to putit bluntly, you cant have both.

We hastento addthat our resultsneedto be exploredmuchfurther. If family re-
sourcesare key to whetherchildrenstabilizeor destabilizemarriage,one might ask:
what type of resourcess relevant? Is it justincome? Or perhapsothertypesof re-
sourcessuchasinformal supportnetworksalsoplay arole.

It is alsopossiblethat the shift in the childreneffect can partly be explainedby
someselectionprocessnto marriageandparenthoodLet us considera simplehypo-

theticalscenario Supposéherearetwo latentclasse®f people.Thosein thefirst class
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getmarriedbecausé¢hey wantto have children,andthosein thesecondyetmarriedfor
its own sale. If, for whatever reasontherelative proportionof the two latentclasses
change®vertimein favour of thesecondlass,onewould expectthestabilizingeffect
of childrento decline.

Still anothemossibilityis thatthefertility ratesof the variousincomegroupshave
changedvertime. Sincehouseholdncomeis positively associatedvith marital sta-
bility. If fertility ratedeclinesmorerapidly amonghigh incomefamiliesthanamong
low incomefamilies,therewould be a higherproportionof familiesthatarepronedto
divorcein themarriedpopulation.

Our researchalso suggestghe possbility of that parentalinvestmentin children
might be declining. Thereis a needto investigatepersonalnteractionpatternwithin
householdand parent-childrelationshipin general. The BHPS containssomeuseful

datain this regard.We planto examinethesedatavery soon.

A Data Sets

All datasetsusedin this paperarein the public domain, obtainablefrom the UK
dataarchve, basedat the University of Ess&, WivenhoePark, ColchestelC0O43SQ,

UnitedKingdom(ht t p: / / ww. dat a- ar chi ve. ac. uk/).

A.1 Family and Working LivesSurvey (FWLS)

The populationof the Family andWorking LivesSuney (FWLS) areadultsaged16—
69 yearsliving in Britain. This surwey wascommissionedy the UK Departmentor
EducatiorandEmploymentandwasdesignedo replicateandextendthe 1980Women
andEmploymentSurwey. The mainsampleof the FWLS wasachiezedthrougha two
stageprocessFirst, a stratifiedrandomsampleof Censu€EnumeratiorDistrictswere
selectedwith probability proportionalto their size. Thenwithin eachCensusEnu-

merationDistrict, addressesvere dravn randomlyfrom the PostcodeAddressFile.
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The fieldwork wasdonethroughface-to-aceinterview, andwascarriedout between
July 1994andMay 1995. The FWLS providesretrospeciie life history datafor the
mainrespondenandhis/herpartnerover a wide rangeof areas.We usethefull sam-
ple in this paper consistingof the main sample(N = 9,139), and a boostersample
for ethnicminorities(N = 2,098). The overall responseate of the FWLS is a little

disappointing—only3.5%. Table8 reportsthedescriptve statisticsof theFWLS data

usedin this paper

Table8: Descriptve statistics—FWLSlata.

marriagecohort
Variables 1950s 1960s 1970s 1980s 1990s all
meanandstandardieviation
ageatmarriage(years) 21.18 21.71 2149 2259 2423 22.05
(2.83) (4.27) (4.47) (4.64) (5.97) (4.47)
maxnumberof children 2.36 2.00 1.60 1.26 0.46 1.62

(all) (2.52) (1.37) (1.33) (1.08) (0.86) (1.40)
maxnumberof children  2.33 1.98 1.59 1.25 0.45 1.61

(genetic) (1.52) (1.36) (1.33) (1.07) (0.83) (1.39)
N 952 812 1017 1176 473 4430

21.49% 18.33% 22.96% 26.55% 10.68%
Note: Theunit in this takulationis theindividual.

A.2 GeneralHouseholdSurveys(GHS)

The GeneralHouseholdSuney (GHS) is an annualsurney which hasbeenrunning
almostcontinuouslysince1971. It is conductedy the Office for National Statistics
on behalfof anumberof governmentdepartmentsTheaim is to provide information
on housing,employment, education health,and the family for planningand policy
purposes.The populationof the GHS are private,non-institutionalhouseholdsn the
UK. The achieved sampleof eachyear which is nationally representatie, is about
9000 households.The responseate of the GHS is around70%. Fieldwork is done

throughface-to-aceinterview.
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Table9: Descriptve statistics—GHSlata.

marriagecohort
Variables 1950s 1960s 1970s 1980s 1990s all
proportion
university 7.69 14.14 19.08 20.31 21.77 17.10
A-levels 2.45 4.21 8.35 11.71 15.32 8.05
O-levels 21.81 31.07 37.82 47.58 49.32 37.79
no qualification8 68.05 50.58 34.76 20.40 13.60 37.07

premaritalcohabitation  1.05 3.30 15.14 4164 66.31 21.46
husbandvasdivorcee 1.53 3.91 8.66 12.42 16.08 8.21
meanandstandardieviation
ageatmarriage(years) 20.40 2148 2210 2350 25.74 2241
(1.98) (2.88) (3.80) (4.30) (5.07) (3.94)
maxnumberof children  2.58 2.19 1.89 1.54 0.63 1.85

(all) (2.57) (1.21) (1.17) (2.07) (0.77) (1.27)
maxnumberof children 2.57 2.17 1.88 1.53 0.62 1.84

(genetic) (2.57) (1.22) (1.18) (1.06) (0.76) (1.27)
N 2485 6572 6914 6215 1971 24157

10.29% 27.21% 28.62% 25.73% 8.16%

Note: Theunit in this takulationis theindividual;
a referencecategory for educationatjualifications.

A.3 British SocialAttitudes (BSA)

The BSA suney seriesbeganin 1983,andhasbeenrunningalmostyearly ever since.
This surwey seriesis conductedy the NationalCentrefor SocialResearct{formerly
SocialandCommunityPlanningResearch)andit coversa wide rangeof issuesover
theyears,includingattitudestowardsreligion, inequality work, andthe welfarestate.
Since1985,the BSA alsoincludesa moduleof the InternationalSocial Surwey Pro-
gramme(ISSP)in its self-completionquestionnaireThe 1988and 1994 datawe use
in this paperarepartof the ISSP

The populationof the BSA is adultsaged18 or overliving in the UK. Until 1991,
the BSA samplesveredranvn from the ElectoralRegister Since1993,the sampling
frameof theBSA hasbeenthePostcodé\ddressFile, whichis alist of addressesom-
piled by the PostOffice. The BSA sampleis nationallyrepresentatie. The achieved

samplesizefor eachyearis betweer3,300and3,600. But sincethe BSA hasa mod-
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ular structure,respondentsire asked a differentsetof questionsaccordingto which

modulethey belongto. Thatis why the Ns of Table4 areconsiderablysmaller

A.4 British HouseholdPanel Study (BHPS)

The BHPSis conductedby the Institute for Socialand EconomicResearchiniver-
sity of Ess&. Whenit beganin 1991,its samplecontained,511householdsThese
householdsvere selectedhrougha two-stageclusteredprobability samplingproce-
dure,usingthe PostcodeAddressFile. This samplingdesignis roughly equalentto
the currentsamplingmethodof the GHS.

All adults(aged16 or over) of the original householdsvere intervieved (N =
10,264in 1991). The sameindividualshave beenre-intervievedin successie waves
and,shouldthey leave their original householdall adultmembersf their new house-
holdswould also be intervieved. Thus,the sampleis broadly representate of the
populationof Britain asit changeshroughthe 1990s. Additional sub-samplesvere
addedto the BHPSin 1997 and 1999. Datais collectedthroughface-to-&ceinter
views. Sampleattrition of the BHPSis modest:87.7%of wave onerespondentsiere
re-interviavedin wave two. Subsequenvave-on-wave recontacrateis at least90%.
Onlineinformationanddocumentatiorareavailableat:

http://ww. irc.essex. ac. uk/ bhps/index. php
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