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Abstract

Increases in cohabitation, nonmarital childbearing, and partnership dissolution have reshaped the
family landscape in most Western countries. The United States shares many features of family
change common elsewhere, although it is exceptional in its high degree of union instability. In this
study, we use the Harmonized Histories to provide a rich, descriptive account of union instability
among couples who have had a child together in the United States and several European countries.
First, we compare within-country differences between cohabiting and married parents in
education, prior family experiences, and age at first birth. Second, we estimate differences in the
stability of cohabiting and married parents, paying attention to transitions into marriage among
those cohabiting at birth. Finally, we explore the implications of differences in parents’
characteristics for union instability and the magnitude of social class differences in union
instability across countries. Although similar factors are associated with union instability across
countries, some (prior childbearing, early childbearing) are by far more common in the United
States, accounting in part for higher shares separating. The factors associated with union
instability—Ilower education, prior childbearing, early childbearing—also tend to be more tightly
packaged in the United States than elsewhere, suggesting greater inequality in resources for
children.
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Introduction

Increases in cohabitation, nonmarital childbearing, and partnership dissolution—components
of what is commonly termed the “second demographic transition” (van de Kaa 1987)—have
reshaped the family landscape over the past half-century. In most Western countries, much
of family life now unfolds outside the bounds of marriage. Important variation in family
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patterns nonetheless remain (Cherlin 2005, 2009; Kiernan 2000; Perelli-Harris and Gassen
2012), with potential implications for well-being. Changes in family life have generated
concern, especially in the United States, about resources for children (Cherlin 2005, 2009;
McLanahan 2004), which may in part reflect differences in how key features of family
change have played out in this context. In particular, the United States is exceptional in its
high degree of union instability among both married and cohabiting couples (Andersson and
Philipov 2002; Andersson et al. 2017; Cherlin 2005, 2009; Dronkers 2015).

This article provides a rich, descriptive account of union instability in the United States
compared with seven European countries: Norway, Sweden, the United Kingdom, Austria,
France, Italy, and Spain. We focus on the stability of couples who have had a child together,
who arguably have the most at stake in staying together (e.g., Gibson-Davis et al. 2005;
Tavares and Aassve 2013; Waller 2001). These couples are of greater policy relevance than
those without children because parental instability directly affects children’s living
arrangements and often the resources available to them (Fomby and Cherlin 2007; Fomby
and Sennott 2013; Tach and Eads 2015; Tach et al. 2010). Cohabiting parents are of further
concern from a policy perspective given that they tend to be relatively disadvantaged
(Musick and Michelmore 2015; Perelli-Harris et al. 2010b).

We have three main aims: (1) compare within-country differences in the characteristics of
married and cohabiting couples who have had a child together; (2) estimate differences in
the stability of cohabiting and married parents, paying attention to transitions to marriage
among those cohabiting at birth; and (3) explore the implications of differences in parents’
characteristics for union instability and the magnitude of social class differences in union
instability across countries. This work contributes to the extant literature on comparative
family change in several ways. First, we provide a richer descriptive account of differences
between cohabiting and married families than much prior cross-national work on instability,
examining in particular three indicators of parental resources: parents’ education, prior
family experiences, and age at first birth (McLanahan 2004). Second, our attention to
transitions into marriage following a cohabiting birth recognizes the dynamic nature of
cohabitation and accounts for variation associated with subsequent stability (Kiernan 2004;
Musick and Michelmore 2015). Third, we focus on couples who have had a child together,
whereas recent cross-national assessments of union stability have looked at those both with
and without children (Dronkers 2015; Liefbroer and Dourleijn 2006). Finally, our work
extends accounts of “diverging destinies” in the United States and Europe, underscoring
greater social class disparities in parental separation in the United States—and potentially, in
turn, greater disparities in resources for U.S. children.

Background

Stability of Married and Cohabiting Parents

Cohabiting parents tend to have higher rates of union dissolution than married parents
(Kiernan 2004; Manning et al. 2004; Musick and Michelmore 2015; Raley and Wildsmith
2004; Tach and Edin 2013; Wu and Musick 2008). This instability stems in part from the
relatively disadvantaged position of cohabiting parents, who are less-educated, have more
prior union and childbearing experiences, and are younger on average than their married
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counterparts (Musick and Michelmore 2015; Perelli-Harris et al. 2010b; Thomson et al.
2014). Yet, as childbearing within cohabitation has increased, some evidence has suggested
that these couples have become more stable in the United States and Europe (Musick and
Michelmore 2015; Perelli-Harris et al. 2012:Table 3).

Conceptual models of family change provide contrasting views on how we might expect the
role of cohabitation—and thus the stability of cohabiting families—to vary across country.
The second demographic transition theory predicts greater family diversity driven by
powerful ideational shifts toward individual needs, nonconformity, and gender equality (van
de Kaa 1987). Drawing on this theory, Kiernan (2000) posited a series of stages in which
cohabitation emerges as a marginalized behavior and gradually becomes an accepted family
form. Along the way, distinctions between cohabitation and marriage fade, and cohabitation
transitions from a short-term and largely childless state to a much more stable arrangement
in which having and raising children is commonplace. Cherlin’s (2004) institutionalization
hypothesis also predicts fading distinctions between cohabitation and marriage as social
norms and legal structures develop to accommodate growing numbers of cohabitors. These
models suggest that the childbearing behavior and relationship stability of marriage and
cohabitation will be more similar in settings where cohabitation has a long tradition and is
widespread.

An alternative view points to persistent differences in the experiences of marriage and
cohabitation, despite high levels of cohabitation. This view draws on U.S. accounts of the
symbolic significance of marriage as a marker of prestige (Cherlin 2009; Furstenberg 1996)
and findings that men and women of all education levels place a high value on marriage but
perceive substantial economic prerequisites (Carlson et al. 2004; Edin and Kefalas 2005;
Gibson-Davis 2009; Gibson-Davis et al. 2005; Smock et al. 2005). In a recent assessment,
Ishizuka (2018) found that cohabiting couples’ combined earnings relative to the state-level
median of married couples’ earnings strongly predicted marriage formation, providing
evidence of a middle-class marriage norm—or “marriage bar’—that is difficult for the less-
educated to achieve. In their cross-national investigation of childbearing within cohabitation,
Perelli-Harris et al. (2010b:796) emphasized the link between economic instability and the
“temporary and reversible nature of cohabitation” in contributing to a “pattern of
disadvantage.” They argued that the second demographic transition’s focus on ideational
change overlooks the role of increasing economic uncertainty, particularly in the 1980s and
1990s, for shaping aspects of family change among less-educated men and women.
Together, these strands of research suggest that despite increases in cohabitation, the
experiences of marital and cohabiting families may remain distinct.

McLanahan’s (2004) diverging destinies is also consistent with the notion that marriage and
cohabitation will remain distinct; indeed, this theory documents growing disparities in U.S.
family experiences by education over time. McLanahan’s central thesis is that the changes
associated with the second demographic transition have led to two trajectories for women:
one reflecting trends that imply gains in resources for children, and another that implies
losses. For example, delayed childbearing is associated with gains in resources for children,
whereas childbearing outside of marriage and union instability are associated with losses.
Critically, women with the highest levels of education are following the trajectory that
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represents gains, and women with the least education are following the trajectory that
represents losses.

U.S. Instability in Comparative Context

The United States is exceptional in its high degree of union instability among both married
and cohabiting couples (Andersson and Philipov 2002; Andersson et al. 2017; Cherlin 2005,
2009; Dronkers 2015). Cherlin (2005, 2009) emphasized the contradicting cultural models
that play into the U.S. “marriage-go-round”: that is, more transitions both into and out of
marriage despite stronger attachment to the ideal of marriage, compared with Europe. Others
have extended Cherlin’s idea to the “family-go-round” or “relationship-go-round” (Tach et
al. 2014; Warner et al. 2011:292), emphasizing the high degree of instability as a common
feature of U.S. unions.

Socioeconomic disadvantage is an important feature of family instability in the United States
and elsewhere. Long-standing upward trends in divorce have reversed for the most-educated
in the United States and parts of Europe (Esping-Andersen and Billari 2015; Martin 2006;
Matysiak et al. 2014), and lower education is strongly associated with marital dissolution in
the United States (Martin 2006; McLanahan and Percheski 2008). The negative association
between education and divorce is less consistent across Europe and is positive in some
countries, particularly where divorce and cohabitation are relatively uncommon (Héarkénen
and Dronkers 2006; Matysiak et al. 2014). Although patterns are more mixed in Europe, the
negative education gradient of divorce is becoming stronger in many countries (Harkénen
and Dronkers 2006; McLanahan 2004). U.S. gradients by education are particularly steep:
for the early 1990s first marriage cohort, approximately 15 % of college graduates were
expected to separate within 10 years, compared with 45 % among those without a high
school diploma (Martin 2006: figure 1).

Family instability has contributed to increases in the share of partners starting new
relationships with previous union and childbearing experiences. Recent U.S. research has
highlighted increases in serial cohabitation or multiple premarital cohabitations (Cohen and
Manning 2010; Lichter et al. 2010). Increases in multipartner fertility or childbearing across
partnerships have also been documented in the United States, Australia, Norway, and
Sweden; and prevalence is particularly high in the United States, where approximately one-
quarter of all mothers have children with two or more fathers (Thomson et al. 2014). The
resultant family complexity may dilute resources for children (Halpern-Meekin and Tach
2008). Prior union and childbearing experiences are also associated with subsequent
instability (Carlson et al. 2004; Lichter et al. 2006; Manlove et al. 2012; Musick and
Michelmore 2015; Osborne et al. 2007; Sweeney 2010; Tach and Edin 2013; Teachman
2002, 2003). Finally, these prior family experiences are more common among unmarried
and less-educated men and women (Carlson and Furstenberg 2006; Cohen and Manning
2010; Guzzo and Furstenberg 2007a, b; Lappegard and Rgnsen 2013; Lichter et al. 2010;
Tach and Edin 2013; Thomson et al. 2014), potentially compounding any disadvantage
associated with family complexity. The literature has not always parsed out the association
between prior union experiences with and without children involved, but we expect that the
latter would be more closely associated with subsequent instability.
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Approach

The relatively young age at first birth further distinguishes U.S. family patterns from those
across much of Europe (Lesthaeghe and Neidert 2006) and plays into the dynamic of
instability. Although teen birth rates in the United States have dropped to historic lows
(Hamilton et al. 2015), they remain high relative to those in Western Europe. The United
Kingdom comes closest at a rate of 15 teen births per 1,000 15- to 19-year-olds in 2014,
compared with 24 per 1,000 in the United States (World Bank 2016). Early parenthood is
associated with children’s resources (Martin 2004; McLanahan 2004), and early family
transitions are in turn associated with union instability (Teachman 2002).

Cohabiting parents who subsequently marry look more similar to those married at birth in
their separation chances (Kiernan 2004: figure 4). Among recent U.S. cohorts, cohabiting
parents who subsequently marry are indistinguishable from couples married at birth in their
probability of separation, net of sociodemographic characteristics; cohabiting parents who
do not marry are twice as likely to separate over five years (Musick and Michelmore 2015).
These empirical patterns suggest that cohabiting parents may jointly plan marriage and
childbirth with little concern for which comes first (regarding second-conception risks, see
also Perelli-Harris 2014), and this may be particularly true where there is a weaker
normative imperative to marry prior to a birth. For committed couples on the margin of
marriage, greater legal protections may further incentivize transitions into marriage after
childbirth (Perelli-Harris and Gassen 2012).

We compare data from the United States and seven European countries: Norway, Sweden,
the United Kingdom, Austria, France, Italy, and Spain. These countries can be grouped into
clusters that differ in their patterns of family change: the Nordic countries, the United
Kingdom and continental Europe, and southern Europe (Matysiak et al. 2014; Sobotka and
Touleman 2008). The Nordic countries were forerunners in cohabitation and have the
highest share of births to cohabiting parents (Heuveline and Timberlake 2004; Perelli-Harris
et al. 2012), and this region has also long had among the highest rates of divorce in Europe
(Matysiak et al. 2014). The United Kingdom, France, and Austria have somewhat lower
levels of childbearing within cohabitation and divorce, and Italy and Spain have relatively
low levels of cohabitation and divorce (Andersson 2003; Sobotka and Touleman 2008). The
United States is intermediate in its levels of childbearing within cohabitation, but it stands
out in its very high levels of union instability.

Country clusters provide a useful heuristic approach for describing cross-national variation.
Nonetheless, they encompass differences in family patterns that may be important in shaping
union dissolution. For example, although childbearing in cohabitation is high in both
Sweden and Norway, it was established earlier in Sweden and remains at a higher level
(Thomson 2014). Within southern Europe, family patterns remain more traditional than
elsewhere, but cohabitation and divorce are increasing, and more rapidly in Spain than Italy
(Martin-Garcia 2013; Vignoli and Ferro 2009). Finally, although the United Kingdom is
closer to continental Europe in levels of marital instability, its young age at birth falls about
midway between its European counterparts and the United States, which may contribute to
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greater similarities between the United Kingdom and United States in the degree of disparity
in parental resources available to children.

We provide a rich, descriptive account of the stability of cohabiting and married parents in
cross-national perspective using data from the Harmonized Histories—a comparative
database that draws on the Generations and Gender Surveys (GGS) from a number of
European countries, combined with other surveys in the United States, United Kingdom, and
Spain that include fertility and union histories. We compare differences between married and
cohabiting families across countries in terms of mother’s education and age at first birth, as
well as indicators of the couples’ prior family experiences. Importantly, these indicators
account separately for prior unions that resulted in children and those that did not. Analyses
control for the mothers’ age at first union and foreign-born status and the couple’s
subsequent childbearing—characteristics that may vary cross-nationally and play into union
instability (Phillips and Sweeney 2006; Teachman 2002, 2003).

The Harmonized Histories enable a detailed comparison of union formation, dissolution, and
childbearing, allowing us to account for critical differences in couples’ experiences across
countries. Nonetheless, comparable indicators of family background and partner
characteristics are limited, and some social indicators do not translate cross-nationally. For
example, education classifications may not capture meaningful differences in educational
systems across countries, and there is no standard or meaningful measure for race/ethnicity
across countries. In the United States, union instability differs substantially across race/
ethnicity, with historically higher levels among African Americans (Musick and Michelmore
2015; Phillips and Sweeney 2006). Supplementary analyses will address these potential
limitations.

We assess union stability from the time of a couple’s first birth together, differentiating
between those who are married versus cohabiting at birth. In our event history analyses, we
further account for transitions into marriage among cohabiting parents, a critical dimension
of variation among cohabiting parents (e.g., Musick and Michelmore 2015). We address the
following questions. First, within countries, how do cohabiting and married parents differ in
their education, prior family experiences, and age at first birth—and is the marriage gradient
in children’s resources particularly steep in the United States? Second, across the eight
countries, how do probabilities of separation differ for couples married at birth, married after
having a birth within cohabitation, and cohabiting at birth without subsequently marrying—
and are differences particularly stark in the United States? Third, to what extent do
differences in the characteristics of U.S. and European parents potentially account for cross-
country differences in levels of instability, and how are these in turn shaped by social class?

These analyses shed light on competing ideas about the nature of cohabitation and its role in
the family system—that is, whether cohabitation is more similar to marriage where it is
more prevalent, or whether differences in the stability and characteristics of married and
cohabiting families persist even in contexts where cohabitation is a common part of family
life. We might expect differences in the experiences of marriage and cohabitation to be
particularly persistent in the United States. First, the symbolic value of marriage is arguably
stronger in the United States than much of Europe, evident (for example) in public policies
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to promote marriage, clashes over who can marry, and the scale of the wedding industry
(Cherlin 2005, 2009). Second, the “diverging destinies”—or growing disparities in
children’s resources—common to the second demographic transition appear particularly
steep and more closely tied to marriage in the United States (e.g., Kennedy and Bumpass
2008; McLanahan 2004: table 2). These generalizations, however, do not account for the
substantial variation that characterizes European family patterns, and prior literature leaves
these questions open.

Data and Method

Harmonized Histories

Data come from the Harmonized Histories file created by the Nonmarital Childbearing
Network coordinated by Brienna Perelli-Harris (Perelli-Harris et al. 201Oa).1 Data for
Austria, France, Italy, Norway, and Sweden come from the Generations and Gender
Programme (GGP), a longitudinal survey of adults in 19 European countries. UK data are
from the British Household Panel Survey (BHPS), Spanish data from the Spanish Fertility
Survey, and U.S. data are from the National Survey of Family Growth. In some cases, we
supplement the Harmonized File with data from original country sources. Table 8 in the
appendix provides further information on the data sources and samples included in our
analyses.?

Our sample is limited to women (men were not interviewed in Italy or Spain) aged 15-45 at
interview (corresponding to the upper age bounds in the Austrian and U.S. surveys). From
this sample of women, we generate a union-level file that includes all marriages and
cohabitations bearing a first union child within 10 years of interview. Restricting our
analysis to a 10-year window limits retrospection bias in union history reports (Hayford and
Morgan 2008) and the disproportionate weighting of observed family processes by young
mothers.3 Ten years following the transition to parenthood captures a critical life stage, and
most cohabitations will either transition to marriage or dissolve within 10 years. Although
uncommon, women may contribute more than one union to the analysis file (models account
for clustering, as described later). Across countries, interviews were conducted between
2005 and 2013. Sample weights for each country adjust for sample design and (in some
cases) differential attrition; they are applied to all descriptive statistics and models presented
here (for more on GGP weights, see Fokkema et al. 2016).

Union Stability, Union Status, and Transitions Around First Birth

Our data include the month and year of the female partners’ (respondents’) marriages,
cohabitations, births, and separations, which we use to construct union records. We define
union births as those born to coresidential couples. We compare dates to determine whether

IThanks go to the individual contributors of the Harmonized Histories data file (http://www.nonmarital.org), and especially to Karolin
Kubisch at the Max Planck Institute for Demographic Research, who managed survey standardization, cleaning, documentation, and
updates.

We exclude a subset of countries from the Harmonized Histories due to concerns about data quality (Germany, Russia), a more
restrictive age range than the one included here (Estonia, Poland), a lack of information on key variables (Hungary, the Netherlands,
Switzerland), and insufficient sample size for analyses of interest (Belgium, Bulgaria, Lithuania, Romania).

Limiting our window to births within 10 years of interview (when women are aged 15-45) includes women up to age 35 at the start
of the window, after which only a small share of mothers in our study countries go on to have their first union birth.
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couples were married or cohabiting at the time of their first union birth, whether and when
cohabiting parents transitioned to marriage, and whether and when couples separated.

Education, Prior Family Experiences, and Parental Age

Controls

Education of the female partner is a dichotomous indicator for college-educated versus
other. The coding is based on the International Standard Classification of Education
(ISCED) (UNESCO 1997). A college degree or more corresponds to ISCED levels 5-6
versus levels 1-4 for those with lower levels of education (for a similar approach, see
Perelli-Harris et al. 2010b).

We generate two indicators of prior family experiences, making a clear distinction between
prior relationships with and without children, on the basis that these would have potentially
very different implications for subsequent relationship stability. The first indicator relies on
the union and childbearing histories of the female respondent to assess whether she had a
prior childless union—that is, a marriage or cohabitation that preceded her current union and
produced no children. The second indicator relies additionally on the respondent’s proxy
reports of whether her partner had children at the start of their union; it assesses whether
either partner had a child prior to the current union. We examined more-detailed indicators
in supplementary analyses, including (1) whether the female partner had a prior childless
marriage or cohabitation, and (2) whether it was the female partner, male partner, or both
who had a child prior to the current relationship. We show these more-detailed indicators in
our descriptive tables, but we use the summary indictors (female partner had a prior childless
union; either partner had a prior child) in our models. Supplementary results (available upon
request) showed that associations between union stability and whether the female partner
had a prior childless marriage or cohabitation were similar, as were associations between
union stability and her, his, or their prior childbearing.

Data on prior family experiences are more limited for the male partner than for the female.
Reports are not available in all countries about the prior cohabitation and marriage
experiences of the male partner (e.g., in the United States, we know only about his prior
marriages). Further, we lack detailed information on paternity status and thus cannot be
certain that children born outside a coresidential union are children from a prior relationship;
that is, some subset could be joint children born prior to coresidence. This would be more
likely for younger child ages at the start of the cohabitation or marriage. In supplementary
analyses (available upon request), we treated births occurring within one year of the
coresidential union as the first union birth; we found the same pattern of results based on this
alternative sample definition.

For our final indicator of parental resources, we generate a categorical variable for the
female partner’s age at first birth in the current union: <22, 22-25, 26-29, and 30+ years. On
average, 80 % of these births are the woman’s first birth, ranging from 74 % in the United
States to 97 % in Italy.

In addition to these key measures, full models control for other characteristics of unions and
individuals that may be associated with union instability. We include the number of months
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from the start of the union to the couple’s first birth together and an indicator for whether the
couple goes on to have another child (“turning on” at the time of second birth). We also
control for stable characteristics of the female partner: whether she was foreign-born and
whether she lived with both biological parents from birth to age 15. Data include few
additional family background variables. For example, the education level of the respondent’s
mother is not available in all countries (i.e., it is missing in Spain). We tested the sensitivity
of our models to including mother’s education and found very similar results; thus, we left
this variable out of final analyses for purposes of comparability. Data on the male partners
across countries are also limited (as noted), constraining what we can learn about the
interaction of partner characteristics.

Event History Models of Separation

To explore cross-national differences in union stability, we transform our union-level file
into a union-month file. We assess union duration in units of a month to allow for relative
precision in the timing of transitions into marriage and separation, which commonly occur at
short durations among cohabitors. Time to separation is clocked from childbirth to reflect
our interest in the stability of couples who have had a child together, a group of significance
from scientific and policy perspectives. Our union-month file thus includes one record for
every month at risk of union dissolution from the time of birth until separation or censoring
at interview, for up to 120 months.

Following the strategy of Musick and Michelmore (2015) (see also Wu and Musick 2008),
we model union transitions around the time of birth, assessing differences in stability across
three union-birth trajectories: (1) married at birth (M—B), (2) cohabiting at birth and
married at some time #following the birth (C—B-—M), and (3) cohabiting at birth without
marrying in the observation window (C—B). To examine the link between these trajectories
and union stability, we estimate discrete-time event history models of the general form,
separately by country:

log[P,/(1 — P)] = a; + aydur, + (l3dul’t2 + f,x; + p,x,, + sociodemographic characteristics,

)

where the log odds or logit of separation is an additive function of covariates, and ¢indexes
union duration in months from a couple’s first birth. The parameters a4, ay, and a3
represent the baseline hazard, modeled as a quadratic function of duration, or the value of
the log odds of separation at duration #when all other covariates are 0. The xs represent
union status: a time-invariant indicator x; = 1 if cohabiting at birth (0 if married at birth),
and a time-varying indicator x,;= 1 if married in month #following birth (0 if cohabiting).

4n Italy and Spain, data are not available on whether the respondent lived with both biological parents to age 15. For these two
countries, we instead use information on whether the respondent’s parents ever separated or divorced.
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Results

Net of sociodemographic characteristics, this model yields the following parameters for our
three union-birth trajectories and selected contrasts among them:

Trajectories Parameters ~ Key Contrasts

1) M—B B2 2 versus 1: By
2)C—>B—>M B +p; 3versus 1: B1 — B2
3)C—B By 3 versus 2: —B,

Parameter estimates are clustered at the individual level to account for correlation in error
terms among women contributing more than one union. We test the statistical significance of
contrasts (across union-birth trajectories and across countries) using the Wald test, which is
computed based on the estimated coefficients and covariance matrix and is asymptotically
equivalent to the likelihood ratio test.

To illustrate the implications of our models and differences in couple characteristics across
countries, we generate a set of hypothetical scenarios of union stability. We use model
estimates and vary assumptions about country-level couple characteristics to generate
predicted probabilities of separation within five years of birth. Five-year separation
probabilities provide a more intuitive measure than either an estimated odds ratio or
predicted monthly probability. We first estimate predicted probabilities of separation for
each month over five years, py — pgo. In doing so, we allow the baseline hazard to vary freely
in each month, set key characteristics to hypothetical values, and hold all others at their
Month 1 weighted mean values. We then multiply these (conditional) monthly predicted
probabilities to generate the probability of separation within five years of birth, equal to 1
- (1 - pso)(1 = psg) ... (1 — m). In what follows, we estimate a range of predictions based
on observed characteristics and various counterfactuals to shed light on key findings.

Characteristics of Cohabiting and Married Parents

Table 1 shows union status indicators around the time of first birth. Among all union-
specific first births, the share to cohabiting couples is lowest in the southern European
countries (Italy at 8 % and Spain at 29 %) and highest in the Nordic countries (Norway at
62 % and Sweden at 64 %). The United States, United Kingdom, and continental European
countries fall in the middle, with the United States and United Kingdom at 41 % and 40 %
cohabiting at birth, respectively, and Austria and France both at 45 %. Among those
cohabiting at birth, the shares transitioning to marriage within five years range from a low in
Spain of 23 % to a high of 55 % in Italy; the United States falls midrange at 44 %.

Table 2 describes explanatory variables and controls by country. The share of college
graduates ranges from 14 % in Italy to 54 % in the United Kingdom; the United States is
intermediate at 29 %. In prior childless unions, Italy is on the low end at 3 %, Sweden is
high at 35 %, and the United States is again about midrange at 15 %. In all countries, the
vast majority of prior childless unions were prior cohabitations (nearly all in Norway and
Sweden). In contrast to its midrange levels of prior childless unions, the United States has
the highest share of couples with children at the start of their union (37 %). The United
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Kingdom is closest on this count, with 29 % of couples with children born prior to the start
of their union. Despite having the highest share of women with prior childless unions,
Sweden falls on the lower end in terms of couples with children from a prior union (15 %,
on par with Spain); Italy has the lowest share (3 %). Notably, the United States also has the
highest share of young mothers, with nearly one-quarter under age 22 at the time of the focal
birth (first birth with the current partner). Again, the United Kingdom is the closest on this
count (although still far behind), with 14 % of focal births to mothers under age 22. Given
that U.S. couples more often start their unions with children from a prior partnership, we
would expect even steeper gaps in age at first birth.

Table 3 shows differences in key variables—education, prior childbearing, and early
parenthood—for couples cohabiting versus married at the time of their first birth. Social
gradients are evident across countries: cohabiting births are more common among women
with lower levels of education, parents with children from prior unions, and younger women.
Education gradients are by far steepest in the United States, where 53 % of births to women
with low or moderate education are within cohabitation, compared with 10 % among college
graduates. Next in line is the United Kingdom, where 51 % of births to less-educated women
are to cohabiting couples versus 30 % of those to college graduates—or 1.7 times the share
in the lower (vs. higher) education groups in the United Kingdom versus 5.5 times in the
United States. Elsewhere, this ratio ranges from 1.2 (Sweden, Austria, and Italy) to 1.5
(France).

Family complexity gradients (Table 3), measured by whether either partner had a child prior
to the start of the union, are also relatively steep in the United States. Sixty five percent of
births to U.S. couples with prior children occur within cohabitation, compared with 36 % of
those to couples with no prior children. Levels are similar in the United Kingdom. Only in
Italy and Spain (where both cohabitation and prior childbearing are overall much less
prevalent) do we find bigger differences in union status between those with and without
children from a prior union. Finally, cohabiting births are much more concentrated among
young parents in the United States and United Kingdom (where early childbearing is also
much higher) than elsewhere. In both countries, most births occurring to young mothers
(<22) in a union occur within cohabitation (69 % and 91 % in the United States and United
Kingdom, respectively), whereas the vast majority of births to women aged 30 and older
(nearly 80 % in both countries) occur within marriage. The share cohabiting does not differ
by age of mother in Sweden. Notably, across all three indicators of parental resources shown
here, we find no or small differences between cohabiting and married couples in Sweden.

Union Stability Across Union-Birth Trajectories and Countries

Table 4 shows results from discrete-time event history models predicting the monthly log-
odds of separation among couples who had a child together within 10 years of interview,
separately by country. Model 1 (panel 1) includes only our union status indicators and
duration from the couple’s first birth modeled as a quadratic (duration variables are included
but not shown). Model 2 (panel 2) adds our full set of controls for education, family
complexity, parental age, and other sociodemographic characteristics. To facilitate
interpretation of the union status indicators (cohabiting at birth and married at time ), we
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manipulate the coefficients (per our earlier description in the models section) and present
odds ratios contrasting our three key union-birth trajectories: MB = married at birth; CBM =
cohabiting at birth and married at #following birth; CB = cohabiting at birth without
subsequently marrying by the interview date.

The modal pattern that emerges from Models 1 and 2 (Table 4) is high relative odds of
separation among couples cohabiting at birth who do not subsequently marry by the
interview date (CB), compared with couples married at birth (MB). The higher odds of
separation among the cohabitors who do not marry range from 2.03 (Sweden) to 5.08 (ltaly)
in Model 1 without controls, and from 1.44 (Spain, not statistically significant) to 3.67 (Italy,
p<.10) in Model 2 with all controls. Only in Spain—and net of controls—is the difference
in stability between these two groups not statistically significant. Another common pattern
across countries evident in Table 4 is the similarity in separation odds between couples
cohabiting at birth who subsequently marry (CBM) and those married at birth (MB). Net of
controls, the separation odds of these couples differ significantly from those married at birth
only in Austria and Spain (p < .10) (although odds are high but not statistically significant in
Italy; they are closer to 1.00 elsewhere).

When assessed relative to marriage, U.S. cohabitors do not stand out in their odds of
separation (Table 4). U.S. cohabiting parents who do not transition to marriage have odds of
separation of 4.09 (Model 1) and 2.06 (Model 2) times that of couples married at birth; net
of controls, the odds of separation among cohabiting parents who marry after a birth are no
different than those of couples married at birth (Model 2). We tested differences between the
United States and comparison countries in the relative odds of separation among cohabiting
and married parents. We found differences only with Austria and Spain, and U.S. cohabitors
were not consistently less stable relative to married couples (e.g., the odds of separation
among CB and CBM vs. MB were higher in Austria than the United States).

Comparing odds ratios across models in Table 4 gives an approximation of the extent to
which differences between married and cohabiting couples in observed covariates account
for within-country differences in union stability across union-birth trajectories. In the United
States, the greater odds of separation among cohabiting parents (both those who marry
(CBM) and those who do not (CB)) versus married parents (MB) diminish by approximately
one-half from Model 1 (no controls) to Model 2 (all controls). This decline in the estimated
odds of separation accounting for controls among cohabiting parents relative to married
parents is common across countries, although accounting for controls seems to make the
most difference in the United States and, to a somewhat lesser extent, the United Kingdom.
The social gradients between marriage and cohabitation are steepest in the United States and
the United Kingdom, and accounting for the relatively disadvantaged position of cohabiting
parents accounts for a relatively large share of the gap in stability between cohabiting and
married parents in these countries.

We find similar patterns of association between sociodemographic characteristics and union
instability across countries (Model 2, Table 4). The odds of separation are lower among the
more-versus less-educated (odds ratios <1) in all countries but Italy, although contrasts are

statistically significant only for the United States, Norway, and Sweden. Mixed findings for
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the association between education and union dissolution in Europe—and the suggestion of a
positive education gradient in Italy—are consistent with recent investigations (Harkénen and
Dronkers 2006; Matysiak et al. 2014). We see no clear patterns of association between prior
childless unions and subsequent dissolution, but having a child from a prior partnership is
associated with statistically significant, substantially increased odds of separation in the
United States (odds ratio 1.56), Norway (1.73), Sweden (1.74, p < .10), France (2.85), Italy
(5.15), and Spain (2.03, p<.10). Older age at focal birth is strongly associated with stability
(with at least one contrast statistically significant in all countries but Italy). The gains to age
continue to accrue into the late 20s and 30s; for example, mothers 30 and older at birth have
odds of separation that are 60 % to 75 % lower than mothers under age 22 at birth in all but
Austria and Italy. Other controls are associated with union instability largely as expected:
longer duration from union start to birth, having another child together, and the respondent
living with both biological parents growing up are associated with reduced odds of
separation in most study countries. Foreign-born status is statistically significant only in the
United States and is associated with 43 % lower odds of separation (likely because of the
composition of U.S. immigrants, who tend to come from countries with more stable family
patterns).

Table 5 shows predicted probabilities of separation within five years by country and union
status derived from Model 2 (Table 4). This exercise highlights country-level differences as
estimated by our models in a metric more intuitive than odds ratios. In the first row, overall
estimates are the product of monthly predicted probabilities allowing the baseline hazard to
vary with month and holding all other covariates at their weighted mean values in Month 1.
Estimates in the next three rows are generated in a similar way, although varying indicators
of union status to illustrate differences in separation probabilities by union-birth trajectory,
holding all else constant. The final two rows show ratios of predicted probabilities of
separation for union-birth trajectories involving cohabitation relative to couples married at
birth. In predicting separation probabilities for cohabiting parents who subsequently marry
(CBM), we assume that marriage occurs immediately following birth; that is, we turn our
time-varying marriage variable “on” in the month following birth. We found that separation
probabilities were somewhat higher in most countries if we turned the marriage variable on
later, although patterns were the same irrespective of assumptions about the timing of
marriage following birth. We focus on separation within five years because we observe most
cohabiting couples within this time frame; 10-year estimates showed the same patterns of
separation at higher levels. (Results of sensitivity tests are available upon request.)

The highest overall proportion separating within five years is in the United States (24 %,
Table 5). Proportions separating in other countries are much lower, ranging from 6 % (ltaly
and Spain) to 14 % (United Kingdom). Consistent with the odds ratios reported in Table 4,
cohabiting couples who do not subsequently transition to marriage (CB) have the highest
predicted probabilities of separation within five years in all countries but Spain, ranging
from an estimated 8 % in Spain to 35 % in the United States. Married couples at birth (MB)
tend to have the lowest predicted probabilities, ranging from 5 % (Sweden, Italy, Spain) to
19 % (United States), although as noted earlier (Table 4), we find few statistically significant
differences in separation between this group and cohabiting couples who subsequently
marry (CBM). The higher probabilities of instability in the United States are striking, where
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parents married at birth are estimated to separate at proportions more in line with cohabitors
elsewhere—indeed, at substantially Aigher proportions than cohabiting parents in Norway
and Sweden.

Hypothetical Scenarios Exploring Cross-Country Differences in Stability

Next, we examine two sets of simulations to further flesh out the implications of our
descriptive statistics and models: one to explore how differences in the characteristics of
couples play into cross-country differences in union instability (Table 6), and the other to
highlight the magnitude of social class differences in union instability across countries
(Table 7). These simulations can be viewed as an accounting exercise designed to facilitate
cross-country comparisons and are not meant to represent causal or behavioral processes.

For the first set of simulations in Table 6, we generate predicted probabilities of separation
within five years from model estimates (Model 2, Table 4), but instead of setting all
sociodemographic characteristics to country-specific observed values as in Table 5, we alter
values on education, age, and family complexity. Treating the United States as the reference
country in panel 1 and Italy as the reference in panel 2, we assign characteristics of couples
from these countries to comparison countries and assess the simulated change in instability.
The United States and Italy are both outliers among our countries of study: the United States
stands out in its high levels of instability, prior childbearing, and early childbearing. Italy, by
contrast, stands out in its low levels of instability, education, and family complexity. This
thought experiment provides a descriptive assessment of how couple characteristics at these
two extremes might be expected to play into union instability elsewhere, given country-
specific associations shown in Table 4.

The first set of rows in each panel of Table 6 shows five-year predicted probabilities of
separation altering the characteristics of couples, and the second set shows the percentage
change in probabilities relative to baseline that result from the simulation. Assigning U.S.
characteristics to couples (panel 1) increases simulated separation probabilities substantially
in most countries—between 43 % (Norway) and 130 % (ltaly). Prior childbearing and early
childbearing, which are more common in the United States than elsewhere and are generally
associated with instability, play an important role in this accounting.

Education plays a more mixed and relatively small role, except in Norway and Sweden,
where the share of college graduates is higher than in the United States and education is
strongly and negatively associated with instability. Only in Austria and the United Kingdom
does assigning U.S. characteristics have negative or modest implications overall for
instability (-2 % and 16 %, respectively). Compared with Austria, the United States has
higher levels of family complexity and younger mothers, but these factors are inconsistently
or weakly associated with instability in Austria (Table 4). Similarly in the United Kingdom,
education and family complexity are inconsistently or weakly associated with instability;
age is more strongly associated, and assigning the younger age distribution of U.S. mothers
increases simulated separation probabilities in the United Kingdom by 19 %.

Assigning Italy’s characteristics to couples (panel 2, Table 6) decreases simulated separation
probabilities in most countries, although somewhat modestly—between 11 % (Norway) and

Demography. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2019 August 01.



1duosnuen Joyiny 1duosnuey Joyiny 1duosnuen Joyiny

1duosnuep Joyiny

Musick and Michelmore Page 15

26 % (United States). In Italy, family complexity is uncommon, and age at birth is relatively
high, both of which tend to reduce union instability across countries. The share of college-
educated mothers in Italy is also low, however, and this contributes to higher simulated
separation probabilities in Sweden. Overall, separation probabilities are estimated to be

43 % higher in Sweden, assuming Italy’s education, family complexity, and age
distributions. This exercise results in very little change in the simulated probability
separating in Austria. Analogous to findings from panel 1 (Table 6), we see differences in
the characteristics of Austrian and Italian couples (e.g., higher family complexity in
Austria), but these are not significantly associated with union instability in Austria.

In the next set of simulations in Table 7, we explore social class differences in union
instability across countries. Here, instead of trying to isolate the association between
education and instability by holding all else constant (as we did in estimating predicted
probabilities of separation for union-birth trajectories), we ask how education and the
characteristics that go along with it play into differences in union stability across education
groups. We estimate predicted probabilities of separation among the low- and moderately
educated versus the college-educated, simultaneously varying all other covariates so that
each education group is assigned their own country-specific characteristics.

Predicted probabilities of separation range from .05 (Italy) to .35 (United States) among the
low- and moderately educated (the equivalent of some college or less) and .04 (Sweden and
Spain) to .10 (United Kingdom and Austria) among the highly educated (the equivalent of
college or higher). The predicted probabilities of separation are higher among the less-
educated in all countries but Italy, where we estimated a positive association between high
education and separation (although not statistically significant, Table 4). The difference in
separation probabilities between the low- and high-education groups in the United States (.
35 vs. .09, respectively) is by far the largest, resulting in a gap of .25 points. The difference
in union instability between the low- and high-education groups is also striking in Sweden,
although levels are lower (.15 predicted probability of separation among the least-educated
vs. .04 among the highest-educated).

The large gap in simulated separation probabilities by education in the United States reflects
both the lower odds of separation among college graduates (0.59 the odds of separation
relative to the less-educated, Table 4) and the very different characteristics of parents by
education (see Table 9 in the appendix). In all countries, college-educated parents have
characteristics that tend to be associated with stability: they are more likely to be married at
birth and to have no prior children, and are older at birth. U.S. college graduates look similar
to their high-educated European counterparts in prior childbearing (16 % in a union with
children from a previous relationship) and age at birth (46 % aged 30 or older at the time of
the focal birth), although they are less often cohabiting at birth (10 %) than all but Italian
couples (also 10 %). Their probabilities of separation are well in line with their high-
educated European counterparts. By contrast, less-educated mothers in the United States are
more often in complex families (46 % in a union with children from a previous relationship),
younger at birth (33 % less than age 22 at the time of the focal birth), and more
disadvantaged (less than one-half lived with both biological parents growing up). Their
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predicted probabilities of separation are substantially higher than their European
counterparts.

Sensitivity Analyses

Supplementary models address two potential limitations of our analysis: namely, sensitivity
of results to our coding of education, and lack of controls for racial/ethnic variation,
particularly in the United States. First, we estimated models of union separation with a
more-detailed education variable, using ISCED-7 codes to distinguish between low (1-2,
corresponding to no high school diploma in the U.S. context) and moderate education (3-4,
corresponding to high school diploma and some college in the U.S. context). We found only
one statistically significant difference (in Norway, p < .10) in the association between low
and moderate education and union instability. Simulated predicted probabilities of separation
among the lowest-educated were (in most cases) modestly higher than what we report in
Table 7 for the low- and moderately educated together.

We estimated a second set of supplementary models to rule out the possibility that higher
levels of instability among U.S. racial/ethnic minorities accounts for higher levels of
instability in the United States overall. Table 10 in the appendix compares results from our
main models in Table 4 with the same models estimated for non-Hispanic white mothers
only (62 % of our U.S. sample). Predicted probabilities of separation among non-Hispanic
white mothers were only somewhat lower than those for the full sample (panel 3). Basic
U.S.—European comparisons are the same whether we draw on findings from the full sample
or the majority race/ethnicity sample.

Discussion

This study sheds light on competing ideas about the nature of cohabitation and its role in the
family system, focusing in particular on the instability of couples with children. The
question of family instability is critical for assessing the potential implications of family
change for the next generation. Our approach is novel in highlighting within-country
differences in the characteristics of married and cohabiting parents and in turn exploring
how these might account for cross-country differences in union instability. Further, it pays
close attention to differences between cohabiting couples who marry and those who do not.
Our findings complicate ideas about the second demographic transition and the notion that
differences between marriage and cohabitation should diminish as cohabitation becomes
more established. They are consistent with a pattern of disadvantage among nonmarital
families (Esping-Andersen and Billari 2015; Perelli-Harris et al. 2010b) and extend accounts
of diverging destinies by showing differences in the magnitude of these social gradients
across national context and the extent to which they may be compounded by disparities in
other indicators of parental resources.

Our analysis documents a great deal of diversity in U.S. and European families. Even in
southern Europe, where family change has been slower to take hold, nearly one-third of
union births in Spain were to cohabiting couples in the mid-2000s (still only 8 % in Italy). In
the Nordic countries, where cohabitation is long-standing, nearly two-thirds of union births
were to cohabitors during our study period. Do we find stronger similarities between
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cohabitation and marriage where cohabitation is long-standing and common, or are there
persistent differences, consistent with cohabitation as a “budget” route to family formation
(Furstenberg 1996)? Evidence is somewhat mixed.

Cohabiting parents who did not subsequently marry by the interview date had higher odds of
separation than married parents in all study countries (not statistically significant in Spain,
Table 4), net of controls for sociodemographic characteristics. Differences in the stability of
cohabiting and married parents were relatively weak, however, in the Nordic countries and
strongest in Italy. Finding the Nordic countries on one end of the continuum and Italy on the
other—that is, greater similarity where cohabitation is longer-standing and more common—
is consistent with ideas related to the second demographic transition (although Spain does
not fit the pattern).

Across all study countries, we also found that cohabiting parents were disadvantaged relative
to married parents (Table 3). As with stability, differences between cohabitation and
marriage in education, prior childbearing, and mother’s age were relatively weak in the
Nordic countries. Education and age gradients were by far strongest in the United States and
United Kingdom, where cohabitation levels are intermediate. This is less consistent with the
second demographic transition and more consistent with the notion that differences between
cohabitation and marriage are persistent—and that cohabitation will remain a distinct and
disadvantaged family form, even where it is common. Controlling for socioeconomic
characteristics of cohabitors goes further in the United States and United Kingdom than
elsewhere in accounting for differences in the stability of married and cohabiting parents.

In most countries, the odds of separation among cohabiting parents who subsequently
married were statistically indistinguishable from those married at birth, net of controls
(Spain and Austria were exceptions). This is an important distinction that is not often
emphasized in the literature. If cohabiting parents who married after a birth experienced less
stability than those who married before, it might suggest that marriages following childbirth
were largely in response to unplanned or ambivalently timed pregnancies. Similarity in the
subsequent stability of couples who marry before and after parenthood suggests instead that
many parents may be jointly planning marriage and childbirth as the quality and
commitment of their relationships grow, with little regard to which comes first (Musick and
Michelmore 2015; Perelli-Harris 2014). This is consistent with waning societal pressure to
marry and the blurring of boundaries between marriage and cohabitation (e.g., Cherlin 2004;
van de Kaa 1987).

Low education, prior childbearing, and early age at birth were associated with union
instability, fairly consistently across countries. Education gradients were negative for all but
Italy, although not always statistically significant, in line with recent work showing variation
in the relationship between education and divorce in Europe (Harkénen and Dronkers 2006;
Matysiak et al. 2014). We found no statistically significant associations between having a
prior childless union and separation, but having a child from a prior partnership was
associated with statistically significant, substantially increased odds of separation in most
countries. Relevant to growing research in the United States on family complexity, the
proportion of mothers in our U.S. sample with prior childless unions was midrange relative
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to comparison countries (15 % vs. a range elsewhere of 3 % in Italy and 35 % in Sweden),
but the proportion with children from a prior union was much higher. In the United States,
37 % of couples had children from prior unions versus a range elsewhere of 3 % in Italy and
29 % in the United Kingdom. The United States does not stand out in the dissolution of
childless unions; what distinguishes instability in U.S. relationships is the involvement of
children. This is a novel way of looking at prior family experiences. The distinctiveness of
U.S. patterns and the importance of multiple childbearing— but not childless—prior unions
has not been clear from prior research and represents a fruitful area for further study.

In a series of simulations, we explored the implications of variation in education, prior
childbearing, and mother’s age for differences in union instability across countries, using
couple profiles from the United States and Italy—outliers among our study countries in their
high and low levels of union instability. With the exception of Austria, and to a lesser extent
the United Kingdom, simulations showed substantially higher instability in our comparison
countries given U.S. couple characteristics (as much as 130 % higher in Italy). By contrast,
simulated instability was lower in most countries given Italian couple characteristics, albeit
more modestly so (as much as 33 % lower in the United Kingdom). These results stemmed
largely from variation in prior and early childbearing, which are high in the United States
and low in Italy, and generally associated with instability. Simulations illustrate the
importance of differences in these characteristics, yet nonetheless also highlight that they are
not the whole story: altering couple characteristics left much cross-country variation
unaccounted for. For example, even when assigned Italy’s very low family complexity and
high maternal age, simulated probabilities of separation in the United States remained
substantially higher than baseline levels elsewhere.

Estimated probabilities of separation within five years of a birth were on the order of
approximately two and four times higher in the United States than elsewhere. We showed
that this was not due to higher relative separation odds among U.S. cohabiting versus
married parents, which were on par with comparison countries, net of controls. U.S.
marriages were about as stable as cohabitations in most of the countries we studied, and they
were /ess stable than cohabitation in Norway and Sweden. Various unobserved processes
potentially underlie these differences. For example, unintended fertility is high in the United
States (Musick 2002), and unintended childbirth is associated with parental strain (Su 2012).
Measures of pregnancy intendedness are standard in the United States but generally not
included in European fertility surveys; thus, we are unable to directly assess the contribution
of unintended fertility to cross-national variation in union dissolution. Cherlin (2009)
emphasized competing cultural models of marriage and individualism in the United States
that play into the greater tendency to form, dissolve, and reform partnerships. These models
are both intensely held in the United States and simultaneously support the ideal of marriage
as a sacred vow and route to self-fulfillment, which in turn can be drawn on to justify
beginning or ending a relationship.

In addition to its exceptionally high levels, the degree to which risk factors cluster around
education is another distinguishing feature of U.S. instability. The United States provides the
clearest illustration among our study countries of diverging destinies, in which women at the
bottom and top of the education distribution are following distinct trajectories of family
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change. In simulations that assigned characteristics typical of higher- and lower-educated
groups in each country, we found higher separation probabilities among the less-educated in
all but Italy, ranging from 1.4 times higher in Austria to more than 4 times higher in Sweden.
The absolute gap was by far largest in the United States; indeed, separation probabilities of
U.S. college graduates (9 % over five years) were in line with their European counterparts,
whereas less-educated couples had separation probabilities (35 %) that ranged from two to
seven times higher than less-educated couples elsewhere. Less-educated U.S. couples are
outliers in the cross-national context in their high levels of prior childbearing and young age
at birth but not their detachment from marriage. U.S. college graduates look quite similar to
college graduates in comparison countries, with the striking exception of their low share
cohabiting at birth. Only 10 % of college graduates in the United States were cohabiting at
birth, on par with college graduates in Italy but lower than those in all other countries
(ranging from 22 % of college graduates in Spain to 57 % in Sweden). Is the hold that
college graduates have on marriage a durable phenomenon or an echo of past U.S. family
patterns that will also fade away? We have seen fading education differences in cohabiting
births between the low-educated (less than high school) and moderately educated (high
school or some college) in the United States (Cherlin 2011; Musick and Michelmore 2015).
If this trend continues into the higher education ranks of college graduates, what should we
expect in terms of the stability of these unions?

Parental separation is high in the United States relative to Europe, and the implications for
children are potentially exacerbated by distinct features of the U.S. context. One feature is
the tighter packaging of factors associated with union instability in the United States—Ilower
education, prior childbearing, early childbearing—that may compound any resource loss
associated with parental separation. As Cherlin and Seltzer (2014:237) noted, the family
safety net “can only stretch as far as its members’ financial resources allow.” This suggests a
critical role for public policy in mediating the potential negative effects of economic
vulnerability on children. Yet the relatively weak U.S. social safety net is another feature
potentially exacerbating the implications of parental separation for U.S. children. The U.S.
social safety net has turned away from serving its most vulnerable since the 1980s (Moffitt
2015) and does little relative to other rich countries to pull single-parent families out of
poverty (Maldonado and Nieuwenhuis 2015; Smeeding 2005). Diverging destinies appear to
be a common feature of family life, evident across the countries examined here, but more
stark in the United States and likely more consequential for the next generation.

Acknowledgments

This article was prepared for the 2016 annual meeting of the Population Association of America, Washington, DC.
We thank Gunnar Andersson, Elizabeth Thomson, and the SPaDE/SUDA research group on cohabitation and
family complexity for critical conceptual and methodological guidance on our cross-country comparisons. \We are
also grateful to Andrew Cherlin, Robert Pollak, and the editors and reviewers of Demography for thoughtful
comments on earlier drafts, and to Karolin Kubisch, Brienna Perelli-Harris, and other members of the Nonmarital
Childbearing Network for their work on the Harmonized Histories.

Demography. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2019 August 01.



1duosnuepy Joyiny 1duosnuely Joyiny 1duosnuey Joyiny

1duosnue Joyiny

Musick and Michelmore

Appendix

Table 8

Page 20

Harmonized Histories data sources, dates, respondent upper age limits, and sample sizes

Survey Dates

Number Nfumber Number
of 0 o Number of
Women ~ Women Unions Union
in in a i Dissolutions
Country Data Source From To Survey Age Range Survey Analysis Analysis in Analysis
Austriab Generations and September 2008 March 2009 18-46 3,001 772 817 93
Gender Survey
France Generations and September 2005 December 2005 17-79 5,708 750 795 143
Gender Survey
Italy€ Generations and January 2003 December 2003 18-64 5,115 680 689 39
Gender Survey
Norway Generations and January 2007 October 2008 19-81 7,541 1,050 1,142 143
Gender Survey
Spain Spanish Fertility Survey April 2006 May 2006 16-98 9,737 1,210 1,281 70
Swedend Generations and April 2012 April 2013 18-79 4,991 670 710 65
Gender Survey
United Kingdom British Household September 2005 May 2006 16-80 7,856 587 628 103
Panel Survey
United States€ National Survey of June 2006 December 2013 15-45 17,880 4,616 5232 1,830

Family Growth 2006-
2010, 2011-2013

Source: Harmonized Histories manual (Perelli-Harris et al 2010a).

alncludes 15- to 45-year-old women who have had a first union-specific birth within 10 years of the interview date.

b - . . .
We use the original Austrian GGS to estimate parental separation by age 15.

CWe obtain the month and year of birth for household children from the Istituto Nazionale di Statistica (http://
www.istat.it/it/archivio/4967). Month of birth was not included in the Italian version of the Harmonized Histories.

dWe use the original Swedish GGS to fill in missing data on parental separation by age 15 in the Harmonized Histories.

eThe U.S. version of the Harmonized Histories is supplemented with the release of the 2011-2013 National Survey of

Family Growth.

Table 9

Characteristics of couples with a first birth together, by respondent education and country

Low/Moderate Education

High Education

United United United United
States Norway Sweden Kingdom Austria France Italy Spain States Norway Sweden Kingdom Austria France Italy Spain

Union Status Indicators

Cohabiting at birth 0.53 0.68 0.70 0.51 0.46 0.61 0.08 031 0.10 0.55 0.57 0.30 0.37 0.41 0.10 0.22
(x1=1)

Proportion of all 0.61 0.43 0.40 0.62 0.63 0.49 0.96 0.77 0.96 0.55 0.48 0.78 0.76 0.67 0.95 0.81
months spent married
following birth (x2¢=
1
Family Complexity

Respondent had 0.14 021 0.31 0.10 0.15 0.13 0.03 0.06 0.16 0.26 0.39 0.16 0.25 0.14 0.04 0.09
prior childless union

Respondent or 0.46 031 0.22 0.37 0.22 0.24 0.03 0.16 0.16 0.15 0.07 0.22 0.16 0.11 0.00 0.11
partner had children at
union start
Respondent Age at
Focal Birth

<22 0.33 0.14 0.09 0.20 0.15 0.15 0.03 0.12 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.08 0.03 0.01 0.00 0.02

22-25 0.29 0.24 0.25 0.25 0.29 0.28 0.12 0.17 0.15 0.17 0.08 0.15 0.08 0.19 0.02 0.05

26-29 0.19 0.32 0.26 0.27 0.29 0.28 0.34 0.33 0.38 0.39 0.35 0.26 0.32 0.41 0.28 0.28

30+ 0.19 0.30 0.40 0.28 0.27 0.29 0.51 0.38 0.46 0.41 0.55 0.51 0.58 0.39 0.70 0.65
Months From Union 29.70 39.14 45.29 31.25 44.95 39.99 39.25 41.76 48.39 46.05 53.61 48.80 53.05 51.04 38.80 48.77
Start to Birth
Couple Had Another 0.33 0.33 0.32 0.34 0.34 0.36 0.26 0.22 0.38 0.44 0.45 0.34 0.35 0.38 0.27 0.30

Child Together (2
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Low/Moderate Education

High Education

United United United United

States Norway Sweden Kingdom Austria France Italy Spain States Norway Sweden Kingdom Austria France Italy Spain
Foreign-born 0.17 0.08 0.15 0.03 0.27 0.11 0.05 0.15 0.18 0.03 0.15 0.03 0.28 0.07 0.05 0.14
Lived With Both 0.53 0.83 0.62 0.69 0.77 0.79 0.97 0.91 0.74 0.88 0.80 0.80 0.81 0.90 0.97 0.94
Biological Parents
Through Age 15
N (unions) 4,073 522 351 299 674 470 593 952 1,158 586 355 314 142 325 96 301
N (union-months) 48,596 7,995 1,907 2,784 5,086 6,023 14,122 24,840 61,839 33,717 21,003 19,674 7,423 18,410 4,874 14,124

Notes: Ns are unweighted. All means are weighted using SVY procedures in STATA 12. Time-invariant characteristics are
measured in the month of the couple’s first birth together (i.e., the first month of the union-month file). Couples’ (time-
varying) subsequent childbearing is estimated from the full union-month sample.

Source: Harmonized Histories and the 2006-2010 and 2011-2013 National Survey of Family Growth (women only, under
45 years). Sample is limited to couples with a first child together within 10 years of interview.

Table 10

Odds ratios from discrete-time event history models of separation within 10 years of birth,

United States only, by race

All (from Table 4)

Non-Hispanic White Only

=

. Model 1
Union-birth trajectories?
CBM (vs. MB)
CB (vs. MB)
CB (vs. CBM)
2. Model 2
Union-birth trajectories?
CBM (vs. MB)
CB (vs. MB)
CB (vs. CBM)
Respondent education
Low/moderate (reference)
High
Family complexity
Respondent had prior childless union
Respondent or partner had children at union start
Respondent age at focal birth
<22 (ref)
22-25
26-29
30+
Number of months from union start to birth
Couple had another child together ()
Foreign-born
Lived with both biological parents through age 15
N (union-months)
3. Predicted Separation Rates Within Five Years of Birth?

Overall

1.98™"
4,09
2.06

0.88
2 06 Ak A
2347

1.00
0.59 A

0.85
156
1.00
0.72™"
0.45™"
0.42™"
099"
0.64™"
056
0.74™"
244,616

*

*

*

*

*

0.24
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2.18™*
469"
2.15

0.84
21877

1.00
057

0.84
159"
1.00
072"
0.36™"
0.34™"

*

0.99

*

*

*

0.65
0.56
0.807
124,205
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All (from Table 4)  Non-Hispanic White Only

MB 0.19 0.17
CBM 0.17 0.14
CB 0.35 0.33

Notes: Ns are unweighted. All models are weighted using SVYY procedures in STATA 12. Union duration (in months from
first birth) and union duration-squared are included in Models 1 and 2 but not shown.

Source: Harmonized Histories and the 2006-2010 and 2011-2013 National Survey of Family Growth (women only, under
45 years). Sample limited to couples with a first child together within 10 years of interview.

aCBM = cohabiting at birth and married at ¢following birth; MB = married at birth; CB = cohabiting at birth without ever
marrying.

fp< .10;

*
p<.05;
p<.01;
Ak

p <.001 (differences from 1.00)

References

Andersson, G. Dissolution of unions in Europe: A comparative overview. Rostock, Germany: Max
Planck Institute for Demographic Research; 2003. MPIDR Working Paper WP 2003-004

Andersson G, Philipov D. 2002; Life-table representations of family dynamics in Sweden, Hungary,
and 14 other FFS countries: A project of description of demographic behavior. Demographic
Research. 7:67-144. DOI: 10.4054/DemRes.2002.7.4

Andersson G, Thomson E, Duntava A. 2017; Life-table representations of family dynamics in the 21st
century. Demographic Research. 37:1081-1230. DOI: 10.4054/DemRes.2017.37.35

Carlson MJ, Furstenberg FF Jr. 2006; The prevalence and correlates of multipartnered fertility among
urban US parents. Journal of Marriage and Family. 68:718-732.

Carlson M, McLanahan S, England P. 2004; Union formation in fragile families. Demography.
41:237-261. [PubMed: 15209039]

Cherlin AJ. 2004; The deinstitutionalization of American marriage. Journal of Marriage and Family.
66:848-861.

Cherlin AJ. 2005; American marriage in the early twenty-first century. Future of Children. 15(2):33-
55. [PubMed: 16158729]

Cherlin, AJ. The marriage-go-round: The state of marriage and the family in America today. New
York, NY: Alfred A Knopf; 2009.

Cherlin, AJ. Between poor and prosperous: Do the family patterns of moderately educated Americans
deserve a closer look?. In: Carlson, MJ, England, P, editorsSocial class and changing families in an
unequal America. Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press; 2011. 68-84.

Cherlin AJ, Seltzer JA. 2014; Family complexity, the family safety net, and public policy. Annals of

the American Academy of Political and Social Science. 654:231-239. [PubMed: 26478579]
Cohen JA, Manning W. 2010; The relationship context of premarital serial cohabitation. Social Science
Research. 39:766-776.

Dronkers, J. Cohabitation, marriage, and union instability in Europe. 2015. Sep 21, [Blog post].
Retrieved from http://family-studies.org/cohabitation-marriage-and-union-instability-in-europe/

Edin, K, Kefalas, MJ. Promises | can keep: Why poor women put motherhood before marriage.
Berkeley: University of California Press; 2005.

Esping-Andersen G, Billari FC. 2015; Re-theorizing family demographics. Population and
Development Review. 41:1-31.

Fokkema T, Kveder A, Hiekel N, Emery T, Liefbroer AC. 2016; Generations and Gender Programme
Wave 1 data collection: An overview and assessment of sampling and fieldwork methods,

Demography. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2019 August 01.


http://family-studies.org/cohabitation-marriage-and-union-instability-in-europe/

1duosnuen Joyiny 1duosnuey Joyiny 1duosnuen Joyiny

1duosnuep Joyiny

Musick and Michelmore Page 23

weighting procedures, and cross-sectional representativeness. Demographic Research. 34:499—
524. DOI: 10.4054/DemRes.2016.34.18

Fomby P, Cherlin AJ. 2007; Family instability and child well-being. American Sociological Review.
72:181-204. [PubMed: 21918579]

Fomby P, Sennott C. 2013; Family structure instability and mobility: The consequences for
adolescents’ problem behavior. Social Science Research. 42:181-206.

Furstenberg FF Jr. 1996; The future of marriage. American Demographics. 18(6):34-37. 39-40.

Gibson-Davis CM. 2009; Money, marriage, and children: Testing the financial expectations and family
formation theory. Journal of Marriage and Family. 71:146-160.

Gibson-Davis CM, Edin K, McLanahan S. 2005; High hopes but even higher expectations: The retreat
from marriage among low-income couples. Journal of Marriage and Family. 67:1301-1312.

Guzzo KB, Furstenberg FF Jr. 2007a; Multipartnered fertility among American men. Demography.
44:583-601. [PubMed: 17913012]

Guzzo KB, Furstenberg FF Jr. 2007b; Multipartnered fertility among young women with a nonmarital
first birth: Prevalence and risk factors. Perspectives on Sexual and Reproductive Health. 39:29-38.
[PubMed: 17355379]

Halpern-Meekin S, Tach L. 2008; Heterogeneity in two-parent families and adolescent well-being.
Journal of Marriage and Family. 70:435-51.

Hamilton, BE, Martin, JA, Osterman, MJK, Curtin, SC, Mathews, TJ. Births: Final data for 2014. Vol.
64. Hyattsville, MD: National Center for Health Statistics; 2015. National Vital Statistics Reports

Harkdnen J, Dronkers J. 2006; Stability and change in the educational gradient of divorce: A
comparison of seventeen countries. European Sociological Review. 22:501-517.

Hayford SR, Morgan SP. 2008; The quality of retrospective data on cohabitation. Demography.
45:129-141. [PubMed: 18390295]

Heuveline P, Timberlake JM. 2004; The role of cohabitation in family formation: The United States in
comparative perspective. Journal of Marriage and Family. 66:1214-1230. [PubMed: 24563549]

UNESCO. International Standard Classification of Education. Paris, France: United Nations
Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO); 1997. Retrieved from http://
www.unesco.org/education/information/nfsunesco/doc/isced_1997.htm

Ishizuka, P. Demography. Advance online publication; 2018. The economic foundations of cohabiting
couples’ union transitions.

Kennedy S, Bumpass L. 2008; Cohabitation and children’s living arrangements: New estimates from
the United States. Demographic Research. 19:1663-1692. DOI: 10.4054/DemRes.2008.19.47
[PubMed: 19119426]

Kiernan, K. European perspectives on union formation. In: Waite, L, Bachrach, C, Hindin, M,
Thomson, E, Thornton, A, editorsTies that bind: Perspectives on marriage and cohabitation.
Hawthorne, NY: Aldine; 2000. 40-58.

Kiernan K. 2004; Unmarried cohabitation and parenthood in Britain and Europe. Law & Policy.
26:33-55.

Lappegard T, Rgnsen M. 2013; Socioeconomic differences in multipartner fertility among Norwegian
men. Demography. 50:1135-1153. [PubMed: 23151997]

Lesthaeghe RJ, Neidert L. 2006; The second demographic transition in the United States: Exception or
textbook example? Population and Development Review. 32:669-698.

Lichter DT, Qian Z, Mellott LM. 2006; Marriage or dissolution? Union transitions among poor
cohabiting women. Demography. 43:223-240. [PubMed: 16889126]

Lichter DT, Turner RN, Sassler S. 2010; National estimates of the rise in serial cohabitation. Social
Science Research. 39:754-765.

Liefbroer AC, Dourleijn E. 2006; Unmarried cohabitation and union stability: Testing the role of
diffusion using data from 16 European countries. Demography. 43:203-221. [PubMed: 16889125]

Maldonado, LC, Nieuwenhuis, R. Single-parent family poverty in 24 OECD countries: A focus on
market and redistribution strategies. New York: Luxembourg Income Study Center, City
University of New York Graduate Center; 2015. LIS Center Research Brief 2/2015

Demography. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2019 August 01.


http://www.unesco.org/education/information/nfsunesco/doc/isced_1997.htm
http://www.unesco.org/education/information/nfsunesco/doc/isced_1997.htm

1duosnuen Joyiny 1duosnuey Joyiny 1duosnuen Joyiny

1duosnuep Joyiny

Musick and Michelmore Page 24

Manlove J, Wildsmith E, Ikramullah E, Ryan S, Holcombe E, Scott M, Peterson K. 2012; Union
transitions following the birth of a child to cohabiting parents. Population Research and Policy
Review. 31:361-386.

Manning WD, Smock PJ, Majumdar D. 2004; The relative stability of cohabiting and marital unions
for children. Population Research and Policy Review. 23:135-159.

Martin, SP. Women’s education and family timing: Outcomes and trends associated with age at
marriage and first birth. In: Neckerman, KM, editorSocial inequality. New York, NY: Russell
Sage; 2004. 79-118.

Martin SP. 2006; Trends in marital dissolution by women’s education in the United States.
Demographic Research. 15:537-560. DOI: 10.4054/DemRes.2006.15.20

Martin-Garcia T. 2013; Romulus and Remus or just neighbours? A study of demographic changes and
social dynamics in Italy and Spain. Population Review. 52(1):1-21.

Matysiak A, Styrc M, Vignoli D. 2014; The educational gradient in marital disruption: A meta-analysis
of European research findings. Population Studies. 68:197-215. [PubMed: 24279466]

McLanahan S. 2004; Diverging destinies: How children fare under the second demographic transition.
Demography. 41:607-627. [PubMed: 15622946]

McLanahan S, Percheski C. 2008; Family structure and the reproduction of inequalities. Annual
Review of Sociology. 34:257-276.

Moffitt R. 2015; The deserving poor, the family, and the U.S. welfare system. Demography. 52:729—
749. [PubMed: 26047935]

Musick K. 2002; Planned and unplanned childbearing among unmarried women. Journal of Marriage
and Family. 64:915-929.

Musick K, Michelmore K. 2015; Change in the stability of marital and cohabiting unions following the
birth of a child. Demography. 52:1463-1485. [PubMed: 26385110]

Osborne C, Manning WD, Smock PJ. 2007; Married and cohabiting parents’ relationship stability: A
focus on race and ethnicity. Journal of Marriage and Family. 69:1345-1366.

Perelli-Harris B. 2014; How similar are cohabiting and married parents? Second conception risks by
union type in the United States and across Europe. European Journal of Population. 30:437-464.
[PubMed: 25395696]

Perelli-Harris B, Gassen NS. 2012; How similar are cohabitation and marriage? Legal approaches to
cohabitation across Western Europe. Population and Development Review. 38:435-467.

Perelli-Harris, B, Kreyenfeld, M, Kubisch, K. Harmonized Histories: Manual for the preparation of
comparative fertility and union histories. Rostock, Germany: Max Planck Institute for
Demographic Research; 2010a. MPIDR Working paper WP-2010-011

Perelli-Harris B, Kreyenfeld M, Sigle-Rushton W, Keizer R, Lappegard T, Jasilioniene A, Di Giulio P.
2012; Changes in union status during the transition to parenthood in eleven European countries,
1970s to early 2000s. Population Studies. 66:167-182. [PubMed: 22530836]

Perelli-Harris B, Sigle-Rushton W, Kreyenfeld M, Lappegérd T, Keizer R, Berghammer C. 2010b; The
educational gradient of childbearing within cohabitation in Europe. Population and Development
Review. 36:775-801. [PubMed: 21174870]

Phillips JA, Sweeney MM. 2006; Can differential exposure to risk factors explain recent racial and
ethnic variation in marital disruption? Social Science Research. 35:409-434.

Raley KR, Wildsmith E. 2004; Cohabitation and children’s family instability. Journal of Marriage and
Family. 66:210-219.

Smeeding T. 2005; Public policy, economic inequality, and poverty: The United States in comparative
perspective. Social Science Quarterly. 86:955-983.

Smock PJ, Manning WD, Porter M. 2005; “Everything’s there except money”: How money shapes
decisions to marry among cohabitors. Journal of Marriage and Family. 67:680-696.

Sobotka T, Toulemon L. 2008; Overview Chapter 4: Changing family and partnership behaviour:
Common trends and persistent diversity across Europe. Demographic Research. 19:85-138. DOI:
10.4054/DemRes.2008.19.6

Su JH. 2012; Pregnancy intentions and parents’ psychological well-being. Journal of Marriage and
Family. 74:1182-1196.

Demography. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2019 August 01.



1duosnue Joyiny 1duosnuey Joyiny 1duosnuen Joyiny

1duosnuep Joyiny

Musick and Michelmore Page 25

Sweeney MM. 2010; Remarriage and stepfamilies: Strategic sites for family scholarship in the 21st
century. Journal of Marriage and Family. 72:667-684.

Tach L, Eads A. 2015; Trends in the economic consequences of marital and cohabitation dissolution in
the United States. Demography. 52:401-432. [PubMed: 25749487]

Tach L, Edin K. 2013; The compositional and institutional sources of union dissolution for married
and unmarried parents in the United States. Demography. 50:1789-1818. [PubMed: 23661248]

Tach L, Edin K, Harvey H, Bryant B. 2014; The family-go-round: Family complexity and father
involvement from a father’s perspective. Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social
Sciences. 654:169-184.

Tach L, Mincy R, Edin K. 2010; Parenting as a “package deal”: Relationships, fertility, and
nonresident father involvement among unmarried parents. Demography. 47:181-204. [PubMed:
20355690]

Tavares LP, Aassve A. 2013; Psychological distress of marital and cohabitation breakups. Social
Science Research. 42:1599-1611. [PubMed: 24090854]

Teachman J. 2003; Premarital sex, premarital cohabitation, and the risk of subsequent marital
dissolution among women. Journal of Marriage and Family. 65:444-455.

Teachman JD. 2002; Stability across cohorts in divorce risk factors. Demography. 39:331-351.
[PubMed: 12048955]

Thomson E. 2014; Family complexity in Europe. Annals of the American Academy of Political and
Social Science. 654:245-258.

Thomson E, Lappegard T, Carlson M, Evans A, Gray E. 2014; Childbearing across partnerships in
Auwustralia, the United States, Norway, and Sweden. Demography. 51:485-508. [PubMed:
24399143]

van de Kaa, D. Population Bulletin. Vol. 42. Washington, DC: Population Reference Bureau; 1987.
Europe’s second demographic transition.

Vignoli D, Ferro 1. 2009; Rising marital disruption in Italy and its correlates. Demographic Research.
20:11-36. DOI: 10.4054/DemRes.2009.20.4

Waller MR. 2001; High hopes: Unwed parents’ expectations about marriage. Children and Youth
Services Review. 23:457-484.

Warner TD, Manning WD, Giordano PC, Longmore MA. 2011; Relationship formation and stability in
emerging adulthood: Do sex ratios matter? Social Forces. 90:269-295.

World Bank. Adolescent fertility rate (births per 1,000 women ages 15-19). 2016. Retrieved from
http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SP.ADO.TFRT

Wu LL, Musick K. 2008; Stability of marital and cohabiting unions following a first birth. Population
Research and Policy Review. 27:713-727.

Demography. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2019 August 01.


http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SP.ADO.TFRT

Page 26

Musick and Michelmore

"MIAIBIUL JO SIeak

0T UIyam Jay1eBo) p11yo 1sa1) e yum sajdnoo o) paniwi| si ajdwies *(abe 4o s1eak Gy Japun ‘AjUo UBWOM) YImois) Ajiwe Jo ABAINS [euoleN £T0Z-TTOZ PUB 0T0Z-900Z Y} PUR SBLIOISIH POZIUOWIRH 82105

"ysi Bunadwod e se UoiN|OSSIP UOIUN 131} Tey} S3|qel 341 WOJ) patelaual ale aberiew o) suonisuel] “ajduwes Yluow-uolun [N} 3y} WOy Patewnsa si7 Juow ur patuepy “(a)1 yuow
-uolun ayl 4o yiuow 1saiy ayl “*a'1) Jay1abol yuiq 1sa1y S,8]dnod sy O Yiuow ayy ul painseaw st yuiq 1e Bunigqeyo) ‘zT VIVLS ul sainpadosd AAS Buisn pajybiam aie suesw ||y “paiybiamun ase s\ SsjoN

787'ST  uv'T we'Tz  €96'LT 025'%T  98F'Sc  652'8E 62.'66 (supuow-uojun) i/

Lve 95 ey S9g 82 sy 969 55T (suon) ;

SZ0 S50 0 190 290 S50 S0 €90 s1eak QT UIYNM paLiielN

€20 S50 980 80 90 LE0 S0 0 sIeak G UIYIIM paLLIelN

TT0  6£0 1T 220 0z0 arT0 810 70 s1eak Z UlyNM paLliely

900 €20 600 170 100 800 600 170 123k T ulym paLselN
yuig e m:_u_nmr_oo asoy L mcoE{ mmm_tm_\/_ 0] suonisuel ]

Tv9'L9  YT'TV  Tv6'vy  SLE'WY €86'vE  T2L'0F  §90'99 625772 (stpuow-uorun) &

182'T 689 6. L18 829 01L T 2€T's (suotun) i/

80 960 95°0 S9°0 L0 7’0 6v°0 2.0 (1 ="%) yng Buimojjos patirew juads syjuow |fe Jo uoniodoid

620 800 S0 S0 (40 90 290 70 (T =) uypig e Bunigeyod
SI0JRJIPU| SN1BIS Uolun

ureds Alell  8doueaq ewsny  wopbury pauun  uspamsS  AemUoN  S81els pauun
Anunod Aq ‘yuiqg isiy s,91dnod e punoJe snyeis uolun
T 3lqelL

Author Manuscript

Author Manuscript

Author Manuscript

Author Manuscript

Demography. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2019 August 01.



Page 27

Musick and Michelmore

"MIIAIBIUL JO
s1eak QT UIyM 132601 pl1yd 18114 & ynm s3jdnod o1 panwij si ajdwies “(sieak Gy Japun ‘AJUo UsWom) LIMols) Ajiie Jo ASAINS euoneN €T0Z-TT0Z PUe 0T0Z—9002 dY} PU S3LI0ISIH PazZIUOWLIRH 824105

'GT abe Aq uey Jayres pajeledas Jans sjualed sy JaY1aYM paren|eAs am ‘salijunod
asoy1 Jo4 "ureds pue Aje| Joj GT abe e ajqe|iene 10U Sem uoleledas [elualed "ajdwes yuow-uolun [jns ay) woiy parewnss si Burreaqpiyd uanbasgns (BuiArea-swin) sajdnod *(a]1y Yyluow-uorun ayx
1O Yluow 1s114 8y} “a°1) Jay3abioy yuiq 1s414 $,91dn0d 8y} JO YIUOW dU} Ul PaInsesw are sa1Is1IalorIeyd JueLieAUL-sWI L "ZT WV.IVLS Ul sainpadold AAS Buisn pajybram aie suesw ||y "paiybramun are s\ .SajoN

Tv9'L9  LYT'TY  Tre'vr  GLE'Y €€6'7€  Tel'Ov  590'99 625'77C (sypuow-uoun) ;v
182'T 689 6. 118 829 0TL Tt z€T's (suorun) v
260 160 78°0 LL0 G0 TL0 680 650 ST afv ybnoayL sjudsed [eatbojorg ylog YU PanIT Juspuodsay
ST0 500 600 120 €00 ST'0 010 LT0 wiog-ubiai04 Juapuodsay
920 920 vE0 2€0 L€0 £V'0 8€0 Ge0 () JayseBioL pi1yd Jaylouy peH 9jdnod
geey  8T6E  SSWy 6E9Y 99°0% LE6Y €9'TY S0'GE (sysuow ur) yuig 03 eIS UoIuN WoIH uoieINg
wo o ¥50 €0 Z€0 or'0 87’0 €0 120 +0€
€0 €0 €€°0 0€0 920 €0 G€°0 v20 62-92
yT0  0T0 20 S2°0 02°0 9T'0 220 520 TA A4
010 €00 600 €70 vT°0 500 800 v2°0 2>

yuig [e904 1e aby Juspuodsay

900 000 01’0 170 9T'0 600 ¢To 44\ usJpjiyd pey Jauned
01’0 €00 Y ¢To 0c0 800 ST'0 9¢'0 ualp|1yo pey juapuodsay
ST'0 €00 810 1¢0 620 ST'0 €20 LE0 WelS uotun Je ualp|iyd peH Jauled J0 Juapuodsay
¥0°0 100 ¢ro 70 1Y €0 1¢0 1T0 uo1elIgeyYOd SSAIP|1YD Joud pey Judpuodsay
¢00 100 ¢00 €00 ¥0°0 100 ¢00 ¥0°0 aferuew ssa|p|1yo Jold pey juspuodsey
900 €00 10 LT0 €10 €0 €20 ST0 uolun ssa|p[iyD Jolid peH Juspuodsey
S¢0 70 o 810 ¥5°0 050 9v'0 620 ubIH
G0 980 650 ¢80 9’0 050 ¥5'0 1.0 SJeIspow/mo]

uoneanp3 juspuodsay

ureds A1l souelq  ewnsny  wopBury pellun  uspams  ABMUON  Salels pelun

Anunod Aq ‘1ay1a601 yuig 1841} © ylim $31dnod Jo sansiadeIeyd

¢ 9lqeL

Author Manuscript Author Manuscript Author Manuscript Author Manuscript

Demography. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2019 August 01.



Page 28

Musick and Michelmore

(s15917 Aem-0M1) UWLINGOD OIFe4 By} Ul patedwod sdnolb usamiaq Jualapip Ajjeansness si Bunigeyod uoniodoid ul aduataylq
*

"M3IAJBIUL JO

sieak 0T UIynM JaL3aB01 pl1yd 18114 B ynm s31dnod o1 ey si ajdwes “(s1eak Gy Jspun ‘A|Uo USWIOM) LIMOIS AjieS J0 ASAINS [euoneN £T0Z-TT0Z PUe 0T0Z—9002 8y} PUe S3LI0ISIH PazIuoWLIRH 824105

“18y3aBo) Yuig 18114 S,81dN0D BY} JO YIUOW BY} Ul PaINSeaW aJe SONSLIBIRIRYD 2T VAVLS Ul sainpaoosd AAS Buisn paiybiam are suesw ||y "paiyBiamun ale s\ SojoN

(1i1g 12204 1e 8by Juspuodsey

11e1S UoIUN 18 UsJp(iy) PeH Jaulied 1o juspuodsay

Uoneonp3 Juspuodsay

* 12 ¥ A 8e 2§ S A g YT @ 1€ ureds
1z O 0’ 0 1T e L0 T4 ZT 80 or Ay
x 9T €5 A S Y €T 0s' LYy ST T 19’ souel
* 9T  OoF o' T Y zT ey rasy 7T L€ o LISy
x A e 8y 16 9T 6¢" 79 LT oF TG wopbury pauun
TT 09 99’ 89" 89’ A 29 oL 7T LS L uspams
VT 09 9g' 19 €8 €T 9g' oL €T S99 AN KemioN
ze w 8z 8y 69 8T 9 S9° s oT oy SselS pauun
(+0g:0z>)oney  +0€ 6292 Ge¢z T (Joymau  uBIPIIYD PEH J8YNBN  UBIP|IYD PeH Jayng (Ybry oy ybiH  8¥RIBPOIN/MOT]
01 J8y1v) oney Mo|) oney

Author Manuscript

Anunod Aq ‘abe |ejuared pue ‘Burieagpliyd Jolid ‘uoieonpa Aq (sberirew “SA) uoneIgeyod ulylim syuiqg Jo uoniodoid

€ 9lqeL

Author Manuscript

Author Manuscript

Author Manuscript

Demography. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2019 August 01.



Page 29

Musick and Michelmore

6T€'99  LVT'TV  S9S'vv  Tve'vy 88z've  9ZT'OV  OLY'V9 9T9'vvZ (stpuow-uorun) i/
4470 LE0 TL°0 080 490 L,Sv0 190 w70 g7 9B yBnoayy syuased [ea160jo1q 410G YIM PaAIT
T 67°0 ST 80T 150 v9'T €L0 w950 uiog-ubraio4
kﬁw.o .\NMO *\x*mm.o .\vmo ***._”m.o ¥1°0 .\Nwo *\x\wi.o () 18yrab01 pJ1yd Jayroue pey ajdnod
40T 10T 660 #0660 00T 66'0 00T »6670 UG 01 LIS UOIUN WO SUIUOIN
* @NO mm..ﬂ KKK NNO vﬁ.o K¥ NNO * mmo KKK Omo KKK NWO +Om
L0 20z «E50 99°'0 wex£€0 - ySV0 20 e S0 62-92
1.0 6z 870 . EVO 890 650 k7O wx L0 sz-22
00T 00T 00T 00T 00T 00T 00T 00T (101) 22>
yuiqg |20y e abe Juspuodsay
480C L 6Ts . 58¢ 580 680 WLT K87 #2957 LreIS UOIUN TE UBIP|IYD Pey Jauled Jo Juspuodsay
8.1 e 6.0 AR 16T oTT 60T 580 uolun ssa|p|Iyd Joud pey Juapuodsay
Anxapdwod Ajiwey
580 851 69°0 100 160 490 890 #0690 ubIH
00T 00T 00T 00T 00T 00T 00T 00T (s0uaiaga1) AYeIOPOW/MOT
uo1eINPa Juspuodsay
980 oLt £5'G 01T £2'T 0S'T 05T wrx 7EC (Wgo sn) g2
v 4L9€ 29T . SET L0z 19T €ST s 902 (@n s 9
4E07 9T'C G0 «71C 121 171 201 880 (an 'sn) Wgd
pSalI0j0alel) yuig-uolun
Z 19pON T
50 18T 8r'y 960 25T 60T Sv'T 90Z (Wg2 'sn) 92
*¥ ev'e KEX 80'S KKK 18°€ KKK v6'c KKK c0's KKK €0 KKK [4% KKK 60y Am__\/_ .m>v g0
LTV LT 680  »90¢€ 66'T 98'T A 86T (N 'sh) gD
pSalioj0sfel) yuig-uolun
T 19POIN °T
ureds Ale1]  9oueaq  ewsny  wopbury psuun  uspams  AeMUON  Se1els paliun

Author Manuscript

Anunod Ag ‘yuiqg Jo s1eak QT UIYlIM uoieIedas JO S|apow AI01SIY 1USAS aWI1-81313SIP WOl So1Rl SPPO

¥ alqeL

Author Manuscript

Author Manuscript

Author Manuscript

Demography. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2019 August 01.



Page 30

Musick and Michelmore

(00°T woly saoualayip) 100" >
-

F¥

‘10 >d
¥

*
‘50" >d

;
‘0T >d

o0r>a,

‘BuiAirew 1aA8 INOYNM ULIg Te Buiigeyod = g2 ‘yaiig BuImojo)7 T8 patiew pue yuig 1e Bunigeyod = NgD ‘YuIq 18 paLLew = an,

"MBIAIRIUI JO
SIeak 0T UIyIMm Jayiahol i1y 1sii4 e yum sajdnod o1 paliwi] s ajdwes *(s1eak Gy Japun ‘AJuo UsWoMm) YyImols) Ajiue Jo ASAINS [euolieN £T0Z-TT0Z PUe 0T0Z—900Z dY} pPue S8LI0ISIH PazIuoWIRH .82/10S

7 8WI) 18 paLLewW pue yuig 1e Hunigeyod uo sjusiowaod Bunse) pue Buluiguiod woly paALIap ale salio1dsfel) Yyuig-uolun Jo suostedwo)
“UMOUS 10U INQ Z PUB T S[3POIAl Ul papn|oul ase pasenbs-uoieinp uoiun pue (Yuig 1sii Wolj SYIUOW Ur) UOREINP Uolun 2T WIV.LS Ul sainpadoid AAS Buisn paiyBiam aie sjapow |1y “paryblamun sy Sajon

Author Manuscript Author Manuscript Author Manuscript Author Manuscript

Demography. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2019 August 01.



Page 31

Musick and Michelmore

‘BuiArrew Jans Inoynm yuig 1e Bunigeyod = g9 ‘yuig Buimoloy 1e patiiew pue yuiq Je bunigeyod = NGO ‘yuiq Je paLew = m__>_m

‘MIIAIBIUL JO

sieak 0T UIyM Jau3aBo1 pl1yd 18114 B ynm s31dnod o paiwiy si ajdwes “(s1eak Gy Jspun ‘AUo USWOM) YIMOIS AjieS J0 ASAINS [euoneN £T0Z-TT0Z PUe 0T0Z—900Z 8y} PUe S3LI0ISIH PazIUOWLIRH 824105

's1eak anly ulyim Buireredss suonodoud payewnnss ajelauab 03 parjdinw ae uonetedss Jo sanijigeqold [eUOIIPUOD AJYIUOIA T YIUOA UI SanjeA ueaw palybiam oi1oads-Aiaunod

113U Te S31e1IeA0D JaU10 [[e Buipjoy pue ‘sniels uotun BuiAlea ‘yuow ynm Area 03 uofeinp uolun Buimolfe ‘v ajgeL ui (S01uod [[e YIM) Z [9POIAl WOI) PAALISP aJe uoleledas o sa)

qego.d pa1oIpald -SaIoN

VT EVE LEC Tee 8v'¢ 91T 6v'T G8'T dIN/g0 oney

0L€ 60¢C v €0'¢ 6T'T T 0T 680 dIN/NGD oney
80 LT 6T 0 € 60° qT 1 40
0c s ¥0’ 8T’ s 90 orT LT N80
S0 S0 80 60° 60 S0 oT 6T an

pSal0198lel | YuIg-uoIun

90 90 €T €T YT L0° €T ve |eJ3AO

ureds Ay souelq  euasny  wopBury psuun  UspamS  AemION  S91BIS palun

snye)s uolun pue Aunod Aq ‘s|apow A101S1Y JUSAS aWI1-31343S1P WOJY PAALISP YUIQ JO SIeaA aAl) UIYIIM uolesedas Jo sanljiqeqold paloipaid

Author Manuscript

G 9|qeL

Author Manuscript

Author Manuscript

Author Manuscript

Demography. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2019 August 01.



Page 32

Musick and Michelmore

"MBIAJBIUL JO

sieak 0T UIynM JaL3aB01 pl1yd 18114 B ynm s31dnod o1 pawiy si ajdwes “(s1eak Gy Jspun ‘A|Uo USWIOM) LIMOIS AjiieS J0 ASAINS [euoneN £T0Z-TT0Z PUe 0T0Z—9002 8y} PUe S3LI0ISIH PazIUuOWLIRH 824105

's1eak anly uiym Buiresedss suoiiodoid parewnss aelauab o3 paljdninw ale uoiesedss Jo sanljigeqo.d
[euonIpuod AJYIuo "sansLaIdRIeyd palyidads uo sueaw (g |aued) ueljey| pue (T |aued) ‘s n ubisse smod Juanbasgns ul suoleINWIS "sueaw pajyBiam 913198ds-A13Unod J1aY} 18 S3eLIBAOD [[B POy S8lewiss
auljaseq JueISUOI S1ay1o Bulpjoy pue ‘salelienod Asy BulAlen ‘yiuow yyum AJea o) uorieinp uolun Buimojle ‘v ajge] Ut (S|0AIU0 |8 YNM) Z [SPOIAl WO PaALIap aJe uoltesedas Jo sanijiqeqold paioipald -Sajon

TLT- L'Te— 8y 1¢e- Sey S0T- 9°G¢- anoge 3y |1V
€01- L¢T- €1 76— SL- CEl- €1T- Anxajdwiod Ajjwed
00T- 61— 4% 1°0¢- Ev- €01- ¥'0c- aby
L'C q'q 60— 01— 509 8Vl 'S uoleonp3

SaI|Igeqo.d palaIpald Ut abueyD abejusalad
S0 oT eT 60 oT 13 8T anoqe Ay} |1V
S0 T eT eT L0° s A Auxadwiod Ajiued
S0 1% eT s L0 s 6T’ aby
90 €T eT 1% 15 aT 9z uoneanp3y
90 €T eT T 10° T vg (SonsiLI8oeIRYD UMO |[B) Buljaseg

sal|igeqo.d palipaid

ureds 9duelq4  ewisny  wopBury pauun uspams  AemlIoN  SaleIS palun 8dualagay se Ajell 'z
¥'es §'6cT 6°Ey LT- 09T 089 Ley 9M0QE 3y} IV
G2 86 8'0C L'z- 70 98 62 Auxaduwiod Ajiurey
vee 8¢ Vvl 44 L'8T 0°1¢ 8’1 aby
61 44" 9y 0€- Le- §'8¢ L'l uoneonp3

SaI|IgeqO.d PaloIpald Ut abueyD abejusaled
60 €T 8T’ €T T 1% 8T anoqge sy} IV
L0 15 ST 4% 143 80’ v Auxa)dwiod Ajiwe
L0 90 T €T T 60 aT aby
90 90 eT 1% €T 60 VT uoneanp3y
90’ 90 T €T T L0 €T (sonsialoRIRYD UMO [[B) Buljased

sall|igeqo.d paldipaid

ureds  Apey  souedd elISNY  wopBuiy paylun  Uspams KemioN 30U313)9Y S S31'IS panun ‘T

Anunod Ag ‘yuig Jo steak aaly uIyIm

uoneJedas Jo sajewnss ayeausl 01 sajdnod uelfel| pue 'S’ 10 SonsLaloeIeyd Bulubisse ‘sjapow A101SIY JUSAS SLLI-81240SIP LWOJ) PAALIBP SUONRINWIS

Author Manuscript

9 9|qeL

Author Manuscript

Author Manuscript

Author Manuscript

Demography. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2019 August 01.



Page 33

Musick and Michelmore

"MIIAIBIUL JO
s1eak QT UIyM 1332601 pl1yd 18114 & ynm s3jdnod o1 panwij si ajdwies “(sieak Gy Japun ‘AJUo UsWom) YIMols) Ajiie Jo ASAINS [euolieN €T0Z-TT0Z PUe 0T0Z—9002 dY} PU S3LI0ISIH PazZIUOWLIRH 824105

'SIeak aAly uIyIm
Bunesedas suonodoid parewnisa ayessusb o) paljdinw are uoiresedss Jo sanijigeqoid [euonipuod Ajyauoy ‘sdnolb uoreanpa-ybiy pue -ayesapow/-Mo| 8y} 1o} T YIUOIA Ul SanjeA ueaw paiybiam o1419ads
-A13unod ayj Je sejelienod |[e Buipjoy pue ‘uoiyeanpa BulAlen ‘yuow yym AJea 03 uorieinp uoiun Buimojle ‘¢ ajgeL ul (S|0A3U09 [[e YNM) Z [SPOIAl WOy PaALISP aJe uolresedss Jo sai|iqeqoid paioipald -SajoN

79T 0.0 5T A LT 9Ty 81C GLe uoneanp3 ybIH o3 sleispo/moT] oltey
g0 20— T 0’ 80" AN or’ Gz uoneonp3 ybiH pue s1eISPOIN/MOT Usanmag des
v0 80 L0 or oT ) 60 60’ (s10w 40 9b8]109) uoKEINPT YBIH
L0 SO0 8T vT 8T ST 6T’ G (SS9 J0 96110 BLIOS) UONEINPT B)RISPOIN/MOT]

uteds Ajell  aoueldd  euIsny  wopbury psuun  uspams  AemuoN  S81els pauun

A1unod pue uoireonpa Aq ‘yuiq Jo sIeak aAly ulylm uolresedss Jo sarewnss alelaush
01 sdnoJb uonesnpa-ybiy pue -s1elapoll/-Mo| JO SINSHIBIdRIRYI J1J19ads-Anunod Bulubisse ‘sjapow A101SIY 1UBAS 3WI1-81319SIP W) PAALIBP SUOHRINWIS

/L 3l|qeL

Author Manuscript Author Manuscript Author Manuscript Author Manuscript

Demography. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2019 August 01.



	Abstract
	Introduction
	Background
	Stability of Married and Cohabiting Parents
	U.S. Instability in Comparative Context
	Approach

	Data and Method
	Harmonized Histories
	Union Stability, Union Status, and Transitions Around First Birth
	Education, Prior Family Experiences, and Parental Age
	Controls
	Event History Models of Separation

	Results
	Characteristics of Cohabiting and Married Parents
	Union Stability Across Union-Birth Trajectories and Countries
	Hypothetical Scenarios Exploring Cross-Country Differences in Stability
	Sensitivity Analyses

	Discussion
	Appendix
	Table 8
	Table 9
	Table 10
	References
	Table 1
	Table 2
	Table 3
	Table 4
	Table 5
	Table 6
	Table 7

