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THE CONSEQUENCES OF AGE AT FIRST CHILDBIRTH:
. ,

MARRIAGE, DIVORCE AND SEPARATION

~ INTRODUCTIQN

Divorce and separation are events with important effects on women's

_social and economic position. The break-up, of a marriage, whether through

divorce or separation, often catapaults women and the children dependent on

them into poverty and sometimes into welfare dependency. More than half of

" all female-headed families are formed as a result of divorce or separationm,

and a third of all families headed by women were at or below the poverty
levei in 1976, compared to about one in twenty of‘the fami;ies with male
heads (Johnson, 1978).

While the economic cost 9f marital break-up is high, both for the
individuals involved and for the societf as a whole, ehe personal, emotional
price paid by parents and children for.family disorganization is also great
(Weiss, 1976). For these reasons it is iméortant to determine to what
extent those who enter into marriage and thdge who become parents while
-very young are m%;e likely thag others to experience a marriage break-up.
In chese analyses; we attempt .to make such a determination. First, thelpre-
v;lence'of early marriage and childbearing and ﬁhen relationship to divorce

v

and separation will be examined.

»



LITERATURE REVIEW AND HYPOTHESIS DEVELOPMENT

Although the median age at marriage in the U.S. .for women has risen to
21 (U.S. Bureau of the Census 1976), a substantial number of women still
marry while in their teens. Among receht cohorts of women, approximately
a third wéd by age L8--37 percent of blacks and 32 aercent of whites. A
.high‘prOportion of these young marriages were accompanied by a premaritally
conceived bifth. Among female adolescents who married at 14 to 18 years of;
age, approximately thirty percent of the whites and sixty percent of the
blacks had borne a child by eight months of marriage (U.S. ﬁureau of the Census,
1974). Sin;é some evidence indicates that adolescent pregnancy is typically
unintended (Zelnik and Kantner, 1974), a high proportion of all teenage
. marfiages might not have been coqtracted when they were had a conception not

o;cu;red (see also Furstenberg, 1976b).

'\‘Bfevious research has established a strong link between early marriage

and subsequent divorceé (Glick and Norton, 1977; Ross and Sawhill, 1975;
Weed;01974; Bumpass and Sweet, 1972). Sevéral researchers have also explored
the agsociation between premarital pregnancy and marital disruption (Furstenberg,
1976b; Bumpass and Sweet, 1972; Cooﬁbs and Zumeta, 1970.) However, the inter-
-relationéhipﬁ among early pregnanéf} youthful marriage, and marital instabili;y
have nét been eéaiuatgd. Teenage marriage and pregnancy soroften occur
. togéther"phg%,to gxamine one without cgnsidering the other is likely to

give aﬁ\iACOmplete pictyre.. The unjque difficulties posed by the combination
. of early marriaée plus parenthood aré unlike those suffered by those who
simply marry youﬁg but postpone childbearing and unlike those expexienced

by an older couple faced with an untimely pregnancy. Therefore, it seems

critical to try té separate out the impact of each.



Numerous difficulties presented by adolescent childbearing can be
suggested.  Teenage parenthood implies the early a;sumption of several hiéhly
demanding roles as parent, spouse and breadwinner, roles for which a young
couple may have little preparation. Having a child while a teenager disrupts
the usual sequence of events in edu;ational‘actainment (Waite and Moore, 1978),
and in maturation. The young couple may not have resolved their own adolescent
crises or developed and tested tﬁeir relationship. The immediate financial
énd emotional demands of an infant, coupied with high teenage uneﬁployment
rates, and quite possibly exacerbated by a lack of dccupational skills on the
part of the young father and mother suggest a frustrating enviromment short on
security, relaxation, and material comfortf' The parents of the couple may be
resentful and critical of the marriage. If their friends are still unmarried
and in school, the social life of the young couple may be limited, and friends
may not be understandiqg or supportive of the difficulties experienced by the
young parents. The combined effect of even some of these difficulties would
taﬁ most marriages.

However, early marriage in and of itself can also pose péoblems. The v
individuals may have had only 1imited/eprsure to potential mates and may
therefore have picked less wisely than they would hgve done after obtaining
a greater familiarity with the field of eligibles. Couples who marry wh;le
still maturing may £ind themselvgs moving in different directions. They may
lack the'emotionéy and social skills acquired by peers who allow themselves
more time before assuming such an intense relationship as marriage. in
addition, their early entrance into marriage roles may propel them into jobs
that proyide few matefial rewards and little security, thereby placing strain
on the maritai bond. Thus, teenage marriage may be inherently problematic,

even without the arrival of children.

x\J



But there are several factor§ which may make teenage parents less likely
than others to dissolve their marriage. The presence of preschool children
h#s been féund by Cherlin (1977) to decrecase the prob#bility of marital
disruption. Thornton (1977) reports that parents of moderate-sized families
are less likely to divorce or separate than efther the childless or those with
largé families. The presence of a child or childreﬁ may increase the
emotional and economic cost of marital dissolution for both partners by
decreasing the availabilitv of alternative roles for the woman, who will
typically retain custody qf the offspring, and by making the man financially
responsible for people he will not live with after the break-up of the
marFiage. In addition, separations or divorces may be taken more seriously
by the couple and by others when there are children involved than when there

are not. Also, those who have children soon after marriage may simply be more

family-oriented than those who delay parenthood, and for that reason less

willing to divorce.

Hypotheses

To undersfand the relationship between early marriage, and early
parenthood, it is important to know how these factors, individually and in
combination, affect marital stability. We suggest the following possibilities.
(1) Perhaps it 1is simply.early marfiage which leads to divorce. It 1is
possible that marriage between young, unprépared teenagers ends more fré-
quently in divorce regardless of the presence'or absence of a child. On
the other hand, (2) it is poss%ble that early marriage and childbearing are
only associatéd with divorce in\the case of premarital pregnancies (U.S.
Cengus Bﬁreau, 1976; Coombs and Zumeta, 1970); pérhaps young couples who

marry because they wish to and who only later experience a first pregnancy

are not especially prone to divorce. (3) It is also possible that teenage




marriage,aione, without the axtra financial, emotional, and physical

drains of parenthood, is highly viable--that it is the particular burden of

parénthood which so often characterizes thése marriages khat makes them

fragile.l Exploring which, 1{f any, of these factors can be said to make

teenage marriages unstable is the central focus of the current paper.
Thase factors iead us to hypothesize,lfifst, that women who marry while

still quite young will be more likely to dissolve their marriagesl than those

who wed at older ages. We also expect that, other things equal, ;eenage‘,

parents will more often separate and divorce than those who marry at the

same age but delay parenthood. “That‘is, age at marriagé is éxpected to inter-

, 1
act with age at first birth to influence marital disgolution with those wbo-
both marry and bear children while very youﬁg facing increased probability"pf

disruption.

Control Variables

Other researchers have suggested a variety of ofher factors that might

affect or that have been documented to affect the probability of divorce.:

We will try to control for these in this analysis. For example, blacks have-

been found to have a h}gher likelihood of marital disruption than whltes

(Norton and Glick, 1976; Ross and Sawhill, 1975). Low education, occupat;On,

and income have all been found associated with a greater probability of

disruption; although, when these variables were considered together, income \,
!

was found to be of far more importance than educatiop or occupation (Cutright,

1971). Ross and Sawhill (1975) report no straightforward effect of income,

1. Separation is being included with divorce in these analyses for several
reasons. First, we wish to study marital instability, #nd separation is
certainly a measure of instability. Second, separation rather than divorce is
a course more frequently followed by black women than white women (Norton and
Glick, 1976), often being described as equivalent to divorce among blacks;
therefore, we would underestimate the incidence of marital disruption among
blacks if separations were ignored. ’
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however. Lower husband's earnings relatlive to oxpected earningd and the
experience of unemployment by the husband were found to be related to marital
disrdptlon. Higher carnings by wives were alao found to increase the likeli-
‘hood of Jdissolution, perhaps because wives with carnings can afford to divorce
~and support themselves, a factor that may uffecc both the wife's and the

husband's propensity to divorce (see also Cherlin 1977). A high salary may

o

also {ncrease marital conflict because of the threat that {t poses to a
husband's self concept (komarovsky, 1973),
Marital instability has also been reported to occur less frequently when
a couple own a home (Levinger, 1976), and generally when they possess material
assets (Cherlin, 1977; Ross and Sawhill, 1975). The probability of dis-
.ruption has been found to be higher in the central city (Ross and Sawhill,
1975) and on the West Coast than elsewhere kﬁ.s. Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare, 1976b), presumably reflecting differing levels of acceptability
of divorce. Marriages befween individuals Pf different races (Norton and
Glick 1976), of disparate ages and of differing religions (Bumpass and Sweet,
1972), and from a family background of marital disruption (Pope and Mueller,
1976) tend to be less stable as well. Marriages of longer duration have also
been found less likely to dissolve (Cherlin, 1977; Ross and Sawhill, 1975).
\ The impact of governmental income tr;nsfers has also been assessed by
a number of investigators. Since welfare payments are typically made only to
women who ha&g children and who are Egsvliving with a spouse, it has been
. argued that the prov{sibn of welfare assistance creates an incentive for
family dissolution. Several studies have f;und an assoclation between the‘
.1evel‘of welfare payments and the frequency. of welfare dependency (Honig,

1973) or between payment level and the ratio of separated women with children

to married women with children (Moles, 1976). On the other hand, both Cherlin

i)
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(1977 and Cutright and Scanzonl (1971 report no ausoclatfon between benet it
levela and the propenslty to be marvied, o a national .-x.;|i|1;\1.~ ol vouplen

) . i \

followed over a five-vear period, sawhiill et at., 1475, tound no association
between benetit levels and marital dHaaolut lon; however, a lower frequency ot
remarriage was noted Vor women who were wel fare recipionts., Hannan et al,,
(1977) tind that i(ncome malntenance, an income-trangter program that retains
gome simflaritlies to wel fare, substantially Increasen vated of marital
digssolution. Given the lack of consensus on this matter, {t deems cautfous

to at least consider the possible impact ot welfare benetfit levels on dlvorce

and separation.

-~

Other var{aglas . seem theoretically plausible intluences on the
probability of divorce are more Jdifficult to measure and/ar were not me asured

in the current survev. For cxample, se#ual satlsfaction, esteem for the
pdrtner, attitudes toward Jdivorce, perceptions of alternatives to the

current marriage, attitude similarity between spouses, and competence in marizal
roles seem likelv to affect marital satisf.s t:on, Sut it hasg only been possible
to measure a few of these concepts. A measure ot the proportion ot total

family income that is carned by the wife captures in part the adequacy of the
male's performance as a bregdwinner: it alsc meisures, of coérse, the

independence experienced bv a wtre she carng a relatively high income.

\'

-



Analvses were conducted on two natlonal longtrudinal data sets, the
Nat lonal Longitudinal sSurvey of Youny Women (NL3Y and the Panel Study of
[ncome Dynamica (PSID)Y. Both surveys were {nitially flelded (n 1968 and in
each case respondents were [nterviewed annually., While similar in thelr focus
on economic and employvment (ssues, the two surveys sample quite different
populations. Because neither data set provides a marital history, ié is only
‘bosaible to studvy disruptions that occur during the survey years., Analyses
reported here include intervicws hetween 1968 and 1972 for the NLS and
between 1972 and 1976 for the PSID. Each data set will be described in turn.

i
The National lLongitudinal survey of Young Women

The National longitudinal Survev of Young Women (NLS) {s funded by the
U.S. Department of Labor to study the labor market experiences of contemporary
voung women. [t i{s designed by the Center for Human Resource Research of

<

" Ohio State Universit; and filelded by the U.S. Census Bureau. The initial
wave in 1968 sampled over 5,000 young women between the ages of lé and 24.
Attempts to reinterview these voung women were made annually from 1969
through 1975. Sample retention has been very good. B? 1972, the last
vear considered here, 4025 respondenté--QO percent of the original sample--
remained in the survey. Since the inigial respOnée rate was 94 percent; data
on nearly 85 percent of the sam%le th;t was initially drawn are avalilable
for the current analysis. While these data are among the best av#ilable,
sample attrition may have reduced thé original represeﬁtativeness, and some
caution in generalizing to the entire population is ne;;ssary.

In order to produce statistically reliable estimates for bldck women,

’

households in enumeration districts known to be predominantly black were

1.



selected at a rate three tlmes greater than the rate for white enumeratlont
districts. In 1968 3638 whlte women and 1459 black women were 1nterV1ewed
(Slxty—two ‘young women of other race$ were interviewed but have been con-

sistently excluded from these analyses because of their diversity~l A

|,
> '\

sample weight was assxgned to each indlvidual case to correct for the fect -

that different groups of the population had dlﬁferent probabilities of

selection, The weights were computed so that the sum of the welghts would -

©

" equal the sample size of 5159.

[

The NLS data are especially well-suited for z/study of the conseqhenceé

of early childbearing because they follow young women through.thevteenage

and young adult years when family- bu11d1ng typically takes place. For a
large proportion of the sample,data on marrlage and chlldbearlng are not

-

retrogspective but are gathered as the events occur. Because extensive infor-
ﬁation on the educational and work experience as well as the social and
economic background‘of respondents was obtained, detailed comparisons can

’ v
be'made between women who became mothers while teenagers and other young
 women who postponed their.childbearing- Such extensive data ape not fre-
quently available for so large or contemporary a gample.;;Altﬁough
divorces that are quickly foilowed by re-marriage before the 1968 interview
were not captured by the NLS questionnaire, the NLS women were SO young in
1968 (14 to 2&) that not many are lrkely to have marrled divorced and -’

remarried. However, those most likely to have done so would have been those

.who-married at the youngest ages.

The Michigan Panelbstudy of Income Dynamics
‘v'd‘Thg Panel Study of Income Dynamics was inaugurated in 1968 to orovide
.information on short run changes in the economic“status‘of families and

individuals. To this end, approximately 5,000 famiiies have been interviewed

£



‘within the

-

annually through 1978. Data obtained through 1976 are included in the

current analyses.

The original sample ‘consisted of a cross-section sample of dwelling units

.

\ . N B
continental United States plus a subsample of families-interviewed
‘ : s

in 1967 by the-U.S. Bufeau of the Census. Sinée 1968, the sample has
consisted of all panel members living in families that were interviewed the

previous yeaf plus newly-formed families that include any adult banel member

-

who had moved out of the sample household since 1968. The addition 6f newlf—

T

formed families has resulted. in an increased sample size despite sample

<

attrftion. ' : : " >

Panel #osées were considerable (24 percent) .in the first year but have
been relatively minor in recent years. However, the cumulative.response rate
infi;ding'initial and subseguent losgéé, is only 55 percent. The data were
weighted in 1972 to adjust both,for different sample fractions.;nd‘for different

rates of nonresponse. Since that time; attrition has not been sufficiently

’~ ‘ °
great/to warrant further adjustment, and.the authors present evidence that
/ _ .

esttﬂates made from PSID Q?r;espond cloéély with estimateg obtainedhfrom
the Current Population Reports (Survey Research pénter,>1976).

The PSID was explicitly initiated to provide the besE\gossible measures

. : . ) <.
of respondents' family incomes, individual wages, and employment history. The -

v . . ]
income measures are generally considered to be superior t istimates from

-

the Current Population Survey (Minarik, 1975), and tabular comparisons of .

"

boga\data sets show a high degree of congrﬁedce on the weighted diéfributions

of mogt‘standard demographic Va;iables (Sawhill et al., 1975). “Despite the

. \— - -~ k C. N
in generalizing from results to the entire United States population,

reassurance. that this provfdes,ﬁit seems extremely important.to'use caution

-

- 1 . .

e
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For%%ﬁe yearsl196é to 1975, all information is related to‘the head of
_ the houaehold. Cohsequently, little information is available on married
women, since they are not‘defihed as heads. Fortunately, in 1976, wiyes were
1also interviewed, and detailed information on wive‘s«labzg force partieipation,
family background, and earnings was obtained. 1In aszition, wives supplied
information on their age’at marriage and age at firogfchildbirth, data that
cannot be reliably obtained, from some ofhthe interyiews held with the hushand,
who is defined as tBe head of the household. | |
The PSID data; like the NLS, do mot contain a complete marital history.

Consequently it is-not possible to conduct an_analysis of the impact of early

childbearing on the probability of ever being divorced;a With both data sets,
therefore, we will be exploring the probability of mﬁériagzpbreak-up over a.fi e=
year time period. This necessity poses more of a 11abibﬁty with the PSID data
because many of the reSpondents are old enough to have divorced and re-married.
We will be able to explore whether there is a lingering effect of an early
birth on the probabllity of dmvorce and we will be able to examfne the effec

of an eardy birth among those married only a short t1me with the PSID; however,:
most of our attention will be- focused on the NLS data in which the measureméf x

. . ) : N
divorce and separation during the survey more closely approximates a measure

of ever being divorced. ‘ ’ .
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ANALYTIC STRATEGIES

“ - . .The basic hypothesis being explorediis that a young age at the birth

‘o

of a first child is directly associated with a higher probability of divorce
orlseparation. In addition, a premarital conception is believed to jncrease

the .1ikelihood of marital instability, as;is a young age at first marriage.'

-~
F

These three variables are hypothesized to each have'an impact that remainsy'
‘when the three variables are considered s1multaneously. o R | h
Initially, the gross association bemween age at-" first birth and the 3
proportion married among the NLS women, controlling onby for ;pspondent racef
and. socioeconomic status, will be examined to see whether the samg}e eligible 2

for divorce and separation is representative of the Sample of’ early child-,

 bearers, We will also explore the imgfct of age at first birth ‘on the *

probability of marriage Then, among those ever- married\NLS women at ages

18, 21, and 24 the gross association between age at first birth and the

" percent calculated to have been- ever—divoroﬁh or separated will be examined

controlling again for race and socioeconomic status. Similarly, the percent

‘ dever-divoréedgor separated will bé evyaluated by the timing of the first

'birth relative to First marridge

] Fol ow1ng exploratiOn of simple associations we will proceed to multi-
variate analysis of divorce and separation so that: the effects of age at

first-birth, premarital pregnancy, and age at first marriage,'plus-appropriate"

control variables, can be evaluated simultaneously. .

4

<
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An initial multivariate analysis w1ll focus on those NLS women who turn

24 during.the years of the survey. Because this strategy catches all the <
4 J

young women at the same age, it partially controls for the enormous life

ycle variation in the 1ives of young ‘women who‘ranged in age betwee 14 and

- 24 in the- first year of the survey Only those women who turn %ﬁ’during the *

suxvey are studied sipce only for these women. is there suf/}éient information

e

P
for a multivariate_analysis._ The age 24 was chosen sincerby this. age a

, ‘.

. relatively large proportion will have had occasion t//marry and ‘be exposed to

&

/
. the possibility of divorce or separation This 2péta1nment at age 24" approach

3

produces an estimate of the probability of hah/ng been divorced or separated )

F

by age 241 as a function of age at first

N ) , (

rth and other relevant independent- J
5’ o . . ) .

variables . S ' F
ja - / .
In the second set of multivar}éte analyses, we estimate the effect of age

’at marriage age at first birth épd the timing of first birth relative to

/ 1
marriage on ma:ital di_solutgpn, either separation or divorce,-during the or
. : . ‘ o ’ : )
period 1968 o 1972 . We chose this approach to supplement the ever-divorced :

approach rather 't ag an examination of current marital status in a particular

year or at a particular age for several reasons. First, as Hannan et al.(1977)

PR

\ " r )
1. /ReSp ndents were asked their marital status at each interview during
_the five-year period of the survey. ' 8ince one of the thoices is ''mever
married," of those women not married in 1968 we ‘know whether or not they- had
ever been married and what the outcome of that marriage (divorce, widowhood) - . j
was. However, there remains a group of women, of unascertainable size, for .
"whom the 1968 marriage, was- a second (oA later) marriage. Such women cannot
be included in the ever-divorced or separated group since we know only their -
current marital status. . If, as’we suspéct, this is a substantial portion .of
those ever-divorced, our predictive equations.are considerable weakened. To
.reiterate, by "ever-divorced by 24" we actually mean "divorced and not remarried
' before 1968 or divorced between 1968 and by age 24." The "1968 to 1972 experience" -
approach does not have this problem, and, for this® reason, serves as g more ‘ :
accurate test of our hypothesis, even though the period it covers 1is restricted
to five years.
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N
event which may or may not occur to them. Thus, those who divorce and remarry

4 4

immediately are much less likely than those'who remain unmarried to experience

marital dissolution if current marital status’ is ds?d as the measure. Im a

. .

cross-séctiopal analysis the likelihood of divorce is confounded with thb

speed of remarriage.. An examination of the occurrence of marital disruption

-
:

_ over time’'does not have this problem. . An additional advantage of the longi--

tudinal owver the cross-sectional approaéhvfor our purposes arises from the

.data used in this analysis. As noted above, the panel studies which provide

the information to be used here-contain little data'on divorces which took
place before the survey began in 1968. 1In additi‘a many of the important
control variables to\be used in this study, for eﬁﬁmple characteristics of
the husbano, are only available for the years 1968 to 197?. We therefore
selected- women who were current1§ married in 1968 and examined the factors
whi;h(influenced theirbpoaaible divorce or separation by 1972 with th; NLS.
With the PSID women married in 1972 were followed to 1976. ’
Our third strategy examines the year by year probability of marital
dissolution Among those married at one interview, the’ probability of '
divorce by the time of the next interview is explored. This transition

probability approach also focuses on the population at risk of an event,

for examplg, the'pOpulation attending school who are at risk of dropping out,

the pabulation of women who are employed who might become unemployed, or, in

this case, the population who are marriéd who might become separated or
divorced. Within that population, the impact of an event, such as a birth,

on ‘a change, such as divorce during the year at risk, can be estimated.
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' MEASUREMENT OF AGE AT FIRST BIRTH ,
’ . : vk . N \ l ' f
. . . ) { . . " "
/ - K
Neither the\NLS nor the PSID contain a childbearing history for women
Consequeﬁtly it was necessary to construct such a record for all respondents.

fhe procedure by which this was done for each data set will be described.

~AThe National Longitudinal Survey of Young Women. To develop a measure of

the young woman's age at first birth, the household record in 1968 was
searched for any sons or daughters of the respondent. The agevof-thé oldest
of the respondent's,children'was subtractedff¥0m the respondent's age in 1968
to yield age a; f;rst birth. First births thch occurred in subseauent survey
years were identified by searching Ehe houéehold records of‘childless respon-
depté. When a first birth was identified, tﬁe respondent's age at the last
’iﬁtefview was assigned as her age at first birth. Since exact bi;th dateg
aéé not known fot either the respondent or her children and age is coded only
‘in-full years for respondents. and children over thfee, the measure of age at’
first birth contains some error. Where some uﬁcertainty existed our aecigion
rule erred by .assigning the older age at first birth.
' #  The measure of age af-first birth used here does not inclﬁde cﬁildren
+ .who were given up for adoption shortly after birth, who were stillborn, who
died in e#rly cﬁildhood, or those who were sent to live outside the respondenf's
v
pousehold. Own children of the respondent cannot be distinguished from addpted
children. We are, then, in effect, measuring the i@pact of the age at which
a young woman tékes on the duties and responsibilities of motherhood, the age
at which qhe,bécomés a parent in a ;ocial sense. The variable used here shou}d
Be a fairly‘unbiased measure of sociological, if not of blological, motherhood.

. = 1 -
Panel Study of Income Dynamics. The measure of age at first birth was

e .
: determined differently for wives and for female heads. For the 1701 women in

i
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Fthe sample who completed the survey fOrhwives in 1976, the age of h;r oldest
child as reborted by the wife was subtracted from the wife'§‘;ge. No‘similar
inhformation was available for female“household heads;‘consequentiy the méasure
of age at first birth for the 773 women who were househoid heads in 1976

wég based on the household record. If a first'girth occurred during the survey
years, the woman's age in th; year of thé\birth'was assigned. Otherwise, thé
household record for 1968 was searched .for the age of the oldest child and

this age was subtracted from the woﬁan's own age. Since Qoden in the sample

in 1968.c0u1d have been as old és 42 in that &ear, it is possible that some of
their children would have grown up aqd left home. This, of course, would
result in an incgrrect assignment of‘age,at first birth. This w@uld,only

be a problem for women approxiﬁately 32 to 42 years of age in 1968-- 38 percent
- of the sample df female hOu;ehold heads or 12 percent of the total sample of
women. However, the children most likely to be missed are those born to the
youngest mothers, ;inge thef are"most likely to have grown up and left home
before she turned 40. BeFaﬁse_of this éroblem, analyses are doﬁe(not just for
all women but separately for women under age 35 and age 35 or oldir; “analyses

among younger women should not be affected by this problem. Analyses among
A : ¥

wives are also unaffected. }«

Comparison of Age at First Birth Distributions with ‘Current Population Reports
Table 1 presents the-weighted proportions of women ip the NLS and‘PSID

‘samples in several age-at-first-birth categqries.; These distribugiﬁns can

be compared with distributions calculated from data fFOmLthe‘i97l and 1975

Current Population Reports fdr first births that oc;urred after“;he year 1960..

The distributions are strikingly similar, althéﬁgh~both the NLS and PSID samples

have a higher prOportion'of bi%ths among women ét older ages.- The.highest

pr0poftion occurs among the total PSID sample, which, as-noted above, is
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probably elevated by the loss of some early births among older family heads.

The young women in the NLS and in the young women PSID sub—samplé have few

first births that occurred as early as 1960, and since the younger the

Table 1l: The Distribution of Women by their Age
‘ at First Birth, 1971 and 1975 Current
Population Survey (First Births Occurring
After 1960), National Longitudinal Survey
and Panel Study of Income Dynamics

PSID
Age at First Birth 1971 CPS . 1975 CPS NLS Total 35
at age 24
17 - .128 .129 - .113 .112 .113
18 .095 .092 " .095 . .062 .071
19-20 .259 .248 .186 214 .212
21+ .518 .530 .607 " .633 .605

sampley the more likely the women would have taken part in the trend toward
delayed childbirth (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1978), it seems likely that
some of the difference represents true societal changes over time. Whiledthe
_overall correspondence of the NLS and PSID data with Census Bureau data .is
mosﬁ encouraging, it should be kept‘in mind that some inaccuracy due to -
coding and missing information was unavoidable. As always, our results should
be considered within the context of the findings of other'reéearchers, as

well as one's own theoretical expectations.



RESULTS

Variable definitions, means and standard deviations for variables

used in the several analyses are reported in the Appeﬁdig (see

Appendix'ﬂ'
Tables 1 and 2).

The Simple Association Between Age and Timing of First Birth and Marriage (NLS)

3

Table 2 reports the proportiOn of NLS respondents married by age ét v
first birth, race, and background socioeconomic status. Clearly, the major
difference ih the‘pr0portion married is between those young wdmen who have ever
hgd children, regardless of their age at first birth, ;nd childless women.

At all aées, nearly all white mothers are or have been married. E¥en
among non-mothers, whites are more likely than blacks to have been married at
any given age. By ége 24, however, a majority among both blacks and whites
have married, the major exception being childless black women. While fewer
tHan half of the black non-mothers have married by age 24, 76 percent of all
black females in the sample had married by age 24, and 88 percent of the
black mothers had marr;ed. Nearly 88 pe;cent of all white females héd marfied
by 24, 71 percent of the non-mothers, and-over 99 percent of the mothers. As
Table 3 indicates, even the majority of women who bore their first child
oué-of-wedlock had married hy'age 24, |

Thus, it appéars that the overwhelming majority of women who bear
childrén marry, even‘éﬁong those whose first child is from outside of marriage.

Moreover, the majofity of both blacks and whites are eligible for the analysis

of divorce and separation.



Table 2: Percent of Respondents Ever Married by Ages 18, 21, and 24, by
Respondent's Age at First Birth, by Race, and by Socioeconomic
Background (SES) (Weighted) (National Longitudinal Survey)

Ags of Respondant Percent of Respondents Ever Married...
- ag Firat Birth ., .at age 18 ...at age 21. .-at _age 24
ALL RACES :
<15 63%  (87) 937  (33) 967  (48)
16-17 83 (228) 93 (183) 98 - (180)
18 93 (179 - 98  (192)
'19~=20 : 94 (353) 98 (372)
21-23 . 97 (401)
No childrem by :
18,21 .26 ° 26 (198%) . 53 (139%) - 69 (784)
<
WHITES
ALL'T':;;‘ 967  (29) 1007 (22) 1002  (32)
1617 94  (162) 38 (133) - 100 (139
13 97  (15) -2 ‘99 (169
~19=-20 _ 98  (300) 100 (339
21-23 98 (366)
No childremn by . - .
18,21,24 25 (1811) 54 (1287) 71 (726)
Low SES - .
N . <15 1007  (1l) 1002 (9 - 100%  (10)
16-17 ‘ 100 (sl) ' 100 (45) T 100 (60)
18 : 93 (38) . 100 (44)
19=20 100 - (70) 100 (84)
21-23 . 95 (68)
No childrezn by ° ) E
18,21, 24 . 46 (229) . 66 (153) T72 (85)
Medium/High SES ) .
<15 937,  (16) 100% - (9) 1007 (14)
16=17 92 (102) - 96  (79) ) 100  (62)
18 97.  (96) ¥ 99  (102)
19-20 , 99 (196) 100 . (214)
21-23 % 99> (264)
No childreu by ' i .
18,21,24 21 (1670) 53 (1043) 71 (580)
ALL 3LACKS .
<15 ) 8% (38) S 847  (16) 89%  (16)
16-17 ' 56 (66) ’ 81 (51) 90 (41)
18 71 (26) 90 (23)
19-20 . 70 (52) 89-  (42)
21-23 . 83 (39
No children by ;
18,21,24 . 19 (179 ' a5 (108) 45 (58)
Low _SES ) :
T <1S 417 (19) - 83% (7N 76% (8)
16-17 59 (30) . 84 (21) 89 (22)
18 70 (14) . 95 (12)
,  19-20 _ 70 (29 a8 (21)
-7 21-23 . 65 (14)
‘No childrenm by . ‘
18,21,24 23 (79) 41 (43) _ 45 (29)
Medium/High SES : o~
<15 . 552 (8) : - (3) (3)
16-17 , “2 on T 65T  (12) 100% (N
18 76 -(8) ’ 90 (8)
19-20 ‘ R - (21) 92 (14)
21-23 95 (14)
No childrea by ’
18,21,24 15 (64) 28 (48) 4b (20)
~3 n<35
-t n=20

SZS measured as the meag of four variablaes-—occupation of head of household, mother’s
educacion, father’s sducacion, aad presence of redding matarials in che home of origin.
Yariables vere standardized to have a zeaan of 10 aund a scandard deviation of I.

N’s in parenchesss.

[ Xs? S e



20
. )

Table 3: Percent of Respondents Ever Married by Ages 18, 21, and 24
by Respondent's Age at First Birth Relative to Age at First
Marriage, by Race, and by Socioeconomic Background (SES)
(Weighted) - Premarital First Births Only (National Longitudinal

Survey)
Age at First Birth Percent of Respondents Ever larried...
Relative to Age at
First Marriage ...at age 18 ...at age 21 - ...at age 24
ALL RACES
Premarital : _ % (112) 69%  (146) 83%  (18%)
" ALL WHITES
Premarictal 717% (37) 847% (73) 897  (113)
. Low SEé
Premarital 100% (5) 84% (16) ' 85% (33) e

“edium & ‘High SES

Premarital : 66% (28) 83% (46) 91% (62)

ALL BLACKS | | ' , '
Premarital 31%  (79) 7547, (73) 74% (7T

. Low SES

Premarital 31% (34) 55% (33) 687 (3%)

Medium & High SES

Premarital 26% (18) 46% (21) - 857 (19)




The Impact of a Birth on the Probability of Marriage: Transition Probabilities

. To evaluate the impact of a pregnancy or birth on the likelihood of
marriage, special samples were created cpmprised of young women who were
single ?t the start of a year. The probability of marriage over the course
of the year (that is, between interviews) was studied as a function of a
set of independent variables, including the occurrence of a birth. Results

of regressions on both data sets indicate the importance of pregnancy and
birth to the initiation of married life. )

Adjusted marriage probabilities related torselected independent
variables are presented ihﬁTable 4., Among young NLS resp&ndents, the overall
prébability of marriage was 12.5 percent. The 2.5 percent of the sampie who
experienced a first birth in Ehe current yea;‘experienced a marriage proba-
bility of,ii percent. A prior first birth also elevated the likelihood of
marriage b&t)only to 14 percent.

/

3 All single PSID women were included in a comparable analysis, whether
| they were daughters, female househ;ld heads, sisters, or single women living
alone.  Separate analyses were done for wom;n 15-17, 18-20, and 21-23.
Adjusted probabilities for selected variables are presented in Table 5.

(0lder women were not studi%g beéause our primary interest here is in the
impact of a; early birth on marriage formation.) Again,.a current year‘first
birth has a stroag positive effect on the probability of a marriage. Among
girls 15-17, oqu 6 percent married oyerall; However, of those haying a
current birth, the probability was 28 percent. Among young women 18-20 and
21-23, the overall likelihood of marriage is of course higher; 24 percent of
of the single women were married by the end of the year. -However, a current

birth elevates the probability from 24 to 54 percent. Mcreover, a prior

birth also seems to have raised the probaBility of mdrriage to 18 percent.




) 1
. Co . !
e , ‘ | ‘ |
‘ \ ' | sz . | L
‘ . Table 4; The Probability of Marriage and Remarrisge; Adjusted \‘
Transition Probabilities (National Longitudinal Survey)
[ \ . /
. , ‘ o R /
. . \ ' . " ' - /
k | - Dependent Varishles
: IRST MARRIACE o REARIAGE
‘;‘ , | | g o borcant fn Predicted Parcant dn  Prodicted
o o ' © Each Category Probabllity oty - Bach Category Probabilfcy of
Independent Variablas : Firat Mu‘ruge B Remarcioge®
1, VIRST BITM oo o - o
Hora than ona yoar g0 | C 7 | ".14 ) L SRR '
Within the past year Y Jb S N SN
“Uithin the currant year - N /S SR | 7 A ||
No firat birth yet . S 7 T | S SR B 38
11, SELECTED OTIER CIARACTERISTICS
S _ . |
Earolled full Eiue fa, achool | 1.9 SN ' I N IR
Not enrolled full tiwa in achool | B A2 ' 9.8 38
" Recalvad publlc asalatance 05,6 SN ' I 96 - - X0
Did riot recedve public asadatance | © 044 B ¢ 80.4 3
II1, OTHER MAJOR LIFE CIANGES IN CURRENT YEAR b '
Second or later blcth | | T 5 IR 8,51 ST
No second or later birth 99 SN . 6
2 ' ) ; , ;
R | e 0
b ’ | 610 | | e
N 0,55 I B

ol

1 Predicted' probabilicies ave calculated for each category by adding the adjuated B fo.i th'at‘ category to ihe overall mean, The K
~adjuated B'a are net of o nuber of othier varfables not included in this table. Por o dlaplay ofy thess varisblea sea Appendix
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3y Table 5: The Probabiliﬁ/ of Marriage Adjusted Transit:lon | |
" Probabilitdes for Women Aged 15-17, 18~20, and 21-

. N y: 23 (Panel Study of Income Dynamics)

15-17 1820 4193

v : . ‘ _ .
' #In  Probabildty (% In »Probability ~ %In  Probability
. ) Category . Of Marriage  Category Of Marriage Catﬂ 0f Marriage
Overall Probability of Marriage: ‘ 060 o
1. FIRST BIRTH \ )
First Birth 2 or More Years Ago | a 9 - 09 5 24 “
. First Birth 2 Years Ago 10 A8 (O 1 A9
- Firgt. Birth 1 Year Ago R U 5 57 Y R
. Frst Birth in Current Year Y T 54 S -
11, SELECTED 0THER CHARACTERTSTICS EEE
Worked at Least 30 Hours last Year - 33 . .05 6 .25 "  75 22
Did Not Work 30 Hours Last Year * .67 = .06 36 3 B
. White o 9 06 - 86 2 8 21
¢ . Black S .8 03 B2 LI A€ 17 10
1 ! o | \ '
B T s s 3.5
R, I8 | 187 SN
N 5 S |- 4DS, ~ 835, - 558,
. 4
% 2
| ) |
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This latter finding helps resolve some of the questions that necessarily r‘

arise as to causality. ° o ’ , o -
. Pl . . .

A birth that occurs in the same year as a marriage cannot auto- - > \

ES

matically be assumed to have precipitated the marriage. Certainly, some

1

proportion of these births were conceived after marriage.- However,/;p most
~ cases, the conception probably preceded marriage, since the marriage would

have had ko occur in the first months of the year of exposure and be followed
) 4 R , ) ‘ . o ) : ‘i//
by an immediate conception in order for a birth to 6ccur during the Currdtt' .
. ‘ b
year. Moreover, the fact that even a birth in the previous year exerts an

-

ongoing pressure toward marriage argues that the birth is a causal factor
toward marriage. In addition, a birth is associated with a greater proba-
bility of re-marriage as well as first marriage (see Table 4) Of course,

only data that provide exact dates by month would allow ‘us :B make a certain

» ]

i
statement to the temporal ordering of events; but the data certainly are in

lpline with the expectation that pregnancy often 1eads to marriage.
Occurrence of a birth is overall the best predictor of marriage in
this model (The full models with unadjusted coefficients are-presented in
. Appendix Tables 5 and 6).Among women 21 to 23, women' who worked more’ than 30
' hoursdin the previous year have a lower marriage probability. ,Though only of
- f1borderline significance (p = .06), the same tende;ty can be noted in-the NLS
:.data. This may tepresent an independence effect due to. having an alternate
source of income.- Unemployed women are significantly more likely to marry.
- - Alsoy in both analyses, whites and women 1iving in the South are more likely
. to.- enter marriage, as are the dlder women in these young sambles. _Finally,
a birth more than two_years ago seems to depress rather thdn raise the’

»

W probability of marrifge- - . e -

These analyseS‘confirm the frequent 1inkage between an early pregnancy

30
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or birth and gn'elévated probability of marriage. Thig leads to a question

L
é v ’

of greater debate. Are the marriages formed under such circumstances un-

atab;e?. What 1s the association between early childbearing, early marriage,

and marital disfuption?

A

A



g The Simple Association Between Age at FirSt Birth and the Proportion Ever-

Divorced or Sepgrated (NLS)

Table 6 presents the proportion of ever~married NLS respondents who
have ever been divorced or separated by age 18, 21, or 24, controlling for

respaﬁdent's race and socioeconomic background. A clear association between

early childbearing and an elevated probability of marital disruption is -

visible; the only exception is an occasional upturn ih the monotonic trend

among women who are still childless at age_24. Since we will be using dummy
variables to measure age at first birth when doing regressions, this will not

be obscured. Using the disruption measure that dombines both divorce and
geparation, no notable trends by race and socioeconomicbatatus are appament.

N

Table 7 reports the proportion divorced or separated by the timing of

the first birth relative to the first marxiage. 0verall;)the young’women

"~

: with premarital births are more likely to be divorced by age 21 or 24; but

A

this finding is not replicated ‘among all rate and SES categories. Indeed no

‘clear pattern of association between timing of birth and the proportion of

marriages that are disrupted is apparent.

Multivariate Analysis of Marital Disruption: Attainment by Age 24 (NLS)

Table 8 presents the results of two analyses in which the probability
of divorce or separation by age 24 among ever-married NLS women was regressed
on a series of independent variables. In one regressioo; age at first birth,
age at first ﬁarriage,)and timing of first birth relative to marriagelfall in
dummy” form) are included in the same analysis. In*the second regression, |

only age.at first birth and .timing are included. When the dummy variables

for respondent's age at first marriage are included, the effects of age at -

4

first birth~and educatian on divorce are no ‘longer significant. The timing

of the first birth relative to marriage does not contribute to divorce at age 24,1/

The probability of divorce by age 24 does appear to be affected by the age

,32
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Table 6: Percent of Ever-Married Respondents Ever-Divorced by Ages 18, 21,
and 24 by Respondent's Age at Firit Birth, by Race and by
Socioeconomic Background (SES) (Weighted) (National Longitudinal Survey)

Age of Respoudeunt Percent of Ever Married Respondencs:Ever Divorced...
.. 4% age 18 ... at age 321 ...at 3ge 24
(
<15 . 267 (42) 27 (3% 2T (46)
16=17 9 (189) 26 (171) 18 (176)
) 18 ) 12 (166) 16 (188)
19=20 s (332) . 13 (371)
4 . . 21=23 ) 5 (383)
No childrenm by - ! : .
_18,21,24 2 (479 6 . (733) 9 (538)
m . A .
— <15 17 (27) 267 (22) 267 (32)
' 16=~17 9 (15) 20 (l30) 13 (139
18 . ‘ 11 (147) 15 (187)
19-20 ’ 6§ (295 12 (333)
21=-23 2 (446) 5 (359)
No ildrea by .
18,&1.21‘ ) 6 (699) 9 (512)
<15 ‘ € 4 (1) 187 (9 287 (10)
16=-17 1 (4D 26 (43) 7 (60)
18 11 (39 12 (44)
19-20 6 (70) 19  (84)
21-23 ' 4 (65) .
No children by ’
18,21,26 3 (104) 7 Qo1 ‘ 9 (61)
Mediym/High SES /
) <15 9% (15) L e (9) ‘ 40 (14)
16-17 8 (93) 18 (72) - 15 (62)
18 t. 10 (94) 15. (10D
19-20 6 (194 9 (214)
. 21=-23 : : s (261)
No childrea by : . - o
18,21,24 1 (304) i (549) 8 - (413)
ALL BLACXS : o
<15 43%  (15) o (19) 0% (1)
16=17 . 9 (36) 36 (41) o 36 (3N
18 . 21l (19) - 26 (21)
19-20 . 4 37 ’ 26 | (38)
N . 21-23 : 1% (29)
) No children by ’
18,21,24 3 (34) 5 (38) 8 (26)
S . ot ' .
<15 5Q% (8) 317 (6) 2% (6)
16=17 7 (18) a5 (18) ‘ 38: (208
. 18 26 ¢) 25 (1)
'19=20 5 Aan 26 (19)
“ 21»23 17 (9)
No c¢hildren by i
18,21,24 2 (18) 7 s : 10 (3
Madium/High SES ~ ’ ,
<15 = (W) -3 - (3)
s 7 16=17 10% N ,531 (8) 43% 7
' 13 ‘ 1 (6) ; 31 M
19=-20 3 (15) 13 13)
21-23 , : . 9 1y

No children by
18,21,25,

w

(10) 0 (1 8 9

wa: @9 <3
-t g=0

SEZS measursd as the cean of four variibles—occupacion of head of bounnhdld. mother’s ,
educacion, father’s educatioa, and” prasance of reading materials ia the home of origin.
Variables vers standardized to have a ussa of 10 aod a standsrd deviscicm of 3. '

N’s in parencheses.
329
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Table 7: Percent of Ever MarriedARespondents Ever Divorced by Ages 18,
21 and 24 by Respondent's ‘Age .at First Birth Relative to Age
at First Marriage, by Race and by Socioeconomic Background

ajfl.ongitudinal Survey)

2 N

Age at First Birth Percent of“ ‘ d Respondents Ever Divorced...
Relative to Age at 4 "
First Mdrriage ...at age 18 “éP”Kﬁﬁ“Qi v L..@b age 24
ALL RACES
Premarital | 10%  (50) 19%  (l100) - 15%  (152)
Ambiguous g (10%) . - 11 (290) 10 (426)
Post-marital - 19 (77N 12 (314) 11 (746)
'ALL WHITES
Premarital 117 (26) 137, (61) 13%  (100)
Ambiguous 3 (84) 9 - (246) .9 (381)
Post-marital 17 (70) - 12 (287) 9 (698)
Low SES e f“
_Premarital 7% () 247, (13) 19% (28)
Ambiguous 0 (24) C14 (54) 7 (109)
Post-marital 19 (23) 11 g (91) 14 (145)
Medium & High SES ) ’ | o, B
) Premarital 4%  (18) 137 (38), 137 (57)
+ Ambiguous 5 (564) .8 (169) 8 (228)
Postsmarital o L7 »(36) 12 (162) 8  (483)
k ‘
ALL BLACKS ’ ‘ v
Premarital 81 (23) 27% (39 18%  (53)
Ambiguous | 27 (21) - 21 (43) 24 (45)
Post-marital 32 (7) | 17 (27) 13 (48)
H L2 N _ R
Low -SES
Premarital | 0% (11) - 26%  (18) 1872 (25
Ambiguous 25 (12) 3 17 (19). . 23 (21)
Post-marital wn (3) 25 (13) ' 40 (21)
Medium & Higzh SES '
Premarital | 7% (s) 187 (10 207 (16)
Ambiguous ' 34 , (8) o 8 * (16) _ 3 (14)
Post-marital RPN (1 s 12 (7 15. (16)
4
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Table 8:

A

29

" .
Partial Regression Coefficients (Standardized and Unstandardized) of

. the Probability of Ever Being Divorced at Age 24 on Age at First Birth,
and Céntrols for Respondent Background, With and Without Age at First
Marriage, Among Respondents Ever Married (National Longitudinal Survey)

With Age of Marriage

Independent Variables b's Betas
. Agg at Firsc Birth
R 10-15 .043 .022
§ 16-17 =.026 -.025
18 .024 -.024
19-20 .002 .002 -
221 a a
Age at Eirst Warrtage \\"/,
10-15 ; .208 * .097
16-17 . 148 ** 165 **
18 150 et .180 eter
19-20 .058 * .085
21-23 a a
Parental Socio—

.Economic Scacus .006 .045
Education (In Yeafs) .009 -.061
First Birth Premari-

tal - .00L" .001
Intact Family of Origin .005 .006
Pacific Coast .083 =x=* .092 *%
Metropolitan Area .031 .046
Agze in 1968 ,023 w* +.105 #*
Race . L 139w - 131 fo
AFDC Benefic Level

in Region .000 ».020
Unemploymil® Rate .007 -.058
Constant .726

R2 .079
1 .826
3 _
* -~ p<.05
(&) P < 001
[:R\f:- omicted category f?
e E

Without Age of Marriage

b's Betas
L177 * .092 *
.082 * .080 *
.075 = 074 *
.054" .070

a a

[ ]

b b

b b

b b

b b

b b
.006 047
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at which a young woman enters marriage. Since age at first birth andfage

at first marriage are so highly correlated, their effects are hard to disen-

tangle. We tentatively conclude that since the effect of age at firgt birth
disappears when age at first marriage 1is includé%, the former effectlsimply
reflects the impact of youthful marriage. Comparison of beta coeff‘lients
across columns of Iable 8 suggests that even the negatiQe associliation between
.years of education and the probability of div;rce is due to the regpondent's

age at marriage. ;

The predominance of age at first marriage in explaining thevgrobability
of divorce is an extremely interesting finding. Other work with these data :
and the PSID i;dica:e that age at first birth is the more critical determinant
of the cumulative number of children born to a woman. -Here it seems that it
is the duration of marriage and/or qhe youthfulness of the partners, represented
by.the respon&ent's age at first marriage, that are the more critical determi-
nants of the cumulative probability of divorce or separation. This finding
will be pursued in the 1968 to 1972 analysis.

Although this regression includes onlylin abbreviated 1ist of independent
variables; several anticipated effects c;h be noted. Blac¢ks have a con-
siderably higher probability of experiencing marital disfuption than do B
whiges, as\do respondents who live on the Paéific coast. Tﬁé AFDC (Aid to
Families with Dependent Children) benefit 1evé1 in the respondent's region of
>residence does not predict to divorce, nor dpes parental socioeconomic status.
The secular increase in the incidence of divorce is clearly visible in the
variable controlling for cohort chanéeg reSpOndents who wére older in 1968 had
a probability of experiencing divorce or separation by age 24 tha£ is lower
by more than two percent for each year of age. Metropolitan residence iQ

associat;d with a higher probability of divorce; but the coefficient falls

just short of statistical significance. The one surprising finding is the
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negative relationship between the level of unemployﬁent and the probability
of divorce. Presumably the unemployment variable is serving as a proxy for
some contextual variable that is not included in the analysis; the experience
of unemployment by the individuals in the study would be a better variable

to use to explore the impact of unemployment on marital stability.

Multivariate Analysis: 1968 to 1972 Experience Approach (NLS)

A larger array of variables‘eould be included in the analysis of divorce
among respondents married at the time pf the initial interview in 1968. Table
9 presents regression results from the 1968 to 1972 experience analysis.
" The sample on whicﬂathis analysis was done comprises 1,277 respondents who
were married at the time of the first interview in 1968. By 1972, 191 or
13 percent of these women had divorced/pr separated. To estimate the effect of age at
first marriage arnd age at first birth, net of each other and of other theoretically
important factofs, single—equation,‘linear multiple regression ﬁodels were .
estimated with ordinary least squares. Multicollinearity between age at first
marriage and age at first birth casts doubts on the findings when both ere
included in a single equation, but to obtain their separate effects it is
essential to control for one while estimating the impact of the othe; on
marital dissolueion. For this reason; and because several of our hypotheses
deal with interactions between these two variables, models of marital
instability were also estimated separately for varioﬁs ages of first marriage.
This allowed a test of the hypothesis that, given a young first marriage,
youthful child bearing increases the likelihood of dissolution. In addition,
thie strategy overcomes the confounding effect of multi-collinearity between |
these two important variables. >
Ideally, one would wish to have measures of the couple’s status in the

year of or before the divorce or separation. Unfortunately, this creates a
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problem in selecting data for the control population of couples not experi-
encing mnrit;l disruption, since there is no comparable year from which data
can be selected. Therefore, the status of each couple ln“1968. the baseline
year in which all were married, {s utilized for all variables (exceapt back-
ground variables.

To begin to examine the impact of age at first marriage and age at
first birth on marital dissolution, net of each other, four equationg wera
estimated. First, a model of marital disruptioﬁ between 1968 and 1972 was
estimated which contained all the independeﬁﬁ variables mentioned eariiar
except age at f;rst marriage aqd age at first birth. Then age at first
marriage was added to the equation and the increment in R2 examined. Next,
age at first birth was added to the equation wit50ut age at first ﬁarriage

.and, finally both of these measures were included along with the other

~

variables in a single equation.

As the reader will note, adding either -age at first dhrriage or age at
fiest birth increases ﬁhe explanatéry power of the model by about the same
modest amount. However, age at first birth never has a statistically signifi-
canL impact on the likelihood of divorce'or separation. This is the case
whether age at first marriagevis inéluded in the equation (model 4) or not
(model 3). A felatively young .age at first marriage does appear to increase
the probability of marital instability even when age at first birth is
controlled. Those who firs;‘wed at 16 or 17 experienced a likelihood of
divorce or separation 15 percentage points higher thaq that for couples
who delayed marriage until .they were at least 21. Marriage at 18 increased
the probability of disruption by 11 percentage points relative to those who
married. later. Given that 137 of thosé who'were married in 1968 had divorced

or separated by 1972, the increase in probability of disruption associated

with a young first marriage is quite'large.
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One . anomaly exists in these findings--those who' first marriedkat ages

10 to‘15-were not significantly-more likely to disrupt'their marriages by

’

1972 than those who first wed at 21 or older. We suspect that this unexpected,

result is due to the fact that these very young brides were more likely than
'others to' already have dissolved their first marriages and remarried by 1968
(As noted, the NLS data contain information on age at first marriage for
' those married at the 1968 interview, but it cannot be determined whether
women were still in that first marriage). It should be noted however, that
' the coefficient for first marriage at 15 or'youngervhas the expected sign and
is large, it 1s simply not statistically significant.

? The results presented in Table 9 suggest that teenage marriages are less
'stable than those contracted later and that this relationship holds whether
Z-or not youthful parenthood accompanies these marriages. A first birth at’

a youﬁg age does not appear to increase marital instability even if age at
‘marriage is not'controlled.‘ In fact, as Table 9 shows, all the coefficients ’
for the measures of early childbearing are negative when age at marriage is in
the equation, suggesting that, given an early first marriage, a first birth‘
during‘the teensAﬂIﬁuces the likelihood of disruption. This finding, Which zsé
not statistically significant, cannot he attributed solely to the presence

of young children since a measure of this effect is explicitly included in

the equation. : - | , .

>

Before turning to a more rigorous examination of this issue, we will briefly

| review the effects of other vwfiables in our model on the probability of

-marital disruption.
: A
Much of the research on this topic. has been restricted tp white women
(Bumpass ‘and Sweet, 1972” Cherlin, 1977) but when race has been considered,

.blacks have been found to be more likely to separate or divorce than whites

LI o ’ fd(y
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(Rossiand Sawhill, 1975). The resnlts reported in Table 9 indicate that aftervA
differences betWeen racial groups in the effect of demographic and socio- _<,’f
economic factors are removed the likelihood of dissolution is 20 percentaée
’points lower for white than for black women. Speculations concerning~the

icause of this, relationship include the discrimination and éreater economic

' instability faced by black than for white women because of the relatively high
earnings of black women compared to black men, and possibly racial differences

in attitudes toward marriage (Ross and Sawhill, 1975). Whatever the explanation,

the effect is quite strong. ﬂ

We find also, as do Bumpass and Sweet (1972), that the likelihood of
dissolution decreases with the educational attainment of the woman. Cherlin
(1977) finds no statistically significant effect of years of schooling comoleted
on marital instability among older women. The effect shown ianablé_9 is §=
substantial--the probabilityvof sepafationtor divorce.isﬂlﬁ percentage points
1ower for college graduates than.for high school drop-outs. Bumpass‘and
sweet (1972) find that much of the initial difference in marital stability
by education is due to differences in age at marriage-4once this factor is
controlled the dissolntion rates for. various levels ofweducational attainment
are quite similar. The lack of agreement between our findings and: those of
Cherlin (1977) and Bumpass and SWeet (1972) may be due to differences in the.
sample\studied. We are examining dissolution very early in marriage. Respon-
dents in our sample were 1§;to 24 in 1968; Cherlin's”were 30 to'44 in 1967; and
those studied by Bumpass and Sweet were under age 45 in 1970. We suggest %h
possibility,that the wife's educational attainment may‘be a more important
factor in marriage”stability when she is young and relatively fresh from the -

educational system than later in her life when experiences since school

» .
become more central. 3 : . ,
AR - -
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- Some aspects of the economic situation faczd by'the couple were found
to influence marital,stability, others had no effect. Among young wives, as.
;mong ‘those closer to mid- life studied by Cherlin (1977), having assets in
ﬁgess of $1000 significantly diminished the likelihood of divqrce or separation.
The income of the husband does not have a significant effect which is coﬁ-
sistent with results reported by Ross and Sawhill (1975). Perhaps possession
of substantial assets reflects the- willingness and ability of the couple to |
plan and to exercise. control over important aspects of their livea, characteris-
tics which should increase the chances for a stahle marriage. . This variable :
might also indicate an income.in‘excess of basic needs and so might reflect
the performance’ of -the husband as bread winner.'

Four other factors were- found to be significantly related to the probability
of divorce or separation.; Coming from - a family with a relatively high socio- E

%

economic status appears to increase marital 1nstability, perhaps by providing

L] a

the resources to allow a woman to leave a bad marriage. Women from relatively
high status family backgrounds might also have more difficulty in finding ‘a
%te who meets their expectations. Marital disruption is significantly more
common among those living on the west coast, possibly because of different

a

attitudes toward marriage and divorce in that area.: And women whose earnings

;constitute a substantial proportion of total family income are considerably

-~ .
more likely to dissolve the1r marriagesd!ggn those who have no earnings or

who have relatively low earnings. Wives in unsatisfactory relationships may
find a good job in anticipation of divorce; work by the wife may weaken the

marriage; or women who have a way to'support themselves may be ‘less likely'

to tolerate a bad marital situation- causality is impossible to determine.

In'addition, those who live in areas with high unemployment are less likely

to divorce or separate than others. The unemployment rate may indicate the

difficulty with which a woman could find a job--often a necessity for those
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who dissolve their marriages.'*Unéertainty;about employment. may make marriage

‘more-attractive to both spouses, since at least one is likely to locate work.
)

The results in Table 9 also indicate that several factors expected to

affect marital stability did not do so, Several studies have found evidence of

..intergenerational transmission of marital instability (Pope "and Mueller,

1977; Bumpass and Sweet, 1972) We find no such effect. Divorce and separation
‘rates are highest in metropolitan areas (Cherlin, 1977; Ross and Sawhill 1975)
but no impact of residence in an SMSA is evident in our results.' In“addition,
\presence'of very young children does not appear to reduce the probability B
of divorce among young wives: those who have any children under three- yearsv

of age dre no more likely to.remain married than those who have none. Among

older wives Cherlin (1977) found children to be a dqterrent to divorce or

separation only when they were preschool age, 5 or,younger. .Since only

-.children O to 2 are considered here, these results are not dire&tiy comparable.

I3

e

’ﬁe found as-.did Cherl?n (1977) o effect of the- level of AFDC benefits in. the

region on the probability of disruption. In additiOn, no effect of/%;pre-

-marital or ambiguously timed first birth was evident, perhaps because of

- the crudeness of the measure available. o

To summarize briefly, we have found a substantial. impact of age at first
marriage on marital stability whether age at first birth is controlled or nbt.‘,
'Teenage childbearing does not appear to increase the- likelihooﬁ of divorce or
separation. However, the muIticollinearity between these two variables,
mentioned ear1ier, makes these results subject to question. For this reason
and because we hypothesized that,the effect of some factors would depend on
age at first marriage we divided the sample on'this variable and estimated

rhe equations separately within each group. Since within groups, age at first

marriage is constant, we can examine the impact of_age at first birth_without

: encountering'multicollinearity. ‘The results of this analysis are presented

in Table 10. o .,'44
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Multivariate AnaIYsis:"l968{to 1972'Expetience:ApprOach'by Age'at'Marriage (NL§) ‘

"The analysis presented in Table 10 allows us to test more rigorously our

earlier finding that age at marriage influences marital stability but age at -

»~

first birth does not. The results shown .in Table 10 confirm the earlier

conclusion.

Given age at first marriage, age at first birth has no significant

s .'/

effect on divorce or separation. Among those who wed at 17 or younger ‘the

3

ypattern of coefficients suggestsithat'the;earlier the age at first;bfrth the
: e
'lower the likelihood of disrpption cbmpared_to those who first became parents .
at 21 or_older.1 A similar pattern appears for those ‘who first married at.18
" but not for. women who.bename brides at any older age. We find, therefore,~no
'support for the hypothesis that teenage childbearing is the reason for.the |
relationship between youthful marriage and instability--thoserwho wed while
teenaéers'and,delay parenthood fare no better than their classmates who also.
had.their first,child while in their teens. Furthermore, thoge women who
bore their first child before their first tarriage do not exhibit a higher
probability of divorce. . 'n . i,
Table 10 shows several other interesting patternsg.the impacf-of a number
of independent variables on marital stability seems to differ among groups ﬁho
- first married at different ages The.disruptive impact of higher parental
socio-economic.status noted earlier appears te occur only among those who married

_ while quite young——no'effect of this factor exists -among those who wed at 21

,“or‘older when parents may feel less responsibility for supporting divoréed

children. (It should be pointed out that in all cases the coefficients are

1., Among those who married at 18 or younger, so few were still childless
at 24 that it was not possible to include a childless category. Thus, the
highest age-at-first- birth category, 21 or over, includes some parents and
childless couples, . ( o

4’3 - ’ - .-.“
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quite'sﬁall, and, so our discussion must be highly.speculative.) .Presence of
children under tbree years of age has‘no influence on marital stability anong
young brides but has a significant inhibiting effect among those who delayed
first marriage until at least;21.. Thls pattern might explain the difference
between our earlier finding of no effect-of presence of young childrenmand
-Cherlin s (1977) report of a large, significant effect. éherlin examined
presence of young children among women 30 to 44 in 1967. These children must
all have been born after ‘the mother was in her late twenties. Apparently
young children inhibit tbe break up of marriage auong older but not:a@ongp
younger couples. Perhaps the young child of an older couple is more typigally
a wanted child and so less of a strain. Perbaps grandparents are more willing
‘to house and support their daughter w1th her child if she married young,

4

compared to a daughter who Rad probably already left home before first marrying

-

in her twenties. .

The stabilizing influence of assets on marriages, noted earlier, also
appears to occtr only among those who first wed at older ages. Among women )
who became brides at 18 or younger, being relatively well- off financially, >
at, least as 1indicated by assets has no effect on the llkelihood of marital
dissolution. However, among the youngest bridesrmaritalbstability appears

‘to increase substantially with the income of the hquand.k-lbis-is true in no
other age-at-marriage group. In fact, among those who first married at the
oldest ages, stability decreases with increasesgin husband's income. Although

in neither case are these coefficients significant, the pattetns are suggestive.

We specﬁlate that a low .husband's incope among those first married at 21 or

older often reflects his preparation for a professional career--college, medical
school and the like. Thus, a very low income may indicate superior long-run

income prospects for this group. For younger brides very low husband's
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”inéome more érosably reflectg unemployﬁent and;poor perform#nce of the
téaditiAnal bre#dqinner rolé-ifacférs which'héve often égén related to mafital.
bb?e§k.u§ (Ross and'Sawhill,‘197§). .
| Thé effect of the wife's earnings is quite strong amohg couples who were
. under 20 when they mafried: Tﬁe greateé the proportion of the fgmily 1ncop§
earqed by the wife,‘tﬁe greater the probability that the mar:iageawill end.
This tendency does not hold, however, among.the couples mérfighiwﬂen th;
wife was at least 21. Again, thouéh} this exception may be due to couples.
in which the woman is putting a.husband through schooi or a huéban& is
beéinning a career. The interpretation of this éffeéé ;Q unéertain; but it
certainly merits further conSideration.. o
The only other factor which appéars'to affect marital stabili?y dif-
ferently dﬁﬁending on age at first marriage 1is whe ther the‘ﬁomaﬁ'ﬁas raised
in an“iﬁtgéf family. This variable has no gffect'among_those wﬁg firsé
married at the yOungest'ageé and is inc?easi;gly'negative amongusucceésively
‘blder brides.. Intergenerational transmissio; of maritalvihstabili;y appgars 
to écgpr-only among those who marry at éround the éverage age éné not among
ehose whp wed while teenagers. Although the effects are not gtatistically
‘significant, the reéult is intriguing.
| These results, when Faken as a whole, seem to sﬁgge;t that first
marriaées contracted by very young brides are differént*in some fundamental
| ‘respects from those en’tered}yvolder women. Many of the fac?ors t:l';at buffer
% the marriages of those Qho wed at or near the typi;allﬁge for this event do
not pFotect choée who marry while ve;y yéung. Having young childrEn;/ “
'possessing-substantial_asseﬁs, coming from an intact famiiy or ong,;f rﬁiatiVely
| high status increase marital stability among those who marry in cheir laﬁe‘
téens or eatly twentiés but do not protect young brides. I

v
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In general, it hight bexnoted that our model of haritalsdisruption dqes
not work as well for couples who' married when the wife was a teenager. O;erall;
doing separate analyses am;ng groups similar in their age of'marriage increases
the proportionlof varianc; explained substantially-4from 7 percent among‘the
total sample to between lé andt23 percent withih the several subdéroups. | s
however, Zhe model, buift (by necessity) only\with measures of social, |
demographic, and economic status, does a considerably better.job of exs
»plaining marital disrpption among couples marrying in their twenties (k + ,226)
than it does among teen couples (R2 = ,122). Presumably, variables that o
measure more psychological or social psychological constructs would predict
Better. Perhaps those who marry young disproportionately possess attitudes’
or personal characteristics that dispose them to divorce, for example, perhaps
they tend to»be risk-takers, or they are less ahle to delay gratification.
- Or perhaps they are not able to develop the copihg skills‘that their unmarried
peers have the leisure to work out. On the other hand, since a great deal ¥
of maturation follows rather than precedes the wedding, perhaps young couples
~simply face a greater likelihood of growing apart.‘ Understanding‘the processes

that underlie disruption presents an interesting research challenge; but
. .. A

one we cannot attack with the data at hand.
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Multivariate_Analxgis: Race Differences (NLS)

s One-ot the major predictors of marital disruption in our analyses thus
far has been race. In these regressions, race has been included as a simple
additive variable; however the possibility that the effects ‘of ‘other factors
depend on respondent race should not be ignored. To explore this- issue,
regressions have been run s€parately for blacks and for ;hites. e :
results are presented in Tagle 11. | ‘ ,

Early childbearing does not seem to increase the probability of marital
break-up amongaqhites; If'anything,ianlearly‘birth seems to reduce the | |
~chances. ofddisruption. Among blacks, there is an association between teenage
childbearing and marriage break-up, but it becomes statistically non-gsignificant
when age at marriage is also included in the regression. Among whites,
early marriage is associated with a greater frequency of”divorce; but the
'relationship among blacks is not statistically gignificant. These results
suggest that among blacks early marriage and early childbearing both increase
the chances of disruption slightly though not significantly. Among whites,
early marriage seemg, to predict to‘divorce, while early childbearing actually
seems to be associated with a lower likelihood of divorce.- |
:Among both blacks and whites,‘wines.nho earn a relatively large proportion .
of the family income are more likely to digsolve their marriages over the
five;year‘period. This is the strongest similarity evident in the data;v'The
effects of several other variables seem to depend on race. Educati?n, for

- . example, seems to reduce the probability of divorce for whites but mot for

blacks. AmOng blacks, having children under the age oﬁfthree significantly

. lowers. the probability of;marital break-up. Also, those blacks. married at

. least 8ix years in 1968 are considerably more likely to remain together.

1
<
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R Table 11; Partial Rcgressicn Cocf{icisrta (Standardized wd Unscandardized) of the | )
. Probubility of Belng Divocced hv 1972 Asong Respynduntsd Msrried in 1968 : .

on Age at Firet Birth, Age at Firat Marrisye an Coatrols for Reapondent - 4

Background. (National longitudinel Survay) . : - :

.
.

Whites

, . Utchout Ags at First Vich Age at First Wich Ags at Firac Bixch Wich Aga st First Bire
; S8irth and Without Ags Marriags Omnly Oaly . . and Wicth Ags at Firac
Ind mdms Varisbles ac First Marrtape ; Marriaga
b bets ] bats b beta b beta
E . : - . - R - . —————
Age at First Birth
Rt - - - - - .073 - .042 - .162 - .09%.
. 16-17 - - - - - .032 - .033 - 1230 - J1Ms
i - - - - - - .021 - ,023 - .087 - .09
g—zo - - - - - .006 - .009 -,032 ., = .045.
- - - - a a a a’
Ags at Fitat Marrisge )
<13 - - .046 029 - - .159 A00
T16-17 . - - L0978 L1244 - - 171 <2198
18 : ’ - - .087¢ 113+ - - J129%% 71
19-20 - - .062 .093 - - .076% 114s
221 . . e - - ’ s * s -t - s &
Parencal Sacioecononic Scatus .012#% ,08L# ,010 071 .012* ' .082% - .00 . " ,070
Educaticn ‘in 1968 . . ) ' .
<12 s . ) a a a a a . a
*12 - .063* - .099% - 054 - .08S - .080* - 1270 - ,070% - 3100
13-18 - 10708 < 117w - .083 - .09 - .126%* - .138e* - 099w - 109
16 - J189%%% o 142%aw - 137 ~ ,103* - L206%%% o ,158an - 149 - J112v .
Incact Pamily of Origin - .012 - .014 - .015 - .017 - .016 - .017 - .018 - .01?
AFDC Benafit Lavel . 000 .008 .000 .017 .000 .007 .000, < .023.
Unemployment Race - ,001 - .058 -,001 - .036 - .001 - ,0%7 - 001 .083
- Matropolitan Area (1 = Macro) < .028 .038 .030 047 .023 ' .036 . .028 . - .039
Asasts . .
0 B a s .8 a Y a s ' a
=$1-$1000 . ‘ - .012 - .018 -*.009 - .013 - .014 - .020 - .012 - .018
>$1000 - .0% - .08 - ,080 - 076 ~ L0383 - .08% - .0%0 - .077
Numbar of Childres Undar Age 3 R ’ ' _ :
1 . 022 .03 ,019 : .030 .025 038 .038 .059
22 - .008 - .008 - .007"° - ,006 - .008 - .008 ,009 .008
Nons . a ] a a ] - a . a ’ . -
Busband's Inccue ‘ . - ‘ \
<0 ) a - a Y s T s 7 a a
$1-$3000 - .022 - .023 - .026 - .027 - .018 - .018 e 014 - .018
. $3001-6000 .081 078 .049 071 083 .017 . .06} .088
$6001-9000 . 0SS .082 087 - .084 .058 .087 L0712 .107
$9001-12000 .007 .009 .013 .015 .009 .010 .028 .029
. >12000 . .002 .001 .007 .00$ .004 .003 .022 018
Respondent’s Contridbution to Faally lucoms
174 * [ s s . : a R [ ) a Nl s
12-25% .04k .06% 046 .068. 044 068 046 .068
261-502 . .067 086 .056 .076 046 .063 .033 .072
- S12-702 C 123 .093¢ L1356 .102¢ 1220 .092* 133 .1o0ce
>70 . 139 .084 144w .087* Jl41® .086% (153 ,093¢
West Cosst Reatdenca 079 ,093 .Q77% .090‘} . .082 .096#% .078% .091*
L d R . . ‘ .
Nurbar of Yaars Marriad
0-1 years ST - Leo? 010 025 .038 - .07 - .026 .021 .031
2-3 yasra - T 014 .021 .036 .055 . 004 .00% * 024 037
- 4=3 vears -.016 .021 - .003 - .004 - .026 - .013 - .010 - 0L
26 yaars - a [} [ a a a [ a
Tintag of Firsc Birch: Pramérital .014 012 .026 022 .029 ,024 .071 _ .05%
Constant : 1.020 .920 ° 1.049 .920
r, 1.720 '1.700 1.540 , 1.684 ‘
r S s .051 .058 .053 .065. s
. N . as7 357 . as? v 857
\)J P « .\05 o R ’
EM P : .m.l . . ot
.00 ‘ . : ) .
P . , J O .

- s = onltzad citogory
- ® omitecd from reperunion -



Indepandgat Vsrisbles
Ags at Tirsc Moth

- :n
16-17 ,
18 , .
19-20 '

g3 Y

Age ac Tirst Harriage

16-17

’

Parmtal Secicecwsomic Scactus
Zducatica 1n 1963
<12 . ’
B
216
latace Temily of Origia
AFDC Bamafit lLavel
Casnployneat late

Matropolitan Area (1 = Netre)

<

Assats 5,
230
- 1-31000
- ) »$1000
- Chtldres Under Age 3 "
1 .. .
22
Nons

Busbend’s lncose
30
$1~-33000
$3001-$6000
$6001-$9000
$9001~$12000 .
»$12000
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. 2 4
. - 1=-252
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»70%
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-’ O=1 yasrs
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Constant
14

1

T eepc,08
*ap< .00
we o 5« 001
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Table 11: Continued

B8lacks

-

Without Age st TFirsc With Age at First

Wicth Age st First Birch

With Age st Firat Bir

Bireh and Vithout Ags Macriage tnly Only and Wich Ags at FirscC
sc First Marriace Marvisge

b hets b beta h hets 1) . butJ

- - - - .361ee .251%e 19 A

- - - - .262% .263e .180 .180

- - - - 067 +035 0N .023

- - - - 074 .066 116 .13

- - - - s s s ‘e

' ‘

- - . 3460 1990 - - 248, a6

- - 161 .136 -\ - .033 v .033

- - - .022 - ,020 - - - .089 - .07

- - - .166 - .161 - - - ,196 . - .19

- - a a - - a a
.016 .076 .012 .087 .013 . 060 .014 086

[ s s s s s a . e

- ,0682 - 064 .019 .020 .026 «027 «020 021
- .09 - .060 .038 .024 .012 . 008 034 - .022
- .099 - .03 - ,010 - ,004 « 008 .003 - ,023 - ,008
- 133 - .139* - .09 - 098 - .107 . - ,112 - ,09 - .0’5

. 000 .052 . 000 <042 .000 .037 +000 043
- .002 - .110 - .002 - ,077 - .002 - .083 - ,001 - .063

.061 .063 . 049 .03 .084 .090 .083 .058

s ’ s [ s s [ s a

.010 .011 .056 .060 .027 .029 - .087 .062
- 184 - 143 - .193* - 149" - .180 - .139 - ,177 - 137
- .0Nn - ,076 o= - ,120 - .19 - .129 -,.136 - 147 .
- .201* - 171 - .215* - 183 - ,224* = 191 - .222% - ,189*

. , @8 . s a a s e

s . a ' s s s a s
.161 149 .092 .08s . 168 .135. 12 .103
.152 163 .088 .092 .150 .162 .103 112
134 .113 .118 . .100 .136 .113 ¢ 140 118
.019 .009 . 053 024 .002 .00l .032 .04

-.079 . - ,009 - .161 - 4,019 .003 .001 - ,100 - ,012
A ~ .
j ?

s s s s s s s s -
.033 .033 .078 .081 042 046’ .086 .093
.03s .031 121 .109 .060 .084 .127 A4

- .108 - .039 - ,068 - ,037 - .07 - ,039 - .053 - 029
.309 .119 . 628* .146% .583% - .136* L6158 16ke
- .00 " .003 - .023 - .013 .00S .003 - .018 - .010
i
.130 136 . 284s .298% .181 .190 .262¢ 275%™
.220* 222 . J8Qeee c384nen L 289%e ,292% J61rw 368
. 189 166 . Jeboe . 3000 26Ae L 214 .33)ee 292
s s a a 'y s [ ‘8
.Old . .084 .123 423 - 006 - ,006 .063 .066
041 - .167 - .10 - - ,227
.490 1.97Q 1.738 1.830
L1463 .209 .189 .220
255 253 w258 255
N
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There are no ;o;responding effects among whites. On the other hand, residence
on”tbe:Wgst Coast aﬁfects the ptobability of divorce oni; among whites. Com-
ing from an intact family reduces the likelihood of break-up ;mong blaéks,

but not significantiy so, while having a ptggarital birth, having novassets,

and living in a metropolitan area are all associated with fion-significant in=

creases émOng both blacks and whites. Finally, parental socioeconomic status,

2
i

AFDC_beneﬁit level, the unemployment rate, apd the husband's earnings are
similarly unimportant for blacks and whites.

The strongest predictors of divorce among whites are a teenage marriage,
low education, West Coést reéidencé, ané a Qife Qho'ea}ns mdsf of the family's

income. Among blacks,.being childless, being relatiyely newly married, and

having a wifeé who earns more than 70 percent of the family's income are most
strongly predictive of marital aissolution. |

Resultsg concer?ing the effects of eaf%y marriage and ¢hildbearing, re-
ported earlier, seem to reflect the experience of whité.respondenCS, which
is not surprising, since whites predom#nate numérically. Early marriage, but
not early childbearing, is "associated with a higher probability of divdrce ar
separation for whites. Amoﬁg blacks, an early marriage or’birtg is associated
with marital instability; howeveé neither variable reéches statistical sig-
nificance when both are considered tééether.

Multivariate Analysis: 1972~t6 1976 Experience Approach (PSID)

Analyses conducted on the National Longitudinal Survey of Y&g Women
| ;(NLS) data suggest that an early marriage is associated with a considerably’
higher probability of marital bFeak-up. However, when age at marriage is

Acbntrolled, e?rly childbearing does not seem to lead to.a higher likelihood
of aisrﬁption. In fact, a teenage birth 1s actually associated with a slightly,

* 4
though non-significantly, lower probability of divorce or separation., The




s

impact of early childbearing and early marriage on marital stability will now

4

be exblpréd using a different data set, the Panel Study of Income Dynamics

<" $

(PéIDj, but a similar 1list of variables.
Since women in the PSID range’ig,age from 22 to 50 in 1976, the absence
-of a complete mari;af histoty’isvaIe-of a handicap. Respondents have had .
many years in which to divorce and ;e-marry. Consequently, many of the ipi-
tial ﬁarriages formed during-che teen years and twenties héve ;lready dissolved
By the time of the sur;ey. ~For this reason, oar analysis of divor;e and sep-
aration between 1972 and 1976 among all couples married in 1972 will be dis-
cussed only briefly. Results are presented in Table 12. «
'Ihe probability of divorce or separation by 1976 seehs‘to be lower for

-~

couples who pad a child by age 24, compared. to-those who delayed childbear}ngi
In addition, those whose first marriage was ent;:éd in the geen yéars still
have a somewhat‘higher probability of divorce. Those married in the early
twenties ha;e the highest relative likélihood of dissolufion; however, this
may be because some of those who married at‘the very youngest ages heQe &isr
solved théir first marriages éhaure-entered marriage before the survey &ears.
Given our inability to measure wheEher.a respondent hgd ever been divorced,
we had not expected to uncover evidence.of lingering effects of any early
birth orlan early marriage; however, thege”results are quite similar to
results obtained with the MLS data. The effects are weaker but the pattern
is the same: early marriage but not eafly childbearing is dssociated with a
greatef‘likelihood of marital dissolution.

The effects of o;her variables in the quel are also quite similar. 
For example, well-educated wives have a considerably lower prdbability of

divorce, while women whose earﬁings constitute a substantial portion of the

.  family income are far more likely to end their marriages. Homeownership,

33
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Table

Partisl Regrewsion Coefliclencs (Stundirdized and Unutandardiszed) of

12t .
the Probubtlity of Boing NDivorced by 1370 Among Hespondents Merriasd in "
1972, With und Without Meqeurce’of Aja it Flrec Bfrth and Age st Tiret
Mareiags (Pansl Stwdy of lncome Dynamics)
Indspendent Varisbles Without Age ot First With Ags st l‘ln: M-ttngn With Aga et Tirasc Birch Wich Age et Firat B
. Sirth end Wichout Ags Only Only - snd Age st Tiret
e At First Marriegs Karrisge
. b beea b bach b baca b bty
Age st Tirst Birch
=13 - - - - - 042 - .013 = 049 - 024
_ 16-17 ‘ X - e - .- - .08 - .08 - .077% - .07
18 . - - - - 034 .023 .019 .014
19-20 - - - - = 07088e - 0874na - 083 - .071
- . 2-23 * - - - - - = 06708a - .088ene - Q7204 - 094
! 36 - ' - - - a [ s s
N "~ ' A
g Age st Tirst Macriags ol
' 13 - - .008 .004 - - .04 ! ".031
186=-17 . - - .051 061 - - + 089* .104
18 - - - .006 - .008 - - . 040 J04:
1920 » - - - .005 - .007 - - 044 .08¢
21-13 - - <0760 . ‘1000 - - + 101000 S ¥ =
22 - - ] a. - - a s
Susband’s Idcoms i s
$0-36000 . a a [] T . a a a a8
$6001~-$9000 ‘ 043 . 047 .033 .036 044 048 .037 . 04C
$9001-3$12000 v .0l0 011 . 008 .007 .009 .010 .005 .00¢
2312000 ) .057* .085* .051 .076 084 . 080 © . 048 .071
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1 ] - .016 - .01 ~ .018 - .022 - ,007 - .008 - .013 - .0L.
22 .013 .003 .016 .006 .026 .010 .029 01
Noas a a ] a a [ a s
Parental Socioeconomic Status 007 .048% 007 «049» .006 .0_65 . 006 ' 044
West Coasz Residance .0%0 .028 .032 .029 .033 .030 .033 .03¢
Matropalitan Axea- (1 = Metro) L0438 .057= bl 053 042 .056# 0420 03¢
Goma Owned (1 = Yes), i - .107e% - J152eww ~ 1000w - (1428w - J1108%# ~ J155%ee - .102%%w - 144
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AFDC Benafits in 1972 . .00038%» 10604n +0003A%e <105ken 000340% .098en «000300n .10k
Raca (1 = Whita) - (3060 o 3020w & 2908w - .287%%8 T o [290ene - (287wan - (281000 - 277
. 0 K}
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225 .Q72%an . 10%we L056ane 092w .070%*w 0974w 0628w .086
26X-50% J067ann L0792 L059waw .081%we L067awn -.\;3,-" . L067ww% 079
. ) $12-70 - 104= Ne L) «094# 044 .082 .0 .078 037
>70L 3 - 452084 1030 42200 1097 mak L LLLJ . 0980t < 39080 .08%
‘!m of Tirac Birch: TPresmarital -~ ,052* - .OQ'. - 044 - 045 - 0460 .- .0;7‘ - ,037 - 03T
or in Same Year as Martiage . RN .
" Wifs'es Lducation :
i <12 Years . . a a a a s a
"= 12 Years .008 .007 .011 .016 009 ¢ . ~.013 .008 \— .013
N >12 Years® = 110ww= - . 140%%e - L0leen - 128%we - J1llene - .162“" - J105%%w - 1232
Husband's Education N . -
) <12 Years ' e a a a [ T [] a a-
’ - 12 !n:tn Pt . 0620 Q38 .039* 055 . 040" 0560 .038» . .03&
y b} .108%nw gs‘u-n .098nan BUEI LR "\ 096800 BYSTLL) JQ91ane 13z
P ’ « - X .
. s . a _ea . e a ~ s,
.103* .CB86* 104 . .087% .098# . 082 .09g' ' ggg
10 Yeace Dbl 19CaRe L1520 L 187080 15240 ® L 188eaw 14900 .
.,.\g; !u:: L 1320w .189%an L 13290we L 188wwe .1345/ (191%an L1298 @0 (184
. . . » . ) ‘ -
L Coastmt —— \ .288° 2291 g .288 .263 j
A
. © oy . 26,828 23688 L23:132 To1.239 v -
PL N\ .29 BRI ' : : .304 12
" - 1770 " e 1770 - _— NS £ { o v 1770 I
. ( v o v " C ‘ - e ° . I
EMC"" 08 L o - . L ‘ .
r "v<01 AN 2 . : o
‘e p .00 A 5 A . £ } .
3 . " [ iy .
£ L \ Sy



49
".!-

like having financial assets, protects against divorce, while being black

‘

increases the likelihood of dissolution substantially. Again a significdntly

lower divorce probability is associated with high unemploymeht in the respondent's

. .
" local community. Replication of this finding suggestg that labor market un-

certainties may encourage couples to stay together; even though as Sawhill -
et al. (1975) found, the individual experience of unemplaoyment tends to pre-

5

cipitate dissolution. Further research to disentangle the effects of employ-
ment and unemployment is certainly warranted. ;

Other shﬁ{larities with the NLS ,.ana].’yses #evident. Neither hushand's
incomet the presence.of children under age 3,'oor the timing of thenfirst |
birth relative to first marriage have anyvimpact on dissolution. VHoWever, a
number of dlfferences are alsoiapparent. The slight but significant positive
effect of parental ‘ncineconomic status noted ih the NLS is not replicated in

the PSID, perhips because the status of one's parents is less relevant to

. ‘ _
couples who :r themselves older or because older parents cannot take their

-

middle aged :children in with them as they miggt do for a daughter‘who divorces

. : S {
in her twentias, . : ' :

The NLS analys%% found that dlSSOluthn wa&.more common "Fthe West but

t&at being in'the me:rnpolitan area had no effect. The PSID analysis produces

exactly the opposite pattern of effects® Unless there has been some .reversal
‘ - . .

'over the time periods, such that Califotnia has lost its(uniqueuess as a’high:
Q et -

divorce area, while city dWellers are more likely to di%orce, these results
\ k]

cannot be reconclled The effect\of;marltat duratlon_@lso differs in that
/ s *

: / , . , , )
there is a-gtrong negative association between duration and dissolution among

» »

N *®
' PSID respondents the NLS data revealed no'ovefall association, and no asso-
o : \l .
ciation among wh’tes, but a strongﬁﬁegaﬂ{égﬂassociatlon among, blacks. Because

. . 4"'

PSID respoﬁdents re older and more varied in agé the potenthn for'marrtal

&

ES



\s—«-
— ‘ N 1
é .l
AV b-hy

to marital Missolution; This analysis suggests that the opposite is true for

®

Faln )
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duration to affect dissolution is, of course, greater. Finaily, a higher

. AFDC benefit level does seem to;>e associated with a higher likelihood of

S

.'“

L

~

Adivorce in this analysis, thoug

,perhaps\:ﬁis Qégehc chaﬁge,is what has been caught in

the effect is very, very small: an increase
of $100 in the monthly benefit level is associated with only a .03 percantage
point (.0003) increase in the incidence of marital dissolution. There is no
similar effact in the NLS regressions- but that AFDC variable of necessity
described AFDC‘benefits in the region of residence, rather than the state,

which weakened that analysis.

Several new variables were available for inclusion in this analysis, and

-

these may account for some of the increase in variance explained. (The NLS

R2 of .07 has jumped to .31 for the PSID equation.) One important new var-

iable is reSpondent religion. As anticipated, Catholics are considerably
less likely to divorce. In addition, as the typical female wage declines rel-

ative to the typical male wage, the probability of divorce also declines.. This

provides further evidence that the propensity to end a marriage is related to

wbmen's earning possibilitiy
\h . )
Earlier we noted that the education of the wife is.
"y

egatively relatgi

males. NOt 6fall other influences, the better-educated-husband is more likely
to experience/divotce Since husband's income was included in the equation

(and had no effect), this coefficient probably does not tap the husband s \

ability to support two households. Glick and Norton (1977) note that the level
- & oo ) .

v,

of divorce has risen'fastest among men wit tion past high school;

ur regression.

|

]

Inggiguing as these results are, this analysis is ot the best analyaiS'

5
Y

AN - , : ;
- for considerat}on of our central issue -- the effect of e rlf childbearing and

r

early marriage on marital dissolution. To continue that ask, a sub-sample

t
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of the PSID respondent group was selected: all white respondents married in
1972 who had been married for ten years or less. Because these couples are
nearer to the inauguration of their marriage, our hope is that more of them

@ . .
were s8till in their first marriages in"l972. Also, the impact of an early

birth or marriage 1is suffic : gent that its effects sﬂould be more salient.

Blacks were excluded becauge théIT numbers were so small as to suggest the

‘young married blacks in the PSID sample may not be representative of the A

black population.

Multivariate Analysis: 1972 to 1976 Experience Approach (E§Iﬁ:duration‘10 years)
The results (presented in Table 13) confirm our earlier findinglthat |

early marriage ‘but not early childbearing heightens the probability of marital

dissolution. Couples who entéred the marriage when the wife was not yet

twenty experience a much higher probability of divorce, particularly when the

wife was‘lB or younger. Net of other factors, an early birth is associated with

-

less marisal dissolution. We do not find tha* premarital or ambiguously timed
births.are associated with a 'significantly higher probability of disruption,.
however, there is a non-significant trend in that directiom.

| Again, only early marriage really stands out as a factor'tpat disposes
marriages to break up. Thig attern now seens sufficiently robust to warrapt
testing by other researchers\usihg other data sets to sea whether differeht
results emerge when the dep d J’variabl “isy' ever-divorced" or "divorced j>
within five or ten years of marriage" is used. It would also bg interesting

to differentiate the impact of a wanted or intended/birth‘at whatever age on
subseqpent marital dissolution, compared to the impa&t of no birth and an

unwanted birth. ' } - L ) i:,\

@eral results from this analysis replicate previous findings., For

example marital duration h?f no effect In this sample, which echoes our . - ){g '1,
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finding among young white NLS respondents. Higher perental socioeconomic
- status railoaAthe probability of divorce, ag it did among the NLS.young
women. Again, better-educated wives are less likely to expe:ience diVopoe. :
while neither the presence of children nor the timing of the first birth
relative to the first marriage affects the probability of diaaolution. 'for
the first time, the respondent 8 contribution to family income does not" N
affect disaolution; however, the contextual variable representing'the rolaoive
~ wages of women to men again indicates that labor market oppo:tunities favorable
to women are associated oith more frequent termination[of marriege. IntdPest~
ingly, being Catholic hae'nosgtatisticaliy significanp effect on meritel .
stability'emong tnese younger‘couples. In general, fewer variables were
found to be relatéd to the probability that ; couple will end their marriage.
The R? is lower than the overall PSID analysis and more on the level of the
NLS analysis. Perhaps it is the case that among couples who ‘have not been
married long, more 1ndividual-leve1<£§¢tors lead to marital break—up. Per-
haps those marriagﬁi that survive initial adjustments are later more affecteq
by extesal factors,. stich as earnings, unemployment, and‘asset position.

" In the f‘:al bedtion we will explore the impact of a birth on marital

stability enploying a differentestrategy,_the(transition,probebility approach.



N

The Impact of a Birth on the Probability of Marital Dissolution: .
Transitlon Probabilities

For this analysis, special samples were constructed from both the NLS

and PSID data sets that consisted of all women in each year who were married

b

at the start of the year, by definition, the group eligible for marital break=-"
up. Among this sample, the probability of divorce or separation over the

course of the year's time is measured. Couples who split up are coded "one."

Couples who remain married are coded "zero" and remain in the sémple during
\

the_ﬁollowing year, when they are again elfﬁ;ble for marital dissolution.

/
We noted earlier that the occurrence of a birth has a strong effect
on marriage formation. Specifically, many marriages seem to be precipitated
by the occurrehce of a pregnancy or birth. What, if any, influence on

‘marital stability does a birth exert?

¥

" Analyses of the NLS young women (Table l4)pindicate that .the occurrence“\\
of a birtb does»not increase the incidence of divorce, at least not in the

short run. A birth in the current year or in the previous year significantly
depresses the likelihood of divorce or separation during that.year. Women

who have not yet had children and women whose first child was born mope than

TN
a year ago have equal and slightly highrr probabilities of marital dissolution.

{N

Among these young women, it is the group who have a second child who seem to
' ‘ »
A

experieuce a particularly high probability of divorce and geparation.

»

. The comparable analysis based on PSID data indicates a considerably
smaller proportion of young couples experiencing diufrce and separation.:_lhis
;vweakens the analysis not only because low probabilities with a dichotomous
' dependent variablée %train the assumptions of ordinary least squares regression"!

‘but also because it seems likely that some divorcing couples were lost to'the

e . ' ' L -
- Survey . . “ . )
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Table 14:

v . Longitudinal Survey)

Overall Probability of Marital
Dissolution:

I. FIRST BIRTH

More Than One Year Ago.
Within the Past Year
Within the Current Year
No First Birth Yet

+

II. SELECTED OTHER CHARACTERISTICS

Enrolled Full Time in School

Not Enrolled Full Time in School’

Received Public Agsistance

Did Not Receive Public Assistance
IIT.0OTHER MAJOR LIFE CHANGES IN CURRENT
YEAR

Second or Later Birth
No Second or Later Birth'

2

®

4

The Probability of Marital DissolutioR:
Transition Probabilities for Married Women (National

Adjusted

1

' .Predicted
Probability of
Marital Splitl™

Percenﬁ in
Each Category -

- 07 \

52.4 .08
12.4 .02
10.5 .01
26.7 +08
2.7 : .07
97.3 .07
3.2 .07
96.8 \ .07
14.0 12
186.0 .06
34.6
.089
7,672,

v

= ; )
1 P;Kﬁicted probabilities are calculated for each category by adding the
adjusted B for that category to the overall mean.
of a number of- other variables not included in this table.
of these variables see Appendix. :

The adjusted B's are net
For a display
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Approaching the data in Table 15 ‘with due caution, we at least find no .
evidence thnt challenges the NLS findings. Young women experiencing a

birth are no more likely to divorce than are other wives. 1In fact, among
teenage wives, the childless couples are the most likely to seﬁarate.- Again,
working‘women and blacks are slightly mere likely to ene their marriages.
However, in this analysis, no lingering effect of a prior birth on subsequent

o

iivorces can be detected. - .
In sum, this strategy ;ields no evidence suggesting that a current birth
among young couples 1ead to marriage break-up. Moreover,‘the.probability ef «
dissolution among couples with a pre&ious first birth is no higher than it is
among childless couples. Presﬁmably,.the aging of a child removes that initial
depressing influence of a.birth on marital dissolution. The oecuxrence df a
.second birth theh, at least among the young NLS .sample, seems to actuallyi
raise the likelihood of marital break—up. This may not reflect the effect of
a second birth per se but the impact of rapid unwanted childbearing or ex-
cessive childbearing given the young age of the couples. -An important control
variable to add to this analysis would be information on whether a particular

birth was wanted or planned; unfortunately, such information is not available

for either of the data sets with which weé have been working. LR

N
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57

THE PROBABILITY OF MARITAL DISSOLUTION:
ADJUSTED TRANSITION PROBABILITIES
FOR MARRIED WOMEN AGED 15-19 AND 20-24

(PANEL STUDY OF INCOME DYNAMICS)

y

¢
v

Age 15 -~ 19 Age. 20 - 24
Percent Probability-—"" Percent Probability
in ' of | in of -
Category Dissolution Category Dissolution
Overall probability of mﬁrital . - y
dissolution: .03 » 01
p ;
I. FIRST BIRTH -
. More than 2 years ago 15 .02 42 .02
Two years aga 18 .01 , 11 .02
Within the past year 24 .02 11 .00
- Within 'the current year 17 .03 05 .01
'‘No first birth yet 26" .05 31 .01
. . ,
II. SELECTED OTHER CHARACTERISTICS
Worked at least 30 hours v
last year ' 71 .04 73 .01
Did not work at least 30 hours 29 .02 27 -, .00
Whites 89 .03 90 : .01,
Blacks - v 11 .05 10 .02
- . .
' ‘9 ° -
h \
F, 545 2.5
R .225 ©.017
N 242 1786
. -



"current first birth highly associated with the probability of mafridke,

- SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

\

Although many teenage pregnancies and births, particulotly among black
J

teenagers, occur to young women who are unmarried, the vast majority

Yy

of mothers have married by their early twenties. Indeed, a high proportion

of‘marriagos seem to be precipitated by pregnancy or birth. Not only‘'is a

R

-

but a birth in the previous year ‘ds also related to a higher likelihood of

entering marriage. Young women who have not married within two years of the

¢

birth of their first child, though, seem to experience a‘slightly lower ,
probability of marriage.- | ;p
The confirmation of a link between early pregnancy and early marriage |

confirms our everyday observations. A question of greater debate is whether

“the marriages formed under such circumstances are particularly unstable.

The ‘unique difficulties posed by the combination of early marriage plus
parenthood are unLike those suffered by couples who simply marry young but
postpone childbearing. In addition, couples who marry after or in response
to a prematital pregnancy may face special difficulties. On the other hand,
marriages between young people not yet done with their ochooling and personal
growth may be;inheréntly unstablé; whilo the presence qf-ohildren may present
many reasons to young parents to remain married. Seteral resedrch sttategieo
vere emp1oyed with two national longitudinal data seto to agproach these
issues. The esseotial question is woether an early bitth or an early marriage
leads to a higher probability of marriage break-up.

The weight of the evidence that we have generated suggests that it is

teenage marriage that is associated with a higher probability of marital

" dissolution. Regardless of the age of the'mother'gﬂffirst childbirth and

_ : ' ! 6;4



far mors important than the timing of the birth relative to the marriage;
the youthfulness of the couple, as measured by the.wife's age, seems
to be a critical determinant of divorce and separation.

In an initial analysis of young women interviewed between 1968 and 1972
in the National Longitudinal Survey of Young Women (NLS), the probability of
hﬁving evel been separaﬁad or divorced by age 24 was found to be strongly
affect:e.*by the woman‘s'agé whe‘n she contracted her first marriage. When
age at mafr%age was controlled for statistically, age at first childbirth had
no 1&pa;t oﬁ‘the incidence of divorce or separation. A premarital first birth
also had no effect om mafital dissolution. A higher probability of having

experiencéd marital break-up was noted among women with lower education,

women living onvthe‘Pacific Coast, blacks,-énd young women from more recent

-

birth cohorts.

Another analysis of the same NLS data explored the incidence of divorce

over the survey years among young women who were married in the initial year.

v 133

Again, age at first marriage was a critical predictor of mari 1ssolution

over the period between 1968 andll972,'whiielage at first ch;i‘ri;th had no
effect on marital stabiMty. Also, blick wowen, women with lower education,
and women living on the. Pacific Coast vere murs likely to terminate their
marriageé, as were women who themselvg§ edLued‘the majority qf the family's
income. Couples with relatively substantial assets were particularly likely
to remain married. Net of these other f)vtqfsf the husband’'s income, the
presence of children und;r age three, the AFDC g&nefic level in the regiom of
residence, marital duration, and‘ﬁhe timing of the first birth :elative.to the
marriage all had no impact on the probability of marriage break-up.
Because-age aﬁ first marriage and age at first childbirth are so highly

correlated (r = ,71), the‘NLS sample was broken.dowd into sub-samples according

<N
<
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to the woman's age at first marriage. FEven among thaese groups of woman
all married at about the same ;ge. the woman's age at first childbirth was
not found to be rcl;ted-to tﬁe prébability 0f divorce or separation:. The
model was found to explqln marital dissolution considerably better among
couples who wed when they were ;t least age 21, suggesting that more
individualistic and idiosyncratic factors affect couples who marry at younger

‘ ages. Among couples married when the wife was 17 or younger; the only factors
found to prefict the marital\stability were the number of years already married,
race and parental socioeconomic status. Whites were found to be less/{ikely
té experience separation or divorce, while wives from higher status families
are more likely to end their marriages if they wed while teenagers. Among
couple; who married at closer to the usual age at marriage, h#ving financial
assets, the presence of a young child and Being white all lesgen the likeli-
hood of divorce.
| Becauée of the importancé of facq to the likelihood of divorce and
separation\in these analyses, separaﬁe régressibns were conducted for NLS

. ,

whites and for blacks. This analysis élearly'indicates the importance of age
at first marriage in predicting to marital instabfilty‘ambng.whitea. Whites who
wed as 'eenagets experience a significantly higher prob&bility of divorce and
separ:ticon., However, when age at marriage is cont;;lled3 age at first child-
birth has no positive impact on instability; if anything, white teenage parents
have a lower probability of divorce, net of age at marriage. Among blacks,
both early marriage and early parenthood predict to a slightly higher proba-

~

bility of marital instability, but<9either effect is statistically significant.

The association between age at first childbi;th. age at first marriage,
and marital.dissolution was then examined with a second national longitudinal

survey,-the Panel Study of Income Dynamics (PSID). Respondents in this survey




were of all ages, and {t was not poluﬁblc to ascertain whcthor,%%ﬁip%dcﬁtl
had ever baep divorced {n the past, Gonu?guently, the experience of divorce
and saparation over the years 1972 to 1976 was examined. Again tconaée
marrisge but not teenage parenthood was assoclated with marriage bfglk-up.
However, many of the couples in this sample were sufficiently old to have

»

experienced both divorce and re-marriage.“Therefore,ha‘smalier sub-ugmple
vag iﬂantifiqd, composed of only those couples married ;or t;n years or lass :
in 1972, and the incidence of marital break-up among these coupléslwaa
examined.

In this sample, too, éouples who. wed when the womaﬁ was a teenager
experienced a cénsiderably higher incidence of divorce ﬁnd separation over

the period from 1972 to 1976. Again, teenage childbirth was hegﬁcively'

-assoclated with the probabili;x‘pf marital‘bréakJHp; when age at mérriage

»
’

was controlled. .Also, the timing of the first birth relative to marriagéw'

n

had no stacistically significant association with marriage'ﬁrgak-up, nor

did the presence of young children, husband's income, husband's educati;;} )

or the duration of marriage. Higher female wages and a higher'ﬁnemployment'

rate in the local labor market, predict to a higher‘probabil§ty of marital

dissolution, while béttei—educg:ed wives tended to-experience fewef break-ups.
i . ‘

In a final analysis,_the year-by~year probability of ma;ital dissolu-
tién was éxamined with each data set, and no evidence was found toﬂsugéest
either that a current first birth or a past first’birth serves to‘significantly
increase the probability that a marriagezwill end.

In sum, none of the analyses conducted on these,daté sets indicate that .
‘teenage cﬁildbearing inc:eases the risk of marita; dissolution later in life.
Moreover, women expériencing a first birth before or in the same year.as

marriage are not more likely to subéequently experiengé a marriage break-up.

\

6
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. However; this does not mean;that'teenage childbearing‘is‘dnrelated.to the.

. ' incidence of, diVOrce and'separation. As noted earlier, many marriages are

Y- B

,i entered during thexteenage yearsdfnder the press. of an early pregnancy or’
birth Certainly many of these young marriages would never have been formed |

L

S or would not hav‘been formed at the ‘time if the pregnancy had not’ occurred.

~

And' our analyses strongly indicate :ﬁ%c marriages entered during the teenage -

* (‘

years are far less likely-to succeed. Furthermore, divorce when it occura
’may impose greater econbmic hardship on the family if the young mother has
failed to complete her education -and acquire work experience and if the

-

young father has curtailed his education in order to support a family.
Young parents may also fail to acquire the assets and education that seem. o
; to serve as a buffer against marital Break—up. In addition, ‘the hardship |
imposed by a divorce 3r separation probably tends to be greater when children
are involved than when a childless codﬁle splits up. |
Qur finding that teenage marriages appear to be particularly prone to
end whether. the young couple have children or postpome the first birth,
should certainly be evaluated using other research strategies and other data_.'T
, sets, particularly data sets that permit controls for whether’ the first birth
was intended at the time it occurred and which permit analysis of whether a
4 person has ever experienced a divorse%df sqparation. However, the conclusion
| ' from thede analyses is ciear. The marriages of women who first wed during P
the teenage years are less viable than those of older brides. .This relation—
ship'is not accounted for by the association between teenage-marriage-and {V
teenage’ parenthood by\the relatively poor economic prospects facedﬁgy/those
who wed while very young, or to differences in- family background, social, or
demographic characteristics associated with early marriage. £arly marriage

’ itself appears ‘to be responsible. Given this finding, the current trend toward

delayed marriage is a hopeful sign, one which may signal a decline in the

: frequency of divorce in the future‘. 6
9
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-Appendix Table 1:

5"

Age at first birch (AFB)

< 16 .
16 - 17
18
19 - 20
No birth at 21
21 - 23 -
o birth ac 24 .

Means “and Standand Devia:iona fot Annlys{_

for Each Age at Marriage Grouj
£ .4 ‘Jaxff

-

Vatiable-;

?aren:al Socio—Econonic s:a:us 9.17

Education 1968

In:agt family -
Metro residence
Assets

< $1000 -
- §1000
> $1000

- No children

# of children = 1
# of childrea > 1

Husband's income:

-0
< 3000
3001 - 6000
6001 - 9000
9001 - 12000 -
> 12000

" ‘Respondent contributes:’

0% to family income
1-25Zvto family income

|+ 25-502% to family income

50-70% to family income
> 702 to family income

R;cl‘(l = vhite)

West Coast Residence in 1968 .

Réspondent working (1 = yes)

Number of years married
since 1968

Age at first marriage
10 - 15
16 - 17
18
19 - 20
21 -.23. :
“Not married at 24

-
S

374

Age of Woman "at Firsc Marr1§§e - N - 4
217 } 18 19-20" . 213 Total,
nean s.d. mean s.d. " mean s.d. " meah * s.d. . mean ad.,
e . oo ‘:'
157 .365 .001  .033 .005  .071  ..0ll 106 - .D4&  ,205
.505 - .s01 .096 .295 .010  .097. - .020 © .139 .156 .363
.138 . 345 . 355 479 - .052 2222 .019°. .136 .134 .34
115 .319 369 .483 451 .498. ., .074. .262 272 448
.085 .279 0179 ,384 ¢, .482 . .500 LT o o
- - - - - - 1393 ¢ (489N 7 197 . w398
- - - - - - .48 .501 197 .398
2.01 9.95  2.27  10.45 2,18 10.64 - 2.37 10.07°  2.27
1o 179  1.638 11.53 1.39 12.22 . 1.68 12.99  2.25 11.70  2.01
yrs. yrs. yrS. yrs. yrs. yrs. yrs. YT8. yrs. yrs.
7127 446" .84  ,363 .- .886  .319  .867 . .340  .832°
.531 . 500 .548 .499 .619 ~ .486 L7177 .45 .601 .490
L411 . . 493 . 354 479 .302-  .460 .210 .408 .323 468,
.284 451 ~.305 461, . 319 .467 .336 473 .310 .463
.305 - .461 . s34l 475 .379 .486 455 - .499 - -367 ;482
.379 Hoy S0/ 1655 . ) 80
.495 .501 .455 499 .390 .488 .283 - .51 .410 492 -
.126 .332 .138 L3645 .109 .312 .062 242 .110 © .213
01 .o0/8 Lor? ¢ .o082 : ,03/ .
.149 .357 .119 .324 .125 .331 .142 .350 .133 340
.368  .483 L3646 476 .294 456 .277 . 448 321 .2§7-
©,307 .462 L33 473 .356 A .274 647 2322 . 467
- L1110 W14 L1385 .342 .170 .37 .175 .380 148  .355
044 .205 .050  .219 .038 .190) . .050 .219 045 .207
< .61 .493 .390  .489 .331 471 152 . .360 . .329 .470°
.389 .488 .356  .480 ) .298 458 .307 .462 .336 .473
.158 . 366 .181 ,386 .264 442 .361 .481 .238 426
1,019 .136 .055 .229 .055 228 .135 . 342 .062 .241
.023 " .150 .018 .133 .052 .222. .046 .209 .036 .185
.870  .337, .909 .288 .918 275 .906 .293 .901 .298
L1370 .344 .165 372 7 .168  .374 ° .153 .361 157 .363
.557  .497 -607 489 .80  .467 .805  .397 .658  .47S
3.94  2.36 3.12°7 1,92 [2.38 161 1.40 - 1.08 2.76  2.02
yrs, yrs. yrs. yrs. ° yrs. YES- yTrs. yrs. yrs. yrs.
L
- - - - - - - = .045  .206
- - - - - - - - S .215 ¢ L6411
- - - - - - R - .228  .419
- - - - - - - - .330  .A71
- - - - - - - - .176  .381
- - - - - - - - .007  .081
»
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Variable Definitions, Means and“$tandard Deviations for.
Analysis of Separation OE Divorce by 1972 Among Respon:-
dents Marrifcw.n 1968 N tional Longitudinal Survey) B

. . N
! . . P 4
? A -
(3 . L~ ¢ o .
.
.

B . ‘ . h : Whites
. I/ les t * ) Scandard -
-y ) . .  , i 5 Musig
- . )
Age.at Fires Birth’ » , R .
. ‘\ oS ' ' ‘ <0 . - ,183
o o < C16=17 s Lo : e a0 L 347 .
) \ ST : 333 «3%0
. . 19-20 - ‘ 2717 448
a 221 P L4l6 493
PP . . . . // - " .. .
Age ot First Marriage . o . T : S o : : AR
<18 b T o . . .08 | .99 - . : w266 .
71617, o .209 ST .407 hds °
18 N . S 229 .421 .ug b
19-20 - . : ' . .336 . W473 ‘ Jad -
o a-n . _ - 178 . .. . ,383 . 366
.28 ' e e 007 - - -.08L . <. .086 . -
. Parental Socioecdnomic Status ‘ - 10,243 2,201 .
Educacion in 1968 : . I SRR M t :
& . - . _— .
<12 years . L .+ 286 . a a
12 years - . ' 516 - -, .s00 / .480
~ 13-15 yaszs : +140 .387 . . .308 ¢
’ '$16 yeaars ~ .060 - .238 o .026 159
Intsée' ramily of Origin S . ..8ss L33 .. .629 488
etro Rasidence in 1968 o .601 AT . .596 a92
Aseats {n 1968 . »
L0 o _ .295 L4536 k44 .499
. s1-s1000 . - - S - 51 ) Y77 S . 407 N Y & Z
. »$1000 L. : e 7,292 - - . 488 o B X, I .358
. . . B . H . ‘. R o :mn ' s .
.Mumbar of Children in 1968 -
LN T ¢ 3 .405 491 .48 500 )
EY) , 102 . .032 .190 <7 N 3s4 :
- “Hoae _ .493 a S Tt . ~
' ( - ?’ . N \- ' . R ° .
HBusband's Incoms in 1968 ° ] ‘-
30 ' N .031 . - .006 .
. $1-33000 . .23 328 .236 .426
- ., $3001-86000 ' .304 460 7491 ©.502
- $6001-$9000 . . ' ‘., 9,338 . <672 ¢ © .188 .392
$9001-$12000 . .158 365 .046 .20 .
>$12000 . _ : S .049 - 216 - 003 .084 =,
Respondent’s Contributions o Family Income -
oz ' 337 473 .253 437
1-252 W24 2468 vy T .499
26-50% .340 ’ <427 .218 418
$1-702- o o1 .239 . 069 .254
>702 : ‘ ©.038 .192 - .012 . .108
') : : .
Vest Coast mtdnco in 1968 ' ’ .165 , .72 -~ ,076 .266
\ ' Timing of First Birch: Premarital or in .383 ) 482 . .698 462
- Same Year as Marriasge - . ’
Aga 1o 1968 21,505 2.096 20.933 © 2,408
MA:M‘ of Marriags in Yaears As of 1968 . g
0-1 ’ .326. . 469 373 © . L488
2-3 ;:: , 342 478 .18 * 467
) 4-3 years . .207 . 406 .208 - 408 ’
26 years S _ 128 .330 . .104 . 306 -
Q Divorced or Separaced by 1972 If Married %n 1968 13 SW317 ) o T 463
‘ERIC | ST o
' a = omitted category ‘ 4. s
. . L

g .
¥, L . - oo )
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Appendix Table 3: Variable ?c!.ntum. Means, and st d Deviatione for ./ . ’ ' '
i . Analysis of Seperstion and Divorce by\ 1976 Among Rupond-nts . - -
- . v xuxu-d m 1972 (Puul scudy of lacome Dynamics) ' \{ .
> e Lo ’ Tot 'Snn s Marital Dursgion & 10°eers - b o ° ®
- o T tandard Stangacd :
NS . . Mean Deviapion Msan Dw:m{m ' .
- Age st Tirsé Bireh . .- T . : ’ _ s
<15 . K L T ) .ot
‘ , VIR o LA -116 3. 2? o .08 \ 28
- 18 . - : - - 067 ,  .086 - o« .2 o
v 19-20 ST 218, . .13 da2s w418 ,
, o’ 21-23 C T 436 .297 .458 ,,/‘ :
226 C .330 -.470 .328 . .470
Age’ at Firsc Marziage ’ - g R A o . 3 L _ -
Loas - 038 190 e ' L
r"le-17 . , 2196 397 - +138 ® s ""a : '
R L o . . 168 - .52 .157 C 364 - )
¥ e 192 o .276- o k6T .320 487 - : wy
7aem\ N .257 437 Yoan ‘448 N :
226 . . . .089 - .288 .088 283
Husband's] xh'coi'. tn 1972 - ‘
R N : - ° -
$0436,000 . . , : .095 - - <104 - -
$6,001 -59, 000~ : - o156 L .363, .138 2346 .
- $9,001-$12,000 T < {:] ©YT 376 o L218 Sl
>$12,000 .- 5717 .49 . .53 .499
‘ ‘lunbcr of Chudtnn ‘Under Agc 3] ‘ ’ ) ¢
1 - . .08 .406 S 494
© a2 . _ ‘018 133 . .04 .206 .
. Nous' B ¢ 23 418 . - .53 -l .e99
Parencal Soctosconomic Scatus - 10.465 2.283 11,281 2.369 .
. N =
. Pagific Coast Rnidtncc in 1972 ) .108 <.307 2118 2323 -
MecTopolitas Ares (1 = “acro) 729 645 ¢ .659 S B
Home Ovaed (I = Yes) ' .670 470 619, 86
AFDC Acceptance Rate in 1972 81.652 6.828 80.653 7.138 . .
|AFDC Bemefits in 1972 31,133 " 108.887 321216 o 107.816. \
Rage (1 = White) - - =880 .328" 100.000" .000
" Saligion (1 = Catholic) g .278 .647 .259 .438.
. »
T . : .
Unemploymenc Rln_ in 1972 3.208 .905 3_.017 .865
Fezsle Vage in 1572 3.347 1.275 " 3,603 1.325 )
. Respoadanc’s Contribution Tto - ¢ ) ‘ s
Family ‘Income - . : .
oz. v C 470 : 499 Y 500
1-252 .31 .463 .259 438
- 26-50% .188 .39 _.225 .418
. TS51-70% ©.02% .17 . .021 163 _
>70% . . .006 - .076 .009 .094 .
Timing of Firsc Birch: '?uu'u:.l\,\./'_ . )
' or in Samq Yesr as Marriage JA3T . .337 .148 ‘0 L366
. 3 - ;
4ife’s Educetion
<12 Years .268 T.443 .157 366
<12 Yaars . .499 2500 - . .493 .500 .
>12 Tears - .233 .423 .350 617 ;
i . . a
Husband's Educetion s 7 ¥ )
<12 Years . .08 .462 BT .390
=12 Yeers .317 .466 o . 169 - 483
- >12 Years .- .376 .486 A 497
- ." . ~
Number of Ysars Martied ) : LT ’ ) i
<2 Yaars : 5 . 062 - .200 Al oy - .320
. 3-5 Years , . .084 .277 262 A T.429
« 6=10 Years .213 : .61 .662 .480 . L
© 1210 Yaers , .660 - 474 _ .000 .000 o
. bivorcad bacveen 1972 and 1976 T L1286 .332 .081 .3
. /J . ; . “ 7“ o N

1 1h
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Append ix Table 4

Transition Probabiu.t;z\Analysir First Marriage, 1968 72

dgible' Women never married at t

67

~ :' . A Z ol

(Nat:a,onal Longitudinal Survey)

a = dummy variable , om:.t:ted category

i

o

Depemdem: V.ariable- =1-if not ever married at t+l; mean - 125' ‘ %
p .
S E : * ult *
«Independent. Variables ean of N _ ﬂ -
v ' “fIndependent 7, B cv.0 -+ |Beta
il . | Variable < i : ] 3
1. " FIRE BIRTH . - _ .
(1.) Prior Ff.rsc Birth » 4. 9" ’ .03* s, - ,02* e
n. smcrm CHARACTERISTICS PN ) .
(1) Int:ac@: Fam;.ly, of Origin. - 88% L03%* 03%* | -
" (2) Parental SES - 10, 97. Ve, 010k kR - 07F%Kk < ¢
(3) “Age 14-15 % .1 143ck* .,
‘ '16-17 , 317 - .1 J22%%k
v 18 _ | 1% 17 L1gk¥k
- 19-20 . } 207, 10wk 12 -
: 21-23" 15% L Laaak BELL A
_ - 24-28" 4, n, + Ca a v
(4) - Birth Cohorts 13524 54%. - QT HHk -, 11k
B 1948-51 - . 35% > . |, =03 " -.06
- 196447 11% oo a a
(5) White - © 88% ] lowwE L 10%*%
(6)  Year 1968 ] 30% - . 12%%k - 17%%k
.. 1969 e o277 2 < 10k - - 13%%-
(. 1970 23% ‘ -.09%** - 12%k%
B K75 SRR 207 ' a a
(7)' rades Complet:ed 8 8% =.09%** -, 08%**
o 9-11 . 63% = 1Q%kHk - 15%%*
. ¥ _29% .00 .01
- (8) Worked O Weeks 307% P IR L Q7**%
(9) SMSA Central City Resident 28% L =.03%kx - .03 %%k
SMSA Suburb Resident ’ 32% 2,02%% -.03%*
Non SMSA Rqsident .40% a a :
{10) .South ‘ 247 - . 03k + « QbR
(L1) Wage Rate ' ' $1.11 .02 3Hk*" L .09k
II. CURRENT MAJOR LIFE CHANGES N\ < i
(1) . First Birth 2.5% ' 224k 1Qex
. (2) " Birth, 'Fi.rst or Later 3.4% . 18%%* 10%+**
Cons tant \ .123 -
R? = 113
*p < .05 , F=61.0
**p <.01 . « N = 11553
#*%+p <,001
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: .  Appendix Table 5:
. M . . L
o @omm: v-rhbln o N
v ‘ 7 =
riree Birth Tistag: Voo
: ) £ o
- . Ne Ptrl: Birth Yst !
. Pirst Birth in Curremt Yu_r

Firstc Birth One Ysar jgo .
Pirst Birth Two Years Agg -
Firse Birth Ovor-.'lyo Yurn Ago

Marriage Probability'
Women, 15-17,
of Incdme Dynamics)

// 68

.

-

Regression Coafficients for
18-20 .and 21-23 years old (Panel, St:udy

<

qu!au Sltutu‘ Coe

rSchooL Status: S

’

Seudant u Last
Drovvcd Out LastYear

Not Student At sur: of Last Year

Work s:a:u-x

Horklﬂ 5 30 Houre Last Year -
Uork.d < 30 Houn Last Yur

.
Tt

Recsived AFDC Last Yaar

Did Not Receive AFDC -
A!Dc .liunlit Lavels
Uinemploynsnt Rats
Mother's iduc-:ioﬂ:

<9 Years (
©9 < 11 Ysars

212 Years

Whits

" South

Ags:

‘15/18/21

©16/19/22
17/20/23

Birth Cohork:

- 1945~1947

1948-1930
1951-1952

1953-1934
1955

* Consgant

E

T\
-

. -p < .08
"o p.< .01
AR - P‘< 001

a = omicted catsgory

- = omitted fronm regression

o ."
IC

FUREEEE Y

Years

8

Age 15-17 Ags 18-20 -
T b °  Sample Mean, b . Sample Mesn b
. « Y= .06 RN L T I
a ’ 82 - s - .75 . s
L 26nwR ) . .08 33num .08 LJ1een
.. “ T L] ’ -'05 _01
L 16Aww .10 .00 03 ~ .04
128 .09 -, .05
‘ ‘
- .02 92 - ¢ - e -
- .06 .03 - "- -
a _.05 - - -
- .01 .33 .02 64 =07
a - .67 s .36 a
. - : . o
Teli12w +*.032 B UL .063 - -.13
s .968 a .937 a
7.7 x10™ " $328.00 2.9 x 10 $1328.00 7.8 x 10
- .018 3.10 - .037% 3.14 L 01
.00 | .16 .02~ .18 - .08
.04 , .26 03 * .17 - .01
al .60 s .65 &
03~ ¥ .92 . .04 .86 1780
- .00 .28 1540n S .08
N .‘, > :‘,'E
- 128w .17 174w B & 00
- .09nw . KT .33 .00
PR 49 .34 a
.00 .00 .00 - .08
- .00 - L 40waw .08" - .09
- .00 - L17%A .55 } 4
- .06 15" ~ R |
s a .88 } 2 Y
et .36
4.8 wwr 11.8
.150 ‘ .1e§
425. 83s. .

St

-
. §318.00

. .38
.35
.27

.13

3.5 wan
.094
558.
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Appendix Table. 6:

Transition Probability Andlysis:

:Remarriagei

o . : L Probability, 1968-72 (National Longitudinal. Survey)

14

Eligible°

Dependent Variable: = 1 if married, spouse presenc at t+1 mean = 37

3
.

t

All women except never married and married, spouse present at t

"Independent Variables Mean of
’ , S .|Independent - Beta
- ~. s ‘ |[Variable . -
“I. FIRST BIRTH < o - :
(1) Prior First Birth ﬁg%i o .. 14%% - 16**
© (2) Prior Figst Birth One Year Ago A / L 20k . - YL T
. (3) . Prior Firlt Birth° ‘Timing : ) _ !
" . Uncertain : v e . 13%%% < 11%k
. Post Marital: 1.2% -a a
1T. SELECTED'QﬂARACTERISTICS ' = _
(1) Age 14-15.. *.5% " a a
16-17 ) 3.6%. . a a .
18 . 5.7% T 25%% J12%%
19-20 N ‘ - 19%. ‘# 2Tk 22%k%
-+ 21-23 & I DR Yy A . ~29%k%k 30%%%
24-28 . . _ 287, .14 .13
2) Enrolle¢“?ull Time ' 1 6% - 14%. -.07%*
(3) Received Public Assistance - 207 -, 15%%% .. 12%%k
(4) SMSA Central City Resident . 31% . =, 10%* - .09%%*
SMSA Suburb Resident f\6 407 a : a :
(5) Occupational Status 35 .0013 .05
: (Duncan Score) - N
(6) Annual Hours 856 -.00003 ! -.05
(7) Number.of Children Under 6 . 96%  =.047%. -.09%*
:(8) Divorced . 287 -, 15%* / -, 14Kdck
‘TI. CURRENT MAJOR LIFE CHANGES . .
u‘(1.) First Birth ’ 5% .05 . .02
'gg) Birth, First or Later _ 14% .12% . .09%
Constant Term R S.301 )
- ' , R® = .175
F =14.6
*p <,05 '
. 4#p <,01 N = 1183
~ #4kp <001 .

a = dummy variable, omitted category

ot




~Aopendix Table 7:

&

Women martied

v C.

+

Transition Probability Anaiysis.

ke

- ~

Marital Dissolution,

1968-72 (National Longitudinal Surveysj

spouse present, at t and not widowed at t+l

E igible'
Dependent Variables: = 1 Lf not married, spouse present at t+l mean =

.067. '
Lo >
JIndependent Variables . Mean of _
S " e Independent B Beta
-~ ’ Variable )
I. FIRST BIRTH .
(1) Prior First Birth 65% N . .01 .02
(2) Prior First Birth One Year Agn 12% , : -, 06%%* - =,08%%%k
'T. SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS ‘ '
1) e 16-15 - .26% . ‘ . a
- W 16-17 EENR 217 ' il ‘ ax
L 18 - E 3.9% -7 -.05 ° -.0b.
- 19-20 ' ‘6% . - 15%k% - 2%k
/' o 21-23 417 , ‘ . - . 15%%% - 27%xdk
’ - 24-28 - 36% - ; -.16%** = J2%kk
(2) Birth Cohorts 1952- 1954 5.6% / , , a
1948-1951 _ 407 . . Q3% Q7 Ak
o o 1940-1947 | S4%- S P a a
(3) Year 1968 © Y 21% / ‘ L02% .04%
" Year 1969 ‘ / d o 23% .01 02~
Year 197 T 27% . Q4 %%k . Q7%d*
Year 1971 29% 3% ;~ a
(6) Grades Completed 8 5.2% .01 .01 .
9-11 -20%" .01 .02
; =12 53% 302%% J05%*
- >12 21% | > a
(5) Husband s Attitude Toward " 3.08 011%** N ]
-, Wife Working : : 1 o
(6) Worked 0 Weeks 34% S2]F T 39%%k
(7) SMSA Central City Resident 287% a - a
‘ SMSA Suburb Restdent 367 B L02% %% .04 %%%
Non SMSA Resfdent . 3 36% a a -
-(8) Pacific T 17% Sk*k L08* %%
(9) Unemployment Rate &, 9% 00S1** _ . LObkk
(10) Worked O Weeks x Husband's T 1,29 - . 06*4* = A3k
. Attitude Toward Work . . .
'11) Number of Childrea Under 18 - 1.07 -.Ql% ‘-, 02%
'I. CURRENT MAJOR LIFE CHANGES : /
(1) - First Births: Curregt age : o ¢
, S 14-15 B a
i 16-17 T » 1 09 .01
| 18 S (2,1 kA <. 06kk*
. : .+ 19-20 / 3.9% . N T 8L N Lo
v 21-23 3.2% _ -, 12%%% <. 09kFKk,
S 24-28 C1.9% [ EIREYS K1 =1l
(3) Birth; First or Later T25% _ - 0 Gk ] - .05 %k
Constant Term ar e 1027 . Y
- L X R“ = .101
E oc)s : ( : F = 27.6 :
* ) B " ,

m e Aiwnme vavrd{ahlde .

amicted categorv




' Appendix Table 8: Marital Dissolution Probability: Regression Co-
o o efficients for Women 15-19 and 20-24 Years 01d
' (Panel- Study of Income Dynamics) . .

R

t
. , Age 15-19 ° _Age 20-24
"3 ‘ . . b Sample Mean b Sample Mean
L] - .
" Independent Variablas Y= .031 . ' Y =-.011
Pirse Birth Timing: ) .
) ) ) B . ¢
. No First Birth Yet " _ a .26 - Y Y w31 .
First Birth in Cuyredt. Year - - .02 ’ .17 - .00¢. .05 . 7 [ :
First Birth One Year Ago - .03 - .24 o= .01 T L1l .
First Birth Two Years Ago RN - .18 o . 11
' Pirat Birth Over Two Years Ago ' - Mol 15 : 0 .42
School Status: - ' * ' o . 7 ‘ '
$ | o
Student at Start of Year § .0/1/’ .28. T - .00 .- % 14  f
~ Not Student i a g2 0 s . & T .86
. cogs T : ) T . '
Work fStatus: s . S / ' ' ¢ & ;
Worked > 30 Hours Last Year 02 gL R S 73
Worked < 30 Hours Last Year - ' a ) .29 . a .27
Welfare Status: R . B e S ‘ P
, Received AFDC Last Year ‘ .99 Awh . .006 .08 #ax . @ 0L ¢
Did Not Receive AFDC ‘ a .994 a 1989 ~
- - - ) « . . - . .
AFDC Benefit Level 1.6 x 107 §293. 1.3x 107 $307.
Female/Male Employment Opportunities - .013 2.35 .005 *» | . 2.25
’ L4
white . - .o‘&‘ . .89 - .01 " .90
" Unemployment Rate .. - .00s/ 2.2 . .04 - 3.29 ,
Yesr: ' ) ' '
19681969 T cor .00 o - .00
1970-1971 - : .00, . - .00
1972-1973 v - L01 .70 - .006 .43
1974-1975 . . a .30 a .87
Constant ; e L L .06 ' . - .612
R 4 S WS Aww - 2.5 #n  ° ]'
g2 ‘ . : :225 | ' .017 ’
« N A E 2. - 1,786. 5
* = p< .05 3
% = p < 01 ! .
#hx w p < .00L S ' -
v W - . =z - e
a= onict.d category ' o . , N\ A T
T e omit:tnd from regtuaion 7 - - v . . :
TN éu Pl . ~ e
P\ ) . 7_
M .‘ N .
)
" i ¢ :




o

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

2l

Ay

§ b=

v



.

-

(

\

- ]

. METHODOLOGICAL APPENDIX

o~ 4

- ‘e P

Estimating Flow Models:"Transition Probabilities

 The Fransition probability approach relies on multivariate models which

-4

'partition the variance in binary dependent variables. In everx case the de-

pendent variable is assigned a one if the woman reports moving to a new status

" at ye;r t+l, compared to her, status at year t. A zero is assigned if the

¢

woman remains in the same status at year t+l as she was in at year t. For

example, the schooling exit dependent variable “is one if a woman moves out _‘

(pf full—time school enrollment by t+l, given that she was fully enrolled at t.
The exit variable is set equal to zero if she remains fully enrolled at t+l.
Similarly, if a married woman divorces, the dependent variable is set to one.
If she remains with her husband at t+l,=the dependent veriable is set to zero.
L : . : P . o

‘,J.. The definition of eligible observations is critical. For example, a
e . e

woman 1is eligible for inclusion in the schooling_exit sample if she reports

: being"enrolled full-time in scHoql at the start of any'jeer.~ A woman is

"eligible for the school re-entry sample if she reports- being noE enrolled

full-time in school at the start of any year. The obserVational‘unit is a
) a

, gerson-year, which always includes statuS'infOrmation both at.the start and

the end of the year for a particular woman. Given information on status at -
- Jmer
\ -4 : : ) Co .
two points in time, it is posaible to define- status change~variables,.such‘~

A

:;as-fhé'dependent'variable,(e;gl, school exit or reentry), but also any humber

fa NS

of independent variables.

Both level and change variables are ircluded as p;edictore. However,

’

for binary status variables (e.g., enrolled full-time in sgghool vs. mot en-

rolled full;time in school) care must be excerised to ‘avoid edundancy. To

r lyemeof_then -

~
-~

nl o
f " . L. oa.e

ap’



‘are used:

is igpluded in the equation: a \4 |
A. Two level measures: ‘(use only one)
(1) ,Enrolled full-time in school in year t
(2) 'Not enrolled full-time in school in year t A

If change variables are preferred /four dummy variables are defined and three

B. Four change'measdresi (use.only three)
(1) Exit from school between year‘t and year t+l
(2) Remain in school
ﬁ~f§(3) Reenter school - Ly ¥ S
(4) Remain out of eChool B

Note, however, that to use three change variables implicitly specifies level,

so thﬁ% both level and change are completely described (e g., 1f one either

"'exits from school or remains in school, then one necessarily was in school |
‘ at t). Including one level together with three change measures.is therefore
~redundant and would cause matrix inversion problems. Care was taken to

*avoid doing so.

The transition probabilities strategy has taken advantage of tﬁe'panel

ta to pool observations. For example, there are- fivc waves of the NLS panel,

\_r:e ch woman has four - defined person-years‘ }968 to 1969, 1969 to 1970 1970 to

1971, and 1971 to 1972 It 1is possible for all four of these person-years to

be included as observations in a single equation. For example, if a woman is
single “4n 1968 1969, 1970, and 1971, all fgur of her person-years would be
eligible for inclusion ih' the first marriage equation. a

In o:dinary least squares estimation, autocorrelated disturbancea\dd aot
bias parameter estimates, but they dp bias estimates of the standard errors of
pafame;er estihgtes. ?ypicaily the s;andard errors are biasedldewnwards.' One

v “ .. v e v . o 2
/ C -



\
gets the impression' that qQne's parameter estimgtes are more efficiently esti-
mated than’:; truly the case. ' The heart of the problem is that “if a single .
woman contributes up to four berson-year observations, there is something less

than four full degrees of freedom in those four observations. Autocorrelation

,thus typically leads to improper inclusion of variables in an equation_based

- -

on upwardly biased t-statistics.

0

Note, however, that parameter estimates with pooling are still ugbiased.

Moreover, the degree of pooling in these equations is relatively small, since.
“ | | ~ ~
typically fewer. than four person-~year observations from a single woman are .

[

pooled.l Where péoling is negligible or absent, our results—appear comparable”
to results with the mdst ggoling. Pooling is most frequent in analyses of‘

fﬁe fir;ﬂ marriage, marital sﬁlit, high school drop-outf and public assistance P
entry.  In these cases care has been used to be codservat;vé in the usé of-

significance tests.

LI

1. In the education equations, reentry is estimated with no pooling, and the

high school and college graduate exit eguations should have virtually no pooling.
~ Where transition rates are high (e.g., over 20 percent), pooling is minimized, .,//
' as in the re-marriage, first birth (narried women), college drop-out, work
entry, .work exit and public assistange exit equations. The hours and-wage
" equatioms also minimize pooling.

. . P Q&

T m 82




* Dichotomous Dependent Variables :

76
€ - o
. ' Y
¥

~ » The ideal model form»for a binary dependent variable is the logit or

+

T

a related model. The linear model creates heteroscedartic disturbances -and °

the more basic problem of a misspecified model, especially at the.extremes.

A maximum-likelihood logit model solves these problems, but it creates other

F

problems: .- : »

(1) cost: especially .(a) with large data files such as the ones wekk\—

" are using, and (b) with a large number of independenf variables and- (c) with

the likelihood of one or two reestimates of the equation, the very substantial

estimation costs must be weighed against the benefits of improved information.
; *
(2) complexity: results of ordinary least squares are easier to under- .
. i

stand and communicate by an order of magnitude than maximum likelihood logit
estimates. Until the use of maximum likelihood logit grows more familiar, ‘

this must be weighted as a cost, especially in policy research.

‘

Goodman has argued convincingly (1976) that ordinary least squares
5.

provide virtually identical information as maximum likelihood logit especially

(l) where n is large and

(2) where the mean of the dependent variable is not too close to the

‘ibounds. In all cases, we use an n that is large by Goodman 8 standards and, o

in most cases the.means oﬁ\our dependent variables arq{far enough from the

~bounds by his standards (i e., between 20/and . 80). Caution is warranted :%
0~ ‘ -
for the. few eq£ations in’ which the mean was close to zero. (e Bey school re-
entry, public assistance entry, and first birth to unmarried womén)
‘o T -
. r ) - .
“ i . )
N 2 - > \ ) \
» 1 L ) L : . ) .
i . , S.\,Caldwell e 'y

~ .- . . o . . .
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